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{Abstract)

The scardity is pervasive agpect of humen life and is a fundamenta precondition of economic
behavior of consumers. Also, the effect of scarcity message is a power socid influence principle
usd by markeers to increase the subjective dedrahility of products Because vduable objects
are often scare, consumers tend to infer the scarce objects are vauadle

Marketers often do base promotional appeals on the principle of scarcity to increase
the subjective dedrability their products among consumers. Specidly, advertisers and
retailers often promote their products using restrictions. These restriction act to congtraint
consumers ability th take advantage of the promotion and can assume severa forms. For
example, some promotions are advertised as limited time offers, while others limit the
quantity that can be bought at the deal price by employing the statements such as ‘limit
one per consumer, ‘limit 5 per customer,” ‘limited products for specid commemoration
celebration, Some retailers use statements extensvely. A recent weekly flyer by a
prominent retailer limited purchase quantities on 50% of the specials advertised on front
page. When consumers saw these phrase, they often infer vaue from the product that has
limited availability or is promoted as being scarce.

But, the past researchers explored a direct relationship between the purchase quantity
and time limit on ded purchase intention. They aso dont explored that al redtriction
message are not creasted equal. Namely, we thought that different redtrictions signal deal
vaue in different ways or different mechanism. Consumers appear to perceive that time
limits are used to attract consumers to the brand, while quantity limits are necessary to
reduce stockpiling. This suggests other possible differences across redtrictions. For
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example, quantity limits could imply product qudlity (i.e., this product a this price is so
good that purchases must be limited). In contrast, purchase preconditions force the
consumer to spend a cetain amount to quaify for the dea, which suggests that
inferences about the absolute quality of the promoted item would decline from purchase
limits (highest quality) to time limits to purchase preconditions (lowest quality). This
might be expected to be particularly true for unfamiliar brands.

However, a critica but €lusive issue in scarcity message research is the impacts of a
inferred motives on the promoted scarcity message. The past researchers not explored
possibility of inferred motives on the scarcity message context. Despite various type to
the quantity limits message, they didn't separated scarcity message among the quantity
limits. Therefore, we apply a dricter definition of scarcity message(i.e. quantity limits)
and consider scarcity message type(general scarcity message vs. specia scarcity message),
scarcity depth(high vs. low).

The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of the scarcity message on the
consumer's purchase intenson. Specificaly, we investigate the effect of generd versus
specid scarcity messages on the consumer's purchase intention using the leve of the
scarcity depth as moderators. In other words, we postulates that the scarcity message type
and scarcity depth play an essentid moderating role in the relationship between the
inferred motives and purchase intention. In other worlds, different from the past studies,
we examine the interplay between the perceived motives and scarcity type, and between
the percaeived motives and scarcity depth. Both of these constructs have been examined in
isolation, but a key question is whether they interact to produce an effect in reaction to
the scarcity message type or scarcity depth increase.

The perceived mative Inference behind the scarcity message will have important impact
on consumers reactions to the degree of scarcity depth increase. In reation ti this
general question, we investigate the following specific issues.

First, does consumers inferred motives weaken the positive relationship between the
scarcity depth decrease and the consumers purchase intention, and if so, how much does
it attenuate this relationship?

Second, we examine the interplay between the scarcity message type and the
consumers purchase intention in the context of the scarcity depth decrease.

Third, we study whether scarcity message type and scarcity depth directly affect the
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consumers  purchase intention.

For the answer of these quegtions, this research is composed of 2(intention inference:
existence vs. nonexistence)x2(scarcity type: specia vs. genera)x2(scarcity depth: high vs.
low) between subject designs. The results are summarized as follows.

Fird, intention inference(inferred motive) is not significant on scarcity effect in case of
specid scarcity message. However, nonexistence of intention inference is more effective
than existence of intention inference on purchase intention in case of generd scarcity.
Second, intention inference(inferred motive) is not significant on scarcity effect in case of
low scarcity. However, nonexisence of intention inference is more effective than
existence of intention inference on purchase intention in case of high scarcity.

The results of this study will help managers to understand the relative importance among
the type of the scarcity message and to make decisions in using their scarcity message.

Findly, this article have several contribution. First, we have shown that restrictions
server to activates a menta resource that is used to render a judgment regarding a
promoted product. In the absence of other information, this resource appears to read to
an inference of vaue. In the presence of other vaue related cue, however, either
database(i.e., scarcity depth: high vs. low) or conceptual base(i.e.,, scarcity type specia
vs. generd), the resource is used in conjunction with the other cues as a basis for
judgment, leading to different effects across levels of these other value-related cues.

Second, our results suggest that a restriction can affect consumer behavior through four
possible routes: 1) the affective route, through making consumers fed irritated, 2) the
cognitive making route, through making consumers infer motivation or atribution about
promoted scarcity message, and 3) the economic route, through making the consumer lose
an opportunity to stockpile at a low scarcity depth, or forcing him her to making
additiona purchases, lastly 4) informative route, through changing what consumer believe
about the transaction.

Third, as a note dready, this results suggest that we should consider consumers inferences
of motives or dtributions for the scarcity dept level and cognitive resources avalable in
order to have a complete underdanding the effects of quantity redtriction message.

Key word: scarcity message, scarcity type, scarcity dept, inferred motives or
attribution, purchase intension,
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(Nunnaly 1978; Fmje]== .82, A|&X]4]
= .87). 183 Age AAIE a4
B AR Q] A GAAE Bl
= A, JEA8 34, 78 HEx) o
= @S B3 B8 2 2, 93
s AAE B ZAA dsiA= 2
A2 A HelEHTM=5.21, t=38.32,
p< .01). &3, 1000299 SHIAT
1002 Y FEFHFol gk ZEAZA
2, =55 74, wigAd; Synder 1992
Worchel 1992)¢l disix= F oo
zpol7b f2l3lth4.21 vs. 5.35, t=4.61,
p< .0l).

), 2Eal R F(aL vs A) E
ghoopzt AlEAAe] gt FEAE

H(ANCOVAYS AAI8}sith FEATEA
A3}, AFEAAL B Ao Jge )X
2 FYTHE(, 167)= .44, p= 51). ©]o]
WE <E 13 gow, pujolze] o
7t Ake] PARRS <; 29 2o,

SHY FIMEEIHY=541 vs. M

Z(MH=450 vs. ML=5.25,
F(1, 167)=26.08, p< .01), 7199 9=+
EMOEFEH=467 vs MYEFE2m
=5.08, F(1, 167)=4.10, p< .05)¢] F&
T ottt &, SRR AAE
HAIR]7E duksgd oz AA1E w A=
Hlgl| Amzte] FuieEr}t oS =%
H, T o] F 3]/ HAIAo
Hlgl 2h2 A9 3|4 wA Ao ths)
Al ABlRte] FufoErt BlS EUT of
e 2Rt 7199 oxE FES A
ol Hlg) F2sA &= A-Foll MRt

o FllEst B Eeh

Table 1. THE RESULTS OF ANCOVA TOWARD PURCHASE INTENTION

d.f m.s. F
Corrected Model 8 13.36 6.62
Scarcity Message Type (A) 1 51.52 2553"
Scarcity Dept (B) 1 26.08 12927
Inferred Motives (C) 1 8.28 410"
Consumers Knowledge (E) 1 .89 44
A xC 1 831 412"
BxC 1 4.60 2.28
A xB 1 6.65 330
AxBxC 1 2.33 115
Error 167 2.02

***p< 01, **p< .05, *p< .10
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Table 2. THE MEAN OF THE PURCHASE INTENTION

Specia restriction genera limid
inferred motives:  inferred motives: inferred motives: inferred motives:
Yes Yes NO
Searcity Dept 519 3.05 448
5.64 478 5.03

28 aREe Sy §38%
SAAoZ Fo5HA VERITHR(Y, 167)=
412, p< .05). FAAeZ 53 wA]

Ag AT AS, A1de d=g FE

=7} B WdtH3.91 vs 4.76, F(1,
86)=5.53, p= .02). W&td 7Hd 11, M
1-2= AA=H A
Hhde] 714 21, 7Hd 2-2¢] sk A
I, FEFRPg ] 3 71Ygo] YT
A FEALEHE FAASE FosHA
BITHH(L, 167)=2.28, p= .13). w&bA] 7}
A 21, 7Hd 2-2¢ 714 2y 2
AT 7S V1A= BARle] 432
s Tl FF ATlxe] 2
31

N

F1, 86)=. 11, p= .75). 1E A9+ =
A Zo] & AgolE 7YY odxE F
ks A97F 284 g Aol viE)
T =rt US SdtH4.12 vs. 4.87,
F(1, 86)=3.826, p< .05).

NSk

6 =

542 54
m Inferred
S 4.76 Motive: Yes
391 Inferred
4 9 Motive: No
3 r . .

special restriction

general restriction

Figure 1. Scarcity Message Type x Inferred Motive

§57, 94
5 d 4.87
N Inffered
Motive: Yes
412

4 1 Inferred

Motive: No
31 T 1

scarcity dept: low

scarcity dept: high

Figure 2. Scarcity Dept x Inferred Motives (p=.13)
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o] & %011 HIs i =rt B8 =%
1’4{491 vs. 3.77, F(1, 86)=10.89, p< .01).
8 2 F 283 7199
ﬂE%Edlﬂb13% BEAE e
rolehA] FUTHH(L, 167)=1.15, p= .29).

2314 o]

5.22

m scarcity
dept: low

scarcity
dept: high

Special Restriction General Restriction

Figure 3. Scarcity Message Type x Scarcity Dept
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2 A7 29E a0kt o 2 AERe Afole 7YY dxEE F2
o 3, SERgel ofjt Hadd wAl sk Ak aRA 94 Aol vis)
A= dukebgel ot Bl wiAXel  Fujelert v skt galA, BlE 7
Bl awlabe] P =T HE )T AFeRe frofshA] FkAT dae]
ol SHIAol gyhlel ik olfr  FH SWelN AvRY, sIbge) &
5 AU givke SH0A duibgel o] A2 Sy HARAES AAEE B¢
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Aol Atk Ty ZARE A4 HA| Autzsl  7}5Al(generdizability) ¥ #H P
A2 QA3 238 7YY HE 2 7 WyEeEA B dAFe yol] ZEA=
ozo] FAAQ FFs PIX= A7 EsRteE g A4S e R
- Eokth o]gidt SHoA B AFE AP oy SHAA B dAFe
HE AHEY, LBReA LR AlFE

3, AW 5ol lolel Qws
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