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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Temporal scarcity appeals are a marketing technique in which
marketers inform consumers that offers are valid for a limited
time, such as “The offer ends today!” Social scarcity appeals
inform consumers that offers are exclusive, such as “Members
only!” In two studies, the authors study effects of temporal and
social scarcity appeals for attracting consumers to promotional
offers, depending on consumer perceptions of being socially
included or excluded and their perceptions of the duration of
temporal scarcity. The studies reveal that socially included
(excluded) consumers perceive temporal scarcity appeals indicating a short (long) expiration date to be more persuasive. The
research further identifies perceived value as a mediator of
the effects.
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Marketers often limit product availability to create impressions that promotion offers
are special. For example, Amazon.com, an online retail store, routinely promotes products under the banner “Lightning Deals,” with price discounts available for a limited
time. The Amazon website prominently displays promoted items with a countdown
clock (e.g., “Deal of the Day: Save up to 30% on coffee, ending in 9 hours 32 minutes
13 seconds”), urging consumers to act fast to beat the deadline (Aggarwal and
Vaidyanathan 2003; Baek and Yoon 2020; Gierl, Plantsch, and Schweidler 2008) and
pressuring them to make urgent, haphazard decisions (Coulter and Roggeveen 2012).
Without time pressures, consumers are more likely to compare product attributes
(Payne, Bettman, and Johnson 1988; Payne, Bettman, and Luce 1996; Petty and
Cacioppo 1986) and to meticulously search for the best deals (Inman, Peter, and
Raghubir 1997).
Scarcity marketing (Cialdini 1993, 2008) creates perceptions of shortages by indicating that products are limited or restricted (Brock 1968). Temporal scarcity marketing
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indicates that products are available only for a limited time so that consumers should
act fast. Social scarcity marketing persuades target customers that they are members
of a select group. By purchasing the product, they acquire prestige, power, and
entitlement (e.g., “Only for Prime Members: 99 cents for 4-month subscriptions”).
Although customers who receive social scarcity offers will feel more valuable and
exclusive (Barone and Roy 2010), excluded customers are likely to perceive that they
are unfairly rejected, humbled, and disempowered (Bolton, Keh, and Alba 2010; Stark
and Taylor 1989; Xia and Monroe 2017). The negative consumption experience evokes
jealousy that may cause them to break their relationship with the seller (Song,
Sheinin, and Yoon 2016; Yoon 2013). From a managerial perspective, scarcity marketing such as restricting limited time offers to current customers will preemptively alienate prospects and thus be a barrier against acquiring new customers.
Although social scarcity is a common advertising strategy, the marketing literature
has disproportionately focussed on temporal scarcity (e.g., Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh
2011; Baek and Yoon 2020; Cialdini 1993, 2008; Kim et al. 2019). The few studies examining social scarcity have primarily focussed on responses among target audiences
such as heavy users, elite members, and premium buyers (Dreze and Nunes 2009).
Nevertheless, we argue that social scarcity has equally important effects on excluded
consumers, a particularly important warning for firms such as Amazon in its quest to
expand its Amazon Prime customer base.
We addressed the research gap by conducting two studies investigating whether
social scarcity appeals that create social exclusion/inclusion affect consumer evaluations. We expected socially included ingroups and socially excluded outgroups to react
in opposite directions. Ingroup members were expected to react more positively to
temporal scarcity (“Sale ends today!”); outgroup members were expected to react
more positively to temporal abundance (“Sale ends next month!”).
In the following sections, after we review the literature on scarcity and social exclusion, we will draw hypotheses indicating how temporal and social scarcity appeals
affect advertising effectiveness. Then we will discuss the two experimental studies we
conducted to test our hypotheses. We will conclude by discussing theoretical and
managerial implications, limitations, and potential future research.

Theoretical framework
Scarcity appeals
Scarcity appeals indicate shortages in the quantity of products available or the amount
of time available for purchases (Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh 2011; Kim et al. 2019).
Advertisers widely use scarcity appeals to create (mis)perceptions that product
demands have outstripped supplies (Brock 1968). By restricting or limiting promotional
offers, marketers increase consumer perceptions that promoted products are valuable
and desirable. Ideally, consumers will believe that they are competitively victorious by
obtaining scarce products (Garretson and Burton 2003; Kim et al. 2019; Yoon and
Vargas 2010; 2011).
Researchers have long demonstrated the persuasiveness of scarcity appeals (see
Lynn 1992 for review), and the literature consistently finds that scarcity appeals
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generally increase advertising effectiveness. Commodity theorists explain that scarcity
appeals persuade (Aguirre-Rodriguez 2013) by causing consumers to perceive that
products are desirable and valuable (Brock 1968; Lynn 1991; Mukherjee and Lee 2016)
and to form strong preferences, attitudes, and purchase intentions (Aggarwal, Jun, and
Huh 2011; Eisend 2008; Inman, Peter, and Raghubir 1997; Ku, Kuo, and Kuo 2012; Park
and Ryu 2019; Roy and Sharma 2015; Verhallen 1982; Verhallen and Robben 1994).
We focus on two commonly used scarcity appeals: temporal and social scarcity.
Temporal scarcity is a psychological response to limited-time appeals—marketing promotions that “limit the duration during which consumers can avail themselves of an
offer” (Inman, Peter, and Raghubir 1997, p.69). For example, an ad might claim “Sale
ends in 3 days” (Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh 2011). We contend that time pressure is the
underlying force that compels consumers to rely on heuristic cues to make rapid purchase decisions about discounted products (Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh 2011; Baek and
Yoon 2020; Eisenbeiss et al. 2015; Inman, Peter, and Raghubir 1997; Maule and Hockey
1993). Fearing lost opportunity, they skim through information and alternatives, and
conclude that the deal is satisfactory and desirable (Payne et al. 1993). Conversely, if
consumers have time for meticulous consideration (Petty and Cacioppo 1986), they
will search for further information (Beatty and Smith 1987; Celsi and Olson 1988), and
may find better deals (Inman, Peter, and Raghubir 1997). Factors such as discount size
and brand concepts may moderate the well-known robust effects of temporal scarcity.
For example, limited-time appeals are more effective for advertising large 50% discounts rather than small 5% discounts (Inman, Peter, and Raghubir 1997) and for
advertising functional concepts (e.g., “A practical and durable solution for every user”)
rather than symbolic concepts (e.g., “Designed for the most stylish and discerning
users” (Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh 2011).
Limited-recipient appeals (“invitation only”) are associated with prestige, power,
entitlement, exclusivity, differentiation, and belongingness (Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh
2011; Emerson 1962; Newman et al. 2019; Venlen 1965; Stark and Taylor 1989). Thus
limited-recipient appeals evoke perceptions of social scarcity, so that qualified consumers perceive that they are uniquely suitable to meet the high standards (Snyder and
Fromkin 1980). The appeals tend to be more appropriate for symbolic rather than
functional consumption (Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh 2011).
Limited-time and limited-recipient appeals both create uncertainty and motivate
responses (Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh 2011), but limited-recipient appeals potentially
limit total sales by causing excluded consumers to feel humiliated, jealous, and resentful (Stark and Taylor 1989). In contrast, limited-time appeals can maximize potential
profits by avoiding self-imposed supply ceilings. Consequently, time-related scarcity
appeals are more common.
In designing our studies, we integrated two research lines. First, we considered
research explaining that marketers establish temporal scarcity by controlling factors
such as discount amounts (Inman, Peter, and Raghubir 1997). Second was research
explaining that limited-recipient appeals are better than limited-time appeals for
advertising products relevant to social needs (Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh 2011; Yoon and
Vargas 2010; 2011). However, when studying temporal scarcity, few researchers have
considered the audience factor. We fill the void by examining social inclusion/
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exclusion as a moderator of the temporal scarcity effect, and asking: Would consumers
who feel socially included or excluded react differently to temporal scarcity appeals?

The moderating role of social exclusion
Marketing communications have far-reaching social implications when they provide
exclusive benefits to qualified individuals only, limit deals to particular subgroups, and
block ineligible individuals from receiving the special rights, opportunities, and
recourses (Baek et al. 2019; Johnson and Grier 2011; Long, Yoon, and Friedman 2015;
Mitchell, Macklin, and Paxman 2007). For instance, AT&T offers trade-in credits to prospective consumers willing to switch to its services, while current customers are ineligible. Groupon provides invitation-only deals that leave uninvited consumers
feeling excluded.
Based on social exclusion theory, we warn that social scarcity strategies can alienate
excluded consumers by splitting consumers into socially included ingroups and
socially excluded outgroups (Johnson and Grier 2011). Exclusive loyalty programs
benefit ingroup members by meeting their needs for belonging and positive self-evaluations, particularly when programs add a subordinate tier and reserve the top tier for
fewer elites (Barone and Roy 2010; Dreze and Nunes 2009; Jiang, Hoegg, and Dahl
2013; Marvel 1982). In contrast, excluded outgroup members may feel social pain, jealousy, and anxiety (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Baumeister and Tice 1990; Stark and
Taylor 1989) because their desires for equal access to pride, achievements, or possessions have been thwarted (Parrott and Smith 1993).
Social pain results when individuals perceive that they lack “another’s superior quality, achievement, or possessions” (Parrott and Smith 1993, p.908). The need to belong,
“to form or maintain at least a minimum quantity of interpersonal relationships” is psychologically essential for countering external threats (Baumeister and Leary 1995,
p.497; Choi, Yoon, and Lacey 2013; Choi, Yoon, and Taylor 2015), such as criticism or
teasing (Hendry and Reid 2000). When people are “excluded from a desirable
relationship” (Baumeister and Tice 1990, p. 202), their needs are threatened and they
feel emotional reactions similar to physical pain in intense distress, anxiety, and jealousy (Baumeister, Wotman, and Stillwell 1993; Eisenberger, Lieberman, and Williams
2003; Leary 1990; Pines and Aronson 1983).
We argue that social scarcity moderates the effect of temporal scarcity. Restricted
offers still indicate benefits (Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh 2011). Accordingly, the more
restricted the offer, the greater the benefits will appear, so that ingroup members will
show increased positive reactions to a limited-time promotion (Aggarwal and
Vaidyanathan 2003). That is, the tighter the deadline, the greater the perceived benefit. Consequently, as the expiration date becomes closer, ingroup members are
expected to increase their positive evaluations.
By contrast, outgroup members are likely to use defense mechanisms to deal with
the social pain, anxiety, and jealousy costs of exclusion. They will discount the value
of short-term offers such as “Unfortunately, your membership status disqualifies you
from receiving this special offer that expires tomorrow.” In contrast, they will overrate
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limited-time offers with extended deadlines, such as “Unfortunately, your membership
status disqualifies you from receiving this special year-long offer.”
Why would outgroup members discount (overrate) short-term (long-term) offers?
The answer lies in the competing sour-grapes and greener-grass hypotheses (Sjåstad,
Baumeister, and Ent 2020). The term sour grapes is based on Aesop’s fable about a
fox that tried unsuccessfully to reach a cluster of grapes. To counter the frustration, he
dismissed the grapes as sour and undesirable (Elster 1983; Temple, Temple, and
Temple 1998). The fable illustrates a basic psychological mechanism: people often
avoid frustration by devaluing unattainable rewards. In contrast, the greener-grass
hypothesis is derived from the English proverb, “the grass is always greener on the
other side of the fence,” which explains common psychological tendencies to strongly
desire rather than discount what is beyond reach. Economic principles generally support greener grass effects, asserting that subjective value and demand increase for
scarce resources. However, cognitive dissonance research indicates that the sour
grapes effect is more likely when immediate goals are difficult to attain. When feedback is imminent and goals become extremely elusive, people strategically revise
expectancies downward to avoid disappointment (Berglas and Jones 1978; Shepperd
et al. 2000). Thus we anticipate that outgroup members would overrate an offer of
minimal scarcity, but would devalue an offer of extreme scarcity. That is, “the offer
expires in 30 days!” would evoke the greener-grass effect, while “the offer expires in
30 minutes!” would evoke the sour-grapes effect.
Consequently, we argue that social scarcity has matching effects such that ingroup
members will be more receptive to social scarcity offers indicating tight deadlines,
such as “Fortunately, your membership status qualifies you to receive this special offer,
but it expires tomorrow,” but outgroup members will react negatively to the temporal scarcity.
Based on this reasoning, we hypothesize:
H1 (Moderation): Social scarcity will moderate the impact of temporal scarcity appeals
on ad evaluations: (a) socially included ingroup members will show more positive ad
evaluations in response to a limited-time offer with a short (vs. long) expiration date; (b)
socially excluded outgroup members will show more positive ad evaluations in response
to a limited-time offer with a long (vs. short) expiration date.

The mediating role of perceived value
Perceived value is a subjective judgement based on consumer perceptions of product
utility (Zeithaml 1988) after they balance benefits against price. Monroe (2007) defined
perceived value as a ratio of perceived benefits (gain) to perceived sacrifice (loss).
Yoon et al. (2014) defined perceived value as a ratio between quality and price.
Grewal et al. (1998) reported that perceived price negatively influences perceived
value, while perceived quality positively influences perceived value. We contend that
perceived value mediates the H1 interaction—the joint effect of social and temporal
scarcities (Baek and King 2011; Sweeney, Soutar, and Johnson 1997; Yoon et al. 2014;
Zeithaml 1988). Faced with scarce commodities, individuals perform cost-benefit analyses (Yoon et al. 2014). Unavailability signals value because prices for scarce resources
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increase until supply equals demand (Lynn 1991). Thus, higher scarcity perceptions
cause higher value perceptions. Accordingly, the logic used in H1 for explaining how
consumers evaluate advertising also applies to perceived value. When socially included
(excluded) consumers win (lose) a socially scarce resource, they will value (discount)
the temporally scarce deal.
Consequently, ingroup/outgroup membership forms a type of social scarcity that
interacts with temporal scarcity so that limited-time offers affect perceptions of deal
values and evaluations of advertising.
H2 (Mediation): Perceived value of the deal will mediate the interaction effect of
temporal scarcity and social scarcity on ad evaluation.

Study 1
We conducted Study 1 to test the effect of social scarcity and temporal scarcity on
advertising effectiveness (H1). To activate feelings of social exclusion, we gave participants false feedback about their scores on a measure of eco-friendliness (Long, Yoon,
and Friedman 2015).

Participants and design
We recruited 151 undergraduate participants, 18 to 23 years-old (45% women) from a
northeastern U.S. university. They were randomly assigned to one of four experimental
conditions in a 2 (social exclusion: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (time constraint: 30 minutes
vs. 30 days left for the discount) between-subjects experimental factorial design.

Procedure and stimuli
Participants first read about Alternative Apparel, a fictitious clothing rental company
positioned as an eco-friendly brand that highly values environmental protection. After
reading the company description, participants viewed a stimulus advertisement resembling a typical Facebook feed ad announcing “Exclusive Deal. Hurry! 50% off Entire
Stock.” Some participants were told that the offer would expire in 30 minutes. Others
were told that it would expire in 30 days. (Appendix 1)
On the next screen, they completed a “check your eligibility” questionnaire adapted
from the moral identity scale (Aquino and Reed 2002, p.1424) but ostensibly measuring environmental friendliness. Participants indicated the extent of their agreement
with each of five statements drawn from a set of moral traits; for example, “It would
make me feel good to be environmentally conscious.” Regardless of their responses,
half were randomly assigned to the ingroup condition and half to the outgroup condition.
Participants in the ingroup (outgroup) condition received manipulated feedback:
“Your responses place you above (below) the 50th percentile of the sustainability distribution at [their university]. That is, you scored higher (lower) than 50 percent of
your peers, which indicates that you are above (below) average compared with other
undergraduates here.” On the next screen, participants in the ingroup condition
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viewed the message: “Congratulations! You are eligible for this exclusive discount
offer. We hope you are having an amazing experience with us.” Participants in the
outgroup condition viewed the message: “Only those who have high eco-friendly
scores are eligible for this deal. We hope you will have an amazing experience with us
next time. Sorry for the inconvenience.”

Pre-test
We conducted a pre-test to confirm that our experimental conditions were properly
manipulated (n ¼ 122). First, to check the manipulation for social exclusion (false feedback), participants indicated whether they felt “rejected” and “left out” on a 7-point scale
(1 ¼ not at all, 7 ¼ very much; Cronbach’s a ¼0.99; Duclos, Wan, and Jiang 2013). The pretest results indicated successful social exclusion manipulations. Participants in the exclusion condition (M ¼ 4.96, SE ¼ 0.29) indicated greater feelings of social exclusion than did
those in the inclusion condition (M ¼ 1.37, SE ¼ 0.12) [t (120) ¼ 11.65, p < 0.001].
Also, we tested the manipulation for temporal scarcity with three items scored on a
7-point Likert scale (Coulter and Roggeveen 2012): “the remaining time for the offer
was” (1 ¼ very low, 7 ¼ very high); “how much time was left before the offer expired?”
(1 ¼ not much, 7 ¼ a lot); “to what extent was the deal characterized by a limited quantity of available items?” (1 ¼ not at all, 7 ¼ completely) (Cronbach’s a¼ 0.98). Results
from an independent sample t-test showed a secure manipulation [t (102) ¼ 12.803,
p < 0.001]: participants perceived that 30 minutes (M ¼ 1.29, SE ¼ 0.09) was shorter
than 30 days (M ¼ 4.88, SE ¼ 0.27). Overall, the results indicated that social exclusion
and temporal scarcity were successfully manipulated.

Measure
We measured advertising evaluation using a seven-item, seven-point semantic differential
scale, where higher values indicated more positive evaluations (Blankenship and Wegener
2008). Participants evaluated whether the advertising was bad/good, foolish/wise, negative/positive, unfavorable/favorable, unnecessary/necessary, harmful/beneficial, and
undesirable/desirable. We randomized the order of the nine items, and averaged them to
create a composite measure. The items were internally consistent (Cronbach’s a ¼.91).

Results
To test H1, we submitted the attitude measure to a 2 (social exclusion: ingroup vs.
outgroup) x 2 (time constraint: 30 minutes vs. 30 days left for the discount) factorial
ANOVA and found a social exclusion x time constraint two-way interaction effect (F (1,
147) ¼ 5.08, p < .05, gp2 ¼ 0.033).1
As Figure 1 shows, the simple effect revealed that outgroup participants evaluated
the ad more positively (F (1,147) ¼ 9.183, p < 0.01, gp2 ¼ 0.059) under low time constraint (30 days left: M ¼ 5.07 SE ¼ 0.25) rather than under high time constraint
(30 minutes left: M ¼ 4.01 SE ¼ 0.24), but the ingroup did not, although, as predicted,
their mean difference was in the opposite direction (F (1,147) ¼ 0.017, p ¼ n.s.).
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Figure 1. the interaction effect between social exclusivity and temporal scarcity (Study 1).

Discussion
Study 1 provides support for H1 by showing that social and temporal scarcity jointly
shape perceived effectiveness of advertising. Excluded participants strongly preferred
the more temporally extended offer, and thus positively evaluated the ad that indicated low temporal scarcity. Although in-group participants preferred the ad indicating
high temporal scarcity, the effect was nonsignificant. Reasoning that our social scarcity
manipulation was too weak because the 50 percentile cut-off for inclusion was too
low to generate feelings strong enough to evoke the predicted responses, we lowered
the probability of being chosen for the deal in Study 2.

Study 2
In Study 1, we manipulated social exclusion according to environmental friendliness, a
personal trait. In Study 2, we created a situation allowing social exclusion to occur by random chance. That is, we told participants that their zodiac sign would determine their eligibility for the deal, indicating a lucky draw. The manipulation also allowed us to tighten
the selection cut-off: participants would perceive the probability of being selected for the
special promotion to be approximately 1/12 (8 percent), although the probability of being
randomly assigned to ingroup/outgroup conditions was actually 50/50. In addition, we
identified perceived value as the underlying mechanism playing a mediating role.

Participants and design
We recruited 364 undergraduate student participants, 18 to 21 year-old (61.5%
women). As in Study 1, participants were randomly assigned to one of four experimental conditions in a 2 (social exclusion: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (time constraint:
30 minutes vs. 30 days left for the discount) between-subjects factorial design.
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Procedure and stimuli
The procedures and measures were identical to those of Study 1, but in the eligibility
manipulation, participants first read about and indicated their zodiac signs, which we
used in the manipulations (Appendix 2). That is, regardless of their actual zodiac placements, we randomly assigned half of the participants to the ingroup condition and
the other half to the outgroup condition. Participants then viewed the stimulus ad for
Alternative Apparel used in Study 1. On the next screen, participants in the ingroup
social inclusion condition viewed the message, “Congrats! You are invited! This exclusive offer is for [corresponding zodiac sign].” Participants in the outgroup social exclusion condition viewed the message, “Sorry! You are not invited! This exclusive offer is
not for [corresponding zodiac sign].” Participants responded to dependent measures
assessing perceived value and ad evaluation.

Pre-test
Our pre-test results confirmed that manipulations for social exclusion (zodiac signs)
and temporal scarcity were successful (n ¼ 104). All measurement items were the
same as the pre-test in Study 1. First, social exclusion manipulations were successful
[t (102) ¼ 13.58, p < 0.001]. Participants in the exclusion condition (M ¼ 5.28, SE ¼
0.29) had stronger perceptions of being socially excluded than those in the inclusion
condition (M ¼ 1.19, SE ¼ 0.08). Similarly, the temporal scarcity manipulation showed a
secure manipulation [t (102) ¼ 12.80, p < 0.001]: participants perceived that
30 minutes (M ¼ 1.29, SE ¼ 0.09) was shorter than 30 days (M ¼ 4.88, SE ¼ 0.27).

Measure
The ad evaluation measure from Dodds, Monroe, and Grewal (1991) was the same as
in Study 1. First, participants indicated the extent of their agreement with three items
about the brand’s monetary value: “The Alternative Apparel brand appears to be a
very good value for the money”; “The price shown for the Alternative Apparel brand is
very acceptable”; “The Alternative Apparel brand appears to be a good financial deal,”
anchored with strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). They then rated price competitiveness: “How likely are you to judge the Alternative Apparel brand as being
priced competitively?” anchored with very unlikely (1) to very likely (7). The four items
were averaged to produce an overall perceived value score (a ¼ .83).

Results
The ad evaluation measure was submitted to a 2 (social exclusion: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (temporal scarcity: 30 minutes vs. 30 days left for the discount) factorial
ANOVA, and revealed a social exclusion x time constraint two-way interaction (F (1,
360) ¼ 39.39, p < .01, gp2 ¼ 0.099).
As Figure 2 shows, the simple main effect revealed that outgroup participants
showed more positive attitudes towards the ad (F (1,360) ¼ 24.70, p < 0.001, gp2 ¼
0.064), under low time constraint (30 days left: M ¼ 4.33, SE ¼ 0.89) rather than under
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Figure 2. the interaction effect between social exclusivity and temporal scarcity (Study 2).

high time constraint (30 minutes left: M ¼ 3.74, SE ¼ 0.079). However, ingroup participants showed more positive attitudes towards the ad (F (1,360) ¼ 15.15, p < 0.001, gp2
¼ 0.040) under high time constraint (30 minutes left: M ¼ 4.01, SE ¼ 0.082) rather than
under low time constraint (30 days left: M ¼ 3.56, SE ¼ 0.082).]

Mediation analysis
To understand the process underlying the interactive effect of time constraint and
social exclusion on ad evaluation, and to test whether perceived monetary value mediates the interaction effect, we assessed a moderated mediation model using 5,000
bootstrap resamples (Hayes 2013; Model 8 of PROCESS SPSS macro). As Figure 3
shows, time constraint interacted with social exclusion to significantly predict perceived monetary value (b ¼ .28, SE ¼ .11, p < .05). Perceived monetary value significantly predicted ad evaluation (b ¼ .49, SE ¼ .05, p < .001). Time constraint interacted
with social exclusion to significantly predict ad evaluation (b ¼ .21, SE ¼ .12, p < .05).
However, the interaction had no significant direct effect on ad evaluation (b ¼ .08,
SE ¼ .11, p ¼ .46) when we included perceived monetary value as a mediator.
Analysis revealed a significant moderated mediation index (index ¼ .03, 95% CI ¼ .002
to .067). Specifically, perceived monetary value mediated the indirect effect of time constraint on ad evaluation among outgroup participants (b ¼ .02, SE ¼ .01, 95% CI ¼ .004 to
.050), but not among ingroup participants (b ¼ .00, SE ¼ .01, 95% CI ¼ .024 to .012).
Combined, the findings suggest that perceived monetary value mediates the effect of time
constraint on ad evaluation in the outgroup condition but not in the ingroup condition.

Discussion
The Study 2 results are consistent with our proposition that ingroup members form
more positive ad evaluations when the ad indicates a time-limited appeal and a short
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Figure 3. Mediation analysis (Study 2).
Note: All coefficients are unstandardized. Path c represents the total effect. Path c’ represents the direct effect.
Moderated mediation index ¼ .03, 95% CI [.002 to .067]. Outgroup condition ¼ .02, 95% CI [.004 to .012]; Ingroup
condition ¼ -.00, 95% CI [-.024 to .012]; p < .05, p < .001.

expiration date, but outgroup members form more positive ad evaluations when the
ad indicates a time-limited appeal with more extended expiration dates. We also demonstrate that monetary value mediates the interaction effect.

General discussion
Our primary purpose for this research was to gain a better understanding of how consumers perceive temporal scarcity and social scarcity techniques commonly used in
marketing communications. In two studies, we consistently demonstrate that consumers who feel socially included will have more positive perceptions of a limited-time
offer with a short expiration date. Consumers who feel socially excluded will show the
opposite pattern in favouring an extended-time offer. We further identify perceived
value as a mediator of the effect.
In Study 1, ingroup participants showed responses aligning with our predictions,
but the responses were statistically nonsignificant, perhaps because study participants
perceived that they had relatively high chances of being selected. Consequently,
ingroups may have failed to feel exclusive by making the cut for the discount. To
address the issue, in Study 2, we used higher scarcity criteria so that more participants
would be disqualified and ingroup members would feel more exclusive. The adjustment produced significant contrasts between high versus low temporal scarcity in
both ingroup and outgroup conditions, fully supporting our hypotheses.

Theoretical implications
Our research has several theoretical implications. We are the first to define social scarcity. Research on socially exclusive promotions have focussed on reactions among targeted consumers (see Xia and Monroe 2017 for an exception), but we contrast how
targeted and excluded consumers evaluate temporally scarce promotions. By theorizing that social scarcity is a critical moderating factor for overall effectiveness of temporal scarcity, we show how consumers perceive exclusive promotions.
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Our study contributes to the scarcity literature by demonstrating that advertising is
more effective when temporal scarcity aligns with social scarcity. Interestingly, social
exclusion (inclusion) does not necessarily lead to negative (positive) outcomes. Eligible
ingroup consumers seem to perceive that socially exclusive offers are beneficial only
when the offer is temporally exclusive (“the offer ends in 30 minutes”). On the other
hand, ineligible outgroup consumers seem to have positive perceptions about socially
exclusive, temporally extended offers (“the offer ends in 30 days”).
Second, our research broadens understandings of how the sense of belonging
affects consumers (Baek et al. 2019; Choi, Seo, and Yoon 2017; Choi, Yoon, and Lacey
2013; Choi, Yoon, and Taylor 2015; Long, Yoon, and Friedman 2015). The sense of
belonging may not fundamentally explain the interaction effect we report, but we
apply the concept to the marketing context to show how consumers who perceive
that they are in an outgroup may crave scarce resources available only to ingroups.
Temporal scarcity is relevant only to ingroup members and thus should have no effect
on outgroup evaluations of the economic benefits of lost deals. Nevertheless, our findings show that temporal scarcity of an exclusive offer is equally meaningful for outgroup and ingroup members. Although we lack direct evidence of factors driving the
effect, we suggest that emotional factors such as jealousy might drive outgroup members. Future research should explore cognitive variables such as counterfactual thinking (Yoon and Vargas 2010, 2011) and social variables such as social comparison
(Kruger and Vargas 2008) to clarify how social exclusion affects perceptions about
unavailable deals.
Our research extends the literature on perceived value and the focus on scarcity
appeals (e.g., Eisend 2008; Lynn 1987; 1991; Wu et al. 2012; Yoon et al. 2014). For
instance, consumers are shown to have higher value perceptions about expensive
products because high prices signal that only a select few can afford the product
(Suri, Kohli, and Monroe 2007), but we identify perceived monetary value as the
underlying mechanism for the scarcity effect. Temporal scarcity and high prices are
similar in signalling increased value. Interestingly, excluded and included consumers
show opposite reactions in their value perceptions.

Practical implications
The findings have straightforward implications for marketing and advertising managers. First, our findings suggest that socially scarce promotions (e.g., “Only for Prime
Members!”) make the chosen few feel special, but they make the unchosen many feel
alienated. Current practices seem to disproportionately focus on satisfying beneficiaries, but marketers should pay more attention to customers who are left out. When
customers encounter promotional messages that exclude them (e.g., “the hotel lounge
is only for platinum members, not for gold members”), they might feel that they are
victims of discrimination. Managers intend to trigger envy and jealousy to entice consumers to pursue special member status. However, our findings imply that if qualifications are difficult to obtain, customers may simply discount the offer altogether, and
boycott the seller. Service industries such as hotels and airlines heavily rely on loyalty
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programs but particularly risk creating unrealistic barriers to membership status and
frustrating the majority of customers.
The findings also suggest that adding temporal scarcity to social scarcity inflates
value perceptions among those who receive the offer, but deflates value perceptions
among those who are excluded. Similarly, time urgency polarizes responses to a promotional offer. One study showed that customers who were close to (far from) the
goal of collecting 10 stamps placed more (less) importance on the goal under a shorttime offer (“collect 10 stamps for a free coffee by tomorrow”) (Baek and Yoon 2020).
We combined our findings with Baek and Yoon (2020) findings to argue that marketers who use temporal scarcity should ensure that the offer expires soon enough
(“The offer expires today!”) to increase the positive effect of social scarcity for ingroup
members. However, they should use channels such as email or direct mail to communicate time urgency exclusively to eligible members. If they use platforms such as
social media postings or outdoor ads, they risk spill-over that may disgruntle
mass audiences.
Nevertheless, marketers are advised to avoid overusing social exclusion strategies.
The strategies might cause ingroup members to have increased scarcity and value perceptions, but some loyal users may be alienated. The customer retaliation literature
warns that love can become hate (Gregoire and Fisher 2008). A possible solution is to
create a layer between social exclusion and inclusion, such as a waitlist for including
temporarily excluded consumers.
In sum, the results suggest strategies in setting limited-time promotions for
selected target audiences. For example, when marketers offer discount coupons, they
must consider the size of the recipient list, the duration of the promotional offer, and
the magnitude of the discount. Scarcity perceptions will be maximized for smaller
invitee lists, shorter promotion durations, and higher discounts. However, we advise
caution in that scarcity perceptions potentially limit the amount of sales.

Limitations and future research
Although our research provides guidance for using scarcity appeals, we acknowledge
several limitations that suggest opportunities for future research. First, although the
findings were consistent, the two experiments used rental fashion as a product category. Future studies should replicate the experiment across different contexts and
populations to enhance the generalization and robustness of the findings.
Second, based on the social exclusion framework, our findings consistently confirmed that social scarcity leads excluded consumers to have negative perceptions
about a temporally scarce deal but have positive perceptions about a temporally
extended deal. However, we overlooked the possibility that in real-life situations, outgroup members may not pay as much attention to the offers that excluded them. In
our experiments, we directly notified excluded participants, and thus made it salient
that they were ineligible by giving them a personal treat (Study 1) or by indicating
that they were not selected by chance (Study 2).
In inducing social exclusion, we focussed on whether the exclusion could be attributed to intrinsic or extrinsic factors. Accordingly, in Study 1, we used a false feedback
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paradigm, the personal trait of environmental friendliness, to activate feelings of social
exclusion. In Study 2, participants were told that they were randomly excluded based
on their zodiac sign. Applying the artificial criteria to real market settings might be difficult. For example, we used the limited time discount for Amazon Prime members as
an introductory example. However, real-world marketers may use scarcity marketing to
entice new customers, so they could choose whether to accept. Future research might
examine how social exclusion/inclusion by choice changes the social-temporal scarcity dynamics.
Our samples comprised students 18-to-24 years-old. Young consumers are likely to
be highly sensitive to social inclusion/exclusion. In contrast, certain demographic segments such as retired and older adults tend to be socially excluded (Scharf et al.
2005). Future research should enhance external validity by replicating our findings
using nonstudent samples from a broader demographic spectrum.
The false feedback manipulation in Study 1 might have caused some unanticipated negative feelings. Future research should rule out potential confounds as
alternative explanations for our findings, including ethical challenges (Wirth 2016),
threats to self-esteem (Duclos, Wan, and Jiang 2013), or negative affect (Lee and
Shrum 2012).

Note
1. When we ran the ANCOVA analysis including moral identity as a covariate, the interaction
remained significant (F (1,146) ¼ 7.408, p < 0.01, gp2 ¼ 0.048).
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