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ABSTRACT

Scarcity strategies have been a successful tool employed by marketers within physical retail settings. However, within the next years,
the use of online shopping — and in particular mobile shopping applications — is likely to continue growing as consumers prefer to
purchase products in convenient ways. Recently, studies have found that the employment of digital nudges can facilitate consumer
purchases online. A well-known digital nudge within the context of online shopping, which is already applied by large online retailers
(in addition to physical retailers), is the scarcity principle. However, significant differences appear in the way women and men behave
in online purchasing and respond to persuasive cues such as scarcity tactics; these differences must be considered.

Aim
To address this research gap, this study investigates to what extent two different scarcity messages — limited-time scarcity (LTS) and

limited-supply scarcity (LSS) — influence (i) perceived novelty, (ii) perceived exclusiveness, (iii) perceived value, and (iv) purchase
intention of females and males in viewing a hotel booking offer in a hotel booking app.

Methodology

A twice two (LTS/no LTS) by two (LSS/no LSS) by two (male/female) between-subjects design is performed with a total of n = 320
respondents (160 male and 160 female) from Europe, who actively make purchases online and were recruited for the online experi-
ment. Respondents were randomly assigned to any of four conditions: (i) LTS claim, (ii) LSS claim, (iii) combination LTS and LSS
claim, or (iv) no scarcity claim. The experiment, additionally, included a short questionnaire for measuring perceived novelty, per-
ceived exclusiveness, perceived value, and purchase intention.

Discussion

The results of this study suggest that there is a main effect of perceived scarcity. Moreover, LTS negatively impacts perceived novelty,
and fear of missing out (FOMO) is found to be higher in any scarcity condition for females than for males. There is also a significant
interaction effect between gender and LTS and LSS on purchase intention.

Conclusion

Implications and research directions for further research are stated.

Keywords: limited-time scarcity; limited-supply scarcity; purchase intention; perceived value; perceived exclusiveness; perceived novelty; gender
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1. INTRODUCTION

Forecasts show that mobile commerce — selling
goods and services through wireless devices —ac-
counts for 45% of all e-commerce (Lazar, 2017). A
study from the consultancy firm Pricewaterhouse-
Coopers (PwC; 2017) demonstrates that between
2013 and 2017 mobile shopping grew steadily. Addi-
tional research indicates that within the next few
years the use of mobile shopping applications (apps)
is likely to continue growing as consumers prefer
purchasing in convenient ways (Lazar, 2017,
Shukairy, n.d.; Solomon, 2015; Wong, 2015).

The continuing boom in mobile shopping leads re-
tailers to rely on new strategies to offer consumers
more possibilities during the purchase journey. With
the aim of facilitating consumer decision making on
screen, several strategies to create an enhanced
online atmosphere are currently under discussion.
Recent studies show that the implementation of digi-
tal nudges can be a supportive tool to facilitate online
consumers’ purchase decision making. According to
Mirsch, Lehrer, and Jung (2017), “digital nudging is
an approach based on insights from behavior eco-
nomics that applies user interface (UI) design ele-
ments to affect the choices of users in digital envi-
ronments” (p. 634). Different scarcity types — known
as limited-time scarcity and limited-quantity scarcity
(divided into limited-supply and limited-demand
scarcity) — are frequently used among retailers and
demonstrate effective impacts on purchase intention
(Cialdini, 1984; Lee, 2009; Ling & Yazdanifard,
2014; Mirsch et al., 2017). Specifically, the majority
of the big online retailers — such as Amazon.com and
Booking.com — primarily applies limited-time and
limited-supply scarcity claims.

Apart from this, several previous studies on effec-
tive mobile marketing strategies emphasize the need
for further research on gender differences since “gen-
der is a (...) crucial factor which affects every single
process during online purchasing” (Ling & Yazdani-
fard, 2014, p. 54). Significant differences appear in
the ways women and men behave during online pur-
chases and respond to persuasive cues such as scar-
city (Czap, Czap, Khachaturyan, & Burbach, n.d.;
Ifezue, 2010; Kraft & Weber, 2012; Perju-Mitran &
Budacia, 2015). Further research (Mirsch et al.,
2017; Occur, 2015; Sharma, Gupta, & Sharma, 2014)
recommends establishing the effects of scarcity in
different contexts (including the online context) and
product categories to “better understand the role of
gender in influencing the consumer buying behavior”
(Gupta, 2013, p. 130).

By addressing this research gap, this paper investi-
gates the extent to which limited-time and limited-

supply scarcity (LTS and LSS) influence (i) per-
ceived novelty, (ii) perceived exclusiveness, (iii) per-
ceived value, and (iv) purchase intention for females
and males using purchase apps. Within the context of
scarcity, these listed aspects are known as primary
antecedents of purchase intention — a key index in
forecasting the actual purchases of customers — and,
thus, the profit a company makes (Fishbein & Ajzen,
1975; Haque, Yasmin, Sarwar, Ibrahim, & Momen,
2015). In order to study the impact of scarcity in re-
lation to gender, this study considers a hotel booking
as a gender-neutral product. Considering aforemen-
tioned factors, the central research question of this
paper is as follows:

To what extent do limited-time scarcity and limited-
supply scarcity influence the perceived novelty, per-
ceived exclusiveness, perceived value, and the pur-
chase intention of females and males in viewing a ho-
tel booking offer in a hotel booking app?

The paper starts with a literature review to provide
a theoretical foundation. Subsequently, the concep-
tual model and the resulting hypotheses are outlined
next to the research methodology and the research
design. Last, research results are drawn with implica-
tions and further research directions.

The insights of this study will provide additional in-
formation for researchers and practitioners who aim
to examine or design scarcity nudges in purchase
apps to (i) have a better understanding of who is most
vulnerable to scarcity claims and (ii) how consumers
can be made more resistant to these kinds of claims.
Additionally, the results serve to make consumers
more aware of the influence of scarcity claims on
their purchase behavior. Finally, the study contrib-
utes to the theory of digital nudges.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Cialdini (1984) has developed a theory of influence
that involves six major principles of persuasion to
convince people and influence their behavior in an
ethical way: (i) reciprocation, (ii) commitment and
consistency, (iii) social norms/social proof, (iv) li-
king, (v) authority, and (vi) scarcity. Previous studies
have demonstrated that these principles are success-
ful in a variety of contexts including online com-
merce (i.e., encouraging the purchase) as well as in
facilitating less harmful behavior, such as promoting
recycling and preventing tax evasion (Cialdini &
Goldstein, 2004; Mirsch et al., 2017; Sunstein, 2014).
The scarcity principle is frequently and effectively
used by online retailers insofar as it prompts custom-
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ers’ purchase decisions; Booking.com and Ama-
zon.com are just two well-known paradigms apply-
ing scarcity within online commerce. Scarcity is the
focal point of this study. The following sections out-
line the underlying ideas of purchase intention and
scarcity, as discussed in previous studies (Bae & Lee,
2009; Cialdini, 1984; Ling & Yazdanifard, 2014;
Mirsch et al., 2017).

2.1 Purchase intention and its antecedents

Known as a key performance indicator in forecast-
ing the actual purchases of consumers, purchase in-
tention describes “the probability that the consumer
will purchase the product” (Sam & Tahir, 2009, p. 4).
Increasing the purchase intention of consumers re-
sults in an increase in profits (Chao-Chien & Chen,
2014; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Haque et al., 2015).
For this reason and given that scarcity positively trig-
gers purchase intention, it is used as a primary meas-
urement within this study.

Several previous studies have addressed purchase
intention and its antecedents that stimulate and drive
consumers to buy a product. Among the many influ-
ential factors are (i) the website’s functionality/ qual-
ity (Chi, Yeh, & Tsai, 2011), (ii) perceived value (Ei-
send, 2008; Gan & Wang, 2017; Ondang, 2015), (iii)
perceived novelty (Esch & Winter, 2009), (iv) per-
ceived exclusiveness (Van Herpen, Pieters, & Zeel-
enberg, 2014), (v) product involvement (Drossos,
Kokkinaki, Giaglos, & Fouskas, 2014), and (vi) trust
(e.g., in the product) (Chen, 2012; Li, Kim, & Park,
2007; Meskaran, Ismail, & Shanmugam, 2013; Park,
Lennon, & Stiel, 2005). Since within the context of
scarcity, various previous studies have emphasized
measuring the effect of scarcity on (i) perceived nov-
elty (Esch & Winter, 2009), (ii) perceived exclusive-
ness (Van Herpen et al., 2014), and (iii) perceived
value (Eisend, 2008; Wu, Lu, Wu, & Fu, 2012),
which are primary precursors inducing purchase in-
tention (further investigated in succeeding para-
graphs), these are considered as measurements next
to purchase intention.

Perceived novelty

Andrews and Smith (in Esch & Winter, 2009) claim
that perceived novelty is a multidimensional con-
struct which comprises seven binary characteristics:
“dull/exciting, routine/fresh, conventional/uncon-
ventional, predictable/ novel, usual/unusual, ordi-
nary/unique, [and] commonplace/original” (Andrews
& Smith, in Esch & Winter, 2009, p. 15).

Esch and Winter (2009) investigated the evaluation
and reciprocal effects of limited editions in the of-
fline context and claim that a message of scarcity
leads to a “scarce= novel” (p. 4) heuristic. To put it
simply, limited items score higher on perceived nov-
elty compared to non-limited items. Scarcity claims
act as a signal for something unique and novel in the
eyes of the consumers. Consumers, consequently, de-
duce from the limitation the novelty of a product
since they “draw conclusions from limited availabil-
ity to the offers’ distinctiveness” (Esch & Winter,
2009, p. 4), eventually increasing the product’s at-
tractiveness and its perceived novelty. “People seck
to establish and maintain (...) self-distinctiveness”
(Schins, 2014, p.18) and attempt to be unique. This
effect is also visible for limited-time scarcity claims
as revealed in other past studies (Gierl, Plantsch, &
Schweidler, 2008; Griskevicius et al., 2009). The in-
tention to buy increases with a time limit, especially
when the expiration date of the promotion ap-
proaches. At this point, consumers rely on mental
shortcuts and do not carefully consider the offer (Ag-
garwal & Vaidyanathan, 2003; Coulter & Roggev-
een, 2012; Inman & McAllister, 1994). Cialdini
(1984) explains this phenomenon by stating that
“whenever free choice is limited or threatened, the
need to retain our freedoms makes us desire them
(...) significantly more than previously” (p. 238).

Perceived exclusiveness

Within their study, Esch and Winter (2009) further
claim that consumers “conclude from the limitation
to the exclusiveness of the product” (p. 7). Perceived
exclusiveness is when something is experienced as
special, superior, and unique (Esch & Winter 2009).
Schins (2014) argues that scarcity claims can stimu-
late the desire of consumers to be special and distinc-
tive. Consumers want to feel exclusive and different.
They, for example, experience a limited-edition item
as something superior, because they are one of the
lucky ones owning it. Scarcity claims encourage this
effect by signaling exclusiveness leading to an in-
creased symbolic benefit for both limited editions
and limited time frames (Gierl et al., 2008; Griskevi-
cious et al., 2009; Schins, 2014). Again, this phenom-
enon can be explained by the fact that scarce items
raise the feeling of being restricted in choice, conse-
quently creating the impression of a higher need for
the item (Cialdini, 1984). Additionally, a short time
activates heuristics and leads consumers to impulse
buying (i.c., unplanned purchase) (Aggarwal &
Vaidyanathan, 2003; Coulter & Roggeveen, 2012;
Inman & McAllister, 1994).
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Figure 2.1. Scarcity types

Perceived value

According to Chen (2012), perceived value is when
the benefits of a certain item outweigh the costs.
When the product has high quality in the consumer’s
eyes, the benefits are perceived as greater and the
purchase intention increases. Kuo, Wu, and Deng
(2009) go a step further and state that the “customer’s
perceived value can be defined from the perspectives
of money, quality, benefit, and social psychology”
(p. 888). Within the money context, perceived value
is known as benefits that outbalance the costs; within
the quality context, perceived value is due to an ex-
cellent quality/price ratio. Within the benefit context,
perceived value is because of an excellent perfor-
mance/price ratio. The social psychology perspective
puts forward that goods carrying meanings (e.g., cul-
tural meanings) are more likely to increase the per-
ceived value. Since the present study considers a fic-
tive purchase, the post-purchase behavior and atti-
tude cannot be measured. On that score, perceived
value is covered as the appraisal of a product in the
consumer’s eyes based on initial pre-judgements
about the product’s benefits and its costs.

The principle of scarcity can be influential in posi-
tively prompting the consumer’s perceived value
(Suro, Kohli, & Monroe, 2007). Cialdini (1984) and
Mirsch et al. (2017) argue that scarce products lead
people to develop a very strong desire to buy an item
which, conversely, decreases their decision time. Ad-
ditionally, scarcity claims let items appear more spe-
cial and, thus, increase the consumer’s perceived
value of a product (Lynn, 1991). Subsequent para-
graphs describe the scarcity principle in more detail
and the relevance of (i) purchase intention, (ii) per-
ceived exclusiveness, (iii) perceived value, and (iv)
perceived novelty.

2.2 Limited-time scarcity and limited-supply
scarcity

The principle of scarcity says that “people seem to
be more motivated by the thought of losing some-
thing than by the thought of gaining something”
(Cialdini, 1984, p. 205) — which is well known as
psychological reactance. Eventually, people develop
a strong desire to buy a scarce item which then de-
creases their decision time since they rely on mental
shortcuts (Cialdini, 1984; Mirsch et al., 2017). Such
loss-framed messages are more likely to be perceived
as persuasive since people act risk-aversely (i.e.,
avoid risk) (Gass & Seiter, 2016; Tversky & Kahne-
man, 1981). As formerly mentioned, consumers per-
ceive scarce items as having higher value, exclusive-
ness, and novelty.

Scarcity is divided into four principles (see Figure
2.1): limited-quantity scarcity (LQS), limited-supply
scarcity (LSS), limited-demand scarcity (LDS), and
limited-time scarcity (LTS) (Gierl et al.,, 2008;
HireVue Accelerate [HV Accelerate], n.d.). As intro-
duced above, only LTS and LSS are considered for
this study since they are considered as the most suit-
able scarcity claims due to their excessive application
among (online) retailers.

Limited-supply scarcity (e.g., limited edition) and
limited-demand scarcity (e.g., 10 items left in stock)
are both subcategories of LQS. Limited-supply scar-
city implies that units of items are limited from the
beginning (Gierl et al., 2008) while limited-demand
scarcity infers that the supply cannot meet the de-
mand (Schins, 2014).

According to Gupta (2013), LQS messages are pri-
marily based on the competitiveness theory (further
investigated in paragraph 2.3). Through a sellers’ sig-
naling limited availability of items, consumers are in-
duced to buy since they do not want to miss the
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choice option (Kovic & Laissue, 2016; Schins,
2014). They are motivated “to compete with one an-
other for the limited number of items available for
purchase” (Gupta, 2013, p. 13). Many marketers now
apply LSS and LDS claims to nudge consumers’ be-
havior. Recently, the Italian company Ferrero, for in-
stance, released limited editions jars of its brand Nu-
tella, each one entirely different than the next. The
exclusive designs prompted consumers to compete
with one another to directly get one of the special Nu-
tella jars (LSS). Another example in online purchase
is Booking.com. The hotel booking platform pushes
consumers by displaying the room availability in the
hotels such as only seven rooms left or in high de-
mand! Booked 19 times in the last 24 hours (LDS).
When consumers receive all these notifications, they
begin to estimate how much time is left until all hotel
rooms are booked, nudging them to book directly.

Given the evidence (Godinho, Prada, & Vaz Gar-
rido, 2016; Schins, 2014), LQS has a huge positive
impact at both the final stage and the beginning stage
of the consumer decision-making process by appeal-
ing attractive, initiating the urge to buy, and reducing
the decision time of consumers.

Although many studies have been conducted within
offline settings, research revealed that LSS positively
influences (i) purchase intention (Aggarwal & Vau-
dyanathan, 2003; Bae & Lee, 2010; Eisend, 2008;
Wu et al., 2012), (i) perceived novelty (Esch & Win-
ter, 2009; Mirsch et al., 2017; Van Herpen et al.,
2014), (iii) perceived exclusiveness (Esch & Winter,
2009; Gierl et al., 2008; Griskevicious et al., 2009),
and (iv) perceived value (Chen & Sun, 2014; Eisend,
2008). Thus, hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 are proposed
as follows:

HI: Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influence
on perceived novelty.

H2: Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influence
on perceived exclusiveness.

H3: Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influence
on perceived value.

H4: Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influence
on purchase intention.

Different from LSS, LTS deals with a time limit for
consumers to use a special promotion (e.g., Black
Friday) and encourages them to buy a product di-
rectly because the price will be pushed up soon (Gierl
et al., 2008; HV Accelerate, n.d.). Past research (Ag-
garwal & Vaidyanathan, 2003; Coulter & Roggev-
een, 2012; Inman & McAllister, 1994) has investi-
gated that the intention to buy increases with a time

limit, especially when the expiration date of the pro-
motion approaches. Eventually, the fear of missing
out (FOMO) (further investigated in paragraph 2.3) —
which is the primarily theory underlying this scarcity
type (Gupta, 2013) — nudges consumers into the urge
to buy (Cialdini, 1984). Amazon.com is a well-
known example of a supplier that uses the time scar-
city tactic in online purchases. The online retailer dis-
plays on its product pages notifications such as Want
it tomorrow? Order within ... and choose one-day
shipping at checkout. When consumers process this
notification, their urgency level automatically rises.
The concern is that marketers are forced to find an
optimal time limit for promotions. Chiang, Lin, and
Chin (2011) as well as Hanna, Berger, and Abendroth
(2005) have found that a deadline that is too short is
likely to have a reversed effect leading to sales loss.
To elucidate, Hanna et al. (2005) point out that time
is forced by awareness and urgency. Longer time
limits (i.e., more than 12 hours) lead to greater aware-
ness and to an increase in persuasion knowledge
since consumers have time to process the notifica-
tion. Thus, long time frames negatively affect scar-
city and at the same time reduce the urge to make use
of a promotional offer (Kahneman & Tversky, 1984).
Given the evidence, the current study only investi-
gates on short limited-time scarcity (i.e., below 12
hours) since this has been proven to be most effec-
tive.

What applies in this regard too is that many studies
have only been conducted within offline settings.
Nevertheless, they have examined the positive effect
of LTS on (i) perceived novelty (Gierl et al., 2008;
Griskevicius et al. 2009), (ii) perceived value (Gierl
et al., 2008; Suri & Monroe, 2003), (iii) perceived
exclusiveness (Gierl et al., 2008; Griskevicius et al.,
2009), and (iv) purchase intention (Tan & Chua,
2004; Vermeir & Van Kenhove, 2005). These in-
sights lead to hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8:

H5: Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence on
perceived novelty.

H6: Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence on
perceived exclusiveness.

H7: Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence on
perceived value.

HS: Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence on
purchase intention.

Past research results (Aggarwal, Jun, & Huh, 2011;
Devlin, Ennew, McKechnie, & Smith, 2007) have
shown that any LQS claim (i.e., LSS and LDS) is
more effective in triggering consumers than LTS
messages.
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Figure 2.2. Conceptual framework

As already introduced, LQS underlies the competi-
tiveness theory. Consumers are forced to compete
against each other since they do not want to miss a
limited item (Kovic & Laissue, 2016; Schins, 2014).
However, both principles — LTS and LSS — can trig-
ger customers to the same extent to overrate the prod-
uct’s- and/or the offer’s value resulting in a higher
purchase intention. A combination of both tactics can
positively trigger potential customers, especially
when targeting deal prone customers (i.e., those ac-
tively searching for offers) (Schins, 2014). “Scarcity
appeals might then increase the transaction value
(i.e., value of the deal) which makes consumers more
susceptible to the promotional offer” (Schins, 2014,
p- 10). Therefore, hypothesis 9 and 10 are proposed
as follows:

HY9: Limited-supply scarcity results in higher per-
ceived scarcity than limited-time scarcity.

H10: Limited-supply scarcity and limited-time scar-
city positively strengthen the influence of each other.

2.3 The moderating factor of gender

Earlier results on gender’s moderating effects on
scarcity have revealed inconsistent findings. To
demonstrate, in her dissertation, Gupta (2013) cond-
ucted qualitative and quantitative research in physi-
cal retail settings proposing mixed results for the role
of gender. When considering both male and female
consumers with high hedonic shopping motivations
(i.e., those who experience shopping as pleasant),
gender differences disappeared. Thus, the extent to
which males and females experience shopping as he-
donic seemed to influence their decisions. Consum-
ers with high hedonic shopping motivations derive
pleasure and satisfaction from gaining scarce prod-
ucts. In that sense, taking advantage of a scarcity pro-
motion is equated with winning a competition. How-
ever, these findings are validated for fast-moving
consumer goods (i.e., products sold quickly for at a
low cost).

Various other studies (Axelsson & Horlén, 2017,
Czap et al., n.d.; Esposito, Hernandez, Van Bavel, &
Vila, 2016; Ifezue, 2010; Van Aswegen, 2015), how-
ever, have revealed gender differences in purchase
behavior — also mostly performed in physical retail
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settings, but with different item categories (e.g., dig-
ital product, game, letter). To go a step back, in the
past, purchasing was characterized as a duty for fe-
males (Paoletti & Kregloh, 1989). In recent times, fe-
males are still more positive about purchasing than
males and spend comparably more time on it (Allegra
Strategies Limited, 2002; Campbell, 1997). This
study proposes that LTS and LSS drive the psycho-
logical processes of female and male consumers dif-
ferently.

Competitiveness theory proves that through the lim-
ited availability of items, LSS arouses motivation in
consumers to compete against each other. In that
sense, a study by Nichols (2012) has exposed that fe-
male consumers have lower levels of competitive
arousal than male consumers and proposed that men
are more sensible and vulnerable to LSS messages.
Otnes and McGrath (2001) and Nichols (2012) also
state that men are naturally more competitive and al-
ways aim at winning. They may see LSS messages as
a competition, which may stimulate an urge to buy.
Eventually, it “fulfills their desire to win the game
against the retailer and other consumers, thus estab-
lishing their self-identity of achievement orientation”
(Gupta, 2013, p. 41). Likewise, a past study by Pra-
kash (1992) verified that men prefer hints in adver-
tisements that feature competition while women pre-
fer hints about product reviews and information from
other consumers. This phenomenon can be explained
through the social role of gender. In the past, women
were obligated to look after their children and others
while the major role of men included hunting and
guarding (Tifferet & Herstein, 2012). Based on these
insights, hypotheses 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15 are pro-
posed as follows:

Hlla: Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influ-
ence on perceived competitiveness.

H11b: Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger posi-
tive influence on the perceived competitiveness of
males than on the perceived competitiveness of fe-
males.

HI12a: The influence of limited-supply scarcity on
perceived novelty is positively mediated by perceived
competitiveness.

HI12b: Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger posi-
tive influence on the perceived novelty of males than
on the perceived novelty of females.

HIi3a: The influence of limited-supply scarcity on
perceived exclusiveness is positively mediated by
perceived competitiveness.

H13b: Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger posi-
tive influence on the perceived exclusiveness of males
than on the perceived exclusiveness of females.

Hl4a: The influence of limited-supply scarcity on
perceived value is positively mediated by perceived
competitiveness.

H14b: Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger posi-
tive influence on perceived value by males than on
perceived value by females.

Hli5a: The influence of limited-supply scarcity on
purchase intention is positively mediated by per-
ceived competitiveness.

HI15b: Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger posi-
tive influence on the purchase intention of males than
on the purchase intention of females.

In order to connect with others and to avoid missing
something important — a sentiment known as FOMO
— consumers feel the urge to directly buy a product
when LTS messages are displayed (Gierl et al., 2008;
HV Accelerate, 2017). Although there is little re-
search on FOMO (Abel, Buff, & Burr, 2016; Zunic,
2017), particularly within the purchase context, it is
proposed that female consumers experience higher
levels of FOMO compared to males. This effect is al-
ready scientifically validated within the social media
context. Researchers (Abel et al., 2016; Zunic, 2017)
propose that females have lower self-esteem levels
than men resulting in the desire to (i) be part of a
community, (ii) stay connected with others, and (iii)
be popular. In this respect, females particularly ask
their friends more often for advice than males do in
order to take the right actions and avoid social exclu-
sion (Garbarino & Strahilevitz, 2002). The social role
theory may substantiate this claim. In the past, men
were taught to be superior (i.e., dominant) while
women were taught to be inferior (i.e., passive and
conformist) (Lal, 1985). These findings lead to hy-
potheses 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20:

Hl6a: Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence
on perceived FOMO.

HI16b: Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive
influence on the perceived FOMO of females than on
the perceived FOMO of males.

H1i7a: The influence of limited-time scarcity on per-
ceived novelty is positively mediated by perceived
FOMO.
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HI17b: Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive
influence on the perceived novelty of females than on
the perceived novelty of males.

Hli8a: The influence of limited-time scarcity on per-
ceived exclusiveness is positively mediated by per-
ceived FOMO.

HI18b: Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive
influence on the perceived exclusiveness of females
than on the perceived exclusiveness of males.

H19a: The influence of limited-time scarcity on per-
ceived value is positively mediated by perceived
FOMO.

H19b: Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive
influence on the perceived value of females than on
the perceived value of males.

H20a: The influence of limited-time scarcity on pur-
chase intention is positively mediated by perceived
FOMO.

H20b: Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive
influence on the purchase intention of females than
on the purchase intention of males.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This paper studies the effects of LSS and LTS on
perceived novelty, perceived exclusiveness, per-
ceived value, and purchase intention, with gender as
a moderator variable followed by FOMO and com-
petitiveness as mediator variables (see Figure 2.2).

Previous studies (Occur, 2015; Sharma et al., 2014)
have established that interaction effects between
product categories and the effects of scarcity can oc-
cur since the product influences the extent to which
consumers are involved and interested in it, even-
tually influencing the consumer’s attention. Thus, to
study the impact of the various scarcity types with
respect to gender, an appropriate product category —
which is comparable between women and men —
needs to be chosen. This choice is done by a focus
group whose details are outlined during the further
course.

3.1 Research design

For this study, a twice two (LTS/no LTS) by two
(LSS/no LSS) by two (male/female) between-sub-
jects design is performed (Figure 3.1). The online
experiment along with a questionnaire was distri-
buted among female and male consumers (older than
18) from Europe who actively make purchases
online. Since the present experiment deals with the

online context, participants were recruited via the In-
ternet, an efficient, cost- and time-effective research
terrain that reaches a range of people (Wright, 2005).
Respondents remained anonymously, thereby avoid-
ing social desirability bias (Dooley, 2001). Neverthe-
less, it cannot be ruled out that the experiment faced
difficulties with self-selection bias (i.e., potential re-
spondents could have disregard the invitation).
Hence, the results cannot be fully generalized
(Wright, 2005). To avoid significant bias, a purchase
application was designed specifically for this study.

FEMALE RESPONDENTS MALE RESPONDENTS

LIMITED-SUPPLY SCARCITY (LSS)

PULATION PULATION

3 YES NO YES NO

£

g VB LTS & LSS 1S YES LTS & LSS LTS

3

w

H

n NO Lss NO MANI- NO Lss NO MANI-
2

5

Figure 3.1. Research design

3.2 Research sample

The target group were female and male consumers
older than 18 living throughout Europe, who actively
make online purchases. Participation occurred on a
voluntary basis. Prior to the experiment, respondents
were informed of the anonymity of their answers.
However, it was mandatory for participants to have
mastered the English language since the question-
naire was only distributed in English. The aim was to
collect 160 female and 160 male participants in total
(40 male/female respondents per condition). To
reach respondents, the stratified sampling method
(probability technique) was used to reduce sampling
error and guarantee an equal number of respondents
(Dooley, 2001). With this in mind, females and males
were divided into strata. Random sampling was then
used to acquire a sufficient number of subjects from
each stratum. The online questionnaire was distri-
buted through the social media platform Facebook
and through the researcher’s own network. Addition-
ally, respondents were asked to kindly share the
questionnaire with their contacts. The experiment
took place within the period of 16 May 2018 to 29
May 2018.

Table 3.1 gives an overview of the age distribution
of the respondents for each of the four conditions. As
indicated, the chi-square value was not significant (p
> .05), thereby indicating that there existed no rela-
tionship between age and the four different condi-
tions. Hence, the variables are independent, and the
distribution is due to chance. A total of 320 valid
questionnaires were received including 160 females
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and 160 males (n = 80 per condition). The respond-
ents’ mean age was 25 years (SD = 1.27). Fifty-one
percent had a bachelor’s degree, followed by 26%
with an upper secondary school degree and 13% with
a master’s degree. Seventy-three percent were stu-
dents, 13% had a full-time job, and 10% had a part-
time job. Forty-seven percent were Dutch while 41%
were German and 2% were English. Hence, the ma-
jority of the participants were from Europe, thereby
fulfilling the requirement of the sample to involve
consumers from Europe (Table 3.2).

Table 3.1. Age per condition (rn = 320)

CONDITION
LSS & CON-
AGE LSS LTS LTS TROL
18-24 Count 46 48 45 53
% 57.5 60 56.3 66.3
25-34 Count 32 28 31 23
% 40 349 38.6 28.7
35-44 Count 0 2 0 2
% 0 2.5 0 2.5
45-54 Count 2 1 3 0
% 2.5 1.3 3.8 0
55-64 Count 0 1 1 2
% 0 1.3 1.3 2.5
> 64 Count - - - -
years
% - - - -
Total Count 80 80 80 80
% 100 100 100 100
Table 3.2. Nationality per condition (n = 320)
CONDITION
NATIONA- LSS CON-
LITY & TROL
LSS LTS LTS
German Count 32 36 33 33
% 40 45 41.3 41.3
Dutch Count 41 35 40 35
% 51.2 43.7 49.9 43.7
English Count 1 1 1 4
% 1.3 1.3 1.3 5
Other* Count 6 8 6 8
% 7.5 10 7.5 10
Total Count 80 80 80 80
% 100 100 100 100

*dustria (1.6%), Belgian (1.2%), American (0.6%), Italian (0.9%)

More information on the demographics appears in
Appendix C. As for the current net income of the re-
spondents, 24% made between 751 and 1,500 euros
per month and 23% made between 400 and 750 euros
per month, thereby indicating that the respondents
within this sample had a low budget available. As re-
gards the online purchase behavior, almost 40% of
the respondents purchased online once a month or

less frequently, and 34% purchased once or twice per
month. Thus, the majority of this sample was familiar
with online purchase and roughly aware of promo-
tions with scarcity claims. Seventy-seven percent
booked once a month or less a hotel online and an-
other 17% even never booked a hotel online. Hence,
some may be less interested in the chosen product
category. Interestingly, almost 51% of respondents
actively searched for online offers, and more than
72% enjoyed making online purchases. Thus, the
sample predominantly had a hedonic shopping moti-
vation and was deal prone.

3.3 Instrument
Focus group

Sequence of the discussion

The online experiment was preceded by a focus
group discussion to gain insights on perceived gen-
der-neutral products and scarcity claims serving as
input for the online experiment. The focus group was
directed within settings of the researcher (all infor-
mation on the focus group can be found in Appendix
A).

Prior to the group discussion, participants received
a briefing designed not to overly bias them. Partici-
pants were informed about the recording of the focus
group discussion for analysis purposes and the ano-
nymity of their answers. The discussion took approx-
imately 45 minutes and was facilitated by the re-
searcher herself. Four women and four men between
27 and 55 years — who did not take part in the final
study — were randomly recruited from the re-
searcher’s own network. These women and men
brainstormed in separate rooms about gender-neutral
products. In case they did not come up with any sug-
gestions, they were provided with examples from
random other studies that used blue jeans (Worth,
Smith, & Mackie, 1992), deodorant, or shower gel
(Infanger, Bosak, & Sczesny, 2012) as gender-neu-
tral products. They then came together and discussed
their suggestions for gender-neutral products with
each other. Finally, participants were shown scarcity
claims and asked to state when they felt most nudged
to take advantage of the offer.

The focus group discussion was based on semi-
structured questions allowing for some flexibility in
accordance with topics raised and level of participa-
tion of the applicants. Questions were primarily
aimed at collecting gender-neutral products and ap-
propriate scarcity claims. For generating stimulus
material, LTS and LSS claims used by online retail-
ers as well as previous studies on scarcity were con-
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sulted (Appendix A). Moreover, several online re-
tailers were consulted to gain inspiration for the
graphic designs of the claims (e.g., putting scarcity
claims in red boxes and some words in capital let-
ters). To control any other potential interaction ef-
fects of price or other information about the product,
the information was kept consistent across all condi-
tions.

The stimulus material was created by using an own
designed purchase app. The app displayed the chosen
gender-neutral product combined with different scar-
city claims — nine for each condition (Appendix A).
Since the gender-neutral product was decided upon
throughout the discussion, a short break was done
during the discussion to tailor and prepare the stimu-
lus material to the chosen product.

Results and discussion

In the first round, in which female and male partic-
ipants brainstormed separately, none of the groups
needed assistance with ideas. While female partici-
pants came up with furniture (e.g., outdoor furniture,
sideboards, etc.), hairdryers, and microwaves as gen-
der-neutral products; male participants thought of
smartphones, travel books, and DVDs as gender-neu-
tral products. The participants not only discussed
their results, but also came up with new ideas for neu-
tral products such as trips. In total, they rated their
three top gender-neutral products: (i) furniture, (ii)
smartphones, and (iii) trips. Finally, all participants
agreed on booking trips online (e.g., a trip to Mal-
lorca) as a gender-neutral product.

After the discussion, participants had a break while
the researcher prepared the stimulus material based
on the resulted product. Since a trip contains many
components (e.g., hotel, free-time activities, arrival
mode, etc.) which may influence the effect of the deal
and eventually the consumer’s choice, it was chosen
by the researcher to simply focus on the hotel com-
ponent to outweigh any interaction effects. There-
fore, the researcher created a hotel booking app with
a neutral design offering a special deal from a hotel
named Holiday Mallorca. Additional information on
the offer (e.g., price, pictures, and type of room) was
kept constant to avoid any other interaction effects.
Participants were shown nine LTS claims (Figure
3.2; see Appendix A for more examples) and nine
LSS claims (Figure 3.3; see Appendix A for more
examples).

The results on scarcity claims demonstrate that par-
ticipants judged the claims by their explicitness. As
regards LTS claims, explicit claims involving a lim-
ited time frame (e.g., foday’s value deal) and stated
discounts (e.g., -20% today) were perceived as more

persuasive than vague claims (e.g., only till I** April
2018) by which they do not feel nudged at all. Vague
claims that include time frames exceeding 12 hours
did not nudge participants to take advantage of the
offer as much as urgent claims such as today. Kahne-
man and Tversky (1984) explain this phenomenon by
arguing that consumers truly believe that the stock or
discount certainly expires when recognizing an ex-
plicit claim. Hence, they immediately act since they
are loss-averse.
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Figure 3.2. Example LTS claims

N ¢

=\
f

€0 Holiday Mallorca

EXCLUSIVE

&2 Holiday Mallorca {2 Holiday Mallorca

%Y

Double room

Double room &

Double reom 3 X

wrice ar 2 wighe
€13599 €111,99
i, breaklant

Prce for 1 might o o 1 aigh
€4139:99 €111,99 €135.00 €l.‘h ?9
el a el breakiact

BOOK NOW BOOK NOW BOOK NOW
G (

A F_\ | |

G |
J \ —

7\

Figure 3.3. Example LSS claims

Another insight is that participants still wanted to
feel comfortable when being nudged, asking for a
balance between the explicitness of a claim and its
call-to-action. Hence, when talking about LSS, par-
ticipants rather felt more comfortable with claims
such as limited edition than messages claiming only
100 rooms. This finding is supported by past litera-
ture from Huang, Zeng, and Wei (2011), who claim
that high involvement products negatively affect the
time pressure. That is, when consumers are fully in-
volved in a product, putting pressure on them results
in avoidance behavior. This might also be applicable
to LSS claims. From an advertisement stating only
100 rooms, consumers conclude that they need to de-
cide within the next few hours to get a room, but
since they need time, they avoid the offer. Another
clarification therefore is that participants mostly rely
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on past experiences with other online retailers when
judging such claims. Recently, various (online) re-
tailers use such claims to provide consumers with
false information in order to make profit. Hence, con-
sumers skeptically perceive such claims as falsified
and scarcely trustable.

Interestingly, when participants exchanged their ex-
perience about such claims during the break, they in-
directly stated that they straight away act when rec-
ognizing such claims in online retail shops such as
Amazon.com — even though they had previously de-
nied it during the focus group discussion. The rele-
vance of this insight is reflected upon in the discus-
sion chapter.

To conclude, participants decided between the LTS
claims (i) -20% today and (ii) today 20% off and
chose the first one as the most triggering by arguing
that they directly combine the minus symbol with a
discount. Within the context of LSS, participants
chose between (i) limited edition and (ii) special edi-
tion, determining the second one as more triggering
since it is explicit, but does not overly pressure them.

Conclusion

The focus group yielded trips (e.g., a trip to Mal-
lorca) as a gender-neutral product although only the
component hotel is considered for the main study to
avoid too many interaction effects with components
of a trip. What is more, the LTS claim -20% today is
adopted to the main study. To fit the context of the
presented offer, the final LSS claim is amended from
special edition to special offer to avoid any misun-
derstandings and irritation since the word edition re-
fers to the offer and not the hotel itself.

Main study

The main study consisted of an online experiment
with a total of n =320 respondents (for more, see par-
agraphs 3.1 and 3.2), as previously specified. The
stimulus material for the main study was based on the
outcomes of the focus group. The research design —
as discussed previously (see paragraph 3.1) — was a
twice two (LTS/no LTS) by two (LSS/no LSS) by
two (male/female) between-subjects design includ-
ing four different claims as follows (Figure 3.4):

(i) LTS claim (-20% today),

(il)) LSS claim (special offer),

(iii) combination LTS and LSS claim (-20% to-
day & special offer), and

(iv) no claim

A hotel booking for Mallorca was defined as the
gender-neutral product. To control any potential in-
teraction effects, (i) the design of the app and the
scarcity claim, (ii) the color of the app and the scar-
city claim, (iii) the price, and (iv) the pictures used
for the hotel offer were kept consistent across all con-
ditions.
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Figure 3.4. Claims for the main study

Measures

Respondents studied a description of a situation in
which they aim to book a hotel via a hotel booking
app. They needed to put themselves in the position of
a customer and were provided with an image display-
ing a hotel offer combined with one of the four afore-
mentioned claims. Each participant was randomly as-
signed to one situation in which (i) LTS, (ii) LSS, (iii)
LTS and LSS, or (iv) no manipulation was present.
For all conditions, one questionnaire in English was
designed with Qualtrics using items from formerly
tested instruments and the researcher’s own instru-
ments (Appendix B).

The questionnaire consisted of nine parts (manipu-
lation, perceived scarcity, perceived novelty, per-
ceived exclusiveness, perceived value, purchase in-
tention, FOMO, competitiveness, and demo-
graphics) and 41 questions. As required, items were

12
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adjusted to match the context of this study. Addition-
ally, a randomizer was utilized to avoid question or-
der bias. Some items were negatively worded to dis-
rupt a response set where respondents replied favor-
ably or unfavorably to all items. To take part in the
experiment, it was mandatory to use online channels
for purchasing and to be older than 18. Such exclu-
sion criteria were established prior to the experiment.
Accordingly, demographic information was col-
lected at the beginning of the questionnaire. Moreo-
ver, a randomizer was used to assign each of the par-
ticipants to one condition. The main study was pre-
ceded by a short briefing in which participants were
given information about the data use, the process of
the experiment, and the possibility to stop the study
at any point. At the end, participants were made
aware of the recording of their response. A fully
filled in questionnaire was a valid response. The re-
sults of the questionnaire were analyzed by means of
the statistics program SPSS.

Scale development

All scales applied within this research were meas-
ured on a five-point Likert scale (strongly disagree —
strongly agree). A reliability analysis was conducted
as shown in Table 3.3 to ensure that the constructed
questionnaire produced stable and consistent results
when the online experiment was performed several
times. Prior to the measurement, variables were
grouped and negatively worded items in the scales
were reversed (Appendix B).

Table 3.3. Summary scale reliability scores

#  Cronbach’s Cronbach’s
Scale items o o (adjusted)
Manipulation check
MC) 2 .80
Perceived scarcity
(PS) 4 72
Perceived novelty
(PN) 7 .84
Perceived exclu-
siveness (PE) 3 22 25
Perceived value
(PV) 4 3 51
Purchase intention .89
(PD 3 .88
Perceived FOMO 91
(FOMO) 4 .79
Perceived competi-
tiveness (CP) 4 .92

Manipulation check

The first scale, manipulation check, was adopted
from Wu et al. (2012) including two items (e.g., “I
think the availability of this offer is limited.”). With
a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient reported of .80, the
subscale had a good internal consistency in the recent
study. In the study by Wu et al. (2012), the scale had
a Cronbach’s alpha greater than .88.

Perceived scarcity

The second adopted scale was with respect to the
perceived scarcity — which is defined as the need to
desire something even stronger whenever free choice
is limited (Cialdini, 1984). Aggarwal et al. (2011) de-
veloped a three-item scale to measure quantity as
well as time scarcity (e.g., “I think I might lose the
opportunity to purchase the product if others bought
it first.”) which was applied within this study. The
scale on perceived scarcity — with a Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient reported of .72 — showed a good internal
consistency. The old Cronbach’s alpha was greater
than .88 (Wu et al., 2012).

Perceived novelty

Andrew and Smith (as cited in Esch & Winter,
2009) define perceived novelty as a multi-dimen-
sional construct including adjectives such as exciting,
fresh, unconventional, novel, unusual, unique, and
original. Based on their work, a seven-item scale spe-
cifically for this study was constructed (e.g., “This
product is exciting.”). This subscale — with a
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient reported of .84 — also
showed a good internal consistency. The old
Cronbach’s alpha was greater than .88 (Esch & Win-
ter, 2009).

Perceived exclusiveness

Esch and Winter (2009) define perceived exclusive-
ness as consumers striving for something unique and
distinctive. Therefore, three measurement items (e.g.,
“I am very attached to scarce products.”) for measur-
ing the perceived exclusiveness of the gender-neutral
product were adapted from Lynn and Harris (1997),
who constructed an item pool for measuring the
uniqueness of a product. This subscale showed a bad
internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefti-
cient of .22. Accordingly, item PE2 (“I enjoy taking
advantage of this offer that others miss out.”) — with
a low item-total correlation — was removed for a
higher Cronbach’s alpha coefficient reported of .25.
In their former study, Lynn and Harris (1997) re-
ported a Cronbach’s alpha of .78. However, only
parts of the item scale were adopted to the current
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study, thereby explaining the low internal con-
sistency.

Perceived value

For measuring perceived value, a six-item scale
(e.g., “I think the offer will contain unique features.”)
grounded on the scale of Chowdhury and Abe (2002)
was created — who define perceived value as the ben-
efits of a product based on initial pre-judgments
about the product’s benefits and costs. This subscale
reported a low internal consistency, with a
Cronbach’s alpha of .3. In this respect, item PV3
(“Booking this offer will be worthwhile if 1 spend
time to compare it with other offers.”) — with a low
item-total correlation — was removed from the scale
for a higher Cronbach’s alpha of .51. In their former
research, Chowdhury and Abe (2002) reported an in-
ternal scale reliability of .52.

Purchase intention

In the questionnaire, five measurement items for
purchase intention (e.g., “The probability that I
would consider buying this ...”) were adapted from
Grewal, Monroe, and Krishnan (1998), who consider
purchase intention as “the likelihood that the buyer
intends to purchase the product” (p. 48). This sub-
scale showed a good internal consistency, with a
Cronbach’s alpha of .88. Since item PI1 (“If I were
going to book a hotel, the probability of booking this
offer is ...”) showed a low item-total correlation, it
was removed from the scale for a higher Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient of .89. Grewal et al. (1998) previ-
ously stated an internal scale reliability of .92.

Fear of missing out (FOMO)

Wegmann, Oberst, Stodt, and Brand (2017), who
define FOMO as being absent from rewarding expe-
riences, generated an item pool from which the three
most relevant items were adapted (e.g., ““I fear others
have more rewarding offers than me.”). The scale on
perceived FOMO, additionally, showed a good inter-
nal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
reported of .79. However, removing item FOMO2 (“I
do not get nervous that I might be missing out on this
offer.) from the scale resulted in a higher
Cronbach’s alpha of .91. In prior research, an internal
consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .90 was re-
ported (Przybylski, Murayama, De Haan, & Glad-
well, 2013).

Competitiveness

Since the underlying theory of LSS is based on
competitiveness theory, it was also included within

the main study. Accordingly, three items from the
competitiveness scale of Mowen (2004), who refers
to competitiveness as the desire to win something,
were implemented (e.g., “I enjoy competition while
taking advantage of offers.”). The scale also exhib-
ited high internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s al-
pha of .92, compared to a previous Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of .89 (Mowen, 2004).

Demographics

To get more insights on the sample’s characteristics,
six items were embedded to the questionnaire. Next
to demographic questions (e.g., “How old are you?”),
respondents were asked questions about their pur-
chase behavior (e.g., “Do you actively seek out spe-
cial offers?”).

3.4 Manipulation check

The online experiment included two sets of three
questions as a manipulation check to verify in two
different ways whether the participants perceived the
advertised offer as scarce in the four different condi-
tions (condition 1: LSS; condition 2: LTS; condition
3: LSS & LTS; and condition 4: control).

The first set — defined as the manipulation check
(MC) — included two questions to get to know if par-
ticipants at all perceived scarcity when triggered by
the hotel booking offer.

A two by two between-groups analysis of variance
(ANOVA) showed significant effects. There was a
statistically significant main effect of LSS (F[1, 312]
=4.20, p <.05) with participants in the LSS condition
(M =3.10; SD = 1.04) achieving significantly higher
test scores on scarcity than participants without an
LSS claim (M = 2.72; SD = 1.03) as can be seen in
Table 4.1. Partial eta-squared (n?) for this effect was
.013.

There was also a statistically significant main effect
of LTS (F]1,312]=26.70, p <.001). To demonstrate,
Table 4.1 shows that the LTS condition (M = 3.46;
SD = 1.08) was perceived as scarcer than the no LTS
condition (M = 2.72; SD = 1.03). Partial eta-squared
(m?) for this effect was .079.

Additionally, a significant interaction effect be-
tween gender and LTS revealed that perceived scar-
city was more pronounced for males than for females
(F11,312]1=4.67; p <.04). When assigning male par-
ticipants to the LTS condition, they perceived a
higher scarcity. For female participants, the scores on
scarcity only slightly changed in the different inter-
ventions. Partial eta-squared (n?) for this effect was
.015. Figure 3.5 illustrates this effect.
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The second set of the manipulation check — defined
as perceived scarcity (PS) — consisted of four addi-
tional items that measured perceived scarcity and in
particular its effects into more detail such as whether
participants perceived that the offer would be sold
out soon.

There was no significant main effect of LSS (p >
.05). However, there was a statistically significant
main effect of LTS (F[1, 312] = 5.48, p < .05). To
demonstrate, Table 4.1 shows that the LTS condition
(M =3.35; SD = .71) was perceived as scarcer than
the no LTS condition (M = 2.97; SD = 0.83). Partial
eta-squared (n?) for this effect was .017. Moreover,
as displayed in Figure 3.6, no interaction effect be-
tween gender and LSS as well as gender and LTS oc-
curred.

Estimated Marginal Means of Manipulation Check (MC)
3,50 -
325

3.00

Estimated Marginal Means
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Gender

Figure 3.5. Interaction effect (scale MC)
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Figure 3.6. Interaction effect (scale PS)

4. RESARCH RESULTS

4.1 Descriptive statistics

Table 4.1 provides again an overview of the test
scores divided into (i) LTS/no LTS and (ii) LSS/no
LSS. Differences in scores and main- and interaction
effects are discussed in subsequent paragraphs.

Table 4.1. Test scores per condition (n = 320)

LTS Subscale LSS
No Yes
MC 2.72 3.10
(1.03)2 (1.04)
PS 2.97 3.26
(0.83)* (0.75)*
PN 2.36 2.24
0.61)* (0.59)*
PE 2.90 2.98
(0.84)* (0.82)*
No
PV 2.83 2.74
(0.69)* (0.74)*
PI 2.53 2.67
(1.02) (0.94)
FOMO 1.99 2.20
(0.95) (1.07)2
CP 2.17 1.96
(1.06)* (0.9)*
MC 3.46 3.54
(1.08) 2 (1.05)*
PS 3.35 3.27
0.71)2 0.74) 2
PN 2.18 2.13
(0.59)2 (0.59)2
PE 3.12 2.93
0.76) * (0.89)*
Yes
PV 2.86 2.81
(0.76) * (0.66) *
PI 2.63 2.69
(1.01)® (0.93)2
FOMO 2.11 2.06
(1.00) 2 (0.99)
CP 2.24 2.23
(1.08) (1.09) 2

*Note: MC = manipulation check; PS = perceived scarcity; PN = per-
ceived novelty; PE = perceived exclusiveness; PV = perceived value;
PI = purchase intention; FOMO = fear of missing out; CP = competi-
tiveness; * standard deviation
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4.2 Between-subjects effects

Table 4.2 gives an overview of the between-sub-
jects effects in this study. The table proves that there
was a significant main effect of gender on perceived
FOMO (£T1, 312] =4.66, p < .05). Regardless of the
scarcity intervention, females (M = 2.21; SD = 1.06)
perceived higher levels of FOMO than males (M =
1.97; SD = 0.93).

What is more, findings showed a significant main
effect of LTS on perceived novelty (F[1,312] =4.73,
p <.05), as illustrated in Figure 4.1. However, this
effect is reversed; in other words, the offer is per-
ceived as more novel when participants were trig-
gered by a message without LTS (M = 2.36; SD =
0.61) than by a message with LTS (M = 2.18; SD =
0.59).

Table 4.2. Between-subjects effects (n = 320)

Source  Depen- df F Sig. Partial
dent vari- Eta
able* Squared

Gender PN 1 194 .660 .001
PE 1 .191 .662 .001
PV 1 1326 .250 .004
PI 1 .003 954 .000
FOMO 1 4567 .033 .014
CP 1 2525 113 .008

LSS PN 1 1674 .197 .005
PE 1 .327 568 .001
PV 1 .701  .403 .002
PI 1 955 329 .003
FOMO 1 473 492 .002
CP 1 930 336 .003

LTS PN 1 4726 .030 .015
PE 1 825 364 .003
PV 1 463 497 .001
PI 1 330 .566 .001
FOMO 1 .009 926 .000
CP 1 2192 .140 .007

Gender* PN 1 1.001 .318 .003

LSS PE 1708 401  .002
PV 1 1578 .210 .005
PI 1 955 329 .003
FOMO 1 .009 926 .000
CP 1 134 714 .000

Gender PN 1 329 567 .001

*LTS  pg 1 952 330  .003
PV I 989 321 .003

OF TWENTE.

PI 1 330 566 .00l

FOMO 1 152 .697  .000

CP 1 983 322 .003

LSS* PN I 218 641 .00l

LTS PE 1 2.093 .149 007

PV 1 .068 .794  .000

PI 1119 730 .000

FOMO 1 1370 243  .004

CP 1732 393 002

Gender PN 1 578 448 002

*LSS* pg 1 499 480 002
LTS

PV 1 1997 .159 006

PI 1 5285 022 017

FOMO 1 .898 344  .003

CP 1 2192 140 007

*Note: PS = perceived scarcity; PN = perceived novelty; PE = perceived
exclusiveness; PV = perceived value; PI = purchase intention; FOMO =
fear of missing out; CP = competitiveness; * standard deviation

Estimated Marginal Means of Perceived Novelty (PN)

Estimated Marginal Means

LSS

Figure 4.1. Main effect of LTS on PN

Interestingly, there is a significant interaction effect
of gender*LTS*LSS on purchase intention, as
demonstrated in Table 4.2. The LTS effect was
greater for males than for females. The graph in Fig-
ure 4.2 illustrates that the purchase intention for men
is higher for a combination LSS and LTS claim (M =
2.90; SD = 1.03). In comparison, within both the LTS
and LSS conditions, male participants perceived
lower levels of purchase intention (M = 2.48; SD =
0.97; and M = 2.56; SD = 0.86). Conversely, male
participants did not perceive the hotel booking offer
as scarce when no scarcity intervention was applied
(M =2.56; SD=1.01).
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The graph in Figure 4.3 demonstrates that this in-
teraction effect is different for females. Applying a
combination of an LSS and LTS claim resulted in a
decrease in purchase intention (M =2.49; SD = 0.77).
In comparison, within the LTS condition as well as
in the LSS condition, females perceived higher levels
of purchase intention (M =2.77; SD = 1.04; and M =
2.77; SD =0.99). In addition, female participants per-
ceived the hotel booking offer as scarce when no
scarcity intervention was used (M = 2.49; SD = 1.05).

Estimated Marginal Means of Purchase Intention (PI)

4,00 1

3.50 +

3,00

Estimated Marginal Means

I I
NOLSS LSS

Figure 4.2. Interaction effect of gender*LTS*LSS
on purchase intention (males)

Estimated Marginal Means of Purchase Intention (PI)

4,00

3,50 +

3,00 4

Estimated Marginal Means

LSS

Figure 4.3. Interaction effect of gender*LTS*LSS
on purchase intention (females)

5. RESEARCH RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

5.1 Study results

This paper belongs to a short list of papers that dis-
cuss gender differences in the effectiveness of scar-
city nudges within the mobile shopping environment.
The differences in the gender effects as regards the
shopping behavior among the existing papers high-
lights the need for more research in various contexts
with varying scarcity nudges. The present paper has
considered to what extent limited-time scarcity
(LTS) and limited-supply scarcity (LSS) influence
the perceived novelty, perceived exclusiveness, per-
ceived value, and purchase intention of females and
males within a hotel booking app. Even though pos-
sible sampling bias resulting from the sampling
method could not be evaded, several conclusions and
findings can still be drawn. Table 5.1 serves as an
overview of all hypotheses within this study involv-
ing the study results.

Many of the proposed hypotheses in this study have
been proven wrong. All hypotheses are investigated
on in the subsequent paragraphs. Rationales behind
non-significant results are discussed in a separate
paragraph. The significant findings of this study, in
short, concern the following results:

e The main effect of perceived scarcity
The main effect of gender on FOMO

o The negative influence of LTS on perceived
novelty

e The interaction effect between gender*LTS*
LSS on purchase intention

Manipulation check

This study revealed that there is a main effect of per-
ceived scarcity. To demonstrate, the manipulation
check on perceived scarcity partly worked out. With-
in the first set of items, main effects of LSS and LTS
occurred. Additionally, the LTS effect was higher for
males than for females. That is, males perceived the
offer as scarcer when a scarcity intervention was in-
cluded apart from when it was left out. However, in-
consistent with the expectations, scores for female
participants did not significantly change between
these conditions. One rationale behind it can lie in the
FOMO which is especially perceived by women.
Women have the feeling of belonging to the social
world and thus — regardless of the intervention — can
be afraid of not belonging to the group when they do
not buy a particular product (Abel et al., 2016; Gar-
barino and Strahilevitz 2002; Zunic, 2017).
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Table 5.1. Hypotheses and results

Research hypotheses

Result

HI
H2
H3
H4
HS5
H6
H7
HS8
HO9
HI10

Hlla

Hl11b

Hl2a

HI12b

Hl13a

H13b

Hl4a

H14b

Hl15a

HI15b

Hl6a
H16b

H17a

H17b

Hl18a

H18b

H19%a

HI19b

H20a

H20b

Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influence on perceived novelty.
Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influence on perceived exclusiveness.
Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influence on perceived value.

Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influence on purchase intention.

Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence on perceived novelty.

Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence on perceived exclusiveness.
Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence on perceived value.

Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence on purchase intention.

Limited-supply scarcity results in higher perceived scarcity than limited-time scarcity.

Limited-supply scarcity and limited-time scarcity positively strengthen the influence of
each other.

Limited-supply scarcity has a positive influence on perceived competitiveness.

Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the perceived competitive-
ness of males than on the perceived competitiveness of females.

The influence of limited-supply scarcity on perceived novelty is positively mediated by
perceived competitiveness.

Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the perceived novelty of
males than on the perceived novelty of females.

The influence of limited-supply scarcity on perceived exclusiveness is positively medi-
ated by perceived competitiveness.

Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the perceived exclusive-
ness of males than on the perceived exclusiveness of females.

The influence of limited-supply scarcity on perceived value is positively mediated by
perceived competitiveness.

Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the perceived value of
males than on the perceived value of females.

The influence of limited-supply scarcity on purchase intention is positively mediated
by perceived competitiveness.

Limited-supply scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the purchase intention of
males than on the purchase intention of females.

Limited-time scarcity has a positive influence on perceived FOMO.
Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the perceived FOMO of fe-
males than on the perceived FOMO of males.

The influence of limited-time scarcity on perceived novelty is positively mediated by
perceived FOMO.

Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the perceived novelty of fe-
males than on the perceived novelty of males.

The influence of limited-time scarcity on perceived exclusiveness is positively medi-
ated by perceived FOMO.

Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the perceived exclusiveness
of females than on the perceived exclusiveness of males.

The influence of limited-time scarcity on perceived value is positively mediated by
perceived FOMO.

Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the perceived value of fe-
males than on the perceived value of males.

The influence of limited-time scarcity on the purchase intention is positively mediated
by perceived FOMO.

Limited-time scarcity has a stronger positive influence on the purchase intention of fe-
males than on the purchase intention of males.

Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Partly supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Partly supported
Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Partly supported

Not supported

Partly supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported

Partly supported
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Unlike the expectations, only a main effect of LTS
occurred in the second set of items to evaluate
whether the scarcity intervention worked out. As
mentioned earlier, the first set of questions included
general items to check whether participants recog-
nized a scarcity claim. The second set included items
about the effects of the scarcity intervention on the
participant and the other consumers. Participants
generally recognized the employed scarcity interven-
tion in the hotel booking offer but did not think that
this offer had huge effects on consumers and them-
selves; the rationales for this are explained later.
Thus, based on these results, limited-supply scarcity
did not result in higher perceived scarcity than lim-
ited-time scarcity. This is inconsistent with findings
of Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh (2011) and Devlin et al.
(2007) proposing that consumers perceive higher lev-
els of scarcity through LSS claims. However, the
type of product may have influenced this result.
Other possible rationales are outlined in the further
course of this chapter.

Effects of LSS and LTS

First, research results have shown that LSS has no
significant, positive impact on perceived novelty.
This result is inconsistent with Esch and Winter
(2009), Mirsch et al. (2017), and Van Herpen et al.
(2014). These studies suggested that by employing a
limited-edition claim, consumers are prompted to
overestimate the attractiveness of a product and with
it the perceived novelty.

Second, there was no significant relationship be-
tween LSS and perceived exclusiveness, as claimed
by Esch and Winter (2009), Gierl et al. (2008), and
Griskevicious et al. (2009). These researchers sug-
gested that consumers perceive a limited-edition as
unique, resulting in a higher perceived exclusivity.

Third, there was also no significant relationship be-
tween LSS and perceived value. Again, this result
does not confirm past research results from Chen and
Sun (2014) and Eisend (2008). They proposed that
such scarcity claim let a product appear more special
than it is and thus increases the consumer’s perceived
value of a product.

However, the analysis partly supported that LSS has
a positive influence on purchase intention. An inter-
action effect between gender*LTS*LSS on purchase
intention was discovered. The combination of an
LTS and LSS claim positively influenced the pur-
chase intention of male participants. This interaction
effect is investigated further later in this chapter. The
result is consistent with Aggarwal and Vaudyanathan
(2003), Bae and Lee (2010), Eisend (2008), and Wu

et al. (2012). These studies claim that through the
limited freedom of choice, consumers desire the
product more than previously.

Similarly to the main findings regarding LSS, there
is also no significant relationship between LTS and
perceived novelty. This result does not confirm in-
sights from Esch and Winter (2009), Mirsch et al.
(2017), and Van Herpen et al. (2014). These studies
suggest that by employing a time restriction, consum-
ers’ urgency level rises, and they consequently rush
and act without cognitively processing the product’s
information.

Next, based on the study results, LTS has no signif-
icant positive impact on perceived exclusiveness.
Again, this finding is inconsistent with Esch and
Winter (2009), Gierl et al. (2008), and Griskevicious
et al. (2009). These studies suggest that consumers
develop a strong desire to purchase a product when
placed under a time limit. Consumers think that
scarce items are more exclusive since they are re-
stricted.

Inconsistent with the findings of Chen and Sun
(2014) and Eisend (2008), LTS has no significant
positive impact on perceived value. These studies
claim that a scarce item restricted in time is perceived
as more unique and thus increases the perceived
value of a product.

Nevertheless, the analysis partly supported that LTS
has a positive influence on the purchase intention. As
previously mentioned, an interaction effect between
gender*LTS*LSS was discovered with LTS and LSS
together increasing the purchase intention of male
participants. Again, the interaction effect is investi-
gated further later in this chapter. This finding is con-
sistent with Aggarwal and Vaudyanathan (2003),
Bae and Lee (2010), Eisend (2008), and Wu et al.
(2012). These studies suggest that by employing a
limited time frame, freedom of choice is limited and
consumers consequently desire a product more than
previously.

Moderator and mediator

In the theoretical framework of this study, it was
proposed that competitiveness theory is the underly-
ing theory for LSS — which particularly positively
triggers men. Thus, it was proposed that perceived
competitiveness mediates the relationship between
LSS and perceived novelty, perceived exclusiveness,
and perceived value; however, this study found no
significant relationships. These findings are incon-
sistent with Gupta (2013), Otnes and McGrath
(2001), and Nichols (2012) who suggested that male
consumers have higher levels of competitive arousal;




Can you resist? The influence of limited-time scarcity and limited-supply scarcity on females and males in hotel booking apps

UNIVERSITY
OF TWENTE.

thus, they see LSS claims as a competition and create
the urge to buy.

However, results partly support the hypothesis that
LSS has a stronger positive influence on the purchase
intention of males than on the purchase intention of
females. As discussed earlier, the analysis revealed
an interaction effect between gender* LTS*LSS and
purchase intention. That is, by combining LTS and
LSS messages, the purchase intention of males in-
creased compared to females. The interaction is fur-
ther discussed in the next paragraph. This finding
confirms again Gupta (2013), Otnes and McGrath
(2001), and Nichols (2012), who claim that men have
a higher need for competition and consequently ex-
perience the urge to buy when triggered by an LSS
message.

In contrast to LSS, FOMO was characterized as the
underlying theory for LTS and particularly positively
triggers women. Inconsistent with these findings, it
was proposed in this study that perceived FOMO me-
diates the relationship between LTS and perceived
novelty, perceived exclusiveness, and perceived
value. These findings are inconsistent with Abel et al.
(2016), Zunic (2017), and Garbarino and Strahilevitz
(2002). These researchers suggested that — in partic-
ular within the purchase context — female consumers
perceive higher levels of FOMO than male consum-
ers due to their lower self-esteem levels.

Nevertheless, again, findings partly support that
LTS has a stronger positive influence on the purchase
intention of females than on the purchase intention of
males. As previously introduced, the interaction ef-
fect between gender*LTS*LSS and purchase inten-
tion showed that females had a higher purchase in-
tention within the LTS condition compared to males.
This result confirms again Abel et al. (2016), Zunic
(2017), and Garbarino and Strahilevitz (2002). These
researchers suggest that female consumers perceive
higher levels of FOMO, which is the underlying
strategy for an effective use of LTS.

Main effect of FOMO

Interestingly, the analysis resulted in a main effect
of gender on FOMO. Independently from the scarcity
intervention they received, women perceived signifi-
cant higher levels of FOMO than men did. As just
explained, this is consistent with the finding of past
studies (Abel et al., 2016; Garbarino and Strahilevitz,
2002; Zunic, 2017) claiming that women want to be
part of the community and particularly ask friends for
advice to avoid social exclusion.

Interaction effect

The research findings resulted in an interaction ef-
fect between gender*LTS*LSS and purchase inten-
tion. Male participants reached significant higher
levels of purchase intention when nudged by a scar-
city message that combined LTS and LSS. Within the
LTS and LSS conditions separately, the purchase in-
tention decreased.

Conversely, the purchase intention of female con-
sumers decreased when triggered by a scarcity mes-
sage that combined LTS and LSS. However, within
the LTS and LSS conditions separately, purchase in-
tention was higher, but not significantly higher than
when female participants received no intervention.

Rationale for non-significant results

In total, these findings of this study only support
five hypotheses. However, rationales behind the non-
significant results can be declared in general terms.

The product choice of this study can be one decla-
ration for the non-significant findings. In recent
times, many retailers in the hotel industry — Book-
ing.com, for example — rely on scarcity techniques.
Consumers who are familiar with online purchase
and, in particular, with booking hotels online are
aware of these kinds of techniques. Due to the mas-
sive use of these scarcity techniques within this con-
text, consumers pay less attention to these offers and
classify them as less interesting, exclusive, and spe-
cial. What is more, a hotel booking for Mallorca is
nothing special anymore since it is now one of the
most often booked vacation destinations. According
to Occur (2015) and Sharma et al. (2014), both the
interest in a product as well as the amount of involve-
ment affect the extent to which consumers are inter-
ested in a product and the extent to which they are
nudged by it.

This is where another rationale comes in. From a
different perspective, a hotel booking is also a high
involvement product on which consumers need to ex-
pend a significant amount of money. As earlier sug-
gested in the theoretical framework of this paper, put-
ting pressure on consumers regarding high involve-
ment products can lead to avoidance behavior.

Additionally, participants were explicitly asked to
turn attention to the hotel offer before answering
questions. They had time to cognitively process the
information. However, being confronted with such
an offer in a more natural manner might prompt them
to react differently than in experimental settings. For
example, during the focus group discussion, attend-
ants denied that these kinds of messages influence
them, but when they start naturally talking among
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cach other, they revealed that they are actually influ-
enced by it. That is, scarcity messages may have a
subliminal influence on consumers.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

6.1 Managerial implications

This experimental study contributes to the theory of
digital nudges. Even though the data gathered is lim-
ited, research results and conclusions suggest some
managerial implications which practitioners, re-
searchers, and consumers could pursue.

The current paper implies that the employed type of
scarcity message depends on the context in which it
is applied and the aim one wants to reach with the
scarcity message. In order to reach product novelty,
practitioners should avoid employing LTS claims es-
pecially when advertising hotel offers since these
claims negatively influence the product’s novelty.
Additionally, in recent times, LTS claims are mas-
sively used within this context.

Given the interaction effect between gen-
der*LTS*LSS and purchase intention, it is advisable
to apply a combination of LTS and LSS intervention
for male consumers to reach high levels of purchase
intentions. Conversely, not LTS, LSS, or a combina-
tion of both are effective interventions leading to a
higher purchase intention among female consumers.
These scarcity types should be avoided for female
consumers. These insights open up new ways for re-
searchers to explore other combinations of scarcity
interventions and their effectiveness in the future.

Nevertheless, another way to facilitate female con-
sumers can be by tactics that use FOMO. Given the
gender differences in perceived FOMO scores found
in this data, females experienced higher FOMO in
any scarcity condition than males. Since females are
particularly stimulated by FOMO, practitioners
might design such claims for appealing to females.
For example, female consumers could be stimulated
via social media and email marketing — platforms
well known for using FOMO (Mooar, 2016). While
social media, such as Facebook, is used for customer
outreach, e-mail marketing functions as creating tar-
geted mailing lists. Both have the attempt to call-to-
action (i.e., to trigger customers to actually purchase
a product) and, eventually, to maximize conversions
(i.e., prospects that become actual customers). From
a researcher’s perspective this research domain is
quite unknown within the mobile shopping context,
thereby suggesting research directions for effective
FOMO tactics; additional investigation is required on
which scarcity marketing techniques apply here.
From a consumer’s perspective, females should be

particularly aware of any scarcity promotion stress-
ing the FOMO, including on social media. Again,
provided information should be processed conscien-
tiously before one allows oneself to be influenced
and triggered by such tactics.

In general, from the consumer’s perspective, any
scarcity promotion should be eyed critically. Before
impulsively buying a product, consumers should take
time to cognitively process the provided information.

6.2 Limitations and future research directions

The study reported in this paper is accompanied by
some crucial limitations that merit mention and open
directions for future research. To date, this paper is
one of the few research papers to discuss gender dif-
ferences in the effectiveness of scarcity nudges
within the online mobile shopping environment and
particularly within app shopping. More insights are
required for practitioners, researchers, and customers
about how consumers validate and feel about the
online mobile user experience.

First and foremost, a strong inference of causality
can be made since a controlled experiment — includ-
ing a randomization — was conducted. It is not possi-
ble that other covariates not controlled for in the pre-
sent study may have been accountable for these asso-
ciations.

In examining gender differences regarding per-
ceived scarcity, the design of the app and the scarcity
claim, the color of the app and the scarcity claim, the
photographs used for the hotel offer, and the price for
the hotel booking were kept constant. Given that and
the experimental setting, interaction effects could not
have occurred. Still, it would be interesting to study
whether the perceived scarcity scores on LTS and
LSS vary when examining these components. Ac-
cording to the web psychologist Nahai (2014), all
these components are crucial factors in influencing
the consumers’ subconsciousness.

A second limitation is that the convenience sam-
pling procedure was applied, which reduced the rep-
resentativeness and generalizability of the research
results because it possibly attracted a homogenous
sample. In the present study, data was collected
mostly from students. Additionally, time restrictions
need to be considered since the study was conducted
within two weeks. Future studies could enhance the
external validity by gathering data from numerous
demographics within a longer time frame.

Third, the questionnaire of this study integrates two
subscales — perceived exclusiveness and perceived
value — that had a low reliability. A clarification
therefore can lie in the fact that only parts of these
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existing subscales were adopted to the recent study,
eventually resulting in many non-significant findings
which are not generalizable. Further replications of
this study could apply different subscales for a higher
reliability of the study results to draw general conclu-
sions.

Fourth, given that consumers might unconsciously
be affected by the influence of LSS and LTS mes-
sages — as insights from the focus group discussion
have shown — it would be interesting to measure the
subliminal influence of scarcity claims. Past studies
have already investigated the subliminal influence of
scarcity claims within physical retail settings but
have not studied the effect within online mobile apps;
doing so may open new insights for better under-
standing who is most vulnerable to scarcity claims
and how consumers can be made more resistant to
these kinds of scarcity claims.

In the analysis of the mediating role of FOMO and
the competitiveness theory, the introduction of the
mediators did not make the relationship between per-
ceived scarcity and purchase intention, perceived ex-
clusiveness, perceived value, and perceived novelty
insignificant. This indicates that there may be addi-
tional variables mediating the relationship between
these variables. As Schins (2014) and Gupta (2013)
report, past research highlighted a range of other psy-
chological theories as mediating variables that under-
lie the LTS and LSS effects. However, prior studies
revealed mixed results on these theories. Replication
of these findings could apply different theories as
moderator. Other psychological theories are, for ex-
ample, the need for uniqueness theory, snob effect,
commodity theory, and the bandwagon effect. Stud-
ying different underlying theories might provide
more insights on which theories and principles actu-
ally influence the scarcity claims and, consequently,
consumers.

In that sense, in the analysis of the moderating role
of gender, the introduction of the moderator did not
change the relationship between perceived scarcity
and purchase intention, perceived exclusiveness, per-
ceived value, and perceived novelty. This indicates
that there may be additional variables moderating the
relationship between these variables. Future studies
could replicate these findings with a different varia-
ble. For instance, Gupta (2013) argued in her paper
that high hedonic shopping motivation is a modera-
tor.

Sixth, the product used in this study was a hotel
booking. Further study replications might vary the
type of product since product involvement may also
be a significant moderating variable, as consumers

may be more or less interested in the product, affect-
ing the effectiveness of LTS and LSS cues (as men-
tioned earlier) (Schins, 2014). In addition, future rep-
lications could examine the effect for both low-in-
volvement products (i.e., fast-moving consumer
goods) and high-involvement products to acknowl-
edge any significant differences on how scarcity pro-
motions affect in that sense.

In sum, replication of these findings could examine
the effect of LSS and LTS promotions on dependent
variables other than the ones studied here, such as
consumers’ attitude toward the brand or deal evalua-
tion. Ultimately, various types of scarcity were intro-
duced at the beginning of this paper (e.g., limited-
quantity scarcity and limited-demand scarcity) and
within the managerial implications section (e.g., so-
cial media marketing campaigns and e-mail market-
ing); these require further investigation. Future re-
search could replicate these study findings with these
scarcity types in correspondence with their effective-
ness in online mobile shopping and in particular
within apps.

7. RESEARCH HIGHLIGHTS
The most important findings of this research to con-
sider for follow-up studies are as follows:

e LTS reaches higher levels of perceived scarcity
compared to LSS.

e Applying scarcity claims depend on the context
and the aim one wants to reach.

e LTS negatively influences the perceived novelty
of an offer.

e Males reach higher levels of purchase intention
when triggered by a combination of an LTS and
LSS message.

e LTS and LSS claims are not suitable scarcity
types to influence females.

e Females perceive higher levels of FOMO,
which is another way to facilitate their purchase
intention.

REFERENCES

Abel, J., Buff, C. & Burr, S. (2016). Social media and the fear
of missing out: Scale development and assessment. Journal of
Business & Economics Research, 14(1), 33-44. https://doi.org
/10.19030/jber.v14i1.9 554

Aggarwal, P., & Vaidyanathan, R. (2003). Use it or lose it:
Purchase acceleration effects of time-limited promotions.
Journal of Consumer Behavior, 2(4), 393-403. https://doi.org/
10.1002/cb.116

Aggarwal, P., Sung Y. -J., & Jong H. -H. (2011). Scarcity mess-
ages: A consumer competition perspective, Journal of Advertis-
ing, 40(3), 19-30.

Allegra Strategies Limited. (2002). Shopping centers in the UK.
London, United Kingdom: Allegra Strategies Limited.

22



Can you resist? The influence of limited-time scarcity and limited-supply scarcity on females and males in hotel booking apps

UNIVERSITY
OF TWENTE.

Aswegen, A. van. (2015, October 29). Women vs. men — Gender
differences in purchase decision making [Blog post]. Retrieved
from https://www.guided-selling.org/women-vs-men-gender-
differences-in-purchase-decision-making/

Axelsson, M., & Horlén, A. (2017). Nudging insurance custom-
ers to go digital: Evidence from a field experiment with
Léansforsdkringar Skane (master’s thesis). Retrieved from
http://lup.lub.lu.se/student-papers/search/publication/8914675

Baron, R. -B., & Kenny, D. -A. (1986). The moderator-mediator
variable distinction in social psychological research: Concep-
tual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173

Bae, S., & Lee, T. (2010). Gender differences in consumers’
perception of online consumer reviews. Electronic Commerce
Research, 11(2),201-214. https://doi.org/ 10.1007/s10660-010-
9072-y

Campbell, C. (1997). Shopping, pleasure and the sex war. In C.
Campbell & P. Falk (Eds.), The shopping experience (pp. 166-
176). https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446216972.n8

Chao-Chien, & Chen, I. (2014). A study of the effect of
experiential marketing on customer purchase intention: Case
study of the Taipei International Sports Cycle Show. The Sport
Journal, 17.

Chen, H. (2012). The influence of perceived value and trust on
online buying intention. Journal of Computers, 7(7). https://doi.
org/ 10.4304/jcp.7.7.1655-1662

Chen, H. -J., & Sun, T. -H. (2014). Clarifying the impact of prod-
uct scarcity and perceived uniqueness in buyers’ purchase be-
havior of games of limited-amount version. 4sia Pacific Jour-
nal of Marketing and Logistics, 26(2), 232-249.

Chi, H., Yeh, H. -R., & Tsai, Y. -C. (2011). The influences of
perceived value on consumer purchase intention: The
moderating effect of advertising endorser. Journal of Interna-
tional Management Studies, 6(1), 1-6.

Chiang, C., Lin, C. -S., & Chin, S. -P. (2011). Optimizing time
limits for maximum sales response in Internet shopping
promotions. Expert Systems with Applications, 38(1), 520-526.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2010.06.094

Chowdhury, H. -K., & Abe, S. (2002). Consumer perceptions of
value: A multi-item scale for its measurement. 4sia Pacific Ad-
vances in Consumer Research, 5, 160-168.

Cialdini, R. -B. (1984). Influence: The psychology of persuasion.
New York, United States of America: Quill.

Cialdini, R. -B., & Goldstein, N. -J. (2004). Social influence:
Compliance and conformity. Annual Review of Psychology, 55,
591-621. https://doi.org/10.1146/anurev.psych.55.090902.142
015

Coulter, K. -S. -F., & Roggeveen, A. (2012). Deal or no deal?
How number of buyers, purchase limit, and time-to-expiration
impact purchase decisions on group buying websites. Journal
of Research in Interactive Marketing, 6(2), 78-95. https://doi.
org/ 10. 1108/17505931211265408

Czap, N. -V, Czap, H. -J. -C., Khachaturyan, M., & Burbach, M.
-E. (n.d.). Conforming to or defying gender stereotypes?
Empathy vs. financial nudging in environmental context. Re-
trieved from https://www.aeaweb.org/conference/2017/prelim-
inary/paper/aYD5b6EB

Devlin, J., Ennew, C., McKechnie, S., & Smith, A. (2007). A
study of time limited price promotions. Journal of Product &
Brand Management, 16(4), 280-285.

Dooley, D. (2001). Social Research Methods (4™ ed.). New
Jersey, United States: Prentice-Hall.

Drossos, D. -A., Kokkinaki, F., Giaglos, G. -M., & Fouskas, K. -
G. (2014). The effects of product involvement and impulse buy-
ing on purchase intentions in mobile text advertising. Electronic
Commerce Research and Applications, 13(6), 423-430.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2014.08.003

Eisend, M. (2008). Explaining the impact of scarcity appeals in
advertising: The mediating role of perceptions of susceptibility.
Journal of Advertising, 37(3), 33-40. https://doi.org/10.2753/JO
A0091-3367370303

Esch, F. -R., & Winter, K. (2009). Limited editions — evaluation
and reciprocal effects on FMCG brands. Proceedings of the 8"
ICORIA International Conference on Research in Advertis-
ing, 1-12. Retrieved from http://www.brand-management.usi.
ch/Abstracts/Tuesday/Retroauthenticandaesthetics/Tuesday
Retroauthenticandaesthetics_Esch.pdf

Esposito, G., Hernandez, P., Bavel, R. van, & Vila, J. (2017).
Nudging to prevent the purchase of incompatible digital prod-
ucts online: An experimental study. PLOS ONE, 12(3). https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0173333

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, 1. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and
behavior: An introduction to theory and research. Reading, M.
A.: Addison-Wesley.

Gan, C., & Wang, W. (2017). The influence of perceived value
on purchase intention in social commerce context. Internet Re-
search, 27(4), 772-785. https://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-06-2016-
0164

Garbarino, E., & Strahilevitz, M. (2004). Gender differences in
the perceived risk of buying online and the effects of receiving
a site recommendation. Journal of Business Research, 57(7),
768-775. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(02)00363-6

Gass, R. -H., & Seiter, J. -S. (2014). Persuasion: Social influence
and compliance gaining (5" ed.). Boston, M.A.: Pearson.

Gierl, H., Plantsch, M., & Schweidler, J. (2008). Scarcity effects
on sales volume in retail. The International Review of Retail,
Distribution and Consumer Research, 18(1), 45-61. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09593960701778077

Godinho, S., Prada, M., & Vaz Garrido, M. (2016). Under
pressure: An integrative perspective of time pressure impact on
consumer decision-making, Journal of International Consumer
Marketing, 28(4), 251-273. https://doi.org/10.1080/08961530.2
016.1148654

Grewal, D., Monroe, K. -B., & Krishnan, R. (1998). The
effects of price-comparison advertising on buyers’ perceptions
of acquisition value, transaction value, and behavioral inten-
tions. Journal of Marketing, 62(2), 46-59.

Griskevicius, V., Goldstein, N. -J., Mortensen, C. -R., Sundie, J.
-M., Cialdini, R. -B., & Kenrick, D. -T. (2009). Fear and loving
in Las Vegas: Evolution, emotion, and persuasion. Journal of
Marketing Research, 46(3), 384-395. https://doi.org/10.1509/j
mkr.46.3.384

Gupta, S. (2013). The psychological effects of perceived scarcity
on consumer buying behavior (Dissertation). Retrieved from
https://digitalcommons.unl/edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1
045&context?businessdiss

Hanna, R. -C., Berger, P. -D., & Abendroth, L. -J. (2005).
Optimizing time limits in retail promotions: an email
application. Journal of the Operational Research Society,
56(1), 15-24. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jors.2601804

Haque, A., Anwar, N., Yasmin, F., Sarwar, A., Ibrahim, Z., &
Momen, A. (2015). Purchase intention of foreign products: A

23



Can you resist? The influence of limited-time scarcity and limited-supply scarcity on females and males in hotel booking apps

UNIVERSITY
OF TWENTE.

study on Bangladeshi consumer perspective. SAGE Open, 5(2),
1-12. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244015596280

Herpen, E. van, Pieters, R., & Zeelenberg, M. (2014). When de-
mand accelerates demand: Trailing the bandwagon. Journal of
Consumer Psychology, 19(3),302-312. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-Jjeps.2009.01.001

HireVue Accelerate (HV Accelerate). (n.d.). 4 summary of
“influence — the psychology of persuasion”. Retrieved from
https://motamem.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Influence-
Psychology-of-Persuasion-Robert-Cialdini.pdf

Huang, J., Zeng, Y., & Wei, F. (2011). Consumer response to
online time-limited promotion: The moderating role of con-
sumer involvement and product familiarity. Journal of Chinese
Marketing, 4(2), 53-60.

Ifezue, A. N. (2010). What makes an effective advertising for a
man or a woman? Journal of Communication, 1(1), 13-18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0976691X.2010.11884765

Infanger, M., Bosak, J., & Sczesny, S. (2012). Communality
sells: The impact of perceivers' sexism on the evaluation of
women’s portrayals in advertisements. European Journal of So-
cial Psychology, 42,219-226. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.868

Inman, J. -J., & McAllister, L. (1994). Do coupon expiration
dates affect consumer behavior? Journal of Marketing Re-
search, 31(3). 423-428. https://doi.org/10.2307/3152229

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1984). Choices, values, and
frames. American Psychologist, 39(4), 341-350. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0003-066X.39.4.341

Kraft, H., & Weber, J. -M. (2012). A look at gender differences
and marketing implications. International Journal of Business
and Social Science, 21(3). 247-253.

Kovic, M., & Laissue, N. (2016). Consuming rationally: How
marketing is exploiting our cognitive biases, and what we can
do about it. Swiss Skeptics Discussion Paper Series, 1(3), 1-29.

Kuo, Y. -F., Wu, C. -M., & Deng, W. -J. (2009). The relation-
ships among service quality, perceived, value, customer satis-
faction, and post-purchased intention in mobile value-added
services. Computers in Human Behavior, 25(4), 888-896.

Lal, B. (1985). Relationship between sex differences in locus of
control and job performance in library organizations. Annals of
Library Science and Documentation, 32(3-4), 76-79.

Lazar, M. (2017, December 6). Click. Buy. Done. These ‘M
Commerce’ statistics show that smartphone shopping is viral
[Blog post]. Retrieved from https://www.huffingtonpost.com/
michael-lazar/click-buy-done-these-m-co_b_ 11657372 .html

Li, R, Kim, J., & Park, J. (2007). The effects of Internet
shoppers* trust on their purchasing intention in China. Journal
of Information Systems and Technology Management, 4(3),
269-286. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1807-17752007000300001

Ling, L. -P., & Yazdanifard, R. (2014). Does gender play a role
in consumer behavior? Global Journal of Management and
Business Research, 14(7), 61-68.

Lynn, M. (1991). Scarcity effects on value: A quantitative review
of the commodity theory literature. Psychology & Marketing,
8(1), 43-57. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.4220080105

Lynn, M., & Harris, J. (1997). The desire for unique consumer
products: A new individual differences scale. Psychology &
Marketing, 14(6), 601-616. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520
-6793(199709)14:6<601::AID-MAR5>3.0.CO;2-B

Meskaran, F., Ismail, Z., & Shanmugam, B. (2013). Online
purchase intention: Effects of trust and security perception.

Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 7(6), 307-
315.

Mirsch, T., Lehrer, C., & Jung, R. (2017). Digital Nudging:

Altering user behavior in digital environments. Proceedings of 13"
International Conference on Wirtschaftsinformatik, 634-648. Re-
trieved from https://www.alexadria.unisg.ch/250315/1/Mirsch%?2
0%20Lehrer%20Jung%20%282017%29 Digital%20Nudging%

20-%20Altering%20User%20Behavior%20in%20Digital%20En-

vironments.pdf

Mooar, S. (2016). Scarcity marketing campaigns: Your guide to
building scarcity and email marketing campaigns on social
media that convert customers and increase sales. Bridgewater,
United States of America: Eagle Strategy Group LLC.

Mowen, J. C. (2004). Exploring the trait of competitiveness and
its consumer behavior consequences. Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 14(1/2), 52-63. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327663
jepld01&2 7

Nabhai, N. (2014). Website branding for small businesses: Secret
strategies for building a brand, selling products online, and
creating a lasting community. New York, USA: Allworth Press.

Nichols, B. S. (2012). The development, validation, and
implications of a measure of consumer competitive arousal
(CCAr). Journal of Economic Psychology, 33(1), 192-205.
https://doi. org/10.1016/j.joep.2011.10.002

Ondang, J. P. (2015). Influence of perceived value and attitude
toward consumer purchase intention to Billy Coffee House
customer at mega smart area Manado. Jurnal Berkala Ilmiah
Efisiensi, 15(5), 800-807.

Oruc, R. (2015). The effects of product scarcity on consumer
behavior: A meta-analysis (Dissertation). Retrieved from https:
//opus4.kobv.de/opus$euv/frontdoor/deliver/index/docId/180/
file/Dissertation Ruziye Oruc.pdf

Otnes, C., & McGrath, M. -A. (2001). Perceptions and realities
of male shopping behavior. Journal of Retailing, 77(1), 111-
137. https://doi. org/10.1016/S0022-4359(00)00047-6

Paoletti, J. -B., & Kregloh, C. -L. (1989). The children’s depart-
ment. In C. B. Kidwell & V. Steele (Red.), Men and women:
Dressing the part (pp. 22-41). Washington, DC: Smithsonian
Institution Press.

Park, J., Lennon, S., & Stoel, L. (2005). On-line product presenta-
tion: Effects on mood, perceived risk, and purchase intention.
Psychology and Marketing, 22(9), 695-719. https://doi.org/10.
1002/mar.20080

Perju-Mitran, A., & Budacia, A. E. (2015). Gender differences in
modeling the influence of online marketing communication on
behavioral intentions. Procedia Economics and Finance,
27, 567-573. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01034-5

Prakash, V. (1992). Sex roles and advertising preferences. Jour-
nal of Advertising Research, 32(3), 43-52.

PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC). (2017). 10 retailer investments
for an uncertain future. Retrieved from https://www.pwc.com
/gx/en/ industries/assets /total-retail-2017.pdf

Przybylski, A. -K., Murayama, K., DeHaan, C. -R., & Gladwell,
V. (2013). Motivational, emotional, and behavioral correlates
of Fear of Missing Out. Computers in Human Behavior, 29(4),
1841-1848. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.02.014

Sam, M. -F. -M., & Tahir, M. -N. -H. (2009). Website quality
and consumer online purchase intention of air ticket. Interna-
tional Journal of Basic & Applied Sciences, 9(10), 4-9.

Schins, M. (2014). The influence of quantity scarcity and time
restrictions on consumer preference and purchase intention
(master’s thesis). Retrieved from http://edepot.wur.nl/313388

24



Can you resist? The influence of limited-time scarcity and limited-supply scarcity on females and males in hotel booking apps

UNIVERSITY
OF TWENTE.

Sharma, S., Gupta, B., & Sharma, V. (2014). 4 study on gender
differences in online shopping behavior. Retrieved from http://
pioneerjournal.in/files.php?force&file=Conference/A_Study
on_Gender_ Differences_in_OnlineShopping_Behaviour30849
595.pdf

Shukairy, A. (n.d.). Mobile commerce statistics and trends [Blog
post]. Retrieved from https://www.invespcro.com/blog/mobile-
commerce/

Solomon, B. (2015, January 6). Shopping apps are now the
fastest growing thing in mobile [Blog post]. Retrieved from
https://www.forbes.com/sites/briansolomon/2015/01/06/shopp
ing-apps-are-now-the-fastest-growing-thing-in-mobile/#7cl 1a
ea22f73

Sunstein, C. -R. (2014). Nudging: A very short guide. Journal of

Consumer Policy, 37(4), 583-588.
Suri, R., & Monroe, K. -B. (2003). The effects of time constraints

on consumers’ judgements of prices and products. Journal of

Consumer Research, 30(1), 92-104. https://doi.org/10.1086/37
4696

Suri, R., Kohli, C., & Monroe, K. -B. (2007). The effects of
perceived scarcity on consumers® processing of price infor-
mation. Journal of the Academic Marketing Science, 35(1), 89-
100. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-006-0008-y

Tan, S. -J., & Chua, S. -H. (2004). While stocks last! Impact of
framing on consumers’ perception of sales promotions. Journal
of Consumer Marketing, 21(5), 343-355. https://doi.org/10.110
8/07363760410549168

Tifferet, S., & Herstein, R. (2012). Gender differences in brand
commitment, impulse buying and hedonic consumption.
Journal of Product & Brand Management, 21(3), 176-182.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610421211228793

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1981). The framing of decisions
and the psychology of choice. Science, 211(4481), 453-458.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7455683

Vermeir, 1., & Kenhove, P. van. (2005). The influence of need
for closure and perceived time pressure on search effort for
price and promotional information in a grocery shopping con
text. Psychology & Marketing, 22, 71-95. https://doi.org/10.10
02/mar.20047

Wong, K. (2015, July 8). What mobile shopping apps are most
popular with millennials? [Blog post] Retrieved from https://
www.forbes.com/sites/kylewong/2015/07/08/what-mobile-
shopping-apps-are-most-popular-with-millennals/2/#7a19da58
360e

Worth, L. -T., Smith, J., & Mackie, D. -M. (1992). Gender sche-
maticity and preference for gender-typed products. Psychology
& Marketing, 9(1), 17-30. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.422009
0104

Wright, K. -B. (2005). Researching Internet-based populations:
Advantages and disadvantages of online survey research, online
questionnaire authoring software packages, and web survey
services. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication,
10(3). https://doi.org/10.1111/.1083-6101.2005.tb00259.x

Wu, W. -Y,, Lu, H. -Y., Wu, Y. -Y., & Fu, C. -S. (2012). The
effects of product scarcity and consumers* need for uniqueness
on purchase intention. International Journal of Consumer Stud-
ies, 36(3), 263-274. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.14706431.2011.0
1000.x

Zunic, D. (2017). The effects of social media and self-esteem on
the fear of missing out (FoMO) and delinquent behavior. Re-
trieved from https://repository.flsouthern.edu/handle/11416/32
6

25



Can you resist? The influence of limited-time scarcity and limited-supply scarcity on females and males in hotel booking apps

UNIVERSITY
OF TWENTE.

APPENDIDX A. FOCUS GROUP CONSTRUCTION

Table 1. Limited-time scarcity (LTS) claims by online retailers

WEBSITE

LIMITED-TIME SCARCITY (LTS) CLAIM

Booking.com

Amazon.com

Zalando.com
Starbucks.com

MediaMarkt.de

Asos.com

“-20% TODAY!”

“Today’s Value Deal!”

“TODAY 45% OFF”

“DEAL OF THE DAY” (Ends in 12:00:51)

“Want it tomorrow, July 3? Order within 9hrs 32 mins and choose One-Day Ship-
ping at checkout.”

“Black Friday Deals. Big savings, no waiting.”

“Want it tomorrow? Order within 8hrs 31 mins”

“Mid-week booster (Spm — 8pm): 50% OFF any handcrafted beverage with pur-
chase of a handcrafted beverage”

“Offer valid till 30" April 2017”

“Only till 28" April 2017

“Stock reserved for 60 minutes only”

Table 2. Limited-supply scarcity (LSS) claims by online retailers

WEBSITE

LIMITED-SUPPLY SCARCITY (LSS) CLAIM

Booking.com

Amazon.com
Zalando.com
Starbucks.com

MediaMarkt.de
Asos.com
Heinz Tomato
Ketchup
Nintendo

Snickers

PAS Diamonds
Honda

Ken Block shoe

“Deal”

“Smart Deal”

“Limited edition: only 12 left in stock”
“LIMITED EDITION”

“Bliss in three flavors — enjoy it while it lasts.”
“Online Deal” Limited time only!”

“Limited edition”

“EXCLUSIVE”

“We’ve got an exclusive limited edition offer for Heinz Tomato Ketchup fans — but
its for serious ketchup lovers only”

“Special edition”

“Limited edition Nintendo 3DS XL”

“Limited edition MAXIMUS”

“Limited edition 2016!”

“Limited edition. Limitless style.”

“New limited edition. Only 300 pairs worldwide”

Introduction focus group discussion

Welcome everybody and thank you for attending this group discussion. Recently, I am writing my master’s
thesis at the University of Twente. As you all may know, nowadays, a lot of consumers shift from the traditional
desktop shopping to mobile shopping or shopping in apps. Within the scope of shopping, (online) retailers rely
on several segmentation strategies. The segmentation criterium gender is gaining importance since there appear
significant differences in the way women and men behave in online shopping and how they respond to different
strategy types. Within my thesis, I investigate on gender differences in shopping behavior by the means of
different strategy types. Therefore, the aim of this group discussion is (i) to find a gender-neutral product and
(i1) to examine your reaction on specific claims within shopping apps. For analysis purposes, I would like to
record the group discussion. However, the recording will be handled confidentially, and you will stay anony-
mously. Do you all agree on that? If you should have any questions during the course of the discussion, feel free
to ask.

In the first instance, [ would like to ask you to split into two groups — women and men. One group can stay in
this room and the other group can go to another room. Your task is to come up with — in your eyes — gender-
neutral products.
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In the second instance, now you have finished the brainstorming session, I would like to ask you to discuss
together the gender-neutral products you came up with in order to bring it down to a common denominator (use
suggestions for gender-neutral products and use key-questions for gender-neutral products).

In the last instance, I will now show you different claims used within shopping apps (use key-questions for
scarcity claims).

We have reached the end of the discussion. Are there any questions?

Thank you very much for your attendance.

Suggestions for gender-neutral products

(1) blue jeans (Worth, et al., 1992)
(2) deodorant (Infanger et al., 2012)
(3) shower gel (Infanger et al., 2012)

Key-questions for scarcity claims

(4) What do you think about this scarcity claim?
(5) Do you feel triggered? Why?
(6) Which scarcity claim triggers you the most? Why?

Key-questions for gender-neutral products

(1) Which products do you came up with?
(2) Which product is most gender-neutral in your eyes? Why?
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Focus group discussion scarcity in purchase apps
4 women (participant 1-4) & 4 men (participant 5-8)

Researcher: Welcome everybody and thank you for attending this group discussion. Recently, I am writing my
Master thesis at the University of Twente. As you all may know, nowadays, a lot of consumers shift from the
traditional desktop shopping to mobile shopping or even app shopping. Within the scope of shopping, (online)
retailers rely on several segmentation strategies. The segmentation criterium gender is gaining importance since
there appear significant differences in the way women and men behave in online shopping and how they respond
to different strategy types. Within my thesis, I investigate on gender differences in shopping behavior by the
means of different strategy types. Therefore, the aim of this group discussion is to (i) find a gender-neutral
product and (ii) investigate on your reaction on specific claims within app shopping. For analysis purposes, 1
would like to record the group discussion. However, the recording will be handled confidentially, and you will
stay anonymously. Do you all agree on that? If you should have any questions during the course of the discus-
sion, feel free to ask.

All: Yes.

Researcher: In the first instance, I would like to ask you to split into two groups — women and men. One group
can stay in this room and the other group can go to another room. Your task is to come up with — in your eyes
— gender-neutral products that people are most likely to buy online.

Part 1. Consultation in different rooms.
Part 2. Discussion

Researcher: Alright, now I would like to ask you to discuss your gender-neutral products you came up with to
reach consensus. In second instance, now you have finished the brainstorming session, I would like to ask you
to discuss together the gender-neutral products you came up with and to bring it down to a common denomina-
tor.

Participant 1: We thought about furniture as a gender-neutral product. Basically, you can think of any furniture
just like a table for the garden, a cupboard for the bathroom or even lamps. We, additionally, agreed on hair
dryers and microwaves as gender-neutral products.

Participant 5: Alright, first, we thought of electronics such as mobile phones or even a kettle you buy online,

but then we checked our latest orders we made via Internet. Eventually, we came up with books such as travel
books and DVD’s.

Participant 3: Yes, but what I now think of is maybe toasters or any board games.
Participant 6: But then you also just reach a particular group.

Participant 7: Yes, and maybe you are less excited of buying a toaster online. I think you are not really involved
into this to use it within a study.

Participant 2: Oh well, when I think of travel books, what do you think of a trip maybe as a gender-neutral
product since the great majority is interested in travelling?

All: Oh yes, that’s a good idea, indeed. GNP: trip
Participant 4: I think everyone is interested in any kind of trip and a lot of people nowadays book trips online.
Researcher: So, if you need to reach consensus, which gender-neutral product do you would like to suggest
me?

Participant 8: Well, I think booking online trips is quite a good gender-neutral product since it does not reach
any particular gender at all. Is not it?

All: Yes, we would agree on that as well.

Researcher: Okay, and which trips do you think of since there are a lot of different trips you can book via the

‘7
Internet? GNP: summer holidays

Participant 8: I think people mainly choose for summer holidays like Spain or Italy. like Spain or Italy

Participant 2: I would directly think of Mallorca. I think a lot of people are going there and they can easily be

attracted by a special offer.
GNP: Mallorca
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All: Yes, true.

Researcher: So, if | can conclude: From your point of view, trips are the best gender-neutral product for online
shopping, especially trips focusing on summer vacation somewhere in Italy or Spain?

All: Yes.

Part 3. Discussing the claims

Researcher: Alright. In the last instance, I will show you different claims. Imagine, you would like to book a
trip to Mallorca and you are searching for a hotel within a hotel booking app. I would like to ask you to tell me
if you feel triggered to book the trip or not. If yes, why? If no, why not?

Participant 4: The one with “offer valid till 15* April 2018 does not attract me. Scarcity 7: not attractive
Researcher: Why not?

Participant 4: Because I still have one day left to make a decision, so I would not feel triggered at all.
Researcher: What do the others think about it? Scarecity 7: still time left to book

All: We agree on that one.

Researcher: Alright. What about the claim “only valid till 1%* April 2018”?

All: It has the same effect as the previous one. There is still time left to book the trip. ~ Scarcity 8: not attractive
Researcher: Okay, what do you think about “stock reserved for 60 minutes only”?

Participant 5: That would not trigger me at all, because in the end I can put it again in the basket. It is quite

vague. Scarcity 9: not triggered, can put it again in basket, vague
Participant 1: Yes, indeed and it does not seem to be a special offer, because it says nothing like discount or
anything. Scarcity 9: no special offer, no discount

Researcher: What do the others think about it?

All: We agree on that.

Researcher: Okay, what do you think about this one “deal of the day”? Scarcity 4: skeptical about the word ,,deal”
Participant 3: Well, I do not like all of those ones saying “deal”. I really get skeptical when reading it.
Researcher: Why?

Participant 3: Well, because I do not trust these words if it is a real deal or just fake deal, ~ Scarcity 4: fake deal

Participant 6: I agree on that. There is no discount placed. It just says deal of the day, but I need some seconds

more to realize to feel triggered, because it does not make me curious.Scarcity 4: does not make curious, need some time to get

Participant 2: Yes true, it does not trigger me to book a trip right now, because I even have time left. triggered

All: Yes, indeed. Scarcity 4: time left to book the trip

Researcher: Okay, so we skip all of the ones with “deal”. Scarcity 2 & 4 & 5: skipped because the word “deal” makes partic-
All: Yes ipants skeptical

Participant 7: I also do not feel triggered by the one with “mid-week booster” if I compare it with the ones “-
20% today” and “today 20% off”. Scarcity 6: not feel triggered

Researcher: But why?

Participant 7: I really get skeptical when I read like “between Spm-8pm” and I would, additionally, expect that
they will have any other special deals for other time periods after this one. It just sounds like they have many
different deals for different time frames. Scarcity 6: time period

makes it skeptical, any

Participant 8: I agree on that and there is a lot to read before I actually feel triggered. other special deals for

Researcher: What do the others think? Scarcity 6: a lot to read before directly othe(ll' time per(ilods aftgr-
. get triggered wards expected, sounds
All: We also agree. like they have many dif-

ferent deals
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Researcher: Okay, we have two left now. “-20% today” and “today 20% off”. Which one triggers you the

most?

Participant 5: I get attracted by the one “today 20% off”, because it is an eye-catcher. Searcity 3: eye-catcher

Participant 1: That is true, but I would be more attracted by “-20% today”, because you directly combine it
with a discount. Scarcity 1: directly combine it with a discount

Participant 6: Yes, indeed. It is an eye-catcher and you directly think of any discounts or anything cheap when
you see the minus sign. Scarcity 1: when you see a minus sign you think of a discount

Participant 2: I agree on that.
Researcher: What about the other ones?
All: We think, the “-20% today” would be most effective to trigger us. ~ Searcity 1: most effective

Researcher: Alright. Apart from these messages, [ have some other ones and I would like to ask you to process
the same as you did with the ones we just did.

All: Okay.

Researcher: Let’s see. What do you think about the claim “deal”?

Participant 3: Again, [ am skeptical about the two claims “deal” and “smart deal”. It is nothing special that
would directly attract me as we discussed before.

All: Yes, indeed.

Researcher: Okay and what do you think about “limited edition 2018?

Participant 2: Well, actually it is nothing special. ~ Scarcity 10 & 11: nothing special, again skeptical when reading “deal”

Researcher: Why? Scarcity 16: limited edition 2018 available throughout the year
Participant 2: It is a limited edition 2018, so I can book it at some point throughout the year over and do not
need to stress myself.

Participant 7: I agree with you. It does not trigger me to directly book this one,  Scarcity 16: does no trigger to

) directly book
All: You two are right. y

Researcher: Alright. I get your point. What do you think about “we’ve got an exclusive limited-edition offer”?

Participant 8: On one side you feel special, but still it does not trigger me, because it does not clearly state that

the trip is just available for a limited time. Scarcity 14: feel special, but does not trigger because not clearly state a time limit to

Participant 1: Yes, it sounds for me like I have still time enough to book it and it is still available. book directly

All: Yes, it does not convince us to directly make a purchase. Scarcity 14: time enough to book and still available

Researcher: Alright, seems clear. Let’s get to “limited edition. Limitless holiday.”. What do you think of this
claim?

.. - . . Scarcity 17: too much text to
Participant 4: Actually, it is too much text for me to directly feel triggered.  feel directly triggered
Participant 3: It is nice to state, but still would not trigger me to buy it.
Researcher: What do the others think?
All: We agree with them.
Researcher: What about the claim “exclusive”? Scarcity 13: very short &
Participant 5: It is very short and prominent, but would not attract me at all, though. ~ Prominent but not attractive
All: No, it is just too simple to be triggered by this message since it does not put pressure on us to book the trip.

Researcher: What about “new limited edition and only 100 rooms?”  Searcity 13: too simple, does not put pressure on

Participant 6: To be honest with you, it is again too much text and the word “new” is somehow rare. consumer

Researcher: Why? Scarcity 18: too much text, word “new” rare Sc.ar.city 18: duplicate
“limited” & “new”

Participant 6: It is somehow duplicate, because a limited edition sounds for me already new.

Participant 2: Yes, I think it is the same with “only 100 rooms”. That does not sound trustable to me at all,

though.
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Scarcity 18: maybe information about rooms not even true

All: Indeed, it is not even true maybe. We would not feel triggered.
Researcher: Okay. Let’s get to the last two ones “limited edition” and “special edition”. What about these two?
Participant 1: I would feel most triggered by special edition.

Researcher: And why? Scarcity 15: important information, like offer = book it; seems to be something special

Participant 1: Actually, it is just a short important information and contains all I need to know. If I would really
like the offer, though, I would directly book the trip, because it seems to be a special one.

Participant 3: Indeed, it sounds most trustable and attractive to me as well. Scarcity 15: most trustable, most attractive

Participant 2: Yes, and it is put down explicit, but it is still a claim that attracts me and does not force me or
put me under pressure to book the trip. I still want to feel comfortable when deciding for a trip.

Participant 8: What is more, limited edition does not sound to me convincing enough to Scarcity 15: explicit, clear
. - . - but still not that much

book something very exciting, but when I read “special edition” pressure to book, want to

I feel excited to book the tl‘ip. Scarcity 12: not convincing, nothing special feel comfortable

All: Yes, we agree with you.

Researcher: Alright. Then we have reached the end of the discussion. Are there any questions from your side?

All: No.

Researcher: Alright. Thank you very much for your attendance.

Table 3. Coding scheme focus group discussion

CODING SCHEME
CODE EXPLANATION
GNP gender-neutral product
Scarcity 1-18 scarcity claim 1-18 (see

below)
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APPENDIX B. QUESTIONNAIRE CONSTRUCTION

Questionnaire items

Demographics/ respondent information (DG)
DG1. What is your gender? (male/ female)
DG2. What is your age? (- years old)

DG 3. What is your nationality? (-)

DG 4. What is your highest level of education? (no formal education; lower secondary school (for example:
Hauptschule); intermediate secondary school (for example: Realschule); upper secondary school (for
example: Gymnasium); Associate’s degree (for example: AA, AS); Bachelor’s degree (for example: BA,
BS); Master’s degree (for example: MA, MS, MEd), Professional’s degree (for example: MD, DDS,
DVM); Doctoral degree (for example: PhD, EdD)

DGS5. What is your current employment status? (employed full time (40 or more hours per week); employed
part time (up to 39 hours per week); unemployed; student; retired; homemaker; self-employed; unable
to work)

DG6. What is your current net income (per month)? (no income; less than 400 €; 400 — 750 €; 751 — 1,500 €;
1,501 — 2,000 €; 2,001 — 2,500 €; more than 2,500 €; no answer)

DG7. How often do you purchase online? (more than 6 times a month; 5-6 times a month; 3-4 times a month;
1-2 times a month; once a month or less; never) never = exclusion criteria

DGS. How often do you book hotels online? (more than 6 times a month; 5-6 times a month; 3-4 times a month;
1-2 times a month; once a month or less; never)

DGY. Do you actively search for online offers (for example: discounts)? (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

DG10. Do you enjoy making online purchases? (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

Section 1: Manipulation check (MC) (Wu et al., 2012) 5-point Likert scale

MCI. I think the availability of this offer is limited (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

MC2. This offer is a limited offer (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

Section 2: Perceived Scarcity (PS) (Wu et al., 2012) 5-point Likert scale

PS1. I think that this offer is selling out soon (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

PS2. I think that many people will book this offer (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

PS3. I feel that the limited availability will cause a lot of people to book this offer (strongly disagree — strongly
agree)

PS4. I think that the current availability of this offer is low (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

Section 3: Perceived Novelty (PN) (Andrews & Smith (as cited in Esch & Winter, 2009) 5-point Likert
scale

PNI1. This offer is boring/ exciting (very boring — very exciting)

PN2. This offer is tiring/ amazing (very tiring — very amazing)

PN3. This offer is typical/ untypical (very typical — very untypical)

PN4. This offer is predictable/ extraordinary (very predictable — very extraordinary)

PNS5. This offer is usual/ unusual (very usual — very unusual)

PN6. This offer is ordinary/ unique (very ordinary — very unique)

PN7. This offer is common/ original (very common — very original)

Section 4: Perceived Exclusiveness (PE) (Lynn & Harris, 1997) 5-point Likert scale

PEL. I am not very attracted to this limited offer (strongly disagree — strongly agree) *

PE2. I enjoy taking advantage of this offer that others miss out (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

PE3. I am more likely to take advantage of this offer if it is not limited (strongly disagree — strongly agree) *
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Section 5: Perceived Value (PV) (Chowdhury & Abe, 2002) S-point Likert scale

PV1. I do not feel that this offer will be of good quality (strongly disagree — strongly agree) *

PV2. Booking this offer will be a good deal (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

PV3. Booking this offer will be worthwhile if I spend time to compare it with other offers (strongly disagree —
strongly agree) *

PV4. I will not feel special by booking this offer (strongly disagree — strongly agree) *

Section 6: Purchase Intention (PI) (Grewal et al., 1998) 5-point Likert scale

PI1. If I were going to book a hotel, the probability of booking this offer is (very low — very high)

PI2. The probability that I would consider booking this offer is (very low — very high)

PI3. The likelihood that I would book this offer is (very low — very high)

Section 7: Perceived FOMO (FOMO) (Przybylski et al., 2013; Hato, 2013) 5-point Likert scale

FOMOL. I fear that I might be missing out on this offer (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

FOMO?2. I do not get nervous that [ might be missing out on this offer (strongly disagree — strongly agree) *

FOMO3. I worry that I might be missing out on this offer (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

FOMOA4. When I miss out on this offer it upsets me (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

Section 8: Perceived Competitiveness (CP) (Mowen, 2004) S5-point Likert scale

CP1. I enjoy competition while taking advantage of this offer (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

CP2. I feel that it is important to outperform others by taking advantage of this offer (strongly disagree — strongly
agree)

CP3. I enjoy testing my abilities against others when taking advantage of this offer (strongly disagree — strongly
agree)

CP4. 1 feel that “winning” this offer is extremely important (strongly disagree — strongly agree)

*item is reverse scored

Reverse coded items:

PE1 (“I am not very attracted to this limited offer”)

PE3 (“I am more likely to take advantage of this offer if it is not limited”)

PV1 (“I do not feel that this offer will be of good quality”)

PV3 (“Booking this offer will be worthwhile if I spend time to compare it with other offers”)
PV4 (“I will not feel special by booking this offer”)

FOMO?2 (“I do not get nervous that I might be missing out on this offer”)

Grouped variables:

e DG?2 into Age groups (1= younger than 18; 2= 18-24; 3= 25-34; 4= 35-44; 5= 45-54; 6= 55-64; 7= older
than 64)
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APPENDIX C. DEMOGRAPHICS SAMPLE

Table 4. Highest level of education (n = 320)

CONDITION
LSS & CONTROL TOTAL
LEVEL OF EDUCATION LSS LTS LTS
Lower secondary Count 2 - - - 2
school
% 2.5 - - - 0.6
Intermediate se- Count 3 2 5 3 13
condary school
% 3.8 2.5 6.3 3.8 4.1
Upper secondary Count 23 17 20 23 83
school
% 28.6 21.2 25 28.6 26
Associate’s degree Count 2 2 4 5 13
% 2.5 2.5 5 6.3 4.1
Bachelor’s degree Count 36 50 41 36 163
% 45 62.5 51.2 45 50.9
Master’s degree Count 13 9 10 11 43
% 16.3 11.3 12.5 13.8 13.4
Professional’s degree Count - - - 2 2
% - - - 2.5 0.6
Doctoral degree Count 1 - - - 1
% 1.3 - - - 0.3
Total Count 80 80 80 80 320
% 100 100 100 100 100
Table 5. Current employment status (rn = 320)
CONDITION
LSS & CONTROL TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT STATUS LSS LTS LTS
Employed full time Count 9 12 10 10 41
% 11.3 15 12.5 12.5 12.8
Employed part time  Count 12 7 5 8 32
% 15 8.8 6.3 10 10
Unemployed Count 1 - 1 2 4
% 1.3 - 1.3 2.5 1.3
Student Count 54 61 60 58 233
% 67.4 76.2 75 72.5 72.8
Retired Count 2 - - - 2
% 2.5 - - - 0.6
Homemaker Count - - 1 - 1
% - - 1.3 - 0.3
Self-employed Count 2 - 3 2 7
% 2.5 - 3.6 2.5 2.2
Unable to work Count - - - - -
% - - - - -
Total Count 80 80 80 80 320

% 100 100 100 100 100
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Table 6. Current net income (per month) (n = 320)

CONDITION
NET INCOME (PER LSS & CONTROL TOTAL
MONTH) LSS LTS LTS
no income Count 10 11 8 12 41
% 12.5 13.8 10 15 12.8
Less than 400 € Count 15 14 17 11 57
% 18.8 17.5 21.3 13.8 17.8
400 - 750 € Count 18 19 16 20 73
% 22.5 23.8 20 25 22.8
751 - 1,500 € Count 19 18 24 17 78
% 232 22.2 29.98 21.1 24.4
1,501 - 2,000 € Count 7 7 11 3 28
% 8.8 8.8 13.8 3.8 8.8
2,001 - 2,500 € Count 4 5 2 6 17
% 5 6.3 2.5 7.5 5.3
more than 2,500 € Count 3 1 1 5 10
% 3.8 1.3 1.3 6.3 3.1
no answer Count 4 5 1 6 16
% 5 6.3 1.3 7.5 5
Total Count 80 80 80 80 320
% 100 100 100 100 100
Table 7. Frequency purchasing online (n = 320)
CONDITION
LSS & CONTROL TOTAL
FREQUENCY LSS LTS LTS
more than 6 times a Count 3 3 3 3 12
month
% 38 3.8 3.8 38 3.8
5-6 times a month Count 5 3 5 4 17
% 6.3 3.8 6.3 5 9.1
3-4 times a month Count 16 16 14 10 56
% 20 20 17.5 12.5 17.5
1-2 times a month Count 26 25 27 30 108
% 32.5 31.3 33.8 37.5 338
once a month or less Count 30 33 31 33 127
% 37.4 41.1 38.6 41.2 35.8
never Count - - - - -
% - - - - -
Total Count 80 80 80 80 320

% 100 100 100 100 100
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Table 8. Frequency booking hotels online (rn = 320)
CONDITION
LSS & CONTROL TOTAL
FREQUENCY LSS LTS LTS
more than 6 timesa  Count - -
1 1 2
month
% - - 1.3 1.3 0.6
5-6 times a month Count 2 1 - - 3
% 2.5 1.3 - - 0.9
3-4 times a month Count 1 2 - 1 2
% 1.3 2.5 - 1.3 0.6
1-2 times a month Count 5 61 4 3 14
% 6.2 76.2 4.9 3.6 4.4
once a month or less  Count 60 16 67 58 246
% 75 20 83.8 72.5 76.9
never Count 12 - 8 17 53
% 15 - 10 213 16.6
Total Count 80 80 80 80 320
% 100 100 100 100 100
Table 9. Active search for online offers (e.g., discounts) (rn = 320)
CONDITION
LSS & CONTROL TOTAL
AGREEMENT LSS LTS LTS
strongly disagree Count 7 7 5 7 26
% 8.8 8.8 6.3 8.8 8.1
somewhat disagree Count 17 12 18 14 61
% 213 15 22.5 17.5 19.1
n?lther agree nor Count 5 10 5 11 31
disagree
% 6.3 12.5 6.3 13.8 9.7
somewhat agree Count 45 42 37 39 163
% 56.3 52.5 46.3 48.8 50.9
strongly agree Count 6 9 15 9 39
% 73 11.2 18.6 11.1 12.2
Total Count 80 80 80 80 320
% 100 100 100 100 100
Table 10. Enjoy making online purchases (n = 320)
CONDITION
LSS & CONTROL TOTAL
AGREEMENT LSS LTS LTS
strongly disagree Count 3 3 11 2 8
% 3.8 3.8 13.8 2.5 2.5
somewhat disagree Count 4 4 - 4 23
% 5 5 - 5 7.2
nf:ither agree nor Count 13 14 11 19 57
disagree
% 16.2 17.4 13.7 23.7 17.7
somewhat agree Count 44 31 35 46 156
% 55 38.8 43.8 57.5 48.8
strongly agree Count 16 28 23 9 73
% 20 35 28.7 11.3 23.8
Total Count 80 80 80 80 320
% 100 100 100 100 100
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