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Anne Martensen (Denmark), Jan Mouritsen (Denmark) 

How ad-talk and word-of-mouth influence consumers’ responses 

Abstract  

This study investigates: (a) if consumers talk about advertizing messages – ad-talk – is a new, distinct concept that 

differs from word-of-mouth (WOM) communication in definition and impact; (b) how ad-talk mobilizes WOM; (c) 

how WOM mediates the relationship between ad-talk and consumer responses. 

A new model is developed that adapts the classic Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) framework by replacing the social 

norm with consumers’ ad-talk and WOM. Two large scale internet surveys are conducted to test and validate the 

model. Findings show that ad-talk and WOM are two different social processes. Ad-talk only mobilizes PWOM. 

PWOM mediates and leverages ad-talk’s influence on consumer responses, because PWOM adds personal experiences, 

preferences and social acceptance to the brand promise seen in the firm’s advertizing. This changes the value of the 

brand and makes the firm’s offer better than ad-talk would do singularly.  

The concept ad-talk develops a more nuanced understanding of the role of advertizing in consumer-to-consumer (C2C) 

communication, since it: (1) changes how brand value is created; (2) mobilizes WOM and (3) influences consumer 

responses.  

Keywords: ad-talk, word-of-mouth (WOM) communication, social use of advertizing messages, mediation, structural 

equation modelling. 
 

Introduction  

Consumers often discuss a firm, its brand and its 
advertizing when they interact (Mitchell et al., 2007; 
Ritson and Elliot, 1999). Here consumers become 
aware of a firm’s advertizing messages and learn 
from each other about the relevance of the firm’s 
offer. This makes communication between 
consumers (C2C) a strong mediator between the 
firm’s offer and consumers’ responses in the form of 
interest, purchase intention and eventual purchase. 
However, talk about brands and talk about 
advertizing messages may differ in their ability to 
influence consumer responses. Talk about adver- 
tizing messages focuses on creating awareness and 
discovering the advertizing message. When passing 
on the advertizing message, it can mobilize talk 
about the brand where the relevance of the firm’s 
offer, based on the consumers’ own experiences and 
preferences, is discussed. 

Talk about a brand is traditionally defined as word-

of-mouth (WOM) communication: “An act of 

exchanging marketing information among consumers” 

(Chu and Kim, 2011, p. 48) or alternatively as “any 

business action that earns a customer recommend- 

dation” (available at http://www.wommapedia.org/# 

section5). These and previous definitions see WOM 

as market information that relates to any positive or 

negative experiences with, preferences and recom- 

mendations about a firm and its offer made by 

potential, actual, or former customers (Arndt, 1967: 

Chu and Kim, 2011; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). 

However, these WOM definitions do not distinguish 
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talk about advertizing messages and its discovering 

ability from talk about the brand and its ability to 

create clarification and relevance.  

Recent research often draws on the firm’s 
advertizing spending as the mobilizer of WOM 
hence assuming that the amount of advertizing is the 
determinant of C2C interaction (Graham and 
Havlena, 2007). However, C2C communication is 
discussions in a social group about the relevance of 
the firm and its brand, but also attention raising and 
sharing of knowledge of the advertizing message. 
Hence, previous research focuses on advertizing 
spending and ignores that advertizing can be used as 
a conversational resource, where the discussion of 
the advertizing message becomes a social process 
with a separate effect on other consumers.  

Above issues make it useful to distinguish C2C 
communication in two related but theoretically 
distinct concepts: (a) Ad-talk that focuses on the 
ability of a social group to spread the knowledge of 
a firm’s advertizing message to other group 
members; (b) WOM that takes into account that the 
firm, its brand and its advertizing is interpreted 
socially where meanings, experiences and 
recommendations are shared. Hence, we propose 
that ad-talk is a new, separate concept that differs 
from WOM in definition, purpose and in impact on 
consumer responses. Ad-talk is important to 
investigate, as a consequence of two things. First, 
the distinction between WOM and ad-talk makes it 
possible to develop a more nuanced understanding 
of the role of advertizing in C2C communication. 
Second, ad-talk changes how the value of the brand 
is created because of its discovering effect and 
ability to mobilize WOM. This adds value to the 
brand compared to what is traditionally proposed 
according to WOM and advertizing research.  
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Developing this new ad-talk concept raises two 

challenges. The first challenge is to define the 

concept. We argue that ad-talk and WOM are two 

different social processes. Ad-talk generates 

information and knowledge about advertizing 

messages while WOM generates evaluations of the 

firm and its offer. Ad-talk increases awareness of 

and insight into the firm’s advertizing and its offer 

while WOM makes it relevant. Ad-talk is therefore 

a social activity to discover the advertizing message 

while WOM is primarily a social activity to make 

the advertizing message relevant in the context of 

the firm’s brand. 

The second challenge is to understand the 

relationship between ad-talk and WOM and their 

link to consumer responses. Several researchers 

have emphasized that the link between the social use 

of advertizing and WOM is relevant, important and 

even underresearched (Keller, 2007; Nyilasy, 2006; 

Ritson and Elliott, 1999). Libai et al.’s (2010, p. 

276) even suggest that “more research that examines 

offline C2C and its interaction with the use of 

advertizing is of a specific need”. Despite of this, 

advertizing and WOM research and consumer 

behavior have more or less ignored that advertizing 

messages are used as conversation resources and 

can influence the individual’s advertizing 

awareness, WOM and brand attitude (Buttle, 1998; 

Costa, 1995; Mick and Buhl, 1992; Ritson and 

Ellott, 1999).  

Moreover, marketers have struggled to understand 
how to influence WOM, let alone how to overcome 
the consumer’s increased resistance to advertizing 
and how to make advertizing messages part of the 
consumers’ social milieu (Graham and Havlena, 
2007; Gildin, 2002; Keller, 2007). Ritson and Elliot 
(1999) are one of only few who have studied the 
social use of advertizing. However, they focus 
solely on the use of advertizing meaning within the 
social context of group interactions and how 
advertizing meaning can be used independently of 
the advertized product. Ritson and Elliot (1999) do 
not, as we do in our study, investigate how raised 
awareness to the advertizing message in a social 
group can mobilize WOM and influence consumers’ 
responses.  

To improve our knowledge of the two concepts, 

their interrelationship and effect on consumers’ 

responses we investigate the following two research 

questions: (1) Are ad-talk and WOM two different 

concepts with separate influence on brand attitude 

and purchase intention?; (2) Is WOM a mediator 

between ad-talk and (a) brand attitude and (b) 

purchase intention? For this purpose we develop a 

model that adapts the classic, but widely used, 

Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)-framework (see 

e.g., Langdridge et al., 2007; Ajzen, 2013) by 

replacing the social norm (SN) with the two types of 

C2C communication: WOM and ad-talk. This 

changes the original TRA-framework and previous 

WOM research in four directions.  

First, ad-talk is an extension of traditional WOM 

research as we introduce ad-talk as a separate and 

distinct concept to WOM. This adds new insight to 

WOM research that traditionally has focused on the 

opinions and use of brands and neglected the social 

use of advertizing messages as a tool for building 

awareness of the firm’s advertizing campaign and 

its brand elements and for passing this information 

to other consumers to mobilize WOM. Second, we 

argue that WOM mediates the relationship between 

ad-talk and consumer responses and improves our 

understanding of how the two concepts interrelate 

and changes the value of the brand. WOM adds to 

or detracts from the brand promise seen in the firm’s 

advertizing and this will change ad-talk’ effect. 

Third, ad-talk may mobilize positive WOM 

(PWOM) and negative WOM (NWOM) (Libai et 

al., 2010), and deepens our understanding of how 

PWOM and NWOM work differently. Last, by 

replacing SN with ad-talk and WOM in the TRA-

framework, and analyzing their impact on consumer 

responses simultaneously, we offer a theoretically 

grounded framework that contributes to the frequent 

debate about additional drivers in the TRA-

framework (Ajzen, 2013).  

We empirically validate and test the model in a 

travel agency and in a retail bank on the basis of two 

large-scale data sets. As part of this, the respondents 

were able to see a selection of recent and earlier 

advertizing via an embedded URL link. This 

heightens the validity of the ad-talk concept.  Our 

findings show that ad-talk only mobilizes PWOM. 

PWOM mediates the relationship between ad-talk 

and consumer responses. PWOM’s mediating effect 

leverages ad-talk’s influence on consumer responses 

and add value to the brand. This insight can be of 

strategic help for firms when planning their 

marketing communication and branding activities. 

1. Conceptualization of ad-talk and WOM 

Ad-talk is the activity where advertizing is an object 

of conversation. It may start a conversation, it may 

be part of a conversation already in place, or it may 

be a random incidence. Yet, ad-talk is the activity of 

raising the awareness of the advertizing message to 

a group of consumers of which many do not know 

about the advertizing beforehand; in ad-talk the 

advertizing becomes known to more people than 

have seen it. Through ad-talk information about the 

campaign and its brand elements is passed on and 

made available to other consumers. Ad-talk is 
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analytical in its form and includes information that 

concerns the advertizing message’s novelty, its 

presentational qualities, the product’s attributes and 

benefits, etc. This makes the outcome a form of 

content analysis of pros and cons of the advertized 

offer. In a sense ad-talk raises attention to different 

elements of the advertizing message that may 

originate from different sources. Ad-talk can be seen 

as a concept that extends previous WOM research’s 

focus on the amount of advertizing (ad-spending) as 

the determinant of C2C. The point is not that the 

amount of advertizing does not mean anything; the 

point is rather that in a C2C context it is useful also to 

make the discovery of the advertizing message a 

social rather than an individual process. So, ad-talk 

raises the awareness of the advertizing message in the 

group. The larger the group is the larger is ad-talk.  

WOM is a social process where consumers in a 

group influence each other’s preferences, interests 

and choices concerning a particular brand, product 

or service (Bansal and Voyer, 2000; Libai et al., 

2010). In WOM consumers produce experiences 

with the brand, produce evaluations of the firm’s 

ability to deliver, mobilize support or resistance to 

the ethos of the brand and offer intangible support 

for or against the more analytical, non-commital 

offer made by ad-talk. This makes WOM 

personalized stories which can be both affective and 

cognitive and positive and negative. WOM 

generates new understanding that is solution 

oriented compared to ad-talk, which is analytic and 

reflective in nature. In addition, WOM is a process 

of making the offer socially desirable and relevant. 

Hence, WOM is not only acting on the advertizing 

message, but also on narratives of success and 

failure that have other origins.  

2. Conceptual framework and hypotheses 

2.1. The TRA-framework. This study is built on 

research related to the formation of brand attitude 

and purchase intention where the Fishbein and 

Ajzen (1975) TRA-framework is a favored theory 

(see also Ajzen, 1991; Langdridge et al., 2007). 

Even though the original theory dates back to the 

1970, it is still used and discussed as a dominant 

theory in the literature. Special focus has during the 

years been on how to investigate the predictive validity 

of the TRA-framework by including additional 

variables (see Ajzen, 2013; Langdridge et al., 2007). 

We continue this stream of research as we extend the 

TRA-framework by including ad-talk and WOM. 

The theory asserts that a consumer’s behavior is a 

function of the consumers purchase intention, which 

in turn is a function of the consumer’s behavioral  
 

attitude and social norm (SN). Purchase intention is 

used as a proximal measure of behavior and 

embodies a person’s motivation to act (Ajzen, 1991; 

Conner and Armitage, 1998).  Behavioral attitude is 

a consumer’s beliefs about the consequences of 

performing a behavior multiplied by his/her 

evaluation of these consequences (Fishbein and 

Ajzen, 1975). SN examines to what extent 

individuals adapt his/her behavior to the reference 

groups expressed expectations in order to gain 

rewards or to avoid punishments from them 

(Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975).  

2.2. Replacing SN with WOM and ad-talk. SN is 

characterized by values and norms that are 

embedded in the culture. SN is presumed to be 

influential in a buying decision, but it is often 

difficult to document its effect as norms are rarely 

explicitly communicated. This has led previous 

research to criticize the SN construct in the TRA-

framework for being insufficient (e.g. Ajzen 2013; 

Conner and Armitage, 1998) and meta-analytic 

studies have found SN to be a weak predictor of 

consumer responses (e.g. Armitage and Conner, 

2001). To improve the predictability of consumer 

responses, we replace the weak SN-predictor with 

the more powerful WOM-predictor. Several 

researchers suggest that consumers’ responsiveness 

to social influence can be categorized as either 

normative – SN – or informational – WOM (e.g. 

Bearden et al., 1989). However, the TRA-theory does 

not address the influence from WOM, even though 

several studies actually find that WOM has a higher 

impact on consumers’ responses than SN (Park and 

Lessig, 1977; Ward and Reigen, 1990; Mascarenhas 

and Higby, 1993). WOM’s higher influence than SN 

may be because WOM often reflects sharing of 

knowledge and experiences, where consumers find 

the social group’s informative evaluation of 

alternative brands trustworthy and relevant as it 

comes from other consumers with no ulterior 

motives (Kaplan and Miller, 1987). This makes 

WOM information persuasive and influential in a 

choice situation (East et al., 2007; Libai et al., 2010).  

WOM’s influence on brand attitude and purchase 

intention has been well-documented in research such 

as consumer behavior, social psychology, marketing 

communication, opinion leadership, and WOM 

research (Buttle, 1998; Day, 1971; East et al., 2008).  

We also extend the TRA-framework by adding the 

ad-talk construct. We propose that both ad-talk and 

WOM influence the individual consumer’s brand 

attitude and purchase intention in line with SN’s 

influence in the original TRA-framework (See 

Figure 1).  
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Fig. 1. The extended TRA-framework 

PWOM is expected to have a positive influence on 

brand attitudes and purchase intentions, while 

NWOM has the opposite effect (Chakravarty et al., 

2010; Chevalier and Mayzlin 2006).  

Hence we propose, that: 

H1a-b. Ad-talk has a positive direct effect on (a) 

brand attitude; (b) purchase intention. 

H2a-b: PWOM has a positive, direct effect on (a) 

brand attitude; (b) purchase intention. 

H3a-b: NWOM has a negative, direct effect on (a) 

brand attitude; (b) purchase intention. 

The relationship between brand attitude and purchase 

intention has been analyzed previously (Vakratsas and 

Ambler, 1999; Kim and Hunter, 1993) and is not 

reviewed here but is tested in the model. Thus:  

H4: Brand attitude has a positive, direct effect on 

purchase intention. 

Ad-talk WOM 

Ad-talk is based on an analysis of information 

related to the advertizing message through the give-

and-take of social discourse (Alperstein, 1990). 

Communication accommodation theory can explain 

this social interaction where advertizing messages 

are discovered and disseminated. Accommodation 

theory assumes that consumers share knowledge 

about advertizing messages in a social context, but 

that the effect of advertizing first arises when the 

advertizing message is applied in a social context, 

e.g. when consumers include the advertizing 

message in their common understanding of certain 

brands, things or situations (Buttle, 1998). It is in 

these social discourse situations that ad-talk 

provides the opportunity to mobilize WOM.  

Since ad-talk is a new construct, no previous 

research has investigated it or studied its link to 

WOM. Previous studies have investigated the 

relationship between WOM and different types of 

advertizing measures (e.g. Day, 1971; Graham and 

Havlena, 2007; Keller, 2007; Keller and Fay, 2009; 

Niederhoffer et al., 2007), but none of these reflect 

the social process of ad-talk or how consumers’ 

raised attention to the advertizing message in a 

social group mobilizes WOM. Despite these 

constraints, we want to draw upon these findings.  

Some studies have compared the partial influence of 

WOM with the partial influence of marketing 

communication, especially advertizing (Bansal and 

Voyer, 2000; Day, 1971; Laczniak et al., 2001). 

These partial studies report that WOM is much more 

effective than any other form of marketing commu- 

nication, both regarding magnitude of impact and 

regarding its impact on the different steps in the 

decision making process (Arndt, 1967; Day, 1971; 

Libai et al., 2010). 

Other studies have investigated specific advertizing 
measures and their link to WOM. Niederhoffer et al. 
(2007) find that ad spending has the strongest 
relationship with WOM compared to marketing 
activities such as distribution. This is supported by 
Graham and Havlena (2007) who study the effect of 
ad spending for television and magazine advertizing 
on PWOM, measured as number of positive brand 
discussions. They find that online advertizing 
spending is the single most important driver for 
number of PWOM brand discussions. Keller (2007) 
finds the internet as the second most important 
WOM stimulator, only surpassed by television. In 
general advertizing in completely different media 
creates offline WOM (Keller, 2007; Graham and 
Havlena, 2007). Gelb and Johnson (1995) mention 
that advertizing induced WOM may be particularly 
intense when only few information sources are 
available or if the advertizing message only tells 
part of the story. Smith and Swinyard (1982) 
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emphasize that if an advertizing message generates 
uncertainty, consumers might seek information from 
other consumers to reduce this uncertainty if the 
product is considered important enough. 

From a theoretical point of view we argue that 

advertizing messages that are disseminated in ad-

talk may stimulate consumers’ interest in the brand 

and make them search and dig even deeper into an 

understanding of the brand. We also argue that ad-

talk may trigger our memory and make us remember 

specific experiences and use situations that are 

worth talking about to others. These arguments 

make us propose that ad-talk mobilizes WOM, 

where consumers’ increased insight about the 

advertizing message function as cues that trigger the 

consumers individual experiences and mental brand 

associations and influence what will be discussed in 

WOM, cf. the cue utalization theory. This is a new 

contribution as all above mentioned studies look at 

the effect of advertizing on WOM as an individual 

process, and not of ad-talk’s and its social use of 

advertizing messages and its effect on WOM. Hence: 

H5a-b. Ad-talk mobilizes (a) PWOM; (b) NWOM.  

WOM’s mediating effect 

We propose that WOM mediates the relationship 

between ad-talk and consumers’ responses. The 

argument is that when ad-talk mobilizes WOM, WOM 

broadens the discussion of the advertizing message by 

including experiences, preferences and opinions of the 

offer that is a natural continuation of the advertizing 

message. This helps the individual consumer to 

understand complex advertizing messages and make 

them relevant in a brand context. But it also adds 

knowledge, involvement, believability, desirability and 

acceptability to the brand evaluation that may intensify 

ad-talks influence on consumer responses. Hence, 

when WOM is a continuation of the discovered 

advertizing message, WOM may amplify this message 

and increase its original effect on consumers’ 

responses.  

Previous research shows that consumers respond 
asymmetrically to PWOM and NWOM. Some 
researchers argue that consumers are more prone to 
believe negative information than positive, resulting 
in a negative effect (Fiske, 1980; Kahneman and 
Tversky, 1979). For example, brand messages tend 
to be positive, but when negative information 
distorts a positive message it often causes attention 
(Chakravarty et al., 2010). This negative effect is 
supported by the accessibility-diagnosticity theory, 
prospect theory and several empirical studies 
(Chevalier and Mayzlin, 2006; Laczniak et al., 
2001). Arndt (1967) found that NWOM had twice 
the effect on purchase intention as PWOM. 
Nevertheless, he reviewed only one brand, which is 
criticized by East et al., (2008) who state that 

systematic research has to be carried out across 
categories and brands in order to make valid 
conclusions. Furthermore Arndt (1967) chose a 
brand that was new to the market and therefore had 
only few established beliefs.  

Other researchers argue that PWOM has a greater 
effect than NWOM based on theories of brand 
loyalty and familiarity. Loyal customers like the 
brand and prefer it to others, and PWOM gives rise 
to mental justification and supports and confirms the 
consumer’s current choice of brand. This will lead 
to a state of mental balance. Loyal consumers may 
be less likely to accept or notice NWOM about the 
brand, since it may lead to a state of mental 
imbalance and result in dissonance. NWOM will 
contradict previous beliefs, attitudes and behavior, 
and to re-establish mental balance, the consumer 
may have to change his/her beliefs, attitude or 
behavior or alternatively downplay the negative 
information. This line of research suggests that a 
similar reasoning can be applied to consumers who 
are familiar with the brand and prior have a positive 
perception of the brand. In an empirical study East 
et al. (2008) find that PWOM is 76% more 
influential than NWOM within established product 
categories and well-known brands.  

Yet other researchers like Ahluwalia et al., (2000) 
find that PWOM and NWOMs impact on 
consumers’ brand attitudes and purchase intentions 
are the same size.  

Hence, previous research lacks conclusions about 
the magnitude of each valence since neither fully 
explains the situation. In our empirical study we 
investigate two well-established product categories 
and well-known firms, where loyalty tends to be 
high, why we expect PWOM to have the greatest 
mediating effect. Hence: 

H6. PWOM partially mediates the relationship 
between ad-talk and (a) brand attitude and (b) 
purchase intention.  

H7. NWOM partially mediates the relationship 
between ad-talk and (a) brand attitude and (b) 
purchase intention. 

H8. PWOM is a stronger mediator between ad-talk 
and consumer responses than NWOM. 

3. Method 

3.1. Measures and research setting. The five 
constructs in Figure 1 are measured by 26 items. 
They are all based on well-recognized, existing 
scales in the literature and listed in Appendix which 
presents a description of the items, the literature 
sources, and reliability values.  

Two large-scale internet surveys were completed 
with two well-known and market leading service 
providers; a travel agency and a retail bank. Data are 
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obtained from a national online research panel 
comprising 35,000 members. For the travel agency 
and the bank a stratified sample of 2,663/1,972 
individuals between 18 and 60 years was selected 
from this online panel. They were sent an e-mail 
invitation to the website hosting the survey. To 
increase the validity of the ad-talk construct, the 
respondents had also the opportunity to see a 
selection of typical advertizing from the two firm’s 
by clicking on an embedded URL link. For the travel 
agency, 1,547 and for the bank 1,112 panel members 
responded and representative samples were obtained 
for both surveys. This amounts to 58.1% and 56.4% 
response rates of the invited panelists.  

Screening questions ensured that the respondents 
used travel agencies or banks, that they were aware of 
the specific firms in question, and that they had been 
told positive or negative things about them by close 
relations. In total, 509 and 500 responses were 
received. 

3.2. Analytical approach and test of the model. 

Figure 1 is analyzed as a structural equations model 

using the partial least squares (PLS) method as 

estimation technique (Chin, 1998; Fornell and Cha, 

1994). PLS is distribution-free and robust and 

appropriate for complex models (Chin, 1998; Hulland, 

1999; Reinartz et al., 2009). The model is specified as 

a principal factor (reflective) model, and the five 

constructs determine the items (Jarvis et al., 2003). 

To assess discriminant validity the square root of 

AVE of a latent variable should be greater than the 

correlations between the latent variable and any other 

latent variable in the model (Chin, 1998; Hulland 

1999). In our study all of the latent variables are 

distinct. Appendix shows that item reliability and 

composite reliability are all well above required 

standards. Table 1 summarizes the result of the 

estimation and test of the model (path coefficient  

and significance t-values).   

Table 1. Results of estimation and mediation tests 

Hypotheses for 
retail bank 

Effect 
a

Effect 
b

Total indirect
effect 

ab

Direct effect 
c’ 

Total effect 
c=c’+ab 

Share
ab/(ab)+c’ 

Sobel’s
z-test 

Support
or rejection of 
hypotheses

1a    
.08

(2.931) 
    

H1b    
.04

(1.894) 
    

H2a
.50 

(19.422) 
      

H2b
.21 

(7.776) 
      

H3a
-.36 

(13.902) 
      

H3b
-.08 

(3.475) 
      

H4    
.93

(29.555) 
    

H5a
.34 

(9.445) 
       

H5b NS  

H6a .34 .50 .17 .08 .25 .68 8.489 
Partial

mediation 

H6b .34 .21 .07 .04 .11 .64 5.895 
Partial

mediation

H7a NS   No mediation

H7b NS   No mediation

Hypotheses for 
travel agency 

Effect 
a

Effect 
b

Total indirect
effect 

ab

Direct effect 
c’ 

Total effect 
c=c’+ab 

Share
ab/(ab)+c’ 

Sobel’s
z-test 

Support
or rejection of 
hypotheses

H1a    
.11

(2.736) 
    

H1b   NS

H2a
.56 

(16.436) 
      

H2b
.24 

(6.059) 
      

H3a
-.29 

(8.347) 
      

H3b
-.09 

(3.419) 
      

H4    
.90

(24.138) 
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Table 1 (cont.). Results of estimation and mediation tests 

Hypotheses for 
retail bank 

Effect 
a

Effect 
b

Total indirect
effect 

ab

Direct effect 
c’ 

Total effect 
c=c’+ab 

Share
ab/(ab)+c’ 

Sobel’s
z-test 

Support
or rejection of 
hypotheses 

H5a
.34 

(9.542) 
       

H5b NS  

H6a .34 .56 .19 .11 .30 .63 8.245 
Partial

mediation 

H6b .34 .24 .08 NS .08 1 5.882 
Complete
mediation 

H7a NS   No mediation

H7b NS   No mediation
 

4. Results 

4.1. The impact of ad-talk. Ad-talk mobilizes 
PWOM, but not NWOM. Ad-talk’s impact on 
PWOM is at the same high level (.34) for both 
industries. For the bank ad-talk mobilizes PWOM, 
where the advertizing message is reflected upon by 
other group members which takes the consumers out 
of confusion as initial negative sentiments and 
complex advertizing messages are reverted via 
clarification.  

It is interesting that ad-talk only mobilizes PWOM 
regardless of industry. This finding corroborates 
other research (e.g. Mitchell et al., 2007) and can 
indicate that ad-talk often happens in a positive 
atmosphere and includes some kind of humor and 
enjoyment that in turn mobilizes and increases 
existing positive brand experiences, opinions and 
preferences. PWOM may also be more significant 
because of the two industries high level of loyalty 
and familiarity, where NWOM will lead to 
disharmony and dissonance. 

Ad-talk also directly influences both brand attitude 
(.08) and purchase intention (.04) for the bank and 
brand attitude (.11) for the travel agency; even 
though these impacts are small. The missing 
influence on purchase intention for the travel agency 
may be caused by the fact that buying a trip is a 
seasonal happening whereas for the bank you can 
change or adjust your banking business regularly 
along with receiving new information.  

4.2. The impact of WOM. The findings indicate 
that PWOM and NWOM influence brand attitude 
and purchase intention as expected: PWOM has a 
positive influence and NWOM has a negative 
influence. NWOM’s direct effect on purchase 
intention is limited (.08/.09), whereas PWOM’s 
effect is moderate (.21/.24). PWOM has a very high 
direct impact on brand attitude for both industries 
(.50/.56), which supports previous research findings 
that PWOM is important when forming and 
changing brand attitude.

Calculated total impacts, i.e. the sum of direct and 

indirect impacts, show that PWOM on brand 

attitude (.54) and purchase intention (.58) is nearly 

twice that of NWOM (-.28/-.28) for the travel 

agency, illustrating an asymmetrical influence as 

hypothesized, with PWOM having the dominant 

role. For the retail bank the difference in impact on 

consumer responses between PWOM and NWOM is 

not that large: Brand attitude = .52 vs -.40 and 

Purchase intention = .57 vs -.36. The difference in 

P(N)WOM’s impact between the two industries may 

reflect their respective characteristics. The travel 

agency industry is dominated by emotional 

experiences, primarily based on good travel 

memories. The retail banks are dominated by 

complex and highly cognitive beliefs, opinions and 

experiences, based on facts where recommendations 

can be related to dissuading and warning fellow 

consumers. In mature product categories it may be 

difficult to change consumers’ positive brand 

attitudes due to their experiences with the brand and 

their desire for mental balance. However, if PWOM 

provides important new information or emotional 

arguments, cognitive and affective dissonance can 

evolve and consequently moderate and/or change 

consumers’ brand attitude, and make them 

reconsider the brand or a repeat purchase (Heider, 

1958; Machleit et al., 1993).  

4.3. WOMs mediating effect. PWOM is a partial 

mediator between ad-talk and consumer responses 

for both industries (cf. Baron and Kenny, 1986; Chi 

et al., 2012). For the travel agency PWOM even 

completely mediates the relationship to purchase 

intention. NWOM is not a mediator between ad-talk 

and consumer responses regardless of industry. 

Hence, PWOM is a stronger mediator than NWOM 

as hypothesized. This is an interesting and important 

finding and supports previous studies main focus on 

PWOM and its importance for influencing consumer 

responses. It also supports that for well-established 

brands, as is the case in our study, PWOM 

dominates probably due to the mental justification 

and to avoid cognitive and affective dissonance. 

Both industries are high involvement industries 

which mean that NWOM probably will be highly 

disturbing and troublesome for consumers.  
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The finding means that PWOM intensifies the 

discovered advertizing message and leads to more 

positive consumer responses compared to a situation 

with ad-talk alone. Hence, if an advertizing message 

is brought into the social milieu and becomes an 

analytical information sharing conversation, where 

insight of the firm’s advertized offer is increased, 

this will directly influence consumer responses. 

However, it will also mobilize PWOM and make the 

advertizing message relevant in relation to the 

brand. This will leverage ad-talk’s total influence on 

consumer’s responses and make it more positive 

than it would otherwise be. Hence, ad-talk adds 

value to the brand. 

Discussion and contribution 

Existing definitions of WOM do not explicitly 

include C2C conversations about a firm’s 

advertizing messages and previous research is 

limited in terms of investigating the social use of 

advertizing messages. This is problematic because 

previous research demonstrates that 50% of all 

conversations about a brand include a reference to 

advertizing media or marketing mix activity that 

have been seen or heard by one of the 

conversational partners (Keller, 2007).  

Moreover, advertizing messages can be used as a 

conversational resource for two different purposes. 

First, advertizing messages can be used as input for 

discussions with the purpose to establish self-esteem 

and social status (Elliott and Wattanasuwan, 1998; 

O'Donohoe 1994). Ritson and Elliot’s (1999) study 

is the most prominent one within this stream of 

research. They investigate how advertizing 

messages can be used as a conversation resource 

where a shared meaning is developed that can help 

consumers to express themselves, show their 

identities and identify themselves with a group. 

However, they do not link the social use of 

advertizing messages to consumer responses or 

study how it can mobilize WOM that in turn can 

translate complex advertizing messages to 

understandable knowledge and influence purchase 

intention. This is the focus point of our study and 

how we contribute to existing WOM and 

advertizing research.  

In our study we demonstrate that if a firm brings the 

advertizing message into a social context, C2C 

conversations increase consumers’ insight about the 

campaign and its brand elements and make it known 

to other consumers. This extends the effect of the 

advertizing message beyond what advertizing 

research traditionally predicts because the influence 

of advertizing on consumer responses is suddenly 

(much) less than the traditional psychological 

explanation would predict. This challenges 

traditional advertizing research because the effect of 

specific elements of the advertizing message will 

decrease over time, whereas the power of a shared 

understanding of the advertizing message produced 

and mediated by WOM increases the influence on 

consumer responses. This effect has also been noted 

by other research based on a qualitative interview 

methodology which identifies types of behaviors, 

processes of interaction, and distinctions in ways of 

using advertizing (Mitchel et al., 2007). The present 

research adds to such insights by modeling and 

therefore systematizing the role of the two types of 

C2C communication in influencing consumer 

responses.  

Moreover, Ritson and Elliot (1999) suggest that use 

of advertizing messages in group interactions do not 

require consumption of the brand which makes 

marketing weak because it cannot maintain a 

relationship between brands and marketing activity. 

Ritson and Elliot (1999) describe a gradual 

decomposition of the advertizing message through 

social processes, but pay no attention to the 

discovering of the advertizing message and its 

increased insight developed through ad-talk. 

Through ad-talk WOM is mobilized where the 

advertizing message is made relevant and social 

acceptable in a brand context. This leverages the 

effect of the advertizing message as it becomes 

stronger and more understandable when combined 

with brand evaluations and experiences (WOM). 

Talk of advertizing messages function as a cue for 

which brand beliefs, preferences and experiences 

that are triggered, discussed and evaluated in WOM. 

Relevance of the advertizing message is generated 

through WOM, as it develops a broader theme about 

the advertizing message. This process makes the 

offer better or worse than ad-talk would do 

singularly, meaning that the value of the brand is 

often different from that proposed by the firm’s 

advertizing; the advertizing message is added 

meaning through PWOM leading PWOM to 

increase ad-talk’s impact on consumers’ responses.  

Ledru-rollin and Dwyer (2007, p. 64) state that: 

“WOM is network phenomenon: People create ties to 

other people with the exchange of units of discourse 

(that is, messages) that link to create an information 

network while the people create a social network”. 

We nuance this statement and argue that both WOM 

and ad-talk are network phenomenons. When consu- 

mers in C2C communication raise attention to the 

advertizing messages and generate information it 

creates an information network. When consumers 

use this information network to mobilize WOM, the 

network then also becomes a social network as the 

advertizing message is added personal brand 

experiences, preference and social acceptance. 
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The distinction between PWOM and NWOM 

provides an extension of previous research which 

often pays more attention to the very fact of 

communication than to consumers’ power to re-

interpret the value of the brand (e.g. Mitchel et al., 

2007). In our study we find that consumers’ raised 

attention to advertizing messages (ad-talk) 

mobilizes PWOM. In PWOM the social discussions 

enlightening ability help to clarify brand relevance 

and add social acceptability to the advertizing 

message. This new insight and increased 

understanding of the firm’s offer, creates or re-

creates the value of the brand. Our study 

corroborates the point that brands exist primarily in 

the eyes of the consumers (e.g. Keller, 2008), and 

suggests that advertizing messages can only be 

powerful, i.e. become part of ad-talk and PWOM, 

when it is laid out in conformity with the 

understandings of the group. It is made sense of via 

the group’s experiences with the brand, and of the 

acceptability developed in and by user commu- 

nities. These social groups and user communities 

will limit marketing’s control of the value of brands 

(Libai et al., 2010).  

Practical implications and limitations 

Our findings show that marketers may benefit 

significantly by focusing on advertizing and WOM 

simultaneously, implying that the advertizing 

message may be designed so it naturally becomes 

input to PWOM. For marketers the choice is not 

between advertizing or WOM, but rather how 

marketers achieve a synergetic effect when 

combining the efforts.  

Our findings also show that WOM and ad-talk may 

hamper marketers’ direct influence on consumers’ 

choices, and give marketers two central challenges. 

First, ad-talk and WOM have to be mobilized and 

maintained. When consumers pay attention to a 

firm, its offer and its advertizing it may increase 

consumers’ involvement in and co-creation of the 

brand and add to or change the value of the brand. 

Second, marketing communication will have to 

support rather than challenge users’ understandings 

of brands. Ad-talk and WOM require predictability 

and consistency in message and brand symbolism to 

reassure consumers of their social identity and 

reinforce conformity (Elliot and Wattanasuwan, 

1998), but some kind of innovation may be 

necessary to prevent that advertizing becomes dull 

and repetitive.  

Findings support the developed framework, but 

further validation using other brands, industries and 

online/offline settings is encouraged to test the 

generalizability of this study’s findings.  

References 

1. Ahluwalia, R., Burnkrant, R.E. and Unnava, H.R. (2000). Consumer response to negative publicity, Journal of 

Marketing Research, 37 (2), pp. 203-214.  

2. Ajzen, I. (2013). Available at: http://people.unmass.edu/aizen/tpb.htlm, (accessed 18 May 2013).  

3. Ajzen, I. (1991). “The theory of planned behavior”, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50, 

pp. 179-211. 

4. Alperstein, N.M. (1990). The Verbal Content of TV Advertizing and Its Circulation in Everyday Life, Journal of 

Advertizing, 19 (2), pp. 15-22. 

5. Armitage C.J. and Conner, M. (2001). Social Cognitive Determinants of Blood Donation, Journal of Applied 

Social Psychology, 31 (7), pp. 1431-1457. 

6. Arndt, J. (1967). Word of mouth advertizing: A review of the literature, New York: Advertizing Research Foundation.  

7. Bansal, H.S. and Voyer, P.A. (2000). Word of mouth processes within a services purchase decision context, Journal 

of Service Research, 3 (2), pp. 166-177.  

8. Baron, R.M. and Kenny, D.A. (1986). “The moderator mediator variable distinction in social psychological research: 

Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations”. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, vol. 51, 

(December), pp. 1173-1182.  

9. Bearden, W.O., Netemeyer, R.G. and Teel, J.E. (1989). Measurement of consumer susceptibility to interpersonal 

influence, Journal of Consumer Research, 15 (4), pp. 473-481.  

10. Buttle, F. (1998). Word of mouth: Understanding and managing referral marketing, Journal of Strategic Marketing, 6 

(3), pp. 241-254.  

11. Chakravarty, A., Young L. and Mazumdar, T. (2010). The Differential Effects of Online Word-of-Mouth and 

Critics' Reviews on Pre-release Movie Evaluation, Journal of Interactive Marketing, 24 (3), pp.185-197. 

12. Chevalier, J.A. and Mayzlin, D. (2003). The effect of word of mouth on sales: Online book reviews, Journal of 

Marketing Research, 44, pp. 345-354.  

13. Chi, H.K., Huery, R.Y. and Chiou, C.-Y. (2012). “The Mediation Effect of Information Presentation Style on the 

Relationship between Banner Advertisements and Advertizing Effectiveness”, International] Journal of Business 

and Management, 7 (14), pp. 234-246. 

14. Chin, W.W. (1998). The partial least square approach to structural equation modeling, In G.A. Marcoulides (Ed.), 

Modern methods for business research, Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, pp. 295-336. 

15. Chu, S.-C. and Kim, Y. (2011). Determinants of consumer engagement in electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) in 

social networking sites, International Journal of Advertizing, 30 (1), pp. 47-75. 



Innovative Marketing, Volume 10, Issue 2, 2014 

67 

16. Conner, M. and Armitage, C.J. (1998). Extending the theory of planned behavior: A review and avenues for 

further research, Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 28, pp. 1429-1464. 

17. Costa, J.A. (1995). The social organization of consumer behavior. In J.F. Sherry (Ed.), Contemporary marketing and 

consumer behavior, London: Sage, pp. 213-244. 

18. Day, G.S. (1971). Attitude change, media and word of mouth, Journal of Advertizing Research, 11 (6), pp. 31-40.  

19. East, R., Hammond, K. and Lomax, W. (2008). Measuring the impact of positive and negative word of mouth on 

brand purchase probability”, International Journal of Research in Marketing, 25 (3), pp. 215-224.  

20. Elliott, R. and Wattanasuwan, K. (1998). Brands as symbolic resources for the construction of identity, International 

Journal of Advertizing, 17 (2), pp. 131-144.  

21. Fishbein, M. and Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and behavior, Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-

Wesley Publishing Company.  

22. Fiske, S.T. (1980). “Attention and weight in person perception: The impact of negative and extreme behavior”, 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 38 (6), pp. 889-906.  

23. Fornell, C. and Cha, J. (1994). Partial least square, in R.P. Bagozzi (Ed.), Advanced methods of marketing research, 

Cambridge, Massachusetts: Blackwell, pp. 52-78. 

24. Gelb, B. and Johnson, M. (1995). Word-of-Mouth Communication: Causes and Consequences, Journal of Health 

Care Marketing, 15 (3), pp. 54-58. 

25. Gildin, S.Z. (2002). Understanding the power of word-of-mouth, Revista de Administracao Mackenzie, 4, pp. 91-106. 

26. Graham, J. and Havlena, W. (2007). Decay effects in online advertizing: Quantifying the impact of time since last 

exposure on branding effectiveness, Journal of Advertizing Research, 47 (4), pp. 427-435.  

27. Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. New York: Wiley.  

28. Hennig-Thurau, T., Gwinner, K.P., Walsh, G. and Gremler, D.D. (2004). Electronic word-of-mouth via consumer-

opinion platforms: what motivates consumers to articulate themselves on the internet? Journal of Interactive 

Marketing, 18 (1), pp. 38-52. 

29. Hulland, J. (1999). Use of partial least squares (PLS) in strategic management research: A review of four recent 

studies, Strategic Management Journal, 20 (2), pp. 195-204.  

30. Jarvis, C.B., MacKenzie, S.B. and Podsakoff, P.M. (2003). A critical review of construct indicators and measurement 

model specification in marketing and consumer research, Journal of Consumer Research, 30, pp. 199-218.  

31. Kahneman, D. and Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory. An analysis of decision under risk, Econometrica, 47 (2), pp. 

263-291.  

32. Kaplan, D.A. and Miller, M. (1987). Group decision making and normative versus informational influence: Effects 

of type of issue and assigned decision role, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 53 (2), pp. 306-313. 

33. Keller, E. (2007). Unleashing the power of word of mouth: Creating brand advocacy to drive growth, Journal of 

Advertizing Research, 47 (4), pp. 448-452.  

34. Keller, K.L. (2008). Strategic brand management: Building, measuring, and managing brand equity (Third Edition 

ed.). Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall.  

35. Keller, K.L. and Fay, B. (2009). The role of advertizing in word of mouth, Journal of Advertizing Research, June, pp. 

154-158.  

36. Kim, M. and Hunter, J. (1993). Relationships among attitudes, intentions and behavior, Communication Research, 20, 

pp. 331-364.  

37. Laczniak, R.N., DeCarlo, T.E. and Ramaswami, S.N. (2001). Consumers’ responses to negative word-of-mouth 

communication: An attribution theory perspective, Journal of Consumer Psychology, 11, pp. 57-74.  

38. Langdridge, D., Sheeran, P. and Connolly, K. (2007). Analyzing additional variables in the theory of reasoned 

action, Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37 (8), pp. 1884-1913.  

39. Ledru-Rollin, R. and Dwyer, F. (2007). Measuring the value of electronic word of mouth and its impact in 

consumer communities, Journal of Interactive Marketing, 21 (2), pp. 63-79. 

40. Libai, B., Bolton, R., Bügel, M.S., Ruyter, K.D., Götz, O. and Risselada, H. (2010). Customer-to-customer 

interactions: Broadening the scope of word of mouth research, Journal of Service Research, 13 (3), pp. 267-282.  

41. Machleit, K.A., Allen, C.T. and Madden, T.J. (1993). The mature brand and brand interest: An alternative 

consequence of ad-evoked affect, Journal of Marketing, 57 (October), pp. 72-82.  

42. Mascarenhas, O.A.J. and Higby, M.A. (1993). “Peer, parent, and media influences in teen apparel shopping”, 

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, vol. 21, pp. 53-58.  

43. Mick, D.G. and Buhl, K. (1992). A Meaning-Based Model of Advertizing, Journal of Consumer Research, 19, pp. 

317-338.  

44. Mitchell, V., Macklin, J.E. and Paxman, J. (2007). Social uses of advertizing: An example of young male adults, 

International Journal of Advertizing, 26 (2), pp. 199-222.  

45. Niederhoffer, K., Mooth, R., Wiesenfield, D. and Gordon, J. (2007). The origin and impact of CPG new-product 

buzz: Emerging trends and implications, Journal of Advertizing Research, 47 (4), pp. 420-426.  

46. Nyilasy, G. (2006). Word of mouth: What we really know – and what we don’t, in J. Kirby and P. Marsden (Eds.), 

Connected marketing: The viral, buzz and word of mouth revolution. New York: Elsevier.  

47. O’Donohoe, S. (1994). Advertizing uses and gratifications, European Journal of Marketing, 28, pp. 52-75  

48. Park, W.C. and Lessig, P.V. (1977). Students and housewives: Differences in susceptibility to reference group 

influence, Journal of Consumer Research, 4 (September), pp. 102-110.  



Innovative Marketing, Volume 10, Issue 2, 2014 

68 

49. Reinartz, W.J., Haenlein, M. and Henseler, J. (2009). An empirical comparison of the efficacy of covariance-based 

and variance-based SEM”, International Journal of Research in Marketing, 26 (4), pp. 332-344.  

50. Ritson, M. and Elliott, R. (1999). The social uses of advertizing: An ethnographic study of adolescent audiences”, 

Journal of Consumer Research, 26 (December), pp. 260-277.  

51. Smith, R.E. and Swinyard, W.R. (1982). Information Response Models: An Integrated Approach, Journal of 

Marketing, 46 (1), pp. 81-93. 

52. Vakratsas, D. and Ambler, T. (1999). How advertizing works: What do we really know? Journal of Marketing, 63 

(1), pp. 26-43.  

53. Ward, J.C. and Reigen, P.H. (1990). Socio cognitive analysis of group decision making among consumers, Journal of 

Consumer Research, 17 (3), pp. 245-262.  

54. WOMMA (2013). Available at: http://www.wommapedia.org/#section5 (accessed October 28, 2013). 

Appendix 

Table 1. Latent variables, measures and reliability statistics 

Construct1 Items2 Travel agency Retail bank

PWOM
(Bansal and Voyer, 
2000; Murray and 
Schlacter, 1990) 

To what extent do you agree/disagree that other people tell you positive things about this 
travel agency3 which… 

Composite reliability and AVE

.89 

.57 
.89
.59 

Loadings 

...I haven’t thought about before .63 .78

…influence my opinion about this travel agency in a positive way .85 .90

…help me make a decision about choosing this travel agency .64 .85

…confirm my choice of travel agency .87 .68

To what extent do you agree/disagree that other people:
…only have good things to say about this travel agency 

.74 .83 

… more often mention this travel agency compared to other travel agencies .57 .50

NWOM
(Bansal and Voyer, 
2000; Murray and 
Schlacter, 1990) 

To what extent do you agree/disagree that other people tell you negative things about this 
travel agency which… 

Composite reliability and AVE

.90 

.60 
.88
.55 

Loadings 

...I haven’t thought about before .64 .65

…influence my opinion about this travel agency in a negative way .88 .87

...help me make a decision about not choosing this travel agency .89 .92

…make me consider to choose another travel agency .88 .54

To what extent do you agree/disagree that other people:
…only have bad things to say about this travel agency 

.72 .86 

…seldom mention this travel agency compared to other travel agencies .58 .51

Ad-talk
(Murray, 1991) 

Other people have told me about 

Composite reliability and AVE

.92 

.69 
.93
.72 

Loadings 

TV ads for this travel agency .85 .72

Ads in newspapers and magazines for this travel agency .87 .89

Other ads for this travel agency (brochures, pamphlets, POP material, etc.) .86 .92

This travel agency’s homepage .81 .88

 Publicity for this travel agency .76 .80

Brand attitude 
(Martensen et al., 
2007; Putrevu and 
Lord, 1994; Schlinger, 
1979; Spears and 
Singh, 2004) 

Composite reliability and AVE 

.95 

.78 
.98 
.89 

Loadings 

I have a positive attitude in relation to choosing this travel agency .89 .95

This travel agency is a good choice for me .90 .97

This travel agency fulfills my needs .88 .92

This travel agency is my preferred brand among travel agencies .82 .93

I like this travel agency .92 .95 

                                                      
1 Inspired/based on. 
2 

Rated on a seven-point scale: from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. 
3 The exact same wording is used for the retail bank. 
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Table 1 (cont.) 1. Latent variables, measures and reliability statistics 

Construct Items Travel agency 

Purchase intention  
(Martensen et al., 
2007; Putrevu and 
Lord, 1994) 

Composite reliability and AVE 

.94 

.79 
.97
.90 

Loadings 

I will choose this travel agency next time I may need a travel agency .91 .97 

I will recommend this travel agency to others  .91 .94 

This travel agency will be worth considering next time I have to choose a travel agency .86 .92 

If you had to choose a travel agency today, how likely is it that you will choose this travel 
agency?  

.87 .95 
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