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ABSTRACT

In a large-scale field study and two experimental studies, we investigate mobile vertical video
marketing effectiveness. We show that vertical (vs. horizontal) video advertisements increase
consumer interest, engagement, and processing fluency, because watching mobile vertical
video advertisements takes less effort. We further demonstrate a moderating effect of mobile
users’ age.

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Today’s mobile environment currently experiences a vertical video revolution. The new
portrait or vertical screen format is replacing the traditional landscape or horizontal format to
become the default for mobile video content (Williams 2019). A vertical video is intended for
viewing in portrait mode on full-screen. Until recently, vertical videos were considered unusual,
amateur, unpleasing, and wrong, because they violate technical video standards and the laws of
nature on human sight, as we see the world in a horizontal panorama (Ryan 2018). Accordingly,
horizontal displays should be easier to process than vertical displays (Deng et al. 2016).

However, smartphones were designed to be held vertically (Canella 2017). Mobile users
hold their phones upright 94% of the time (ScientiaMobile 2017). This native upright mobile
screen position stimulated vertical video content, which is attractive for mobile users because
they can shoot and consume videos without rotating their phone 90 degrees (Jabbari 2017). Less
than 30% of mobile users turn their smartphones to watch horizontal videos; and when they do,
they view only 14% of the content (Martin 2017).

These changes in the mobile video environment align with mobile becoming the
dominant way to consume content (Scott 2017). Smartphones now drive the overall increase in
consumers’ digital time (McLean et al. 2020), and mobile is the fastest growing venue within
digital marketing (Smith 2017). More than 75% of all video viewing is now mobile (Doyle
2018), and mobile video spend is expected to reach $16.2 billion by 2021 (MediaRadar 2017).
Therefore, video marketers need to follow mobile trends (Sedej 2019). As business insights
predict that mobile vertical videos could yield three times the return of horizontal videos
(Martin 2017), companies have started to embrace the vertical video trend. Social media apps
Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and TikTok have vertical video-friendly interfaces, the movie
industry explores the tall screen with vertical film festivals, and music artists release vertical
videos on Spotify and YouTube. Recently, Samsung has launched the first vertical television
(Dent 2019), and mobile streaming application Quibi automatically flips between vertical and
horizontal viewing mode when rotating your smartphone (Welch 2020).

Considering this increasing use of vertical videos, an important yet unanswered question
is how mobile users respond to this new screen format. Despite extensive research on video
marketing and mobile marketing, there is a lack of empirical research on the effectiveness of
mobile vertical video marketing. We fill this research gap by examining (1) the effectiveness



of mobile vertical video marketing in terms of consumer interest, engagement, and processing
fluency, (2) the underlying mechanism of the effort of watching the video advertisement on the
smartphone, and (3) the moderating effect of mobile users’ age.

Mobile vertical videos are immersive (filling the entire mobile screen), intimate
(showing people/places close up), and immediate (easy to record/post; Jabbari 2017; Coppola
2018). Therefore, we propose that mobile vertical (vs. horizontal) video advertisements increase
mobile users’ interest and engagement (H1). Building on the hedonic marking hypothesis,
which argues that items that are processed effortlessly and fluently are judged as more positive
and desirable (Winkielman et al., 2003), we further expect that mobile vertical (vs. horizontal)
video advertisements take less effort to watch on the smartphone (H2), and increase processing
fluency of the video advertisement (H3). We expect a mediation effect of effort for the effect
of mobile vertical (vs. horizontal) video ads on processing fluency (H4). Finally, we propose a
moderated mediation effect by mobile users’ age (H5). Young smartphone owners are more
familiar and experienced with watching mobile (vertical) videos than older generations (Canella
2017). Therefore, we expect the indirect effect of mobile vertical (vs. horizontal) video
advertisements on processing fluency, through the effort of watching the video advertisement
on the smartphone, to be positive for younger mobile users (Generation Z) and negative for
older mobile users (Generations X and Y).

Study 1 (N = 2,377), testing H1, was a large-scale field study with real Facebook user
data. Using an A/B split test, Facebook mobile users were randomly exposed to a fictive mobile
vertical (n = 1,266) or horizontal (n = 1,111) promotional video ad, embedded in a sponsored
Facebook newsfeed advertisement. We find that mobile vertical (vs. horizontal) video
advertisements generate higher consumer interest (more (full) video plays) and post
engagement (more likes, clicks, comments, and shares; ps < .001).

In Study 2 (N = 110, Mage = 20.39, ages 17-29), testing H2—-H4, participants were
recruited in a university campus hall for a short mobile test and were randomly assigned to
watch an existing mobile vertical (n = 57) or horizontal (n = 53) video advertisement for Nike
(2015). We assessed processing fluency on a two-item, 7-point bipolar scale (Lee & Aaker,
2004), and effort of watching the video on the smartphone on a two-item, 7-point Likert scale.
To control for general smartphone usage, we assessed the Smartphone Usage scale (Rosen et
al. 2013). A Tobit mediation model shows that the effect of mobile vertical (vs. horizontal)
video ads on processing fluency of the video ad is mediated by the effort to watch the video ad
on the smartphone (ab = 0.20, SE = 0.06, 95 % CI = [0.0069; 0.3603]).

Study 3 (N = 109, Mage = 23.37, ages 18-65), testing H2—H5, extended these findings in
a lab setting. Participants were randomly assigned to watch a mobile vertical (n = 60) or
horizontal (n = 58) video advertisement from Animaker (2017) on their mobile. We assessed
processing fluency and effort similar to Study 2. A Tobit moderated mediation model shows
that the indirect effect of mobile vertical (vs. horizontal) video ads on processing fluency
through the effort of watching the video ad on the smartphone is moderated by mobile users’
age (ab =-0.17, SE = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.1798; —0.0150]).

Our findings contribute to research on mobile video marketing, consumer effort and
processing fluency, and generational marketing. We further provide clear managerial
implications in terms of the design and target audience of mobile vertical video advertising
campaigns.
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Table 1. Summary of main effects results of the three studies.

Study 1 (N = 2,377)

Vertical Video  Horizontal Video Comparison
Dependent Measure  Total
Total Prop. Total Prop. z p h
ThruPlays 1,599 905 61.90% 694 49.01% 6.92 <.001 0.26
Video Plays 2,363 1,269 86.80% 1,094  77.26% 6.63 <.001 0.25

3-second Video Plays 1,828 997 68.19% 831 58.69% 525 <.001 0.20

Video Plays at 25% 1,783 981 67.10% 802 56.64% 574 <.001 0.22

Video Plays at 50% 1,698 936 64.02% 762 53.81% 553 <.001 021

Video Plays at 75% 1,644 914 62.52% 730 51.55% 591 <.001 0.22

Video Plays at 100% 1,600 904 61.83% 696 49.15% 6.81 <.001 0.26

Post Engagement 1,837 1,002 68.54% 835 58.97% 530 <.001 0.20

Study 2 (N = 110)

Vertical Video  Horizontal video

Comparison
Dependent measure
M (SD) M (SD) B (SE) z p
Effort 175 (0.84) 247 (141) -0.74 (0.37) -1.99 047
Processing fluency 566  (1.39) 4.99 (1.78)  0.97 (0.43) 227 .023
Study 3 (N = 109)
Vertical Video  Horizontal video .
Dependent measure Comparison
M (SD) M (SD) B (SE) z p
Effort 211  (1.48) 1.93 (1.48) 0.66 (054) 1.23 219
Processing fluency 595 (1.04) 6.11 (1.08) -0.22 (0.25) -0.88 377

Note. Study 1: ‘ThruPlays’ are videos played to completion. Study 2: Effect of the covariate
smartphone usage on effort: B = -0.08 (SE = 0.16), z = -0.49, p = .624; and on processing fluency: B =
0.19 (SE = 0.20), z= 0.97, p = .330. Study 3: Results reported for participants with average age of
23.37 years (M).



Figure 1. Results from Studies 2-3.
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Panel A. Study 2 — Mediation. The effect of mobile vertical (vs. horizontal) video ads on
processing fluency of the video ad is mediated by the effort to watch the video ad on the

smartphone on full-screen.
Note. Smartphone usage: B = 0.16 (SE = 0.19), z = 0.84, p = .404; *p < .05.

Mobile Users’ Age
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Panel B. Study 2 — Moderated mediation. The indirect effect of mobile vertical (vs.
horizontal) video ads on processing fluency, through the effort of watching the video ad on
the smartphone on full-screen, is moderated by mobile users’ age.

Note. Index of moderated mediation = ab; (1) simple slope for younger participants with 16.87

years of age (M—1 SD); (2) simple slope for participants with average age of 23.37 years (M); and
(3) simple slope for older participants with 29.86 years of age (M +1 SD); ***p <.001; *p < .05.



