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Abstract Three types of Ad message convergence, A Letter, B Letter+Photo, C Letter+Photo+Video on the
Facebook advertising were researched. For this research, three types of sample advertisements were tested on the
230 subjects. And the H1 - How do three types of advertisements differ on the SNS main trait, H2 - Among
those Informativity, Reliablity, Playfulness, Intractivity as the SNS main trait, what is the more powerful factor on
the brand attitude / Purchase Intention. For this research the ANOVA, Scheffe, Regression Analysis was used. As
a result, H1 - The effect power of Playfulness and Interactivity on the three types of Ad message convergence
ranked as “A<B<C” and Informativity, Reliablity ranked as A=B<C. H2 - For the Brand Attitude and the Purchase
Intention, the Interactivity factor ranked as the most powerful factor, not but only Brand Attitude of A.
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Table. 1. Informativity Comparison(ANOVA,
Scheffe Test)

Ad Message N | Mean Std.
Convergence Type Deviation

A Letter 230 [3.9478| .88535
B Letter+Photo | 230 |3.8902| 91724 A,B<C [63.902| .000
C Letter+Photo+Video| 230 |4.7652| .98031

Scheffe F p

<AEA4 B>
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Ak 37478 B EARALR: 3.7696, C Eah AR + 599
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Table 2. Reliability Comparison(ANOVA, Scheffe

Test)
Ad Message Std.
Convergence Type N | Mean Deviation Scheffe F p
A Letter 230 |3.7478| 1.02996

B Letter+Photo | 230 (3.7696| .91700

C
Letter+Photo+Video

A<B<C |37.477| .000

230 |4.4507] 1.01957

<34 HitH|a>

Table 3¢l YEPdtiE #lo] 25 FamAx]o] A 7}
A e 2o it SNSEA T A Hi2 A
2k 23855, B #AHAFR: 33725, C EA+A R+ 594k
43609524 CHEfe] viAlA] ezt 71 = vret
't} mEScheffe AFEEAI 02 SolsbH A < B < C 9
TAZ A719) Zols HltHp=0.000<.05).
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Table 3. Playfulness Comparison(ANOVA, Scheffe

Test)
Ad Message Std.
convergence Type| N |ME"| peyiation | SCefe) | P
A Letter 230 |2.3855| 1.26045
B LettegPhoto 230 |3.3725| 1.19473 A<B<C |149.014] 000
Letter+Photo+Video 230 4.3609|  1.22513

<As 2R84 HEd| >

Table 40 YEPHt) 2 Fo] 25 Faw|A|X] ] A|7}A]
S5 e 2ol tig SNSEA 5 e a8 Hit2 A
AL 26261, B EAHAR: 33797, C EAHAL 5G4
4.2928= {r3]/del A9} 2ol C o WAA e} 7
4 = veRdtl E Scheffe ARF-EA 02 FRlehH, A
<B<C 9 AR 279 2po] S HITHp=0.000<.05).

Table 4. Interactivity Comparison(ANOVA, Scheffe
Test)
Ad Message Std.
Convergence Type N | Mean Deviation Scheffe F P
A Letter 230 |2.6261| 1.30177
B LetterCJrPhot—o 230 |3.3797| 1.23068 a<g<C 112,123 000
Letter+Photo+Video 230 \4.2928| 103800
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Table 6. Regression Coefficients — Purchase Intention
for the A Letter Ad Type

Unstandized | Standized
4 TypeTSraﬁf SNS | Coefficients | Coefficients t D
B [Std.Error Beta
Informativity -025| .072 -.018 -.351 726
Reliablity 276 | .060 225 4.640 .000
Playfulness 246 | .053 246 4616 .000
Interaction 519 | 053 535 9.784 .000
Adjusted R Square 641
F, Sig. 103.008 / .000
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Table 7. Regression Coefficients — Brand Attitude
for the A Letter+Photo Ad Type

Unstandized Standized
Ao A2 7} Son 3].74] 71 2 Aoz JeRt 4 TypeTSra(iif SNS | Coefficients | Coefficients t o
E}. B [Std.Error Beta
Informativity 212 | .076 .189 2.783 .006
Reliablity 289 | 072 257 3.998 .000
Table 5. Regression Coefficients — Brand Attitude Playfuiness 129 | 055 119 0347 020
for the A Letter Ad Type -
Interaction 251 | 054 301 4.634 .000
- s s
Trait t P F, Sig. 67.305 / .000
B [Std.Error Beta
Informativity 163 | .079 128 2.072 .039
Reliablity | .353 | .065 32 5399 | .000 <3| FAEA] - EAHARRF L] o >
Playfulness | 205 | .059 229 3505 | .001 Table 8 YeRd A7 (EA+AR) of tigk 47h
Interaction 210 | .058 242 3608 .000 A Z¥ZFe] SNSEA] 8 A7 o] Eo) n|X)&= ko] =
poisted R Squae 7 e BEYeh B G0 FudlAe (3ER
i LR $92) S0 7k frelvlsbl 71 2 Ao vekdn
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Table 8. Regression Coefficients — Purchase Intention
for the A Letter+Photo Ad Type

Unstandized Standized
4 Type+s Qf SNS Coefficients | Coefficients t p
rai B ISWEmo|  Beta
Informativity 169 | .083 132 2.031 043
Reliablity 123 | .079 096 1.557 121
Playfulness 091 | .060 093 1.521 130
Interaction 524 | .059 552 8.866 .000
Adjusted R Square 574
F, Sig. 77678 [ .000
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Table 9. Regression Coefficients - Brand Attitude
for the A Letter+Photo+Video Ad Type

Unstandized Standized
4 TypeTs Qf SNS Coefficients | Coefficients t p
ralt B |Std.Error| Beta
Informativity 209 | .064 193 3.248 .001
Reliablity 210 | .062 203 3.378 .001
Playfulness 149 | .053 173 2.824 005
Interaction 369 | .063 361 5.892 .000
Adjusted R Square 601
F, Sig. 87.109 / .000
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Table 10. Regression Coefficients — Purchase Intention
for the A Letter + Photo + Video Ad Type

Unstandized Standized
4 Type%s (.)f SNS Coefficients | Coefficients t p
ralt B [Std.Error| Beta
Informativity 127 | 082 102 1.549 123
Reliablity 148 | .080 124 1.862 064
Playfulness 096 | .068 097 1.427 155
Interaction 589 | .080 501 7.368 .000
Adjusted R Square 509
F, Sig. 60343 / .000

Table 11. H1 - Mean difference ranking chart for
SNS trait of Ad message convergence

type

Ad Message Convergence Type

B C
A Letter Letter+Photo LetterfPhoto+

Video
4 Types of | Informativity 2 2 1
SNS Trait [ Reapity 2 2 i
Playfulness 3 2 1
Interaction 3 2 1

Table 12. H2 - Key element of SNS Traits having
on brand attitude / purchase intention

Ad Message Convergence Type
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