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1 Introduction 

1.1 Paper Overview 

People use smartphones every day. In the morning it is used to check the weather, on the 
commute to work it is used to read the news or play music, throughout the day it is used 
to organize events, entertain people, and help search for information. These little devices 
can hold a variety of services within their roughly four by six frames; and the gaming 
industry has found their own spot in the mix through mobile gaming applications or apps 
as they are most commonly referred to as. It is difficult these days to find a smartphone 
that does not at least have one gaming app downloaded on it, and as smartphones and 
other such mobile devices have become so vital for humanity’s day to day activities one 
would think that one just needs to develop a gaming app and that this would guarantee 
that there would be players. There is a problem with this thinking however, as on one 
hand it is true that gaming has never before seen such a surplus of new players as evident 
in the increase of revenue gained now by mobile gaming which according to an article on 
the Business Insider Nordic written by Dunn (2017) takes up to a whopping 32% of the 
market share.  But additionally, on the other hand getting the game to the play becomes 
increasingly difficult on the mobile platform. As with this platform the larger market that 
comes with it are called, by traditional gamers, as casual gamers. Casual gamers or casual 
gaming can be best described as “a term used for a form of playing video games where a 
gamer does not have a long-term commitment to a game and can approach playing the 
game on an infrequent and spontaneous basis” (Computer Hope ‘Casual Gaming’ 2017). 
These individuals are not necessarily familiar or have any desire to travel through gamer 
centric websites and reviews as this is what separates them from the core gamer audience, 
therefore advertising mobile games within the same areas of traditional gaming neglects 
reaching to a large portion of the market that mobile games actually have access for. 
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fig. 1 Game Industry Global Revenues Breakdown 

(Dunn 2017) 
What is currently known about the mobile game consumer’s decision-making process 
have been discussed by authors such as Hsiao and Chen (2015) for example. In their 
research, the have found factors that influence in game sales and determined the existence 
and importance of customer loyalties. This study like several others, such as 
Rodriguez(2014), who researched on what makes an app appealing to a consumer, and 
Ma (2014), who looked into different online or mobile strategies of selling and how they 
relate to the customers decisions, are vital insight on showing theories on making money 
and retaining customers once the consumer has already downloaded the app. However, 
one aspect these articles all lack is the step between a customer seeing the app within the 
application store and then downloading said on their devices. Therefore, the problem for 
which this paper wants to explore is this gap; of learning why consumers download the 
gaming apps they do and learning where it is a majority of these consumers access the 
information the use to fuel their decision-making processes so that developers and 
marketers for gaming know where to maximize their efforts and resources in increasing 
visibility within gaming apps. By using the previous studies such as the ones listed above 
on the consumer decision making process as well as doing new independent research 
which will reach out to the American consumer base specifically the paper hopes to find 
new or expand upon previous solutions and improve on how these fixes can be 
implemented in this gap between the placement of the game and decision on 
downloading this game by the consumer. By bridging this gap, hopefully mobile game 
developers will be able to solve the issues that surround discoverability and visibility 
with mobile gaming. 
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1.2 The Problem 

Mobile game developers find themselves in a fast-growing marketplace with a consumer 
base of casual gamers that may not necessarily fit the same mold as traditional gamers. 
Therefore, it is possible that when it comes to the consumer decision making process the 
same theories and strategies do not apply to mobile gaming. Currently there is a lack in 
knowledge in how casual gaming consumers process the steps in this theoretical model. 
Previous research done on similar topics, such as the work done Shen et al. (2013), even 
point out the lack of empirical data on factors that influence such consumers. By having a 
consumer decision making process model that does not currently reflect an accurate 
depiction of the consume (casual gamers) the mobile gaming industry suffers visibility 
and discoverability problems. 
 

1.3 Purpose 
This paper aims to bridge the gap in the gap between what has previously been known to 
what is yet to be known about the consumers of mobile game. We aim to make a 
distinction between casual and traditional gamers to highlight that there is a consumer 
base for mobile games that is currently misunderstood or not fully explored by previous 
research. By examining the consumer decision making process from their angle (casual 
gamers) as well as from the angle of previous research, we not only hope to show where 
in the consumer decision making process there is missing knowledge but also to help 
develop a suggestion for a redefined consumer decision making model. A model that 
would be specific for mobile gaming’s casual gaming consumer base. 
 

 1.4 Research Questions 
Research questions: 

● Where do the casual gamer consumers go to find information regarding their 
decision to download a mobile game? 

● Is the current model for the consumer decision making process applicable for 
mobile gaming? And if not, how can it be altered to better fit the industry? 
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2. Theory  
2.1 Marketing Mix 

 
fig. 2 4Ps of Marketing Mix Reproduction 

(produced by authors, 2018) 
2.1.1 Four Ps 
Marketing mix is a concept which has established itself as a toolkit of controllable factors 
when marketing as well as an important basis for the growth in marketing management 
science. Initially, the concept was compared to the idea of mixing ingredients during the 
preparation of food if all of the ingredients were combined properly there will always be 
an expected positive outcome (Borden 1964). Originally the mix consisted of twelve 
factors which when properly managed would lead to a “profitable business operation” 
(Borden 1964, p. 9). Shortly after the conception of the marketing mix it was narrowed 
down to four factors also referred to as the 4 P’s. These four factors consist of the 
product, pricing, place, and promotion, and by many marketing manuals are stated to be 
the four factors “likely to influence the consumer buying process and decisions” 
(Constantinides 2006, p. 408). 

  
Borden’s original development of the marketing mix as well as McCarthy’s revision 
which narrowed the concept down to the 4 P’s were executed in 1964. Due to the age of 
the concept debates have been sparked as to how relevant the concept is to modern 
marketing. To assess the relevancy the idea still holds, E. Constantinides conducted 
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research into how the mix fits into the 21st century and in a world where E-marketing is 
present.  Many of the arguments suggested within the paper showed that the mix still 
proves to be a solid foundation for assessing the different controllable factors in 
marketing, but it doesn’t recognize certain concepts that are critical to modern marketing. 
On their own, the P’s have the issues of not accounting for the human factor, being a 
model without internal orientation, and the lack of personalization (Constantinides 2006). 

-The issue of human factor is important to recognize when marketing. People will 
not always make rational decisions as they would be expected to make as there 
are always other external factors affecting them (Hartman, 1991). As a result 
expecting that manipulating the four variables will always properly influence the 
audience is inconsistent. 
-The marketing mix was originally developed during the 60’s, which was a period 
where “producers could afford to pay much less attention to customer’s voice and 
needs than today” (Constantinides 2006, p. 431). As a result the model is too 
internally focused and does not present enough attention to studying the 
requirements that consumers wish to have met. It is focused on mass-oriented 
products and not products which have a more niche potential audience. In 
addition it does not look at the environment of the market as a whole. Elements 
such as trends of the market and the influence of a company’s competition need 
consideration in most modern marketing situations. 
-Personalization is an idea which is not covered by the mix, as the mix was more 
suited towards the idea of mass-oriented products. This has limited the idea of 
what the product factor can be, as it is assumed that the product will always be the 
same and is not ever individualized for the customer’s preference. In the modern 
era “the quality of the personal relationship between seller and customer and 
successful customer retention are becoming basic ingredients of commercial 
performance in all markets” (Constantinides 2006, p. 431). In order to establish 
that personal relationship variations of products should be available to create a 
feeling of the customer having a personalized product. 

  
As the marketing mix still has relevance in the modern age despite its faults, this study 
will look at elements of it in order to assess issues with marketing mobile games apps. To 
account for the issues mentioned with the mix, the consumer decision model will be used 
in conjunction with the marketing mix. The consumer decision model will allow insight 
into the human factor behind how decisions are made and look at what the desires of 
consumers to counteract the marketing mix being an internally focused model. 

  
Currently the P’s of price, product, and promotion have been investigated into in relation 
with mobile games. With price there are several different business models which are 
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commonly used with mobile games. The most traditional form is retailing, where the user 
pays for the initial download of the game as well as any additional content within the 
game (Feijoo et al. 2012). Retailing is becoming a less common practice with mobile 
gaming apps, as the freemium model has proven to be more profitable. Freemium is 
offering the basic functionalities of the game for free, but then requiring payments for 
additional content or services within game (Feijoo et al. 2012). This model attracts a 
wider audience as there is no barrier of entry to initially play the game, and once the 
players are invested in the game they will be more likely to make payments towards it. 

  
The quality of the product has also been studied through a Bayesian Network approach 
performed by Hyun Park and Sang-Hoon Kim. It was found that variables of the 
product’s quality including graphics, animation, and sound influenced not only the 
overall enjoyment of the game but also the perceived ease of use of the game as well 
(Park and Kim 2013). Having a more positive perceived ease of use allows for games to 
be more accessible to the average consumer and widens the potential audience for the 
game. As mobile games are commonly designed with simple interfaces and game 
procedures there is an expectation among most consumers that the game needs to have a 
significant perceived ease of use in order for the game to be worth playing (Park and Kim 
2013). 

  
The most evident issue with marketing mobile game apps is visibility with the casual 
gaming audience. Currently the key P which ties into this problem with visibility is the 
place, which has not been well studied with regards to mobile game applications at the 
current time. 

  
Currently the factor of place has been studied to a degree within mobile games, but 
focusing primarily on using the mobile games as the advertising medium. Using mobile 
games as a space for marketing is often used as the primary source of income for mobile 
games, as “the software has not necessary to be customized for a particular brand and 
advertising space from the m-advergame can be sold to any advertiser seen suitable” 
(Salo 2007, p. 76). With only minimal changes to a game, a new advertiser is able to have 
their promotion placed within the app. The quality of the main game that is used as the 
advertising medium is critical to defining it as an effective marketing place though. In a 
study looking at the effectiveness of marketing within location-based mobile games, it 
was found that the more immersive the game was the less likely it was that the user 
would perceive the advertisement as a distraction from the main experience (Wu and 
Stilwell 2018). 
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While the potential of mobile games as an advertising medium has been well examined, 
locations for marketing mobile gaming apps still requires much further research. Due to 
the significant amount of apps present on major app stores, most gaming apps will never 
been seen unless they are directly searched for. This necessitates finding locations outside 
of app stores to promote mobile games. It has been suggested that games could be 
marketed through m-advergame apps as noted above (Salo 2007). The question of 
whether or not users will be influenced enough by the marketing to switch the gaming 
app they are using needs to be assessed though. 

  
It is acknowledged that the 4 P’s of the marketing mix should not always be viewed 
independently from each other. Changing the marketing approach based on one of the P’s 
may require changing the strategies for how the other P’s are implemented. For instance, 
changing the place may necessitate a change in the method used for the promotion aspect 
of the mix. For example, “mediums like TV, radio, and newspapers are used to reach 
high number of people with low personalization” (Salo 2007, p. 73). As a result, 
marketing strategies through these mediums have to take a general approach to their 
promotion so that it will effectively communicate the message with the widest portion of 
these mediums’ audiences. The effect that place can have on the required promotion 
action is evident through Salo and Karaluoto’s discussion of how marketing through 
e-mail differs from TV, radio, and newspapers. For example, “e-mails can be used to 
create personalized messages that include personalization such as respondents’ name 
and other personal information related to customer data for instance” (Salo 2007, p. 73). 
While approaching e-mails with the same promotion strategy as more widespread 
mediums may lead to success, realizing that each place used to market has its own 
advantages that should be taken into account when planning promotion will show the 
most benefit from using that place. Personalization is not a procedure that is possible with 
more widespread mediums, so implementing it with e-mails will take advantage of what 
sets e-mail apart from other places and what is not possible to accomplish with other 
mediums. As a result, it will be important to look at what promotion strategies work with 
places suggested for marketing mobile gaming apps. 

  
 
2.2 Consumer Decision Making Process 

 
fig. 3 Consumer Decision Making Process - Identification of Need 
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(produced by authors, 2018) 
 2.2.1 Need Recognition 

Need recognition is already a step in the consumer decision making process that deviates 
for game development. This is namely because video games are a form of entertainment 
and are not a need but more a want or a desire. Often times people do not browse through 
games with a need to download one but merely a desire to see if any games can pique 
their interest. The research towards this step in the decision-making process is thusly 
focused on how to make games appealing or desirable enough for consumers to believe 
they desire a new game to own.  

 
Williams (2017) in their paper looked upon factors that would make a game that is 
“challenging, entertaining, and successful” (Williams 2017, p. 3). The two former traits 
of which could be leading factors that could influence the desire to own or obtain a video 
game. Their study found that making a desirable product chiefly came from the “(a) 
importance of the designer’s role, (b) video game programming methods, (c) video game 
cognition challenges, and (d) impact of feedback on game development” (Williams 2017, 
p. 79). While this could be of use for game developers when it comes to formulating 
strategies to make a successful game, it does little to give insight to marketers for 
identifying what makes a consumer identify a desire for a game.  

 
However, some insights that could be given to drive why people search for specific game 
or desire one can maybe be attributed to other parts of human psychology. In Abhijit V. 
Banerjee’s (2008) publication they talk about the idea of herd behavior. It is the idea that 
“There are innumerable social and economic situations in which we are influenced in our 
decision making by what others around us are doing” (Banerjee 2008, p. 797) and that 
“everyone doing what everyone else is doing, even when their private information 
suggests doing something quite different.” (Banerjee 2008, p. 798). 

 
Presently, mobile gaming is one of the fastest growing forms of entertainment and the 
smartphone has quickly grown to be a device that is uncommon not to find on most 
individuals. Ads for mobile games are shown on social media sites constantly and 
discussions about these games are common small talk topics with friends and family. It is 
possible that since it may be perceived that everyone seems to be playing mobile games, 
this is why people identify they have a need for a mobile game as well. However, the 
rationality of this assumption cannot fully be made, but could be tested with the models 
used by Banerjee which are designed to, in their words, “study the rationale behind this 
kind of decision making as well as it’s implications” (Banerjee 2008, p. 798). 
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fig. 4 Consumer Decision Making Process - Information Search 

(produced by authors, 2018) 
2.2.2 Search for Information 
The next step of the consumer decision making process is the search for information. It is 
where, how, and to what extend consumers will look for additionally knowledge about 
the product before investing any amount of time or money in the product itself. In the 
traditional field of video games, websites such as Kotaku or IGN serve as news platforms 
for video games but rarely do these sites talk about mobile video games, which is the 
focus of this study. While there are sites that do specialize in mobile games, such as the 
Pocket Gamer, sites like these 1. Do not have a comparable foot traffics size to that of the 
previously mentioned sites and 2. Are not well known by the general public outside the 
reach of those who would consider themselves to be core gamers. 

 
Websites like these are not the only way information of games, mobile and otherwise, are 
relayed. Many sources have researched the importance of word-of-mouth advertising in 
terms of gaming. For example, Shen et al. (2013) designed and conducted research to 
“examine the roles of system and information characteristics in predicting users' 
engagement in mobile word-of-mouth communication” (Shen et al. 2013, p. 52). 

 
In their particular study, their team sought to figure out what about mobile systems and 
devices causes consumers to engage in word-of-mouth marketing. In their discussion of 
this issue, they pointed out that “Mobile word-of-mouth marketing has already shown its 
significance in terms of driving business growth and effectiveness. However, empirical 
investigation of this subject is rare in the literature.” (Shen et. al. 2013, p. 52). They 
aimed to help bridge this gap in research with their own paper which encompassed the 
mobile market as a whole and not a specific type of mobile application. 

 
In another study conducted by Hernandez and Vicdan (2014) the pair also looked into 
word-of-mouth influences in addition to media influence as a source of information that 
consumers turn to. Hernandez and Vicdan claim from their studies that “the importance 
of the sources of information for players varies depending on the type of the innovation” 
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(Hernandez, Vicdan 2014, p. 401) and of this the two sources they found to be the most 
common to either be word-of-mouth or social media. 

 
Unlike Shen, Wang, Sun, and Xiang though, Hernandez and Vicdan turned their focus 
primarily on video games: specifically, the decision to pre-order a video game. 
Pre-ordering is a concept where consumers can pay a sum of money before the game is 
released on the market. By doing so, players are guaranteed a copy of the game the day 
the game is dropped as well as extra bonuses and privileges that the developer associates 
with the game (an example of this is the Overwatch pre-order example, which based on 
how much money spent players could earn additional in-game skins for the characters, 
icons, sprays, a physical book, and even a figurine of one of the characters mailed to 
them directly). 

 
Using models that took into account both micro (intrinsic) and macro (extrinsic) ranked 
factors that would rank the influence to make a preorder decision, they found that 
“Traditionally, marketer and media sources were considered more important to create 
initial awareness. However, in the case of pre-ordering, this pattern varies in function of 
the type of innovation.” (Hernandez, Vicdan 2014, p. 403). In addition to this, they 
“depicted the relationship determining which types of information sources players find 
more important or influential at various adoption stages” (Hernandez, Vicdan 2014, p. 
404). A chart which will be provided below: 

 
fig. 5 Sources for Information Importance Based on Innovation 

(Hernandez, Vicdan 2014, p. 404) 
 

While their study does in fact look at where consumers gather their information in this 
step of the consumer decision making process, this model does not as smoothly transfer 
over to the mobile gaming industry. The most prominent reason for this is that mobile 
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games do not work with pre-order models. Instead, mobile games often have soft launch 
periods for extended amounts of time. Additionally, the free-to-play mobile gaming 
model has dominated the field of gaming, meaning that many games do not require the 
player to purchase the game in order to play, rendering the pre-order model obsolete. 
However, this isn’t to say if explored, the theories proposed by Hernandez and Vicdan 
could not overlap in some way. 

 
Another final angle to possibly look at how consumer search for information in regards to 
mobile games comes from consumer reviews themselves and the influence they have 
over potential consumers. In Feng Zhu and Xiaoquan (Michael) Zhang’s 2010 paper they 
looked at the impact of online consumer reviews on sales over all. While online doesn’t 
necessarily narrow in on the mobile gaming market, it is one of the better sources 
available that is close enough in relation to the mobile gaming market. 

 
The duo open with: “Consumers commonly seek quality information when purchasing 
new products. With the Internet’s growing popularity, online consumer reviews have 
become an important resource for consumers seeking to discover product quality.” (Zhu, 
Zhang 2010, p. 133). They elaborate upon this idea in their study of course and compare 
the previous research done on the topic to find common group among researches. Again, 
the caveat to this is most of these previous findings came from other fields that had online 
outlets and not the mobile gaming market. In fact, one of their most prominent 
conclusions was that “Our study suggests that data sets with a different mix of product 
types, even for the same product category, could lead to different conclusions” (Zhu, 
Zhang 2010, p. 145). While some crossovers between what has previously been studied 
in different fields can occur, by breaking down each section by category, the results can 
also be very different. 

 
For this research topic this means that despite the fact that mobile gaming is an online 
market it does not necessarily mean developers and marketers can rely on results from 
previous online categories to develop truths for mobile gaming. By this study it can be 
said that it may be vital to do individual studies for each category within the online 
marketspace instead of making sweeping assumptions. 

 

 
fig. 6 Consumer Decision Making Process - Evaluation of Alternatives 
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(produced by authors, 2018) 
2.2.3 Evaluation of Alternatives 
After the information search, the next step of the consumer decision making process 
model is the evaluation of alternatives within the market. In the mobile gaming industry, 
virtually all mobile games are placed in a very small market space: the app store. The two 
largest and realistically the only used marketplaces for apps are owned and run by Apple 
and Google. When players desire to filter through and choose which games they desire to 
acquire for themselves, these are the platforms that they have to go through to do so. 

  
Because there are hundred upon thousands of games within these platforms, in order for a 
game to stick out among the rest it’s important that the game itself has factors that make 
it stand out as a more appealing game for players over all. According to research done by 
Ana Kahni Rodriguez (2014), factors that they described in categories of various types of 
motivation, forms of advertising, and the overall gameplay quality have an impact. Not 
just an impact in player retention, but in how many games these consumers owned, how 
long they owned said games, and how many hours out of the day they used these games. 
Understanding factors of statistics like these helps the industry look closer on the types of 
app consumers they are dealing with and how to tailor marketing to these individuals. 

  
Motivation is a topic that Rodrigues also touches upon in their paper.  Rodriguez claims 
that if a player has motivation, they will download a specific game. And that for this 
motivation “users rely on entertainment motivation to download” (Rodriquez 2014, p. 
45) specifically. With their findings, Rodriguez was able to conclude that the higher the 
entertainment, the higher the motivation. However, this also depended on how much 
entertainment the player themselves derived from mobile gaming. Only those who were 
found to have higher entertainment from mobile games were more likely to have more 
games on their devices and to play these games with more frequency. The more a game is 
able to cash in then on the entertainment motivation factor, the more likely they were to 
stand out among other games that the consumer would also be exposed to. 

  
While this paper was more a look on the developer side of mobile gaming (figuring 
which factors of a game developers could include to increase motivation for download), 
there is also the consumer side of the equation to consider. It is to ask the question what 
games would consumers pick and why would they pick them? In a study conducted by 
Nicholas David Bowman, Sven Jöckel, and Leyla Dogruel (2015) they looked to answer 
questions similar to this and beyond. 

  
The team set up various questions that correlated to different factors (i.e. price, rating, 
familiarity, etc.) and then weighed the responses of both an American and German 
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sample market. In their results, they found some interesting conclusions such as, quote, 
“perhaps the most striking finding from this exploratory study is that smartphone gamers 
spend very little time and energy searching through the market” (Bowman, Jöckel, 
Dogruel 2015, p. 6). Despite what consumers claimed to be important to them in the app 
game, the reality of the study showed that the consumers would not go in depth to find 
these traits they desired and instead were more likely to browse games already filtered to 
the top by the platforms they were searching on. 

  
One participant in the study responded very peculiarly, an instance they described as 
“German female participant, unsolicited, expressed a good deal of frustration with the 
mobile game app market: 

  
“There is simply an incredibly large amount of apps to choose from, it’s 
overwhelming. It would be nice if you could even narrow it down a bit more, [for 
example] according to some other criteria.” 

  
Such quotes are evidence of what Schwartz [21] refers to as a paralysis of choice – a 
paradoxical situation by which consumers in free market express frustration and 
dissatisfaction with an increasing number of products on offer.” (Bowman et al. 2015, p. 
6). Barry Schwartz (2004) wrote an entire book on the idea that the trio describe in this 
quote. While the subject in debate was not specified towards the mobile gaming market, 
it is rapidly becoming evident that the mobile gaming market is become a prime example 
of what Schwartz was describing. 

  
Though speaking of the vast number of apps that currently exist within the app market 
there is a problem that other researchers have also noted upon. Presently, there is a small 
selection of apps that take up a majority of the app market. These gaming giants are even 
known to the public on a household name level basis: Clash of Clans, Candy Crush, 
Angry Birds, etc. These games reached levels of success that even awarded them their 
own physical goods, merchandise, and even a movie in the case of Angry Birds. Pai-Ling 
Yin, Jason P. Davis, and Yulia Muzyrya coined the term for these highest grossing apps: 
killer apps. 

  
While in their research they do not limit themselves to just gaming apps, this doesn’t 
exclude the notion that if one where to narrow down this theory to just the gaming app 
market they wouldn’t see striking similarities. In Davis and Muzyrya’s research they 
found they different factors affect how apps can become killer apps, and unlike other 
apps, gaming apps seem to follow a different trend when becoming a killer app. 
According to their research they actually were able to conclude that the less updating a 
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gaming app does, the more likely it is to become a killer app. Conversely, other apps 
seem to trend in the opposite direction: the more updates an app has the more likely it is 
to become a killer app. The problem emerges though through the realization that these 
apps not only have a large claim on the market share but their grip is iron strong. Trying 
to enter a similar game market as these killer apps with a new game is near impossible as 
it stands as of today. 

 

  
fig. 7 Consumer Decision Making Process - Purchase 

(produced by authors, 2018) 
2.2.4 Purchase 
This next step of the consumer decision making process, the purchase, is again something 
that is unique in the mobile gaming world. Because of the rise of the free-to-play model 
in mobile gaming, there is no longer a need for players to purchase the game before 
obtaining the product as a whole. Additionally, players never actually need to pay any 
money at all to actually play the game. Therefore, there this step could, theoretically, be 
called the download instead of the purchase because there is still a type of purchase that 
the consumer could make after downloading the game. All mobile games come with a in 
game store where players are able to purchase items to aid or enhance their gameplay. 
Therefore, this section will shift to focus on these in game purchase types that happen 
after the game has already been downloaded by the consumer. 

 
The first concept to understand is how people react or feel about different types of online 
purchasing. While many of these purchasing types have crossovers to pre-existing 
purchasing types, moving them into the digital marketplace can change the opinions and 
actions of the consumers who use them. Xiao (Sean) Ma took this idea in their own paper 
and sought to determine among three different types of mobile marketing how consumers 
react or respond differently. 

 
While these three types, customer reviews, gambling, and bidding, all can exist on their 
own in the online marketplace (existing in such forms as Amazon and eBay for example), 
can also exist as types of microtransactions in many mobile gaming titles (existing in 
such things as a star rating and the loot box phenomenon). However, Ma did not 
especially look at these types in the format of mobile gaming and mobile gaming itself 
does not fall into all the categories that Ma studied. Customer reviews are prominent in 
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mobile gaming, but gambling for instance is actually hotly debated in terms of whether it 
applies to mobile gaming. Bidding is virtually non-existent in mobile gaming purchasing 
models, and because of this the focus will heavily rely on Ma’s first essay on customer 
reviews.  

 
Ma’s results following this first model (consumer reviews) show that the impact of online 
reviews from previous customers can vary vastly based on the type of consumer who has 
access to these reviews. Ma summarized that consumers who are fairly new to the online 
platforms, males, and consumers who face isolation via either geographically or socially 
are easily swayed by the opinion of the masses on said product. Easily swayed, as Ma 
puts it, does not necessarily mean that people who fall outside the mentioned 
characteristics are not also swayed to a product based on the reviews of the public. This 
finding merely implies that these individuals find themselves to be the most easily 
influenced or convinced of a product’s genuineness. 

 
Other findings for this model found that others “painstakingly process their personal 
experiences with products and services, so they are less prone to rely on others’ reviews 
while rating their own experiences” (Ma 2014, p. 28). This finding could stem from the 
idea that a majority of are more likely to only leave a review for a product when they had 
a negative experience. Therefor a majority of the reviews will be negative but they may 
not accurately portray the product as a whole. Ma found additionally that “reviewers with 
more experience, higher geographical mobility, and a larger number of friends, and 
female raters rely less on prior reviews in the course of contributing their own ratings” 
(Ma 2014, p. 28). Meaning that users that had been active on this site (Yelp, as specified 
by Ma) are more willing to try and test a product regardless. 

 
Two very stark differences emerge: unlike the example used in Ma’s paper, mobile 
games allow players to try the product themselves before making a commitment and 
allows the player to have the product with no monetary involvement. When players give 
reviews on games, they are not constrained by these two factors. While it cannot be 
definitively stated that these reasons alone would cause significant shifts in Ma’s findings 
when applied to the mobile gaming market, but they are factors that still otherwise cannot 
be overlooked either. 

 
Moving on from this is the idea of how consumers will commit to a mobile game and, in 
turn, continually play the game and pay money to the game. For this branch of 
questioning, Hsiao and Chen (2016) devised research and a subsequent paper to discover 
trends in what players found to be the most impactful for them. What found that of course 
“The perceived values of the game (playfulness, connectedness, access flexibility, and 
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reward) have direct influence on the loyalty of all players” (Hsiao, Chen 2016, p. 18) but 
they took this a step further and compared this to how likely a player was to spend money 
in game and found, interestingly enough, that these ‘perceived values’ had very little 
impact on in game purchases. 

  
The concept of loyalty however repeated in their data on its importance for a mobile 
game. They found that the concepts “(loyalty and good price) were found to have a direct 
impact on a player’s intention to make an in-app purchase” (Hsiao, Chen 2016, p. 18). 
Their paper continues on to discuss factors that can lead to an increase of player loyalty 
such by “enhancing playfulness, access flexibility, connectedness and rewards is an 
effective way to enhance player loyalty” (Hsiao, Chen 2016, p. 28). In these findings the 
authors found that it was by enhancing loyalty with the perceived values as they 
described they were able to see that players are more likely to purchase within the app. 

  
Others have also looking into the idea that certain factors of a game could hold influence 
over the retainment of consumers and enhances their probability of making in-game 
purchases. For example, Yi-Lin Yu (2004) wrote in a dissertation about the idea on 
perceived interactivity and vividness in video games that could account for influencing 
factors over customer buying behavior. 

  
The results of Yu’s study where processed heavily through various statistical analysis and 
found exactly how significant the finds were overall and how likely the results were 
produced merely by chance. They had two overall goals their aimed to achieve with their 
research: “The first goal of this research study was to examine the relationship between 
the characteristics of vividness, interactivity, and the game players’ playing behavior. 
The second goal of the study was to see if the characteristics of interactivity and 
vividness ultimately have an effect on the consumers’ buying behavior.” (Yu 2004, p. 
107). 

  
For these two questions, Yu concluded from their research that “The results showed that 
the characteristics of interactivity and vividness significantly differ in consumer buying 
behavior by respondents. Thus, the vividness and interactivity of video games can be 
expected to influence the involvement and immersion experienced by players.” (Yu 2004, 
p. 167). From there Yu went on to explain how to implement this knowledge into future 
video game development. This study again however was developed specifically for video 
games and not necessarily mobile games, which were very young in the year of this 
paper’s publication (2004). 
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fig. 8 Consumer Decision Making Process - Post-Purchase Evaluation 

(produced by authors, 2018) 
2.2.5 Post-Purchase Evaluation 
The final stage in the consumer decision-making process is the post-purchase evaluation. 
This segment contains how consumers feel about the product after the fact and in many 
cases can lead them to speak out about their feelings on a specific project. For the online 
marketspace, these are left in the form of reviews on products. Interestingly enough, 
while these reviews are posted at the end of consumer decision making process for 
consumers, it is these same reviews and responses that new consumers will looks over in 
the beginning of the consumer decision making process. 

 
To understand the impactful nature of these reviews, studies have ventured to look into 
the value others consumers have towards online reviews, as unlike traditional 
word-of-mouth forms of marketing, online reviews are given by someone most 
consumers have never physically seen or known. Or as André Marchand, Thorsten 
Hennig-Thuraua, and Caroline Wiertz (2017) put it “substantial WOM [word-of-mouth] 
communication thus takes place in the digital realm” (Marchand, Hennig-Thuraua, 
Wiertz 2017, p. 336). The team conducted a study in 2017 that focused on the impact 
consumer reviews had on the success rates of new products in the digital marketplace. 

 
The study the team conducted was based upon two main features of digital WOM types: 
volume or quantity and valence. They were able, through their research, develop a cross 
sectional analysis of what previous studies found important or an influencing factor on 
adoption rates through digital reviews and where these findings overlapped in numerous 
categories. From their they compared it with their own research and findings. The team 
found that “Previous research on WOM, and particularly digital WOM, mostly treats the 
different types of WOM as one and the same, rarely addressing differences across digital 
WOM types.” (Marchand et al. 2017, p. 351) and from their results found that there 
needed to be extra research conducted in order to accurately portray different types of 
online WOM developments. 
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The mobile gaming world, while a subset of the digital world as a whole, also finds itself 
undergoing various types of digital WOM interactions. Whether this be through the two 
types studied in the previous mentioned paper, online reviews and microblogs, or newly 
developed models, it could be true to say that further research into the impact of mobile 
WOM based on WOM type could prove to be useful to the field overall. 

 
Another post-purchase decision that a mobile consumer can have that is unique to the 
mobile world is the idea of continual purchase after app download. Many apps run on a 
free-to-play or free-to-download basis again meaning that no initial payment has to be 
committed in order to have access to the app. The consumer has already made the 
conscious decision to download or obtain the app at this point, but how to get these 
consumers to give more or continually give money to the app after the initial download is 
another factor that app developers, gaming and otherwise, have to consider when 
developing their app. 

 
One study conducted by Lu, Wei, Yu and Liu (2016) conducted a study to focus on the 
post-usage factors and possible cultural norms that may or may not have an impact on 
continual payment for the mobile marketspace. In their own words, they sought to show 
“that mobility, privacy protection, and social influence are substantially shaping the 
m-payment continuance decisions in China.” (Lu, Wei, Yu, Liu 2016, p. 141). It is 
important to note from this quote that the study did specifically aim to study the Chinese 
population and that this paper aims to look at the American market. While this means that 
the cultural factors discovered could vary greatly between the two, the post-usage factors 
could still hold some insight that could transfer over to other markets. 

 
As for what these factors are, according to their study “post-usage usefulness perception, 
social influence, and perceived privacy protection” (Lu et al. 2016, p. 156) are what they 
described to be “major drivers” (Lu et al. 2016, p. 141) to the Chinese people in their 
decision to continually purchase from mobile devices and platforms. The team claims 
that “post-usage social influence serves as an important antecedent of usefulness 
perception, as well as a determinant of continuance decisions in our study” (Lu et al. 
2016, p. 156). They also claimed that, according to their findings, that the social norms of 
the Chinese market also had an impact on the continual purchasing in mobile markets; an 
impact in which they described to be a positive one. Whether or not the American social 
norms would also have an positive or large impact on this topic is yet to be researched as 
extensively, but it can be theorizes that it does have to some degree an affect overall. 

 
2.3 Consumer Irrationality 
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Consumers typically predict that when offered a choice they would make it from the most 
rational perspective base on their preferences which have the highest priority. Despite 
this consumers are found to not always make their decisions from a rational point of view 
(Hartman, 1991). Consumers often expect that their most important factors in making a 
decision to purchase a product could be the products price, quality, and the ethics 
involved in its production. External factors will commonly arise though and will have a 
more substantial influence in the decision making process of the consumer (Hartman, 
1991). When it comes to mobile games this creates a discrepancy between what a 
consumer typically desires from a mobile games and what mobile games they select to 
download. 

 
2.4 Summary of Theory 

The dissection of the theoretical framework presented here shows an emphasis on the 
consumer decision making process. Diving into this theoretical model, there is detailed 
research on each of the steps, yet one still lacks a deeper understanding. When it comes to 
the search of information, where a consumer goes to discover a product and learn about 
it, much of the research that can be provided for this does not come from research with a 
mobile gaming focus. While there could be comparisons drawn from the research done 
on other online payment models and traditional gaming, as previous research teams have 
noted these categories can vary widely based on type of product and therefore yield 
different tactics. There is effectively a gap in knowledge for mobile game developers in 
this section. This paper hopes to help begin to bridge this gap in the industry’s collective 
knowledge and encourage further research into this field of study. 

 
 
3. Methodology 
3.1 Acquiring Literature 
The selection of literature informing the thesis will frequently contain of journals and theses 
provided from DePaul University’s database. DePaul’s resources are immensely valuable to the 
research of this field as their game development programs are top ranking in the United States. 
Academic sources seldom perform research focused around video games so their collection of 
articles will be widely used. In addition Linkoping University’s library will be a beneficial 
source for other sources relating to marketing with a broader scope. As recommended by 
(Bryman and Bell 2015), the initial pieces of relevant literature that is found will then be 
examined for the sources that were referenced in order to find further pieces which cover the 
topics which are most relevant to our problem. Reviewing these further pieces of literature will 
ensure that the sphere of where the literature is pulled from is more extensive than what the two 
universities can offer. 
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3.2 Research Methods 
The initial piece of empirical evidence gathered was through a survey. The survey gathered 
quantitative data from the participants through multiple choice questions and questions where 
they will rate their preferences on a scale of 0 to 10. Quantitative data is the starting place for this 
study as it allows a view into an extensively sized population of the casual gaming audience 
(Bryman and Bell 2015). Qualitative research will be used in conjunction with the quantitative 
data provided by the survey as it will balance the reliability of the quantitative data with a closer 
view of individuals who have firsthand experience with the problem (Bryman and Bell 2015). 
The sources of qualitative data used in this study will be focus groups which take a closer look at 
what individuals of the casual gaming audience choose to download onto their phones and an 
interview with Chris Bartholomew from NetherRealm studios who oversees the marketing of 
mobile games. 
  

3.2.1 Survey Description 
The survey commenced with asking whether or not the participant owned a smartphone 
or tablet device. Then the question was posed of how likely they would be to consider 
themselves a gamer. Questions were then asked about the participants relationships with 
general gaming, asking about whether or not they own non-mobile gaming devices, how 
many hours a week they spend playing video games, and where they hear information 
about new gaming releases. The focus was then shifted to the participant’s connection 
with mobile video games. The number of games downloaded on the participants’ phones, 
average time spent playing mobile games in a week, and the number of unique mobile 
games they played in the last week was examined. The participants’ purchasing 
tendencies in mobile games was then investigated as they were asked about whether they 
had more free-to-play games or retail games downloaded to their phone as well as how 
often they make in-app purchases while playing mobile games. The survey then inspected 
the locations that new mobile games were found as they were questioned about different 
sources for finding information about new mobile games and what factors were most 
important in deciding to download a mobile game. The survey concluded with 
demographics questions, inquiring about the participants’ age, gender, ethnicity, highest 
completed level of education, household income, and US state they live in. 

  
3.2.2 Survey Instrumentation 
The service that was used to conduct the survey was Qualtrics, a web-based survey 
platform. Qualtrics was essential for carrying out the survey for this research as it 
necessary to view the responses of those who are in the casual and core gaming audiences 
separately. Qualtrics allows multiple question paths to be available based on the 
responses to each question so different questions could be asked of each of the two 
different audiences. The service’s analysis tools were also indispensable as it makes it 

25 



 

possible to examine all of the answers throughout the survey from only the participants 
who gave a specific response to a question. This allows viewing the responses in the 
groups of those who probably identify themselves as gamers, those who might or might 
not identify themselves as gamers, and those who probably do not identify themselves as 
gamers. 

  
3.2.3 Survey Sampling 
The survey was distributed to participants through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk service. 
Mechanical Turk is a service which offers incentives to their workers to complete tasks 
such as surveys. Through the service the survey was delivered to 100 participants who 
were anonymous and have no previous relations with the research team. Using the 
qualification system on Mechanical Turk the only participants who were able to engage 
with the survey were ones who reside in the United States. As the survey itself did not 
take personal information about the participants in order to keep it anonymous, 
completion codes were provided upon the survey’s termination. In order to ensure that 
the Mechanical Turk users were entirely completing the survey they were required to 
enter the code provided by Qualtrics to receive the incentive.  

  
3.2.4 Survey Quality 
In order to assure that the anonymous participants who completed the survey were 
properly paying attention and were submitting quality responses we established attention 
check questions within the survey. Attention check questions will propose a question to 
the participants but then state that the participant should select a specific answer despite 
the accuracy of that answer. This ensures that the participants are paying proper attention 
to the questions and are reading them to the end. In the event that a participant did not 
select the answer that the question requested, the participant was deemed as not properly 
completing the survey. All of the participants who did not pay enough attention to the 
survey were noted as having responses which were invalid for the level of quality 
desired, and those responses were not included in the responses used in the analysis. The 
participants were motivated to properly complete the survey and pass the attention checks 
as those who were found to not sufficiently complete the survey with quality responses 
did not receive the incentive which was provided through Mechanical Turk. 

  
As a further measure to ensure quality work from the survey participants, the 
qualification system on Mechanical Turk was used to only allow involvement from those 
with consistently adequate work history. Workers were only allowed visibility of the 
survey if they had previously completed 500 other pieces of work on Mechanical Turk. In 
addition, requesters of work on the service are required to rate each piece of work 
completed as either approved or denied, which shows whether or not the work was 
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completed sufficiently and was quality enough for compensation. Using this it is possible 
to see what portion of a workers previous work was approved by other requesters. In 
order to ensure that the responses recorded for the survey would be authentic, workers 
with a work approval rating below 97% were limited from being able to respond to the 
survey.  

  
3.2.5 Focus Groups 
In conjunction with the surveys, focus groups were conducted to get a more individual 
look at what mobile games the casual audience downloads to their phones and why they 
did so. The focus groups allowed a look directly at what games casual consumers had on 
their mobile devices and ask about their relationship with those games. The focus groups 
were an essential correspondent to the survey as it has been stated that consumers do not 
always make rational decisions. As a result it is important to identify not just what 
consumers expect they would take into account when choosing to download a mobile 
game, as the survey identifies, but also what factors have influenced their actual choices 
when they have downloaded mobile games in the past (Hartman 1991). 

 
 As the goal was to examine the casual gaming audience in particular, the participants 
were initially asked about their estimated time they spent each week playing games in 
general as well as specifically mobile games. They were then asked to count how many 
games they had downloaded onto their phones and how many of those games they had 
played within the last week. The participants were then asked to share details about the 
games they played the most, going into how they had discovered the game and what 
aspects about it influenced them to download it. 

  
The interviews with the focus group participants were held in a semi-structured interview 
format, which allowed for the preparation of these questions beforehand but allowed the 
interviewers to follow up on relevant topics that arose during the discussion (Bryman and 
Bell 2015). Conducting the focus groups in the semi-structured format as opposed a 
completely structured format allowed for each individual participant to be looked at as 
their own case instead of as a part of the larger population. This accounts for the human 
factor as a participant could represent a substantially different viewpoint than the rest of 
the population. 

  
Participants for the focus groups were gathered through posts outreaching on social 
media. It was required that the participants came from varying demographics, so the 
participants were all of varying ages, genders, and US states they lived in. The 
questioning process was held over Skype and phone sessions held with the participants. 
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3.2.6 Focus Groups Sample 
Participants for the focus groups were gathered through posts outreaching on social 
media. They were reached out to on large servers through the service Discord, where the 
found participants had no previous connections to us. While Discord is a gaming focused 
app, only the results of participants who did not have a strong connection to gaming were 
included. There were a total of 7 participants whose responses were present in the results 
of the research. It was required that the participants came from varying demographics, so 
the participants were all of varying ages, genders, and US states they lived in. The 
questioning process was held over Skype and phone sessions held with the participants. 
 

 
3.2.7 Interview 
The final research method used is an interview with Chris Bartholomew from the 
American video game company NetherRealm studios. Bartholomew oversees the 
marketing for the company’s mobile gaming releases as well as the accounting. 
NetherRealm is particularly relevant to examine as they have gaming intellectual 
properties such as Injustice 2, which have both console and mobile releases within short 
time spans. Through the interview, Bartholomew gives insight into NetherRealm’s 
approach with marketing mobile gaming titles as well as the differences between 
marketing console and mobile video games. The interview was held in a semi-structured 
approach, where questions were prepared beforehand but further questions were asked 
based upon the answers which were given (Bryman 2015). 

  
During the interview, Bartholomew was initially asked to introduce himself, his position 
at NetherRealm studios, and his prior experience in the video game industry. He was then 
further questioned about how many video game projects he had been involved in and the 
number of mobile titles he worked on. Next he was asked about NetherRealm’s overall 
strategy for marketing mobile titles and how much resources were devoted to those 
games. Based upon his responses to the prior questions he was asked to define the term 
‘user acquisition market’ and how it fit into their strategy. He was then asked to describe 
the difference between marketing mobile and console games, citing Injustice 2 as a 
potential example. 
 
After looking at the general approach the company takes, the questions focused more 
directly on the specific locations where they place advertisements for their mobile games 
and the factors involved with the success of their marketing. This commences by 
inquiring about what different areas Netherrealm uses as locations for their 
advertisements for mobile games. He is then asked to describe any challenges he has 
identified around visibility for mobile gaming titles and the problems that smaller video 
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games companies might face when developing mobile gaming apps. He was then asked if 
NetherRealm had mobile games which ranked on the top of the charts on app stores and 
the effect that it had on the response of the game. The question was then asked about the 
effect that reviews have on NetherRealm’s mobile games and how reviews affect mobile 
and non-mobile games differently. Then he was inquired about whether or not the 
company sends copies of mobile games to reviewers and influencers. He was then asked 
to describe the most surprising locations that players of their mobile games had 
discovered the games from.  Finally he was asked what the most essential locations for 
marketing mobile games are for development teams with small budgets. 
 
3.2.8 Inductive Approach 
This research takes use of an inductive analysis approach. Inductive research puts the 
focus on explaining theory by using the data as opposed to following the inverse found in 
deductive research (Bryman and Bell 2015). This puts the initial focus on the data as it 
“involves trying to appreciate inherent patterns rather than to impose preconceived ideas 
on the data” (Bryman and Bell 2015, p. 392). With this approach comes a risk that the 
data does not align in a meaningful way and does not explain any theory in a clear way 
(Marshall 1981). Incorporating an inductive approach necessitates that the benefits 
associated with qualitative analysis are fully seen, as deductive methods are more 
typically useful when investigating with quantitative data (Bryman and Bell 2015). 

  
3.3 Analysis 

3.3.1 Quantitative Analysis 
In the analysis of the quantitative data the goal is to identify relationships and not 
casualties (Bryman and Bell 2015). With the quantitative data it may be visible that 
different variables may align with each other and show similar changes when the other is 
changed. Due to the nature of the quantitative data collected though, there is not enough 
information about why these different changes occur and as a result it cannot be said with 
confidence that one variable is changing in response to another (Bryman and Bell 2015). 

  
The results of the survey are analyzed using contingency tables, which were created by 
Qualtrics and recreated to be remove extraneous information and increase readability. 
Contingency tables are flexible and makes it easy to view relationships between multiple 
sets of variables (Bryman and Bell 2015). The primary sets of data that will be observed 
within these tables will be breakdowns of the relationships between whether or not 
participants identify themselves as gamers and the other variables. The initial step will be 
to compare this identification with factors such as how much time they spend playing 
video games and how many games they own in order to view how much those who are in 
the core and casual gaming audiences interact with video games. After this a similar 
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comparison will be made between the participant’s identification of whether or not they 
are gamers and their responses specifically about their interactions with mobile games. 
Finally relationships will be examined between their identification, the sources that they 
most frequently use on the search for new information about games, and the factors that 
are most important when choosing to download a game they have found. 

 
3.3.2 Qualitative Analysis 
In the analysis of the qualitative data, a case study will be constructed using the producer 
interview held with NetherRealm studios. This case study will be the core of the analytic 
induction technique which will be used. Analytic induction allows for a research question 
and hypothetical explanation to be defined and tested with a case (Bryman and Bell 
2015). If necessary it can become an iterative process of multiple refined case studies if 
the cases do not align properly with the hypothesis (Bryman and Bell 2015). This method 
allows for the theory present within the literature review to still be related to, while 
putting the data and results from the qualitative methods in the forefront as desired by the 
inductive approach (Bryman and Bell 2015). 

  
Initially the focus groups and interview will be analyzed separately. The focus groups 
cover similar topics to the survey but offer more in depth stories behind how the factors 
involved in choosing to download a mobile video game affect their download and 
purchase decisions. This can be used to identify possible reasons for relationships which 
occurred within the survey, however those relationships will still continue to be viewed 
as only relationships. With the case study provided by the interview we gain insight into 
real world situations from a producer’s point of view and from the focus groups we gain 
the consumer’s point of view. The interview and focus groups will later be cross analyzed 
with each other to see the similarities and differences between the consumers’ and the 
producer’s expectations when it comes to marketing mobile gaming apps. 

  
3.4 Reliability 
Reliability refers to whether or not the ability to repeat the same results of the research is present 
(Bryman and Bell 2015). With regards to the survey and focus groups, a representative sample of 
the population we were trying to assess needed to be present. As a result we examined groups 
from a wide range of demographics in order to maintain accuracy and likely create similar results 
with another sample conducted with proper sampling techniques. With the interview it was key 
to interview members who had complete knowledge and previous successes when working 
within the field of marketing mobile games. As a result it is expected that members who meet the 
same criteria would be likely to give similar valuable answers. 
 
3.5 Validity 

30 



 

External validity considers if the research can be generalized outside of the study (Bryman and 
Bell 2015). Generalization was assured in the sampling processes used within the research 
methods. Participants within the focus groups are off varying ages, genders, and US states lived 
in. Similarly the survey has a wide range of demographics of ages, genders, and ethnicities. As 
the focus was on the United States as a whole we wanted to ensure that the participants came 
from a wide range of states, and 32 different states were present within the results. Having the 
wide representation of people from the United States offers the ability to view this study as 
relevant not just to particular groups of people within the country but to the country as a whole. 
  
Internal validity is focused on the analysis and whether causality is improperly used (Bryman 
and Bell). This study does not imply causality from any of the results discussed, only 
relationships between the results. Possible explanations for causes within the survey are 
discussed based on the focus group and interview results, but all survey results still remain as 
just relationships and are not actually attributed to the possible causes mentioned. 
  
3.6 Ethical Considerations 
The collected research has been gathered with the ethical principles outlined by (Dill et al. 1980). 
These principles consists of “whether there is harm to participants; whether there is a lack of 
informed consent; whether there is an invasion of privacy; and whether deception is involved” 
(Bryman and Bell 2015, p. 128). 
  
Harm can come in various states, being physical, harm to development or self-esteem, stress, and 
harm to career opportunities (Dill et al. 1980). None of the participants were met and interacted 
with physically so no physical harm was present. Across the survey, focus groups, and interview 
no questions were asked about difficult enough subjects which would create issues with 
self-esteem or stress. In addition, no questions asked would be relevant to the career prospects or 
future opportunities of the participants of the survey or focus groups. Questions were asked 
about Bartholomew’s career within the interview but he was given permission to refrain from 
any questions that he thought his company would not approve of. 
  
Informed consent was received from the participants of all methods of research. Survey 
participants were initially presented with the purpose and methods used within the survey before 
they received any questions and were asked to give consent before moving forward. Focus 
groups were similarly told the purpose of the research and asked permission before beginning 
their interview process. The interview with Bartholomew was not conducted until a written 
response granting permission to hold the interview was given after he was told of the subject and 
purpose of the interview. 
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Privacy was upheld for the participants involved in each method used. Survey participants were 
completely anonymous aside from their Mechanical Turk ID number which is not associated 
with any of their personal information. In addition they were free to exit and not complete the 
survey if they felt that a question was about a subject which was too personal. In this event none 
of their responses to the survey were recorded or included with the results. Participants of the 
focus groups and interview were given permission to forgo answering questions which they felt 
were crossing a private boundary. 
  
Deception is defined by (Bryman and Bell 2015, p. 136) as “when researchers represent their 
research as something other than what it is”. Participants of all research methods used were told 
the accurate subject and purpose of the research method that they were engaging in. In addition, 
questions and potential responses to questions were explained clearly and were not deceptively 
deviating from the initial subject and purpose that the participants were informed of. 
  
3.7 Criticism & Limitations 
There are a few potential limitations associated with the methodology of the survey. The first 
arises with the sample collected through the survey. As a result of using Amazon’s Mechanical 
Turk service to acquire participants for the survey, there may be a bias in the sample due to the 
characteristics of the population of Mechanical Turk. Users of Mechanical Turk perform all of 
their work on the site through computers, so they are likely to be very competent when it comes 
to technology. Those who are competent with technology may be more likely to take part in 
video games, which may have led to a sample where more of the participants are in the core 
gaming audience than the casual gaming audience. In the analysis stages the different groups of 
gamers were examined separately, so difference between the groups can still be observed 
properly. 
  
In addition to the sampling limitation, there is also a limitation with surveys as a medium for 
collection. In the event that a participant has difficulty understanding a question or a potential 
response to the question there is not much of a direction for them to take to get clarification. This 
may lead to participants having to submit responses to questions which they partially or entirely 
do not understand and add low quality responses to the results. 
  
In addition there is also a limitation with the interview, as only a single individual was 
interviewed. This particular individual is assuredly knowledgeable and has been successful in the 
field that he is being interviewed about, so there is still trust put into his statements. It would be 
much preferable to be able to interview members of other companies as well to see if there is any 
varying strategies for marketing mobile games and possible conflicts in their points of view. 
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4. Empirical Results 
 
4.1 Survey 
4.1.1. Do you consider yourself a gamer? 

 
While examining the survey, the first key piece of information to look at the sample of the 
population to see what portion represents the casual gaming audience and the core gaming 
audience. When presented with the question “Do you consider yourself a gamer?” the 
participants were given five choices, including definitely yes, probably yes, might or might not, 
probably not, and definitely not to assess how close they feel they are with the core gaming 
audience. The sample leans more towards members of the core gaming audience than the casual 
gaming audience, as 74.76% of the audience said yes to the question, while 13.59% said they 
might or might not be gamers, and 11.65% said they don’t consider themselves gamers. 
  
4.1.2. Not including smartphones or tablet devices, do you own devices which can play 
games? 

 
With the omission of the ‘definitely not’ demographic, at least 75% of each group associated 
with each response to the first question stated that they own a gaming device aside from their 
mobile device. Those who definitely do not consider themselves a gamer showed minimal 
interest in other game playing devices though, as only 25% of the group owned a device. 
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4.1.3. How many hours a week do you spend playing video games? 

Out of the participants who identified as ‘probably not’ and ‘definitely not’ gamers, only one 
participant noted spending more than 1-2 hours on games per week. Furthermore, none of the 
participants who selected ‘definitely not’ say that they spend more than 1 hour a week playing 
video games. On the other end of the spectrum, those who selected yes to being gamers selected 
responses from all ranges of play time, starting from less than 1 hour to more than 10 hours a 
week. Those who stated ‘definitely yes’ were found to typically spend substantial time playing 
games, as 65.22% of the group spent at least 5 hours a week playing video games. Those who 
stated ‘probably yes’ were found to spend immensely less time playing games than the 
‘definitely yes’ as 56.67% of the category stated to only play 2-5 hours of games a week. The 
‘might or might not’ group showed a perfect bell curve centered around 1-3 hours of play time a 
week. 
  
4.1.4. How many hours a week do you spend playing video games on your phone or tablet 
device? 

Comparing the amount of time that the participants’ spent playing video games on a general 
level to the time they spent specifically playing mobile games shows notable differences in the 
results. Those who selected ‘definitely yes’ typically answered that they spent less time playing 
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mobile games than they did playing games in general. Contrary to this, those who selected 
‘probably yes’, ‘might or might not’, and ‘probably not’ commonly stated that they spend more 
time playing mobile games than they do playing games as a whole. One of the most intriguing 
pieces of this is that no member of the ‘probably yes’ group stated that they spent more than 10 
hours a week playing video games, while 6.67% of the group answered that they spent more than 
10 hours a week engaging with mobile video games. Similarly, members of the ‘might or might 
not’ category selected both playing 5-10 hours and more than 10 hours of mobile games a week, 
despite no one in the category claiming that they played more than 5 hours of video games in 
general. 
  
4.1.5. How many gaming apps are downloaded on your phone or tablet device? 

The number of gaming apps that the participants had downloaded on their phones or tablet 
device shows that all except 2 participants, who were each from the ‘probably not’ and the 
‘definitely not’ category, owned gaming apps. In every category except ‘definitely not’, the most 
common answer was 3 – 5 games downloaded by a wide margin. Participants only marked down 
as owning more than 10 games in the ‘might or might not’, ‘probably yes’, and ‘definitely yes’ 
groups. 
  
4.1.6. How many different and unique games have you played on your phone or tablet 
device in the last week? 

Of their gaming apps downloaded, most groups of the participants only played a small portion of 
their games at a time. With the exception of the ‘definitely not’ category, the most frequent 
response was that they played 1 - 2 unique mobile games within the last week as this was 
represented as 50% of the total responses. Participants rarely played more than 10 unique games 
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within a week as only 4.44% of the ‘definitely yes’ category selected the response. All groups 
showed that they are typically playing gaming apps at some point in the week as only 10% of the 
overall responses stated that they played 0 games within the last week, with 30% of those 
responses coming from the ‘definitely not’ participants. Regardless of whether or not the 
participants view themselves as a gamer they are typically interacting with mobile games to 
some degree. 
  
4.1.7. Do you own more free-to-play or retail games? 

Participants of all categories most commonly stated that they owned either more free-to-play 
games than retail games or an equal amount of both. Only participants who answered yes to 
being gamers stated that they owned more retail games than free-to-play games, and only 6.67% 
of the participants within the group claimed this. In addition, participants in the ‘probably not’ 
and ‘definitely not’ categories only responded with having downloaded more free-to-play games. 
As a whole, 74% of the responses stated that they owned more free-to-play games than retail 
games. 
  
4.1.8. Where do you hear information about new game releases? 

Viewing the sources of where the participants stated they hear the most about video games in 
general, the two leading sources are social media and word of mouth. For the core gaming 
audiences, news sites and magazines have a presence as a source but this diminishes with the 
demographic that does not identify themselves as gamers. While the presence of news sites as a 
source has representation with all of the groups except the ‘definitely not’ category even in 
miniscule amounts, magazines are only represented as a source for those who selected ‘definitely 
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yes’ and ‘probably yes’. Those who stated ‘definitely not’ claim to have no contact with external 
sources about games, with the exception of one participant who said they will hear about games 
through word of mouth. 
  
4.1.9. Where do you look for new mobile games? 

Comparing this to the locations where participants most commonly looked for new mobile 
games, the leading source was apps stores by a large amount. Following this, the most common 
source was social media for all groups except ‘definitely not’. Review sites and news websites 
had the same frequency of use, but only for the yes and the ‘might or might not’ categories. For 
the ‘probably not’ group, social media was the only external source used. The ‘definitely not’ 
responders either did not actively look for new gaming apps or only searched the app store to 
find them. 
  
4.1.10. How likely are you to trust each source for accurate information about new and 
upcoming mobile games?
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Following this the participants were asked to assess how likely they would be to trust various 
sources for accurate information about new mobile gaming apps on a sliding scale from 0 to 10, 
with 0 being very unlikely and 10 being very likely. For those who described themselves as 
gamers, they trusted the recommendations of their family and friends the most with social media 
and game review sites also holding significant weight as a source. The mean for rating given for 
friends recommendations was 8.09 for the ‘definitely yes’ group and 8.17 for the ‘probably yes’ 
group. The game review sites and social media averaged at valuations of 6.91 and 5.42 for the 
‘definitely yes’ category and 6.83 and 6.67 for the ‘probably yes’ category. The most untrusted 
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sources for the core gaming audience was commercials and magazines. Commercials had a mean 
assessment of 3.64 for the ‘definitely yes’ group and 5.63 for the ‘probably yes’ group, while 
magazines had a mean score of 4.89 for the ‘definitely yes’ participants and 5.83 for the 
‘probably yes’ group. 
  
The participants who established themselves as probably not gamers put the most amount of 
confidence in gamer review sites out of the groups, with a mean rating of 8.13. After this they 
rated others’ recommendations as well as social media as their highest, with average grades of 
7.63 and 6.88. Those who definitely did not consider themselves gamers overall had a much 
more diminished level of trust in any of the sources given about mobile games. Similarly to the 
core gaming audience, the group put the most confidence in the recommendations of friends and 
family as well as social media, with a mean value of 5.50 for others’ recommendations and 5.25 
for social media. Contrary to the other core gaming audience though, this group put the least 
amount of certainty into information that came from game review sites, only rating their 
accuracy at a mean of 2.50. 
  
4.1.11. How important is each factor when choosing whether or not to download a new 
mobile game? 
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The participants were then asked to state how important different factors were when choosing 
whether or not to download a new mobile game on a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being not important 
at all and 10 being the most important. For those who stated that they were definitely gamers, 
they had an equal level of importance put into the games description, pictures, of the game, 
videos of the game, ratings of the game, text reviews of the game, and whether or not friends 
recommend the game. The mean scores for all of these factors were within a close range between 
6.44 and 6.76. The least important factor to this group is the presence of a social community 
around the game, which received a mean rating of 3.69. The participants within the ‘probably 
yes’ group shared similar views, although ratings of the game were said to have a bit more 
importance. The description, pictures, videos, text reviews, and recommendation of friends were 
all close again with their mean ratings ranging between 6.73 and 7.13. Ratings of the game 
ranked higher a mean value of 7.97. Once again, whether or not there is a social community 
around the game was the least valued factors with a mean score of 3.87. 
  
On the opposing side, the groups which stated that they were not gamers had more variance in 
the importance of each factor. Those who answered ‘definitely not’ put the most importance into 
the ratings of the game with the mean value being 6.25. The next most influential factors were 
the text based ones, with description of the game holding a mean rating of 4.0 and text reviews of 
the game having one of 4.25. The least important factor is once again the existence of a social 
community around the game, with all participants within the group rating it at 0.0. The ‘probably 
not’ group ranked ratings of the game and text reviews of the game closely as their highest, with 
average scores of 6.75 and 6.88. Below that the next most important factors were pictures of the 
game and descriptions of the game, which had mean ratings of 5.75 and 5.88. The least important 
factor again is the presence of a social community around the game, which was ranked at only 
2.38 on average. 
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4.1.12. Demographics 
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The demographics section shows the background of where these participants are coming from. 
The mean age was 34.55 with the minimum age being 22 and the maximum being 65. The 
gender varied greatly depending on which of the groups they were a part of. ‘Definitely yes’ was 
mostly male which made up 80% of that group. ‘Probably yes’ was 50% male and 50% female. 
Meanwhile, ‘might or might not’ and ‘probably not’ was composed of more females with 77% 
and 75% of the groups’ participants being female. ‘Definitely not’ was also made up of 50% 
males and 50% females. Out of the total sample 75% was white, 9% were black or African 
American, 1% was American Indian or Alaska native, 6% was Asian, and 9% were other. 
 
4.2. Focus Groups 

4.2.1. Statistics 
Examining the findings from the focus group now, a closer look can be taken on the exact 
reasons that consumers choose to download a gaming app onto their phone. The focus 
groups were comprised of 42% males, 42% females, and 16% non-binary genders. All 
members interviewed were within the age range of 21 and 58. The groups were made up 
of both participants who did and did not consider themselves to be gamers. Several of the 
participants who did not consider themselves to be gamers stated that despite spending 
several hours playing mobile games a week, they did not consider to play any video 
games in general. When further asked about this they said that there was a distinction 
made with mobile games as when they typically think of video games they imagine 
primarily console games. The average number of games that were downloaded onto their 
phones was 5.29 games, with certain participants having as few as 1 game or at most 12 
games. 

  
4.2.2. Locations 
Many of the participants stated that they do not look for new games outside of the app 
store, and usually they only look at the top rated games instead of searching for a 
particular game. Participants stated that they look at both the general gaming section and 
the subcategory section for specific types of games. Apart from the top ranking games 
section on the app store, the primary sources of discovering new mobile games for the 
focus group participants was a combination of social media, recommendations from 
friends and familiar members, and in game advertisements. 

  
4.2.3. Social Media 
Several of the participants stated that their preference for social media as an information 
source about mobile games was because they felt that the representation of the game’s 
experience was most accurate when told by the players. They expected news resources as 
well as advertisements released by the game’s developer to embellish the quality of the 
experience that the game provides. As a result they put more weight into stories and 
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recommendations for mobile games that are present through social media posts as they 
are more likely to be based off the authentic reactions that players possess of the game. 
They declared that they generally feel comfortable with trusting the posts they see on 
social media with regards to the subject of mobile gaming as they curate who they follow 
and the posts that they see so that they only view posts from those who they have some 
similarities with. 
 
One participant also said that the reason they were looking for a new game was to replace 
an old one that was no longer playable. In this particular case the participant said that the 
original gaming app that they were used to was removed from the app store making it no 
longer downloadable. As a result they were looking for another game with similar 
mechanics to the original game. Through social media they heard about a clone game that 
was designed to mimic the mechanics of the original game only with a different art style 
and theme. As the game was marketed as being very similar to the original game, the 
participant downloaded it to take the place of the original game. 

  
 
 

4.2.4. Word of Mouth 
Recommendations from friends and family were important to them when finding a new 
game as they wanted the source that they hear about the game from to have some 
familiarity with themselves. They think that recommendations from someone who 
already knows them will be more likely to find them something that they will enjoy as 
that other person already knows the preferences that they have. In addition they think that 
family and friends will be less likely to recommend a low quality game to them as they 
know the standard quality that the friend or family member expects from a game. They 
also acknowledge the importance of being able to ask the person who is recommending 
them a game further questions about the game in order to understand it more before they 
choose to download it. 

  
4.2.5. In Game Advertising 
Participants also cited advertising within other mobile games as their source of finding 
other mobile games. Typically they felt that they were most influenced by the 
advertisements to download the other game when it seemed to have some similarities to 
the one they are currently playing. The participants appreciated the idea of familiarity 
when finding a new gaming app as they would not have to learn as much when they 
begin playing, so they found the advertisements with similar games more appealing. At 
the same time the game needs to have enough visible differences to the one that they are 
currently playing in order to justify downloading and starting the other game. Generally 
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they felt that the most important factor in the success of these advertisements was just the 
visual appeal of the advertisement. As they know that they aren’t going to learn a great 
deal about the other game from just a banner advertisement, the quality of the 
advertisement and graphics used is more likely to influence them to download the game 
than information about the game itself. 

  
Some participants cited that they found new games from advertisements within a game 
they are playing as an activity to do when they have been limited by the first game. The 
participants had one game that was the primary game they played, but the freemium 
business model limited their playtime of that game. The game would require the players 
to wait between levels, while offering the option to pay to skip the waiting time. When 
the participants reached these required wait times they resisted making the purchase that 
allowed them to instantly continue on. As a result there was a segment of time where they 
were prepared and focused on playing games but did not have a game that was accessible 
to play. This resulted in them following the advertisements presented within their primary 
gaming app to another gaming app’s page on the app store. They downloaded the app to 
make use of the excess time they now had and adopted the game as main activity to fill 
the time between levels on the primary game. 

  
5. Analysis 
5.1. Analysis of Survey 

5.1.1. What Defines a Gamer? 
The initial step to take when examining the survey results is to look at the amount of 
interaction with video games and mobile games specifically that those who do and do not 
consider themselves gamers have. This is key as it is necessary to assess if those who do 
not consider themselves gamers have any connections with games despite how they 
identify their relationship with gaming. If this category of participants truly has no 
relations with video games then it will need to be stated that simply identifying issues in 
the consumer’s search for information will not be valuable for marketing games to this 
audience. In the case that these groups do interact with video games though, the extent to 
which they interact with these games and the factors involved in their self-identification 
must be determined to gain insight into the group’s point of view in the following stages 
of analysis. As defined previously in this paper, casual gamers are expected to be people 
who play games with little continuous attachment to the game itself. They also play 
games sporadically and impulsively as opposed to frequently and with a plan. The goal 
will be to identify which categories of self-identification align with this definition 
(Computer Hope 2017). 
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5.1.2. Device Ownership 
There is no strong relationship between whether or not the participants identify 
themselves as gamers and whether or not they own devices that can plays games 
excluding their smartphone and tablet devices. With the exception of the ‘definitely not’ 
group, every category has at least 75% of participants owning a game playing device. 

  
5.1.3. Video Game Playtime 
A more secure relationship can be found between the amount of time the participants 
spent playing games and their declaration of whether or not they thought they were a 
gamer. Those who identified themselves as ‘might or might not’, ‘probably not’, or 
‘definitely not’ gamers stated that they have significantly less playtime than those who do 
consider themselves gamers. Out of the total of these three categories, only 11.54% of the 
participants played more than 3 hours of video games a week. Focusing in on the 
‘definitely not’ group there is a strong relationship with this group’s identification and 
their playtime as not a single participant claimed to play more than 1 hour of video games 
a week. Comparing this to the ‘definitely yes’ and ‘probably yes’ groups, 68% of these 
groups played more than 3 hours of video games a week. This shows that those who are 
less likely to identify themselves as gamers typically have a lower playtime of video 
games in general. 

  
 

5.1.4. Mobile Game Playtime 
Similarly a relationship can be found between the amounts of time spent playing 
specifically mobile games a week and their choice of whether or not they are a gamer. 
Here the participants in the ‘might or might not’, ‘probably not’, and ‘definitely not’ 
categories have 16% stating that they spend more than 3 hours playing mobile games a 
week. There is the odd occurrence here of participants in the ‘might or might not’ and 
‘probably not’ stating that they spend more time playing mobile games than they do 
playing video games in general. As seen later in the focus groups, this may be attributed 
to a view from the casual gaming audience where mobile games are a separate category 
from video games in general. Similar to the general video game playtime results, all 
participants of the ‘definitely not’ group did not play more than an hour of mobile games 
in a week. On the other hand the ‘definitely yes’ and ‘probably yes’ groups had 45.33% 
of participants stating that they played more than 3 hours of mobile video games a week. 
As a result there is a relationship of mobile game play time being higher for those who 
identify themselves as gamers and lower for those who do not. 

 
5.1.5. Mobile Games Downloaded 
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The number of gaming apps downloaded on the participants’ phone or tablet devices is 
related to whether or not they consider themselves gamers as well. In the ‘might or might 
not’, ‘probably not’ and ‘definitely not’ groups 20% of the overall participants had at 
least 5 games downloaded on their mobile device. Out of the ‘definitely yes’ and 
‘probably yes’ groups, 41.3% of the participants were ones who had 5 or more games 
downloaded on their mobile device. The relationship is clear that those who consider 
themselves gamers are downloading more games onto their devices overall than those 
who do not. 

  
5.1.6. Different Mobile Games Played 
Assessing the number of different mobile video games the participants had played within 
the last week, it is clear that there is a relationship of how many different mobile games 
those who do consider themselves gamers and those who do not are playing at a time. 
Out of the ‘might or might not’, ‘probably not’, and ‘definitely not’ groups, only 16% of 
the participants had played more than 2 different games within the last week. The 
participants within the ‘definitely yes’ and ‘probably yes’ groups had 48% of participants 
who played 3 or more games within the last week. This shows that those who consider 
themselves gamers are more likely to be playing multiple different mobile games 
concurrently while those who do not consider themselves gamers will focus in on a 
smaller number of games at a time. 

  
5.1.7. Free-to-Play Versus Retail Games 
In the results of whether or not the participants owned more free-to-play or retail games, 
it was evident that there was a relationship with regards to the ownership of retail games. 
Although every group’s results showed that there was more of a prevalence of 
free-to-play games downloaded onto their devices, those in the ‘definitely yes’ and 
‘probably yes’ categories were more likely to have purchased retail games. 29.3% of 
those in these categories had stated that they either owned more retail games than 
free-to-play games or had an equal amount of free-to-play and retail games installed. On 
the other hand, those in the ‘probably not’ and ‘definitely not’ groups had absolutely not 
downloaded any retail games. 

 
5.1.8. What Defines a Gamer Summary 
Based on the established relationships, the most important factors involved in the 
participant’s view of whether or not they are a gamer seem to be the amount of time they 
spend playing video games in general as well as mobile games specifically. In addition 
the amount of games that they own and the number of them that they are actively playing 
within a week seem to be strongly related as well. When assessing the factors that affect 
how the participants view themselves in relation to the core gaming audience, it is 

47 



 

important to note other factors that could have influence but were not measured. For 
instance, participants’ level of familiarity with gaming culture on a whole compared to 
just the games they play may influence their decision. In addition, whether or not they 
associate with gaming communities and commonly discuss topics related to gaming with 
other people may also affect how they see themselves when it comes to games. 
 
In defining which categories of participants are found to be casual gamers, the groups 
that align the most with this are the ‘might or might not’, ‘probably not’, and ‘definitely 
not’ groups. These groups have the most infrequent playtimes and are found to be more 
impulsive in their decision to play. As they also play only a small portion of the games 
that they own on their device at a given time, they are found to have less commitment to 
each game that they own than those within the more ‘probably yes’ and ‘definitely yes’ 
groups. As a result the ‘might or might not’, ‘probably not’, and ‘definitely not’ groups 
will be critical to examine in the next stage of analysis. 

  
5.1.9 The Search for Information 
The next step is to examine the locations and factors involved when the consumers are 
searching for a new mobile game. The ideal goal would be to identify locations which 
have strong influence on both the casual and the core gaming audience to be able to gain 
the most benefits from a single location, but identifying those which have great success 
with just the casual audience is still valuable. 
 
The expected sources to be found based upon the theory present about the search for 
information step of the consumer decision making process were all investigated within 
this process. This consists of websites, which are known to have high traffic for video 
games in general but not mobile games specifically. With regards word-of-mouth, it has 
been examined on a general level for mobile applications but not for specific fields such 
as mobile gaming (Shen 2013). In addition, the look at consumer reviews had been 
examined within other online fields, but not with a focus put on mobile games (Zhang 
2010). Social media has not been examined as an information source for mobile games 
but was identified to be one of the two most common sources after word-of-mouth 
(Hernandez and Vicdan 2014). Further sources which were not identified by theory 
included commercials and magazines. 
 
5.1.10. Video Game Information Sources 
Initially inspecting the sources from which the participants hear information about new 
games from, social media and word of mouth are the most significant sources. Out of the 
total sample, 71% claimed to hear relevant information from social media and 60% heard 
from word of mouth. These sources are particularly effective with the ‘might or might 
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not’, ‘probably not’, and ‘definitely not’ groups as together they hold 68.57% of these 
groups’ results. In addition, the ‘definitely not’ group cited word of mouth as their only 
source that they hear from. News websites, magazines, and commercials hold 38.41% of 
the ‘probably yes and ‘definitely yes’ results, but have almost not presence within the 
groups that don’t consider themselves gamers. 

  
5.1.11. Locations Searched for Mobile Game Information 
Now analyzing the results of where they search when they are trying to find new mobile 
games to download, the most prevalent source is the app store which was answered by 
61% of the total participants. The app store is a particularly strong source for those who 
do not consider themselves gamers, as it was 60% of the results for the ‘might or might 
not’, ‘probably not’, and ‘definitely not’ groups and the only source used by the 
‘definitely not’ group. Aside from this, social media remains the next most influential 
source among all categories, being a source for 20% of the overall participants as well as 
23.81% of the ‘might or might not’ and ‘probably not’ categories. 

  
 
 

5.1.12. Trusted Sources for Mobile Game Information 
Assessing the likeliness of the participants to trust various sources for accurate 
information about new and upcoming mobile games, there is an amount of variation 
between what each group trusts. Overall the source that is viewed as the most trustworthy 
is the recommendations of friends and family. For every group except the ‘probably not’ 
group, recommendations from friends had the overall highest mean rating. Game review 
sites are particularly trustworthy in the ‘probably not’ and the ‘might or might not’ 
groups, more so than in the ‘probably yes’ and ‘definitely yes’ groups. Contrary to this 
though, the ‘definitely not’ group places the lowest amount of trust in game review sites 
out of all of the options they were given. Once again social media is the next most 
influential source as it has a mean score which is consistently ranked behind friends 
recommendations and game review sites in all categories except ‘definitely not’, where it 
is ranked 2nd above game review sites. News sites, magazines, and commercials all 
appear to hold low amounts of trust for consumers within all categories, ranking the 
lowest for all groups except the ‘definitely not’ group. 

  
5.1.13. Presentation of Mobile Game Information 
Finally examining the influence that various factors have on the consumer’s decision to 
download a mobile game, the amount of importance placed onto each factor has more 
variation for those who do not consider themselves gamers than those who do. In the 
‘definitely yes’ category the factors of the description of the game, pictures of the game, 
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videos of the game, ratings of the game, text reviews of the game, and whether or not the 
game was recommended by a friend where all ranked very close to each other, with the 
range of the mean scores being only 0.32. The ‘probably yes’ group ranked many of the 
factors similarly, with a slightly greater importance put onto the description of the game 
and text reviews of the game. For these participants who consider themselves gamers any 
exposure of the game seems to be enough for them to make a decision about the game, 
but text sources are the most preferred. 

  
Looking at those who do not consider themselves gamers now, the most important factors 
overall are the game’s ratings and text reviews of the game. These participants have less 
of a need to see visuals of the game before downloading and also place less importance 
into whether or not a friend recommends the game on their decision to download. The 
exception to this is the ‘might or might not’ category, which places the most importance 
on videos of the game followed by the text reviews and ratings. 

  
5.1.14. Search for Information Summary 
Overall the most prevalent sources that consumers use when trying to find a new mobile 
game to download are social media and word of mouth. The casual gaming audience does 
not actively search or place great trust within traditional advertising sources such as 
news, magazines, and commercials when finding information about new mobile games. 
As a result the identification within the search for information theory that mobile game 
focused websites have less traffic than video game focused websites seems to be 
accurate. As the casual audience holds less interest in these news sites the amount of 
casual gaming traffic to mobile game news websites is very insignificant. Word-of-mouth 
was previously identified in the theory as a significant source for mobile applications in 
general, but the results here show its prevalence with mobile games especially with the 
casual gaming audience. The findings of Hernandez and Vicdan in the theory that 
word-of-mouth and social media were the two most common sources that consumers look 
to for information is still maintained when looking at just mobile games. 
  
While the core gaming audience has little preference in how information about the game 
is presented, the casual gaming audience has less need to have visuals of the games 
present and puts more emphasis on the description, ratings, and reviews of the game. 
Although the emphasis is put onto the locations where the casual audience, it is still 
important to look at how the information is presented at that location as was previously 
discussed with the theory of marketing mix. The factor of promotion should be 
considered when changing the factor of place, as each different place has its own 
strengths and weaknesses when used as an advertising platform (Salo 2007). The 
members of casual audience have a particular interest in receiving information through 
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text sources, so when choosing a marketing location that is targeted at the casual gaming 
audience it is important that the information presented at that location is represented in a 
text-based presentation. 
 

 
5.2 Analysis of Focus Groups 

Overall the focus groups aligned many of the findings about where the casual audience 
searches for new mobile games that were presented by the survey. Several information 
sources that function under the information search step of the consumer decision making 
process and the factor of place under marketing mix were identified. The sources outside 
of the app store that are looked at most frequently by members of the focus groups are 
social media, friend and family members, and advertisements in games that they are 
already playing. 
  
As was discussed previously during the search for information step of the consumer 
decision making process, the two most common sources for information were 
word-of-mouth and social media. This aligns with the results of the survey, but now 
presents information as to why these are favorable sources of information. Participants 
valued sources which they think will be less likely to embellish the experience that the 
game has to offer and will give them real stories about the game. A greater amount of 
trust was given to the opinions of other consumers of mobile games than to the producers 
of the games. In addition they typically preferred sources that have some understanding 
of what they want from a game, such as being recommended a game by someone who 
already understands their preferences or receiving advertisements of another similar game 
while they are playing a game they already enjoy. 
  
  
The most notable finding within the focus groups that was not already present within the 
survey was marketing through other mobile games. When examining the marketing mix 
the only idea that arose for the factor of place with mobile games was marketing within 
other mobile games (Salo 2007). This idea was only suggested as an advertising medium 
for other products though, and was not discussed with regards to mobile games. The 
results of the focus groups suggest in game advertising as a substantial form of presenting 
games to the casual audience. With this comes the idea of how the game needs to be 
presented. As previously mentioned, the factor of promotion needs to be adjusted when 
the factor of place is changed (Salo 2007). Participants of the focus group said that the 
ideal presentation of advertisements of mobile games within other mobile games is to 
focus on the graphics of the advertisement, as opposed to presenting information about 
the game. This conflicts with the survey results as the participants of the casual gaming 
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audience within the survey stated that they preferred game advertising to be presented 
through text. This may be the result of the theory of consumer irrationality, where the 
consumers expected make their decisions based upon texted based presentation but 
actually made were attracted by the graphics of the advertisements. 
 

 
5.3 Analysis of Interview 
For the interview we were able to reach out to Chris Bartholomew, the senior finance manager at 
Netherrealm Studios. The following segments are some of the more potent comments of what he 
elaborated on for the producer side of mobile game marketing. He describes his job to include 
“all facets with the business plan for game development” (Bartholomew, 2018) He explained that 
this means “I do costing, I come up with budgets, I do revenue forecasting for console and 
mobile and for mobile I also work on some of the user acquisition which is mobile marketing” 
(Bartholomew, 2018). In addition to this, Bartholomew works as a professor at DePaul 
University where he teaches the business of games; DePaul University additionally has received 
commendations for its programs in video game development. Bartholomew has been working in 
the industry for nearly eleven years by this coming fall and has been on a team for over twenty 
projects in this time. Of these projects he has been associated with, he claims roughly eight to ten 
of these have been mobile gaming projects. Though he noted that a lot of projects that a company 
begins tend to be scrapped before they come to fruition or are put on indefinite hold. He claims 
this means the real number of how many projects he has worked on have a lot of “halfsies” that 
could be counted. 
  
Netherrealm is by no means a small gaming company. To own IPs such as Mortal Kombat, one 
of the most well-known fighting games in the genre and to be owned by Warner Brothers means 
that the studio has a healthy reputation and budget. And with a history and a powerful back 
behind them, the company has their own strategies for marketing their title games. When it 
comes to their mobile titles however, Bartholomew describes “Marketing on mobile is just kind 
of a different animal.” (Bartholomew, 2018). First Bartholomew described how Netherrealm 
goes about marketing for a regular console release title. He described the process to be similar to 
that of a “theatrical movie release” (Bartholomew, 2018). With this “You say hey, this movie 
cost 100 million dollars to make and we’re going to expect that we need to spend an additional 
fifteen, twenty percent; 15, 20 million dollars on marketing” (Bartholomew, 2018). And this 
example he says is very close to how they go about budgeting marketing for console titles. This, 
however, is for their console releases and “Mobile is not that. Mobile is super different” 
(Bartholomew, 2018). Unlike the console games, mobile games require a more constant stream 
of new players and advertisements to obtain these new players. This is where Bartholomew says 
“You have to start moving to the user acquisition market. And that’s an interesting one, it’s 
where mobile marketing really departs from traditional advertising.” (Bartholomew, 2018). 
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This market, as described by Bartholomew, is assessed on an individual acquisition level. An 
example of this idea: you, a consumer, are scrolling through Facebook when you see an ad for a 
mobile game such as Hay Day or Game of Thrones Mobile. In order to get this ad to your 
specific Facebook, the development team for that mobile game payed Facebook maybe six or 
seven dollars just to get you or a single consumer. Do this a hundred thousand more times and 
the company has effectively spent seven hundred thousand dollars. This system is different than 
other marketing campaigns because the company can actually measure the success of a 
campaign. 
  
The user acquisition market though is somewhat fickle, as the formulas used to process 
consumer profiles are held by the social media sites and are left out of the hands of the 
developers themselves. This does not mean however it is unable to be customized based on the 
game that developer wants to market. Bartholomew explained that in this process, the user 
acquisition system comes up with a profile specific to the game being played; meaning that the 
system will actively look for people on their site who fit this profile. The example Bartholomew 
gave for this was with Game of Thrones mobile on Facebook’s acquisition model: the system 
will look for people who have actively posted about Game of Thrones or who have a 
subscription to HBO or have liked hobbies or pages that relate to Game of Thrones. Then the 
system proceeds to generate the ads within sight of those who fit the profile that the system was 
programmed to look for. This way the ad is ensured to reach the specific market the game is 
targeted to. 
  
One notion that Bartholomew returned too often was the idea that once a campaign is launched, 
the cost of the campaign should be justified by the return rates. This means understanding the ads 
that will work and having the most effective ads sent out first, since often times getting returns 
within a certain time frame is vital for mobile games. A tool that developers can use to test the 
effectiveness of an ad campaign is Swerve, which allows a company to do AB testing. “AB test is 
just like A or B” (Bartholomew, 2018), meaning that the company can put forth two creatives 
they want to test. Once a game has had its soft release (generally releasing the game into 
countries outside of the American or European market) it can engage in this AB testing that has 
half the users experience one creative and the other half experience another. With this 
preliminary data the company is able to see which direction to steer their ad campaign towards to 
maximize chances of success once the game has its official release in the world market. 
  
Another important issue to note is who has the most authority when it comes to user acquisition. 
Most social media sites are able to make profiles of their users and can generate their own user 
acquisition data, but in Bartholomew’s own words “Facebook is the number one and it’s not 
close.” (Bartholomew, 2018). He states that Netherrealm has reached out to other social media 
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sites, even such unpopular ones as Google Plus. However, when the budget is tight and there is 
only room for spending on one user acquisition base Facebook is the go to site for user 
acquisition. While facebook is a vast platform that reaches out to a number of people there are 
still problems with it’s monopoly. While Facebook is large, there are various other social media 
platforms that younger generations tend to use more often or at least show that these platforms 
are growing rapidly in recent times. He says that “And like it’s not us being like this is the largest 
platform, this is a return on investment thing.” (Bartholomew, 2018). Simple put, Facebook is 
the best source when it comes to seeing a real return on the money they put into user acquisition. 
This return doesn’t mean gaining the most users but obtaining the most high-quality users or 
users who are willing to pay. By mainly using Facebook they are missing potentially on some 
players within their market but they fall back on to the knowledge that gaining user acquisition 
through Facebook has the least risk put into it. 
  
While these tools and tricks may serve a company well when it comes to advertising their mobile 
games, there is one main problem: the initial budget. According to Bartholomew, “The vast 
majority of mobile games aren’t going to make any money. Period. Like, user acquisition, 
traditional marketing is just not even a conversation for them” (Bartholomew, 2018). A lot of 
smaller game companies especially for mobile, indie (independent), and Steam based games find 
themselves without any room in the budget for advertising. And since these games are not 
considered the mainstream or traditional games they are given a lesser focus in the overall 
narrative of the gaming industry. They are often times overlooked by large gaming news sites 
who often only report on these types of games after they have already taken off. “Discoverability 
is like the number one problem in mobile games” (Bartholomew, 2018) as Bartholomew says, 
games that lack a budget or even a team who specializes in user acquisition find themselves at 
the mercy of what is chosen to make the front page of gaming market places (app stores) and fate 
itself in some cases, such as the luck of an off-chance reporter picking up and writing about the 
game. Bartholomew claims that this is mainly because “Everything for mobile games is word of 
mouth.” (Bartholomew, 2018). The best advertising these games seem to get is from what people 
say about them once they have found the games. Word of mouth is of course free advertisement 
method that is the by-product of strong opinions about a good, however it is not easy to 
manipulate or ensure. 
  
Aside from the paywall and the dependencies on first party sources that can hinder smaller 
companies, the gaming industry itself has a unique feature that is ingrained into the system that 
makes matters even more complex. Gaming moves fast, and the changes happened rapidly. 
Bartholomew teaches the business of games as a class at DePaul University but he states that “I 
don’t have like a book that I teach from I say like, this changes too fast. That is doubly true, 
triply true for the mobile market.” (Bartholomew, 2018). He took as his example Fortnite, a 
game that has in a short amount of time taken the world by storm. Fortnite’s business model 
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relies solely on the purchase of in game cosmetic items in the form of loot boxes and a year ago 
these loot boxes didn’t exist. Now most games use a similar model in their sales structure. 
  
Moving on from some of the more overarching struggles that come with marketing mobile 
games, the interview switches to specific key features that exist for rating mobile games in the 
market places they are found. Reviews have always been a vital aspect of successful marketing 
even in traditional marketing, but since mobile game marketing relies heavily on word of mouth 
promoting like this is becomes even more impactful. Reviews help give mobile apps a ranking or 
star rating within the marketplace and games with higher star ratings not only get higher levels of 
visibility but games with low star ratings can almost always be summed to failed projects. 
Netherrealm themselves have seen success with MK X, which was the number one free-to-play 
downloaded game on Apple for the week when the game launched and also found Injustice 2 to 
be either the second or third top game for a while. Netherrealm has also seen placement in the 
top fifty grossing apps for various lengths of time with Bartholomew stated were usually around 
the time of launch for each of the games. 
  
For a while in mobile game development, achieving more players and gaining a higher rating 
was crucial for a game’s success and revolved around user acquisition. Bartholomew called it 
“the assonated, or the adjusted cost for install” (Bartholomew, 2018). The cost of which would 
be later paid off from what they called organic downloads, or people who would eventually end 
up downloading the game as word spread outside of just that from user acquisition. But this 
model, like with the game industry itself, is always changing and Bartholomew himself said “I’m 
bringing that up because you can’t really do it anymore.” (Bartholomew, 2018). Apple and 
Google, the two leading platforms for mobile games, have changed the way they rank and rate 
games. Bartholomew even claimed the change could have been as early as the week prior to the 
interview. 
  
An additional change within the app store is the way it is segmented. Apps do not stay within the 
realm of video games. There are apps for the weather and Netflix which most mobile games will 
never be able to hope to compete with. Therefore, these apps become the top rating on the 
surface of an app store. Games can become the top rated or most downloaded game within their 
genre of game, which is how the app store currently runs, but there are also some problems with 
this. While Netherrealm might be able to publicize on how they have the top rated or the most 
downloaded fighting game, but in the app store “most users aren’t going to see that unless they 
filter chart to see”. (Bartholomew, 2018). This now switches to a discussion about the search for 
information a consumer goes through in the consumer decision making process. The way 
Bartholomew sees things, “there’s still some research that potential consumers have to do that I 
don’t think they’re really doing it. I don’t think they’re doing it enough to have a material impact 
on mobile games.” (Bartholomew, 2018). Apple and Google though have made a change within 
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the year that did hold some interest on this matter: they are now featuring games that make less 
money and revenue then they did the year prior. It’s possible to believe that Google and Apple 
might be reaching out to help games with issues in discoverability this way and aren’t just 
relying on what’s currently the biggest thing to put on the front pages. However, as Bartholomew 
keeps reiterating, it’s hard to know just in what direction the industry will move to. 
  
Theorizing where the industry is going in the future aside, it's important to understand how 
influential the star ratings and ranking systems are as of right now for mobile games and 
according to Bartholomew they have “A ton. A ton of effect.” (Bartholomew, 2018). Even the 
publishing side takes these rankings very seriously. As part of Bartholomew’s job, he receives 
weekly reports on all the mobile games they have active through Warner Brother. One of the first 
things these reports will mention is what the current star rating of the app is on the app store and 
how this current rating compares to what the rating was during the week prior. He stressed that 
importance laid on the star rating was due to the fact that “it’s something where we really have to 
be in tune with because that’s just such an easy way for gamers to not download your game” 
(Bartholomew, 2018). 
  
Mobile games turn away once again from traditional gaming marketing even more in terms of 
review systems like these. For console titles, the games are often reviewed and written about on 
high traffic gaming sites such as IGN or Kotaku. For mobile games sites like these are near 
non-existent and those that do exist receive very little foot traffic in comparison. Bartholomew 
named Pocket Gamer as one such site that has its primary focus on mobile gaming but compared 
to again IGN or Kotaku there is no competition. This isn’t to say that IGN and Kotaku never 
write about mobile games, but they usually only do so once the game has already made it and it 
is something everyone’s already talking about. 
  
To finalize all of his experiences, we asked Bartholomew one last question: if he could give 
advice to a start up mobile game company with a limited budget how to managing their 
marketing, what would he tell them? And his answer actually strayed away from marketing 
techniques and skills and was summed into this: “They have to make sure the game’s profitable.” 
(Bartholomew, 2018). He strongly believes that without a solid game that is assured successful 
returns, any money spent on marketing will simply be money wasted. He even suggested that if a 
company has a game, that has been tested, soft launched, and is being released to the global 
market tomorrow that the company doesn’t even necessarily need to work on marketing right 
that very second. While he admitted that yes, any marketing is good marketing, if the game just 
doesn’t work yet then the money spent on marketing, while it would obtain players initially, 
would still result in a game that would lose the players and the money spent. Successful 
marketing in mobile games has a very high pay wall that not all companies can even have a 
conversation about until the game is already making enough money to support it. Once the game 
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is looking good with the players its able organically obtain, then it’s time to start putting money 
aside to invest in user acquisition. Bartholomew states this but then adds “But you don’t want to 
do that until you’re certain. Until you are at least kind of certain. And you can’t be that certain 
on day one.” (Bartholomew, 2018). 

 
5.4 Consumer Producer Comparison 
This study gained insight into both sides of the production chain for mobile game development. 
With the surveys and focus groups we are able to draw some comparisons between what the 
consumer feels to be important about choosing a mobile game and what a producer or game 
developer feels to be more important about increasing video game visibility. The following will 
be a cross chart showing if the respondents of these three categories (producer, survey 
consumers, and focus group consumers) feel as though mobile game advertising works strongly 
in the following areas: social media, word-of-mouth, websites/news outlets, app store placement 
(or top-rated games). 

 
 
 

  Social 
Media 

Word-of
-mouth 

Websites
/News 

App 
Store 

Producer X   X X 

Survey X X   X 

Focus 
Group 

X X   X 

  
Social media was an influence that across the board held up as being important to all three 
parties questioned. On the consumer side it was a good way to hear of new mobile games and on 
the producer side it was the best way to gather data about consumer brought in by specific ad 
campaigns. However according to the producer side of the equation, the most data that is sought 
after and collected is held by one social media platform: Facebook. The consumers made no 
distinction that this was the sole site that they however relied on to get information about new 
mobile game titles. 

 
Word-of-mouth, which was mostly described from consumers to be information obtained from 
friends or family, was indicated to be overwhelming influential to consumers. It is difficult 
however for the producer side of matter to control word-of-mouth marketing. While they can 
encourage consumers to talk and share with friends about the game, in the end the producers 
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themselves have no immediate control over how to increase word-of-mouth nor if this marketing 
will be positive or negative. While it was clear that the producer side understood this was a huge 
part of marketing for mobile, there ultimately is no real way to have much control over this side 
of marketing outside of influence through social media. Many of the previous theories discussed 
the influence that word-of-mouth marketing has over the online/mobile world and a few even 
had methods to measure the impact of this influence. But none clearly had a way of being able to 
control this type of marketing in any degree. 

 
However, one aspect that could be listed as being word-of-mouth in a way is customer reviews. 
Unlike family and friends, reviews or star ratings left on games are left by individuals that the 
consumer most likely has never met nor will ever directly communicate with. However, these 
reviews are still viewed as though they were delivered by a more reliable source. Referring back 
to the 2017 paper written by André Marchand, Thorsten Hennig-Thuraua, and Caroline Wiertz 
comes the idea that not all word-of-mouth advertisement is the same. The team came up with the 
notion that currently, all online ‘WOM’ is collected and tested as though it were the same despite 
coming from different sources and for different products. To bounce off this theory both 
consumers and the producer of this study seemed to have a lot of trust placed into consumer 
reviews and in fact show that for mobile gaming, customer reviews and star ratings have a very 
high influence over the success of the mobile game itself. This, if compared to other online 
shopping experiences, could prove to be a higher influencing factor than most. 

 
Websites and other news outlets over all scored poorly among importance for the survey groups 
and absolutely none of the focus group participants mentioned them either. The producer side on 
the other hand, seemed to view exposure on sites as a good thing. Specifically, the producer side 
was naming gamer specific websites (Kotaku, IGN, and Pocket Gamer) and pointed out that in 
the current climate it is very difficult to get mobile games much coverage on these sites (aside 
from Pocket Gamer which is a mobile specific site). However, these sites are only frequented by 
consumers who already consider themselves gamers. This in turn leaves out a large majority of 
the casual fan base who almost never visit these sites. 

 
Finally, the last column represented the importance of the app store, or more specifically apps 
that were located at ‘the top’ of the app store. This meaning when a person opens the app store, 
these are the first apps they will see. Across the board once more there was unanimous 
agreement that highly rated or ranked apps (which most frequently appear on the top of the app 
store) were seen as more appealing. What is interesting were comments made by the producer 
side that goes back to the ideas present by Barry Schwartz and the research done by Nicholas 
David Bowman, Sven Jöckel, and Leyla Dogruel. 
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Schwartz had the idea Less is More, to sum up with the title of his 2004 book. This was the 
notion that in a market with an oversaturation of products. That if there are too many products 
offered, this in fact annoys consumers as it makes their search more tedious and difficult. The 
Bowman team bounced off this idea in a similar format geared towards the mobile market 
directly. In there look into the mobile consumer base they found that, unprompted, consumers 
disliked the overwhelming amount of game options they were given. It was then considered too 
much of a hassle to these consumers to actually look through the game in a rational manner from 
start to finish as many selected games that were on the first few pages offered to them. 

 
In this paper’s research of the producer side as well as the consumer, a similar grievance was 
brought up by the producers. The interviewee Bartholomew was quoted earlier as saying “there’s 
still some research that potential consumers have to do that I don’t think they’re really doing it. I 
don’t think they’re doing it enough to have a material impact on mobile games.” (Bartholomew, 
2018). This shows that producers are also aware as to what the consequences of the overcrowded 
market has brought but the industry as a whole does not seem to be slowing down or trying to 
come up with alternative solutions to decrease the congestion that the rapid production of mobile 
games has brought. 
 
6. Discussion 
The issue of visibility and discoverability have been talked upon at length in terms of the 
consumer decision making process. The discrepancy between a consumer identifying they have a 
need or a want for a mobile game and the act of actually downloading a game that a mobile game 
company has developed showed there was a gap in understanding on how to effectively 
marketing mobile gaming applications. As Marchand et al. mentioned in their 2017 paper, 
“Previous research on WOM [word-of-mouth], and particularly digital WOM, mostly treats the 
different types of WOM as one and the same, rarely addressing differences across digital WOM 
types.” (Marchand et al. 2017, 351). Mobile gaming has been one of these neglected differing 
types of digital media. Through focus groups, surveys, and interviews, this paper has explored as 
to why this issue is occurring. Additionally, the study we conducted as well as the previous 
research made upon the matter allows us to take another look over the consumer decision making 
process and edit it. By doing so, we hope to propose a theoretical model that better fits the 
mobile gaming industry. 

 
Looking back on the original design of the consumer decision making process we start with the 
identification of a need. As mentioned in the theoretical analysis, games are not necessarily a 
need. Mobile games fall under the category of a desire and entertainment. Instead of consumers 
going out with the intention of looking for a new game, they will see a stimulus that gives them 
the desire to obtain a game. Williams (2017) again in their paper gave insight into features that 

59 



 

allow games to be successful in capturing a consumer’s attention. Features that help attract and 
retain attention for the game at the consumer’s initial glance help aid a game in being successful. 

 
The search for information was the section that we found to be the most lacking when we began 
our research. Shen et al. (2013) conducted research about word-of-mouth marketing and the 
different weight it carried and even stated in their own research they found the previous amount 
of data on this subject was lacking. Additionally, Hernandez and Vicdan (2014) also looked into 
word of mouth and its relation to social media. Also looking at the online forms communication 
were Zhu and Zhang’s 2010 who looked at the impact that reviews  had on online products. 
However, despite all of this, another trait that all of these papers have in common is that none of 
them specifically focus on mobile gaming and even more specifically the weight it holds for 
marketing this type of gaming 
 
Whereas Shen and company pointed out the lack of research, Zhu and Zhang additionally 
pointed out that for each different online product they found that research could lead to different 
results. This means that the industry cannot lump mobile gaming marketing to hold the same 
weight as traditional gaming marketing and therefore it cannot be assumed that consumers, 
especially those who are outside the traditional gamer marketspace (i.e. casual gamers) go to all 
the same sources that traditional gamers go to. Additionally, these alternative sources the casual 
consumer does use may also be held at different levels of trust. 
 
In our research we found that social media and word-of-mouth play a huge roll for the causal 
gamer’s search for information. In our interview we found that producers rely heavily on the user 
acquisition that social media sites can provide for marketing towards the profile audience for a 
specific game. However, we also found that the chief site among those for social media is 
Facebook, but that is by far the only social media site used by the consumer side. 
Overall, the casual consumer differs from the traditional gamer by how much they use social 
media and word-of-mouth to get information for their mobile gaming choices. While traditional 
gamers are more open to base their opinion off of multiple sources, the mobile gaming 
consumers tend to only go through these mediums (social media and word-of-mouth) for their 
gaming options. And as the way things currently stand with Facebook’s monopoly on user 
acquisition and Google and Apple owning the only platform to give players access to the game 
there is a major problem with congestion. Simply put, there are too many mobile video games 
and not enough room for all of them to be seen. 

 
Moving on to the evaluation of alternatives we found this section to have some identical features 
to the identification of needs section. Moreover, it was the question of how to grab the 
consumer’s attention. This section added the addition of how to stand out from other games, a 
feat given the congestion problems that were discussed in the search for information section. 
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From the research gathered in previous research. Rodriguez (2014) like Williams talked about 
features that made a game appealing to a consumer. Research like this benefit mainly the 
production side and gives ideas on what to focus on during the development of the game itself. 
Others, such as Bowman et al. (2015) went a step further and questioned what factors outside of 
a gameplay would attract consumers to download the game. In their study, they also found that 
with the congestion problem many mobile game consumers put less effort into research all the 
games that were available to them. This gives the factors the team found in their research to be 
even more of a necessity for a game’s success. Overall, we found the research done on this 
aspect of the consumer decision making process to be solid and well covered. However, while it 
points out the congestion problem again found in previous steps it does not bring to the table 
answers on how to possible fix this issue. 

 
The purchase is another step in the consumer decision making process that we found did not fit 
into the standard mold for mobile gaming. Purchasing implies that the consumer is obligated to 
give some monetary sum in order to have access to the product. In mobile gaming it is rare to 
find a game that does not run on the free-to-play model. The free-to-play model allows users to 
try out the game and even keep playing without ever having to make a monetary investment to 
the game itself. Games running on this model make revenue using a separate method: in game 
stores. In game purchases allow players to buy items that may aid them in the game or give them 
a cosmetic overhaul of their specific game features. However, it is not necessary for any 
consumer to buy anything from in game stores to proceed in the game. Theoretically, this step 
could be divided into two parts. The first being the download, which would replace the purchase. 
Download does not indicate any monetary gain was achieved but it does show that the game is 
getting noticed. The section step would be an optional step: in-game purchase. This step would 
be considered optional because players do not need to pay to play the game. Some players do pay 
however; thus, this optional step is still a step to include and would go between the purchase or 
newly named download step and the post-purchase evaluation. 

 
Finally moving on to the last step: the post purchase evaluation. This is another step in the 
consumer decision making process that stands solidly with the previous research done. After a 
player has gotten a feel for the game and have developed a strong opinion about said game, they 
are prone to talk about it. Marchand et al. (2017) talked about word-of-mouth (or WOM) in the 
digital world. They brought up the idea that in the digital sphere WOM is treated differently 
based on the circumstances presented (such as different digital platforms). Lu et al. (2016) then 
presented their own study about the continual payment in the mobile market after consumers 
(specifically Chinese consumers for this study) have used the product previously. Both these 
studies give insight into the actions of the consumer after the fact and give a solid foundation on 
what these consumers could be expected to do. Like always more research could be conducted 
based off the research both of these teams conducted (for example, doing Lu and company’s 
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experiment with an American Market for comparison); as of now they do serve as a solid 
foundation for the understanding of this phase of the consumer decision making model. 
 
After speaking through each of the steps of the consumer decision making process and figuring 
out what still holds true and what could be revised, we decided to put together an idea of what 
could be a new consumer decision making model for mobile gaming. We will speak more in 
depth of what this new model could look like and what implications it would have in the 
conclusion section of this paper. 
 
7. Conclusion 
This research project began with a problem: the issues of visibility and discoverability for mobile 
video games. First the pre-existing theories and background surrounding this topic were looked 
over and combed through to find any discrepancies that could give a lead as to why this issue 
was so predominant. By focusing the issue down to the individual phases of the consumer 
decision making process, it was found that there were gaps between the consumer and the 
product, mainly how there was little research looking into where the consumer (or in this case 
the casual gaming consumer) was going to locate information regarding the mobile game in the 
first place. From there the team set out to answer the question: how do we bridge this gap? 
Additionally, using the research we gathered and using the research that was previously done on 
the subject of the consumer decision making process, we built a proposal for a new consumer 
decision making process specific for mobile gaming. 
 
Before the consumer decision making model we, asked the question where do the casual gamer 
consumers go to find information regarding their decision to download a mobile game? This was 
focusing on the second phase of the consumer decision making model: the search for 
information. We did a comparison between where consumers who could be classified as casual 
gamers said they went for their mobile gaming information and where a producer of mobile 
games sends out their information. We found crossovers between the two sides, as both held 
social media and the app store at a high level. We determined that word-of-mouth is very 
important to the mobile gaming consumer even if that word-of-mouth comes from a digital 
origin. Conversely, we found that while producers heavily rely on user acquisition within social 
media, the cost of the service is too heavy a toll for many video gamer producers. Additionally, 
Facebook is the social media site that seems to have a monopoly on a sophisticated user 
acquisition system. Because of this other social media sites that reach out to more consumers is 
not focused on as highly. 
From these findings, several ideas arise. Regarding user acquisition, there needs to be further 
analysis into exactly why Facebook seems to be so far ahead of other social media sites. A 
singular social media site is not large enough to give exposure to the overwhelming amount of 
video games. Much like the ideas raised by Barry Schwartz (2007), there are simply too many 
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products in a small marketspace. This means that games are getting less exposure overall and 
consumers are less willing to look through the myriad of options presented to them in one 
singular space. Because of this, it would be worth investing researching how to expand and 
improve user acquisition to other platforms. While all social media sites have some form of user 
acquisition, raising them up to a similar level of sophistication that Facebook currently has 
would help decrease the congestion that is being built up by so many game developers pushing 
their ad campaigns through one source. 
 
Moving on from the first research question we also asked if the current model for the consumer 
decision making process applicable for mobile gaming? And if not, how can it be altered to 
better fit the industry? We found that no, the current model for the consumer decision making 
model is not specific enough to fit the mobile gaming industry as it currently stands. In order to 
have a more effective model that would be more specific to the industry we devised a renewed 
version of the consumer decision making model 
 

 
fig. 9 Revised Consumer Decision Making Model 

 (produced by authors, 2018) 
 
This new model includes several steps that have been renamed from the previous model such as 
the change from identification of need to development of a desire and purchase to download. 
Additionally, we added the sixth optional step that is specific to the mobile gaming platform: the 
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optional in-game purchase. We decided it was different enough that it needed to be separated 
from the download phase (or the original purchase phase) and while optional we found it still to 
be a necessary part to mention in the overall consumer decision making process. One interesting 
note about the optional in-game purchase phase is that it doesn’t necessarily end with the 
initiation of the post-purchase evaluation phase. In fact, it can be considered an ongoing 
phenomenon. As described once again in the June Lu, June Wei, Chun-sheng Yu and Chang Liu 
(2016) paper, research has already been done on the post-usage purchase implications of 
consumers. While their research was conducted for different types of mobile applications in the 
Chinese market specifically, future research could change this focus. If we were to extend this 
study, in addition to the investigation into user acquisition we could focus on the expansive 
properties of the optional in-game purchase phase. Such research could even add an amendment 
to the revised consumer decision making process model we are proposing with this paper. 
  
Overall the insights gathered by this paper allow future mobile game developers to be aware of 
the gap we have found in the marketing knowledge for mobile games. Additionally, we believe it 
can give future researchers a direction to take to further deepen our understanding of the 
marketing in mobile gaming. 
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Appendix 
Survey Questions 

1) Do you consider yourself a ‘gamer’? 
a) Definitely Yes 
b) Probably Yes 
c) Might or Might Not 
d) Probably Not 
e) Definitely Not 

 
2) Not including smartphone or tablet devices, do you own devices which can play games 

(i.e. Xbox, Playstation, Nintendo Switch, Nintendo Wii, Game Boy, etc)? 
a) Yes 
b) No 
c) Not Sure 

3) How many hours a week do you spend playing video games? 
a) Less than 1 
b) 1 - 2 
c) 2 - 3 
d) 3 - 5 
e) 5 - 10 
f) More than 10 

4) Where do you hear information about new game releases? (Check all that apply) 
a) News Websites 
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b) Social Media 
c) Magazines 
d) Commercials 
e) Word of Mouth 
f) Other (Please Specify) - *Note: Option had text entry box next to it. 
g) None 

5) How many gaming apps are downloaded on your phone or tablet device? 
a) 0 
b) 1 - 2 
c) 3 - 5 
d) 5 - 10 
e) 10 - 20 
f) More than 20 

6) How many hours a week do you spend playing video games on your phone or tablet 
device? 

a) Less than 1 
b) 1 - 2 
c) 2 - 3 
d) 3 - 5 
e) 5 - 10 
f) More than 10 

7) How many hours a week do you spend playing video games on your phone or tablet 
device? 

a) Less than 1 
b) 1 - 2 
c) 2 - 3 
d) 3 - 5 
e) 5 - 10 
f) More than 10 

8) Do you own more free-to-play games (games which don’t require an initial purchase to 
download) or retail games (games which require a purchase to download) on your phone 
or tablet device? - *Note: This question was only displayed to those who stated that they 
had 1 or more gaming apps downloaded on their mobile device. 

a) Free-To-Play 
b) Retail Games 
c) Equal Amount of Free-To-Play and Retail Games 

9) Please select the response “Somewhat agree”. - *Note: This question was used as an 
attention check to assist in finding and removing low quality responses 

a) Strongly agree 
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b) Agree 
c) Somewhat Agree 
d) Neither Agree Nor Disagree 
e) Somewhat Disagree 
f) Disagree 
g) Strongly Disagree 

10) Where do you look for new mobile games? (Select all that apply) 
a) App Stores 
b) News Websites 
c) Social Media 
d) Review Websites  
e) Other (Please Specify) - *Note: Option had text entry box next to it. 
f) None 

11) How likely are you to trust each source for accurate information about new and upcoming 
mobile games? (10 is very likely to trust, 0 is very unlikely to trust) 

a) News Sites 
b) Social Media 
c) Magazines 
d) Commercials 
e) Game Review Sites 
f) Friend’s Recommendations 

12) How important is each factor when choosing whether or not to download a new mobile 
game? (10 is very important, 0 is not important at all) 

a) The description of the game 
b) Pictures of the game 
c) Videos of the game 
d) Ratings of the game 
e) Text reviews with experiences of the game 
f) Whether or not there is a social community around the game 
g) Whether or not a friend recommends the game 

13) What is your age (in years)? 
a) Text entry box 

14) What is your gender 
a) Male 
b) Female 
c) Other 

15) What is your ethnicity? 
a) White 
b) Black or African American 
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c) American Indian or Alaska Native 
d) Asian 
e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
f) Other 

16) Which US state do you live in? 
a) Text entry box 

 
Focus Group Questions 

1) What is your age in years? 
2) What is your gender 
3) What US state do you live in? 
4) Do you consider yourself a gamer? 
5) How many games do you have downloaded to your phone or tablet device? 
6) How much time did you spend playing video games in the last week? 
7) How much time did you spend playing mobile games in the last week? 
8) How many different and unique games did you play in the last week? 
9) Please tell us about the specific games on your phone, the places where you heard about 

them from, and the factors which influenced you to download them. 
 
*Note: Further follow up questions were asked to specific participants in response to particular 
answers that they gave.  
 
Interview Questions 
 

Q1 Basic introductions: who what when where how 
 

Q2 What is your position at Netherrealm studios? What does your job normally entail? 
 

Q3 How long have you been working in the video game industry? How many projects 
have you been a part of? 

 
Q4 How many mobile titles have you worked on? 

 
Q5 What roughly is Netherrealm’s strategy for marketing their mobile titles? How much 
resources are devoted to marketing for these games? 

 
*User acquisition market 
Profile targeting ← 
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Q6 Compared to traditional console games, how do mobile games differ in terms of 
marketing (for example Injustice 2)?  

 
Q7 In what sort of areas does Netherrealm place their advertisements for mobile games? 
(i.e. forums, social media, etc) 
 

*Can this change? 
 

Q8 Have you noticed any challenges around visibility for mobile titles? 
 

Q9 What problems would you believe smaller game companies might face when 
developing a mobile title for the market? 

 
Q10 Have any of your mobile games ranked on the top of the charts of apps stores and if 
so how did that affect the response to the game? 

 
Q11 How much of an effect have reviews of Netherrealm’s mobile games had on the 
response to the games?  

 
Q12 Do reviews for your mobile games have a different level of effect than they do for 
your non-mobile games? 

 
Q13 What is the most surprising place that someone has learned about a Netherrealm 
mobile game from? 

 
Q14 Does Netherrealm send out copies of mobile games to reviewers/influencers? 

 
Q15 What locations would you say are the most essential places for dev teams with small 
budgets to market their mobile games in order to get the most out of their budget? 

 
* Note: these were follow up questions the interviewer asked in response to specific topics the 
interviewee touched upon 
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