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Social media use has become a ubiquitous activity that often compliments the consumption of other traditional 
forms of media, namely television. A 2014 study by the Consumer Electronics Association determined 80% of 
television viewing is complemented by a secondary device of some kind (Middleton, 2014). Some researchers have 
coined the term “social TV” to describe this second screen viewing phenomenon (Lim, Hwang, Kim, & Biocca, 
2015; Shin, 2013). In addition to facilitating interaction between audience members, social TV provides a 
synchronous, complementary distribution channel for media partners to deliver planned communication to an 
audience. As a result, media properties and their partners are developing innovative strategies for communicating 
brand messages during live broadcasts (Lin & Peña, 2011). However, little is still known about the brand 
communication strategies that sport properties can employ to facilitate audience engagement during a live sport 
broadcast, as the majority of studies on social TV have focused almost solely on consumers’ uses and gratifications 
and the analysis of content posted and shared on social media live television programming (see Giglietto & Selva, 
2014; Hwang & Lim, 2015; Lin & Peña, 2011).  
 
Despite prevalent use of social media by sport properties and sport consumers alike, much of the research in this 
context has ignored the potential influence of message characteristics on fan engagement. Marketing scholars have 
identified the potential for customer engagement to positively influence consumer behavior (Bowden, 2009; Vivek, 
Beatty, & Morgan, 2012), which speaks to the paramount importance of identifying the factors of brand 
communication that influence customer engagement. Furthermore, researchers have pointed to the potential for 
message characteristics (i.e., valence, style, and interactivity) to influence consumers’ attitudes and behaviors (see 
Brunig, Dials, & Shirka, 2008; Hodge, Pederson, & Walker, 2015; Wu, 2013). As such, this study was undertaken to 
understand the effects of strategic sport brand communication on sport consumer behavior. 
 
To date, research on the effects of strategic brand communication on customer engagement has failed to determine 
the impact of message characteristics on consumers’ attitudes and behaviors. This gap in the literature is both 
theoretically and practically significant. Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to test the effects of 
message orientation, interactivity, and valence in tweets during a sports telecast on consumers’ perceptions and 
behavioral intentions. Based on prior literature, it was anticipated that in the message orientation condition, 
participants would have a stronger attitudinal and behavioral response to socioemotional messages compared to 
instrumental messages (H1-H3). Similarly, high message interactivity was expected to elicit favorable responses in 
comparison to low message interactivity (H4-H6), as well as moderate the effect of message orientation (H7). 
Further, positive messages were expected to elicit more favorable responses in comparison to negative messages 
(H8-H10).   
 
To test the aforementioned hypothesis, undergraduate students (N = 255) enrolled in an online sports business class 
at a large southwestern university took part in a 2x2x2 full factorial web-based quasi-experiment in which the 
message orientation (instrumental vs socioemotional), level of interactivity (high vs low), and valence (positive vs 
negative) were manipulated in a series of tweets during a simulated sport event broadcast. Participants were 
randomly assigned to one of eight cells and exposed to a series of NCAA Division I basketball highlights, each 
accompanied by a hypothetical tweet produced by the home team’s Twitter account. The objective of the study was 
to determine if different message orientations, degrees of message interactivity, and levels of message valence have 
an impact on consumers’ affective and behavioral responses. Message orientation was operationalized based on 
Bales’ (1950) interaction process analysis, which characterizes message orientation as either instrumental or 
socioemotional. Interactivity was operationalized as either high or low, based on the functional perspective that sees 
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interactivity as an attribute of technology situated within a particular medium (Steuer, 1992). Valence was 
operationalized as messages containing either favorable or unfavorable information. The dependent variables in this 
study were behavioral intentions, relationship quality, purchase intentions, and reservation price. The behavioral 
intentions variable was adapted from Hodge, Pederson, and Walker (2015) to measure participants’ willingness to 
engage with a tweet (i.e., retweet, favorite, reply, and follow). Relationship quality was measured using nine items 
adapted from Kim, Trail, Woo, & Zhang (2011). Purchase intentions were measured using two statements adapted 
from Yoo & Donthu (2001). To measure reservation price, participants were shown a piece of officially licensed 
team merchandise and asked the maximum price they would be willing to pay. 
 
Hypotheses testing was conducted using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). H1 was partially supported, as message 
orientation was found to impact willingness to retweet, F(1,244) = 5.441, p < .05, 𝜂"# = .022, and reply, F(1,244) = 
4.539, p < .05, 𝜂"# = .018. Similarly, H4 was partially supported, as message interactivity had a significant effect on 
willingness to retweet, F(1,244) 𝜂"#	= 9.880, p < .01,  = .039, and reply F(1,244) = 30.345, p < .001, 𝜂"# = .111. H6 
was also partially supported, revealing a significant effect of interactivity on reservation price, F(1,244) = 4.575, p < 
.05, 𝜂"# = .018. H7 was partially supported, revealing a significant interaction effect between orientation and 
interactivity on willingness to retweet, F(1,244) = 7.20, p < .01, 𝜂"# = .029, favorite, F(1,244) = 8.05, p < .01, 𝜂"# = 
.032, and reply F(1,244) = 8.65, p < .01, 𝜂"# = .034. H8 was fully supported, revealing a significant effect of message 
valence on willingness to retweet, F(1,244) = 54.775, p < .001, 𝜂"# = .183, favorite, F(1,244) = 87.095, p < .001, 
𝜂"#	= .263, reply, F(1,244) = 6.895, p = .05, 𝜂"# = .016, and follow, F(1,244) = 13.561, p < .001, 𝜂"# = .053. No 
support was found for H2, H3, H5, H9, or H10. 
 
The results of this research provide evidence that certain communication strategies can influence customer 
engagement. Additionally, given the effect of socioemotional communication was also moderated by the tweet’s 
level of interactivity, sport properties should take advantage of the interactive conventions built into Twitter (i.e., 
hashtags, @mentions, and hyperlinks) and create messages that include various interactive elements, as they too 
were shown to significantly increase fans’ willingness to share and reply to tweets. As one may assume, sport 
properties should remain cognizant of the tone of their tweets, as all forms of fan engagement were higher when 
viewing positive messages. The major implication of this research concerns customer engagement, as highly 
interactive, socioemotional communication on Twitter has the potential to generate the most fan engagement.  
This study centered primarily on issues related to the potential effects of social TV on sport consumers, as well as 
the necessity for research designs that examine the factors that influence their viewing experience. Overall, the 
results of this study offer important insights into the effects of message characteristics on sport consumer behavior. 
The outcomes address the increased emphasis and investment in social media use by sport properties, contributing 
to sport marketing and communication literature by providing a better understanding of how various characteristics 
of online communication during live events impact users’ perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors.  
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