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ABSTRACT 

Mobile advertising creates opportunities for marketers to capture the attention of 

consumers on a one-to-one basis. However, there is little data proving the success of 

mobile advertising models. This study examined the drivers that influence consumer’s 

acceptance of SMS-based mobile advertisements and the differences in responses 

between two cultures, Finland and the United States. My questionnaire and conceptual 

model was taken from a study done in Finland in 2007. My results indicated that utility, 

context and trust are positively related to the acceptance of mobile advertising while 

sacrifice is negatively related. Control did not have a clear relationship to acceptance 

because three of the four questions about control averaged more than 6.0 on a seven-point 

scale meaning there was no variation in the responses. However, when a separate 

regression was done on the remaining control question, a strong positive relationship 

between that question and acceptance was found.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Mobile phones are making it faster and easier than ever to connect with people. 

We have the power of information at our fingertips; we can communicate over long 

distances with just the push of a button. Global penetration of mobile phones has reached 

87% with 6 billion subscriptions (The World in 2011 - ICT Facts and Figures). 

According to research conducted by mobiThinking on mobile marketing, 5.6 trillion text 

messages were sent in 2011 and traffic is expected to increase to 9.4 trillion by 2016 

(mobiThinking).  With the world becoming increasingly crowded with advertising 

messages, it’s getting difficult for marketers to cut through the clutter. It is important that 

marketers think creatively and find new ways of reaching consumers through channels 

that are less saturated. Mobile advertising presents the opportunity to create one-to-one 

dialogue with consumers. This allows marketers to customize the messages to be relevant 

to the targeted consumers which builds brand equity and ultimately wins over the 

consumer. 

This study examines the factors that influence acceptance of mobile advertising 

between two countries, Finland and the United States, to determine if culture played a 

role in acceptance. My sample consists of 106 Smartphone users of varying ages living 

across the United States. The data suggests that there are both differences and similarities 

between the two countries when it comes to acceptance, some of which may be explained 

by cultural factors. Cultural values played a more significant role in the differences in 

answers when the respondents were asked about trust and control. The results of this 

study highlight factors that are important for marketers to consider when they are 
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advertising their products to consumers in new markets through this newer and less 

understood channel.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

What is M-Commerce? 

Mobile commerce is marketing communication sent to mobile devices promoting 

goods, services and ideas (Pousttchi & Wiedemann, 2007). Basically, this includes any 

kind of business transaction in which at least one party to the transaction uses a mobile 

communication device (Pousttchi & Wiedemann, 2007). This type of communication can 

happen between people or inanimate objects (e.g., an internet server or a computer-based 

data store). (Balasubramanian et. al,, 2002). Mobile commerce is particularly suited for 

the younger generation (Barwise & Strong, 2002), although with the continued rapid 

adoption of mobile technology members of older generations are rapidly becoming a part 

of mobile commerce.  

Young users are heavy mobile information-gatherers and share their opinions with 

their contacts using their mobile devices (Adobe Systems Incorporated, 2010). The 

internet and mobile technologies have made marketing communications into a many-to-

many conversation (Barwise & Strong, 2002).  The mobility of wireless devices means 

that  

m-commerce is different than conventional e-commerce. Consequently, value 

propositions are likely to be new, different and novel for mobile e-commerce (Clarke, 

2008). Specifically, m-commerce differs from e-commerce on the following value 

proposition attributes: Ubiquity, convenience, localization, and personalization (Clarke, 

2008). Companies are building one-to-one relationships with consumers via mobile 

devices (Pousttchi & Wiedemann, 2007) and facilitating one-to-one dialogue (Okazaki, 

2007).  



7 

Change is rapid in the mobile industry; the technology is continuously enhanced 

and refined. Consumer adoption of digital mobile technology in most countries has been 

even faster than adoption of the internet (Merisavo et. al, 2007). The interactive access to 

content available on the internet, access to auctions and the possibility to order tickets or 

to access travel information anywhere contributed to a fast development of the mobile 

Internet (Buellingen & Woerter, 2004). Tablets, smart phones, and social media 

encourage growth and consumer connections in media and entertainment ("Media CEO's 

Look to Smartphones, Tablets for Digital Growth", 2012).  

M-commerce is bringing about a massive change in the way users consume 

products and services (Clarke, 2008). Since the success of m-commerce applications is 

dependent on the ease of use and the delivery of the appropriate information at the correct 

moment, value-for-time propositions will be a key dynamic in determining the success of 

any m-commerce business (Clarke, 2008). Mobile commerce relaxes the independent and 

mutual constraints of space and time, so it is both spatially and temporally flexible and 

allows for communication while in motion (Balasubramanian et. al, 2002).  

Mobile commerce is per se not included in the traditional e-commerce 

market models. M-commerce will be able to increase the overall market 

for e-commerce, because of its unique value proposition of providing 

easily personalized, local goods and services anytime and anywhere. 

(Durlacher Research Ltd, 2000,p12).  
 

This channel will eventually be the digital hub for content creation, consumption, web 

access and online transactions (Adobe Systems Incorporated, 2010).  
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Reasons for Mobile Advertising 

Consumers carry their phones everywhere (Merisavo et. al., 2007). Over the past 

decade or so, the primary use of cell phones has been text messaging (Adobe Systems 

Incorporated, 2010). The use of Short Message Service (SMS, a.k.a texting) and 

Multimedia Message Service (MMS, used for inclusion of images or videos with text 

messages) has increased and today is it the primary method of communication on cellular 

devices (Adobe Systems Incorporated, 2010). Although this medium is underutilized in 

today’s business economy, further research into mobile advertising will be important in 

the future due to the rapid adoption and improvements of mobile technologies.  

The proliferation of mobile Internet devices is creating an unparalleled 

opportunity for e-commerce to leverage the benefits of mobility (Clarke, 2008). As of 

2012, 53.2 million people in the US used an iPad once a month or more (Del Rey, 2012). 

In 2000, Jeff Bezos, CEO of Amazon.com predicted, "If you look five to ten years out, 

almost all of e-commerce will be on wireless devices" (McGinity, 2000). This is even 

more apparent today since the introduction of smart touch screen devices. The wireless 

Web’s potential for bringing people together and expanding commerce is even greater 

than that of the wired Internet (AlterEgo, 2000).  

For some years, a number of social, technological and economic trends 

have produced an environment which promotes the demand and 

distribution of mobile communication services. This causes a dramatic 

change of the mobile communications value chain. New actors (e.g. e-

commerce firms, Internet portal providers) and new services (e.g. m-

commerce, portal services) enlarge the value chain in both ways, 

functionally and institutionally. Mobile network operators can gain 

advantages out of the changed economic environment, through 

occupying the gatekeeper role. (Buellingen & Woerter, 2004, p.1844).  
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However, U.S. providers have lagged in m-commerce development since the U.S. 

market has been PC-oriented for Internet technology. The U.S. leads the world in almost 

every e-commerce metric, while Europe and Japan have taken early leads in m-commerce 

due to their higher level of adoption of mobile devices. In fact some countries in Europe, 

like Spain and Italy, based on their extensive usage of mobile phones may completely 

bypass PC-oriented e-commerce directly to m-commerce (Brandt, 2000). This becomes 

more apparent when we look at recent data (shown in Figure 3) which shows the 

Americas lagging behind other regions in mobile cellular subscriptions (CIA World 

Factbook, 2012). 

Location-based advertising is another key issue in mobile advertising. The 

location of target consumers is of particular interest to marketers (Balasubramanian et. al, 

2002). Location targeting can be done using social media outlets as there is a natural 

convergence of mobile and social due to Facebook (Adobe Systems Incorporated, 2010). 

Social media sites such as Facebook and Foursquare check-ins can be used for location 

based advertising (Adobe Systems Incorporated, 2010). Also, these social media channels 

help communicating brand information without appearing to be advertisements (Adobe 

Systems Incorporated, 2010). The benefits to the customer from these advertising 

methods are increased value of information and increased value of entertainment (Yuan 

et. al., 1998). Entertainment communicates information subliminally, which leads to 

positive brand building (Pousttchi & Wiedemann, 2007). Increased customer engagement 

improves customer satisfaction (Adobe Systems Incorporated, 2010). The personal nature 

of the cell phone can help marketers with profiling and targeting consumers (Barwise & 
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Strong, 2002). Once the consumer is engaged, these personal ties to the brand may make 

consumers less receptive to competitors (Merisavo et. al, 2007).  

Mobile advertising is a very promising direct marketing channel because it is 

empowered by the Web’s interactive and quick response capabilities. This channel allows 

messages to be personalized according to the recipient which increases the relationships 

between advertisers and consumers (Xu, 2007). Marketers must be cautious however not 

to make the messages too personal for fear of turning off consumers. Permission from the 

consumer is the key. Successful mobile campaigns are short and sweet; entertaining; 

focused on a consumer’s area of interest; promotional; eye catching or offer a prize 

(Barwise & Strong, 2002); whereas, spam is brand suicide (Pousttchi & Wiedemann, 

2007).  

Although the original study focused on SMS text advertisements, MMS is equally 

as popular as SMS with mobile device users. SMS advertising is cheaper than a phone 

call, while MMS helps overcome limitations of text-only messaging (Xu, 2007). In the 

new decade, the call for information technology will be information, any time, any place 

and on any device (Clarke, 2008). "The wireless world is a parallel universe almost as 

large as the Net, and the two are beginning a fascinating convergence," said Swapnil 

Shah, director of Inktomi Europe, a search engine and caching solutions company back in 

2000 (Rao, 2000, p. 1). Today these two universes are one. This more personalized 

channel (mobile advertising) creates opportunities for marketers to advertise, build and 

develop relationships with consumers and receive a direct response (Merisavo et. al, 

2007). Ultimately, when implemented properly,  mobile advertising can help enhance 

retail profits and moderate competition (Balasubramanian et. al, 2002). 
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Limitations of Mobile Advertising 

Although mobile advertising allows for personalization, it cannot eliminate 

interruption that occurs when these ads pop-up on your mobile device while you are 

searching the internet. With the adoption of mobile advertising comes its share of 

challenges that must be addressed. Newer technology makes it easier to block 

information through privacy settings. This results in an increasing ability to block ads and 

a diminishing cost of blocking ads (Yuan et. al., 1998). The decision to block 

advertisements depends on the cost of blocking and the cost of exposure. A consumer’s 

view towards mobile advertising and the brand depends on the exposure. Enhancing the 

value of the ads and reducing the cost of accessing and searching will make it worthwhile 

for many more customers to access and search for advertising about products and make it 

less likely that they will block or ignore them (Yuan et. al., 1998). The major challenge is 

getting time and attention from consumers. The internet is already overloaded with ads 

that annoy consumers (Pousttchi & Wiedemann, 2007). There is also the concern of 

privacy related to mobile advertising (Okazaki, 2007). Merisavo et. al. (2007) believe that 

consumer trust in the use of personal data and laws protecting them might affect their 

acceptance. It is necessary to get consumers to opt into mobile advertising in order to 

ensure acceptance (Pousttchi & Wiedemann, 2007). Regardless, mobile advertising must 

provide clear benefits before a company will adopt this technique. 

Mobile advertising is not a large part of most companies’ advertising budgets if it 

is included at all. There is a lack of training about how to monetize mobile audiences 

(Del Rey, 2012). Furthermore, the attitude towards advertising is generally negative (Xu, 

2007). It presents many opportunities but does not come without its limitations. “The 
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problems it must overcome include: uniform standards, ease of operation, security for 

transactions, minimum screen size, display type and bandwidth and billing services” 

(Barnett et. al., 2000). Even today in 2013, with all the advance in mobile technology, 

mobile advertising is not without its glitches. Due to certain technological limitations, 

limited service availability in remote areas, and varying mobile consumer behavior 

patterns, business strategies developed for m-commerce applications will find it 

necessary to emphasize characteristics different from traditional e-commerce strategies 

(Barnett et. al., 2000).  

 

Conclusion 

Society today is dependent upon technology. Global commerce would come to a 

standstill if we were without our computers and cell phones. However, this is not all bad. 

Technology has allowed us to create and explore in ways like never before. The 

magnitude and continual advancement of the mobile Internet revolution will pressure e-

commerce business models, create apertures for new mobile Internet companies, 

engender a stream of change among established e-commerce paradigms, and lead to a 

reconfiguration of value propositions in many industries (Evans & Wurster, 1997). Those 

best able to provide value-added user experiences, through content aggregation and portal 

development, will achieve long-term success. Merely extending the current Internet 

presence will not be enough (Clarke, 2008). 
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METHODOLOGY 

Merisavo et. al. (2007) tested a structural equation model of their survey 

responses. The model related five sets of independent variables to a set of dependent 

variables. They related constructs representing utility, content, control, sacrifice, and trust 

to what they called acceptance. Trying to compare the present research to those results 

without replicating Merisavo et. al., exactly, the variables from the present research were 

analyzed in the following way: Factor analysis was used to create a factor from each of 

the sets of questions Merisavo et. al. used to create their constructs (Utility, Content, 

Control, Sacrifice, Trust, and Acceptance – see Figure 2) and then the five “independent” 

factors were used in a regression with the factor Acceptance as the dependent variable. 

 

Survey Instrument 

Since the objective of this study was to replicate the survey discussed by 

Merisavo et. al. (2007), it was necessary to reproduce, as nearly as possible, the 

instrument used in their study. The article discussing their study included a series of 

questions they used. While the article (and the questions included) were in English, it 

appeared – based on their non-idiomatic form – that the questions had originally been in 

Finnish. The questions were re-worded into idiomatic English, and then each question 

was provided with a seven-point response scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly 

Agree (7). While Merisavo et.al. (2007) provided some of the questions with a “Don’t 

know” alternative, none of the questions in this study included that alternative since the 

authors did not specify which questions had it and which did not. The questions as stated 
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in the Merisavo et. al. (2007) article are shown in Appendix 1 and the re-wording for the 

present study is shown in Table 1. 

Sample 

Merisavo et. al. (2007) reported a sample size of 4,062 respondents with a high 

proportion of young and lower-income individuals; 70% of the respondents were below 

the age of 36 years and 69% reported an annual income of less than $25,500. Because of 

budget limitations, it was decided to utilize a smaller but more diverse sample for this 

study. A total of 106 respondents was obtained from the SurveyMonkey Audience 

respondent panel (described at http://www.surveymonkey.com/mp/audience/). The 

survey was conducted over the internet between March 12
th

 and March 17
th

, 2013. 

Of the respondents, 51.9% were male and 48.1% were female. The sample was 

comprised of respondents across the age distribution. Fifty-four percent were under 45 

years of age, with the 45-60 year old group making up 35% of respondents. Nine percent 

of respondents were high school graduates, 35% had completed an Associate’s or 

Bachelor’s degree, and 22% held a graduate degree. Approximately 53% of respondents 

were employed and working 40 or more hours per week. Thirty-seven percent reported an 

annual household income of less than $50,000, 26% earned between $50,000 and 

$100,000, 19% earned between $100,000 and $150,000, and 18% earned more than 

$150,000. Every region of the country was represented among the respondents. 
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RESULTS 

Figure 2 shows the final structural model that the original authors developed with 

standardized path estimates and t-values. Four of the five hypotheses (shown in Appendix 

2) were supported in both the Finland and U.S. studies to varying degrees. Each sample 

behaved as predicted except on the matter of Control and Acceptance which resulted in 

very different responses between the two countries. Their first hypothesis was supported, 

as shown in Table 2, by a very strong path (β = 0.41) between the consumers' perceived 

utility of mobile advertising and the willingness to accept mobile advertising. From our 

U.S. sample, the first hypothesis was also supported by a positive relationship between 

Utility and Acceptance though slightly weaker than the Finland study (b= 0.35). 

Hypothesis 2 was also supported by a strong positive path (β = 0.27) from the utilization 

of contextual information to the willingness to accept mobile advertising. From our U.S. 

sample, the second hypothesis was again supported by a positive relationship, this time 

showing a more positive correlation than Merisavo et al. (b= 0.38). In the Finnish study, 

the consumers' perceived control of mobile advertising did not significantly affect their 

willingness to accept mobile advertising (β = 0.03), and therefore their results did not 

support Hypothesis 3. This finding might indicate that consumers take it for granted that 

marketers do not send them mobile advertising messages without their permission, and 

thus the whole question of control is less important to them (Merisavo et al., 2007). 

However, the U.S. sample showed a negative relationship between Control and 

Acceptance (b=-0.07).  In Hypothesis 4 we predicted that the consumers' perceived 

Sacrifice is negatively related to their willingness to accept mobile advertising. The 

Finnish study supported this hypothesis. The results show a strong negative path  
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(β = -0.32) between perceived Sacrifice and the willingness to accept mobile advertising. 

In the U.S. sample, sacrifice was negatively related to acceptance as well but the 

relationship was non-significant (b = -0.12). Finally, Hypothesis 5 was supported in the 

Finnish study as the consumers' Trust in privacy and the laws regulating mobile 

advertising was positively related to their willingness to accept mobile advertising (β = 

0.11). However, this relationship was relatively weak, which implies that consumers do 

not consider these issues very important. In the U.S. sample, trust was a more important 

factor (b= 0.28). In fact, the majority of respondents replied that they do not trust 

marketers or their service provider to keep their personal information safe and use it only 

for the purpose for which they granted permission nor do they trust laws on privacy to 

protect them. 

From these results, one can conclude that utility, context and trust are positively 

related to acceptance, while sacrifice is negatively related to acceptance. Control, which 

might seem to be logically related to acceptance (the more willing a person is to allow 

others to determine what advertising will be sent to them, the more a person should be 

willing to accept advertising), does not have a clear relationship to acceptance. One of the 

reasons that control is not a strong driver of acceptance, however, is that there is not 

much variation in the variables underlying control. Three of those four questions average 

over 6.0 on a seven-point scale. The one question used in creating the control construct 

that does not have a high average was “I would be willing to receive mobile 

advertisements if I give my permission,” which had an average of 3.5. When a separate 

regression of that question’s response on acceptance was made, the coefficient was .651 

and the significance was p < .001. This signifies a strong positive relationship between 
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that question and the acceptance construct. R
2
 for the equation was 0.42 which indicates 

that a large proportion of the total variability in acceptance is accounted for by variability 

in this one question. There is, therefore, a strong relationship between one of the 

components of control and acceptance. 
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INTERNATIONAL IMPLICATIONS 

The present study results are similar to the earlier study’s results for utility, 

context, control, and trust, while the relationship between sacrifice and acceptance is non-

significant in the present study. The sign of that relationship, however, is negative as it 

was in the Merisavo et. al.(2007) study. The original authors’ structural equation model 

results are shown in Figure 2 and the very roughly similar model of the present study’s 

results are shown in Table 2. 

Not surprisingly, the means between the Finnish study and the U.S. study are 

significantly different in 19 of the 22 questionnaire elements. However, the differences 

appear to be systematic. Finnish respondents score higher (agree more) on questions 

dealing with the value and acceptance of mobile advertising (questions 1 through 6 in 

Table 1), on questions of trust (questions 17 through 19 in Table 1), and on the three 

“dependent” variables (questions 20 through 22 in Table 1).  U.S. respondents agree more 

on the “problem” questions (questions 10 through 12 and questions 15 and 16 in Table 1).  

There were no significant differences between the two populations on questions of 

controlling permission to receive mobile advertising, and that the problem with mobile 

advertising was loss of privacy and the amount of time it takes to read and respond to 

them (questions 9, 13, and 14 in Table 1). 

It is interesting to see that in the U.S. sample, participants felt very differently 

about perceived control.  Sixty-eight percent of respondents strongly agreed that 

controlling permission to receive mobile advertisements was very important them. 

Furthermore, 71% strongly agreed that it is important that they can refuse mobile 

advertisements. The majority of respondents also agreed that the biggest problem with 
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mobile advertising is not being able to control them. When asked if they would receive 

mobile advertisements in the future, only 34% of respondents said they would be 

somewhat likely to receive mobile advertisements if they gave their permission. Based on 

Hofstede’s Theory of Cultural Dimensions, this difference could be attributed to the very 

high individualist nature of the U.S. In this type of culture, people are expected to look 

after themselves and their immediate family. This can also be attributed to the fact that 

the United States is a Masculine society and Finland is categorized as a feminine society. 

A masculine society like the U.S. values success and rewards for achievements rather 

than cooperation and caring. They strive to be the best they can be with the mindset that 

the goal is to win (Hofstede, 2013). Due to the desire to win and the “every man for 

himself” perception of these two dimensions, it is not surprising that the U.S. sample 

participants are not trusting of marketers and service providers. 

What this appears to indicate is that U.S. respondents see less value in mobile 

advertising and greater difficulties with receiving mobile advertising than do Finnish 

respondents. Whether this is due to national characteristics or to the evolution over the 

intervening six years of the devices and the advertising that appears on them is 

impossible to determine. Some of the main differences seen from the survey results are 

that the Finnish population puts more trust in marketers than the U.S. population and does 

not consider control to be an important issue in terms of mobile advertising. As 

mentioned before, if we look at Hofstede’s Theory of Cultural Dimensions in Figure 1, 

we see that Finland has a low score of 26 on the Masculine/Feminine dimensions scale 

deeming Finland a “feminine” country. A feminine country favors equality, compromise, 

support from managers with a focus on well-being. On the other hand, the U.S. scores a 
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62, deeming it a masculine society. This type of society strives to be the best they can be 

and is motivated to work based on monetary rewards. The goal in a masculine society is 

to win. Both Finland and the United States are considered Individualist societies. This 

means in both countries people are expected to look after themselves and immediate 

family and employer/employee relationships are based on mutual advantage. However, 

Finland scores a 63 in this dimension scale while the U.S. tops the charts, scoring a 91 

(Hofstede). These two dimensions mentioned above help explain why Finland consumers 

are less worried about being in control and more trusting of marketers to use their 

information for designated purposes whereas U.S. citizens are not trusting of businesses. 

Questions 17, 18 and 19 (shown in Table 1) concern trust in marketers, privacy laws and 

service providers. As seen in Table 3, there is a full one point difference in the way Finns 

and Americans answered the questions. Americans were far less trusting than Finns. The 

significance of the U.S. Individualist score supports the fact that American consumers 

consider control to be extremely important and do not trust marketers because there is a 

cultural norm of looking out for one’s best interests.   

 

Limitations and Implications for Future Research 

One of the limitations of the study is the differences in number of participants. 

Merisavo et al. (2007) conducted their study with a very large sample of 4,062. Due to 

financial constraints, our study was conducted with 106 respondents. Clearly this is a 

very large difference between the two sample sizes however, even with the small U.S. 

sample size, large differences were found between the two cultures. Future research could 

use a much larger sample size closer to the Finland study to determine if these finds 
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remain true. Another limitation is the age of the respondents. The Finland study surveyed 

mostly young people.  Seventy percent of the population was under the age of 36 and 

35% were students. Our study was conducted using respondents with a large age range of 

18 to over 60 years old– almost 50% of the respondents were between the ages of 40 and 

60 years. There were also several questions in the survey that respondents chose not to 

answer. Although there was usually only one or two respondents that skipped the 

question, there is a possibility that it could have slightly skewed the results. However, we 

believe it is not enough to significantly change the outcome. Finally, we reworded the 

translated questions the study published by Merisavo et al. (2007) from non-idomatic to 

idiomatic English to be more easily understandable for our respondents. Although the 

two studies asked the question in a slightly different way, what we were asking remained 

the same.  

 

Implications for Marketers 

As cell phone usage continues to rise in new and existing markets, more research 

should be done to gauge the potential for mobile advertising in other countries. Research 

published in the CIA World Factbook ranks Finland 18
th

 in terms of mobile phone 

penetration while the United States is only ranked 114
th 

(shown in Figure 3). Above 

Finland, countries in the Middle East and Asia have far higher mobile phone penetration. 

Some examples are Qatar, United Arab Emirates, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait which all 

rank above Finland in mobile penetration (CIA World Factbook). Also, Table 4 shows 

that Egypt is the number one country in terms of the population that mostly use their 

mobile phones for internet access with 70% of its population rarely using desktops to 
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access the internet. Table 5 shows that in 2011, Asia and the Pacific ranked higher than 

Europe and the Americas in mobile cellular subscriptions at 2,897,000. Another fact to 

consider is that developing countries ranked even higher in mobile cellular subscriptions 

at 4,520,000. When considering moving products or services into new markets, marketers 

should consider researching the factors relating to acceptance of mobile advertising in 

countries like the Middle East, Asia and developing countries where there may be more 

potential due to the large number of mobile phone users.   

Furthermore, this study indicates that marketers should pay particular attention to 

the utility and context of mobile advertisements. They should also take into consideration 

that U.S. consumers are wary about giving out personal information to marketers for fear 

of it being used inappropriately. They also must remember that it important to these 

consumers that they are in control of messages they receive. That being said, marketers 

must respect these wishes and only send mobile advertisements once they receive 

permission from the consumer. This will help to build trust between the marketers and 

the consumers. Also, as mentioned in Merisavo et al. (2007), consumers are more likely 

to receive mobile advertisements from trusted brands such as McDonalds and Coca-Cola 

therefore companies should work on building strong brand equity (Merisavo et al, 2007).  
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FIGURE 2 

Merisavo et. al. Conceptual Model 
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FIGURE 3 
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Table 1 
US Study Questions 

Questions making up constructs studied by Mersavo, et. al. 

Construct Question 

Utility 

1. I believe mobile advertisements can help save me money. 
2. I believe mobile advertisements can help save me time. 
3. I believe mobile advertisements can provide me with useful information 

4. I believe mobile advertisements can provide me with an entertaining 

experience. 

Context 

5. Information specific to where I am would be useful to me 

6. Information specific to a time or date would be useful to me 

7. I would enter a personal user profile 

Control 

8. I would be willing to receive mobile advertisements if I give my permission 

9. It is important to me that I control permission to receive mobile 

advertisements 

10. It is important to me that I can refuse to accept mobile advertisements. 

11. It is important to me that I have the ability to filter mobile advertisements to 

match my needs. 

Sacrifice 

12. The biggest problem with mobile advertisements is not being able to control 

them 

13. The biggest problem with mobile advertisements is the loss of privacy. 

14. The biggest problem with mobile advertisements is the time it takes to read or 

respond to them 

15. The biggest problem with mobile advertisements is that they are annoying or 

irritating. 

16. The biggest problem with mobile advertisements is that it blurs the 

boundaries between home, work, and leisure. 

Trust 

17. I trust that my mobile service provider would only use my personal data for 

purposes that I have approved. 

18. I trust that a marketer would only use my personal data for purposes that I 

have approved. 

19. I trust that the consumer is protected by law related to data privacy. 

Acceptance 

20. I have positive feelings towards mobile advertisements 

21. I am willing to receive mobile advertisements in the future. 

22. I will read all the mobile advertisements that I receive in the future. 
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Table 2 
Strength and significance of relationships between 
constructs and “Acceptance” of mobile advertising 

 Merisavo, et. al. Boudreau 

Construct Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance 

Utility .41 p < .01 .35 p < .05 

Context .27 p < .01 .38 p < .05 

Control .03 n.s. -.07 n.s. 

Sacrifice -.32 p < .01 -.12 n.s. 

Trust .11 p < .01 .28 p < .01 

Note: The comparison is between similar but not identical models 
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Table 3 

*Highlighted items show questions where the respondents agreed 

more 
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Table 4 
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Table 5 
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APPENDIX 1 

Original Questions from Study by Merisavo et. al. 

Construct Question 

Perceived utility of 
mobile advertising 

1. I think that saving money is important in mobile advertising 
2. I think that saving time is important in mobile advertising 
3. I think that useful information is important in mobile 

advertising 
4. I think that entertaining experience is important in mobile 

advertising 

Utilization of 
contextual information 
in mobile advertising 

1. I would view mobile advertising related to me being in a 
specific location (e.g. stores, parking) as useful 

2. I would view mobile advertising related to a specific time or 
date (e.g. anniversary, changes in stock prices) as useful 

3. I would be prepared to spend time providing my personal 
details  (a user profile ) to make mobile advertising to better 
match my needs 

Perceived control of 
mobile advertising 

1. I would only be prepared to receive mobile advertising if I had 
provided my permission 

2. It is important for me that I can control the permission to 
receive mobile advertising 

3. It is important for me that I can refuse to receive mobile 
advertising 

4. It is important for me that I can filter mobile marketing 
advertising to match my needs 

Perceived sacrifice of 
receiving mobile 
advertising 

1. The biggest problem related to receiving mobile advertising is 
loss of control 

2. The biggest problem related to receiving mobile advertising is 
loss of privacy 

3. The biggest problem related to receiving mobile advertising is 
the time involved in dealing with it 

4. The biggest problem related to receiving mobile advertising is 
that I feel it is annoying or irritating 

5. The biggest problem related to receiving mobile advertising is 
that it blurs the distinction between home, work and leisure 

Trust in privacy and 
laws of mobile 
advertising 

1. I believe that my mobile operator uses my data only for a 
purpose that I have approved 

2. I believe that a marketer would use my data only for a 
purpose that I have approved  

3. I believe that the consumer is protected by laws related to 
data privacy 

Acceptance of mobile 
advertising 

1. I feel positively about mobile advertising 
2. I am willing to receive mobile advertising messages in the 

future 
3. I would read all mobile advertising messages I receive in the 

future 
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APPENDIX 2 

 

Hypotheses [from Merisavo et. al.] 

 

H1: Consumers' perceived utility of mobile advertising is positively related to their 

willingness to accept mobile advertising.  

 

H2: Consumers' utilization of contextual information in mobile advertising is 

positively related to their willingness to accept mobile advertising.  

 

H3: Consumers' perceived control of mobile advertising is positively related to their 

willingness to accept mobile advertising.  

 

H4: Consumers' perceived sacrifice in receiving mobile advertising is negatively 

related to their willingness to accept mobile advertising.  

 

H5: Consumers' trust in privacy and the laws of mobile advertising is positively 

related to their willingness to accept mobile advertising.  
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