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Abstract—To drive conversions, e-commerce and m-
commerce platforms often employ various scarcity cues within
their booking interfaces. These fall into two categories: limited-
quantity (e.g., ""Last room available!") and limited-time (e.g.,
"Offer ends in 3 hours!"). The utility of such cues extends to
hotels, regardless of their overall customer ratings. Meanwhile,
although gender serves as one of the primary factors for market
segmentation, the differential reactions of men and women to
various marketing cues within the online marketplace have not
been thoroughly investigated. Hence, this paper investigates
how gender influences consumers’ booking and
recommendation intentions in response to scarcity cues for
hotels with varying customer ratings. An online experiment (N
= 385, 181 men and 204 women) was conducted. It manipulated
scarcity cue type (limited-quantity and limited-time) and
customer ratings (high and low) as between-participants factors.
Booking intention was generally higher among men. This was
particularly true under conditions of limited-quantity scarcity
and high customer ratings. Moreover, men exhibited a higher
intention to recommend compared with women when facing
limited-quantity scarcity. The findings deepen the scholarly
understanding of the gendered impact of scarcity cues and
customer ratings on online hotel bookings and
recommendations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

To drive conversions, e-commerce and m-commerce
platforms often employ various scarcity cues within their
booking interfaces [1-6]. These primarily fall into two
categories: limited-quantity (e.g., "Just 2 rooms left at this
discounted rate!" or "Last room available") and limited-time
(e.g., "Offer ends in 3 hours!" or "Deal expires tonight").
Limited-quantity cues highlight dwindling inventory. This
prompts immediate action to secure the desired deal [5]. In
contrast, limited-time cues create a sense of urgency by
imposing a booking deadline. This encourages impulsive
decisions before the opportunity disappears [6]. Importantly,
the utility of these scarcity cues extends to hotels, regardless
of their overall customer ratings—benefiting both highly-
regarded properties (e.g., "4.5 out of 5") as well as those with
more ordinary scores (e.g., "3 out of 5") [2].

Meanwhile, although gender serves as one of the primary
factors for market segmentation [7-10], the differential
reactions of men and women to various marketing cues within
the online marketplace have not been thoroughly investigated.
This is an important gap to fill in the e-commerce/m-
commerce literature because gender is known to influence
online decision-making [10-13]. More pertinently, recent
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literature continues to highlight the value of studying travel-
related online decision-making through a gender-based lens
[10, 14, 15]. In fact, several tourism and hospitality studies
have urged for further investigation into how gender plays a
part [15, 16]. Therefore, as part of a larger project, this paper
investigates how gender influences consumers’ booking and
recommendation intentions in response to scarcity cues for
hotels with varying customer ratings.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Gender remains a crucial market segmentation criterion in
tourism and hospitality [10, 14-16]. Early research on gender
often attributed behavioral differences between men and
women to the typical social roles they were assumed to hold
[17]. However, as societies move away from rigid gender
stereotypes [18], it is essential to better understand how
gender influences individuals’ responses to online cues in the
modern-day digital era [19].

Within tourism and hospitality, women constitute a
discrete market segment that exhibits a faster growth rate than
men. They not only represent more than 60% of all travelers
worldwide but also make 80% of hotel reservations [20].
Consequently, understanding how they differ from men in
response to online scarcity cues and customer ratings holds
significant value for both theory and practice.

The literature on the relationship between gender and
online decision-making presents three competing views. One
view expects men to be more open to online cues. Men have
often been shown to embrace technology and online shopping
more readily than women [21, 22]. While men tend to rely
more on online reviews and report greater satisfaction with
their digital purchases, women often lean toward traditional
advertisements and exhibit lower satisfaction with online
shopping [22, 23]. Moreover, willingness to create electronic
word-of-mouth (eWOM) is usually lower among women [24].
In the context of tourism and hospitality, [25] found the
influence of eWOM on trust perceptions and behavioral
intentions to be greater among men than women.

The second view is that individuals’ responses to online
cues is independent of gender. For example, in a study of
online flash sales, gender did not significantly predict
purchase intention [26]. According to [9], men and women
have similar levels of algorithmic shopping literacy. In a study
of how scarcity cues affect booking intention in tourism and
hospitality, the effect of gender was also nonsignificant [27].
These suggest a gradual narrowing of gender differences in
response to online cues.

The third view expects women to be more receptive to
online cues. To this end, [28] found the effect of eWOM on



purchase intention to be stronger among women. Moreover,
women were found to search more than men for product
information on social media [29]. Compared with men,
women have also been shown to perceive eWOM as being
more trustworthy [30, 31].

Given the equivocal nature of the literature, this paper
seeks to clarify the relationship through an empirical study. It
addresses the following research question: How does gender
affect online consumer response to scarcity cues for hotels
with varying customer ratings? Scarcity cues are a brand-
controlled marketing tool [4], directly managed by hotels.
These are commonly categorized as limited-quantity and
limited-time [2], both of which are considered in this paper. In
contrast, online hotel ratings are uncontrollable cues, as they
are derived organically from the collective opinions of
previous guests [4]. This paper considers high ("4.5 out of 5")
as well as low ("3 out of 5") ratings.

III. METHODS

A 2 (gender: men vs. women) x 2 (scarcity cue type:
limited-quantity vs. limited-time) x 2 (customer ratings: high
vs. low) Dbetween-participants online experiment was
conducted. In other words, the three independent variables are
gender (a naturally occurring factor), scarcity cue type (a
brand-controlled marketing tool), and customer ratings (an
uncontrollable cue). A web-based simulation of a hotel
booking platform was developed to manipulate scarcity cue
type and customer ratings. Following its development, the
simulation was refined through a series of pretests. Fig. 1 and
Fig. 2 show examples of the final experimental stimuli.

A total of 385 online shoppers (181 men and 204 women)
from Amazon Mechanical Turk took part in the study. They
were randomly and uniformly assigned to the conditions of
scarcity cue type and customer ratings, while gender was a
naturally occurring factor.

The participants imagined planning a trip to Paris for the
following month and then finding an affordable mid-scale (3-
star) hotel. After exposure to the experimental stimulus of the
hotel (e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 2), they were required to complete a
questionnaire. It measured their booking intention,
recommendation intention, and perceived realism of the
experiment. The scales were obtained from [32], [33], and
[34], respectively. Composite indices were created by
averaging the responses for each construct. The values of
Cronbach’s Alpha for booking intention, recommendation
intention, and perceived realism were 0.98, 0.97, and 0.94,
respectively.

Kayis Hotel
3 Star Hotel in Paris
KAYIS HOTEL

Review Score: 4.5 out of 5
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i 20% discount
Based on over 500 customer reviews I

Only 1 room left!

A popular 3 Star hotel, Kayis offers highly comfortable accommodation at a
reasonable price. A variety of cuisines is available.
Check-in starts from 14:00. Check-out time is at 12:00.

BOOK NOW

Fig. 1. Scarcity cue type: limited-quantity, customer rating: high.

Kayis Hotel
3 Star Hotel in Paris

KAYIS HOTEL
Review Score: 3 out of 5

Based on over 500 customer reviews

A popular 3 star nhotel, Kayis offers highly comfortable accommodation at a
reasonable price. A variety of cuisines is available.
Check-in starts from 14:00. Check-out time is at 12:00.

BOOK NOW

Fig. 2. Scarcity cue type: limited-time, customer rating: low.

IV. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The analytical procedure involved a 2 (gender: men vs.
women) x 2 (scarcity cue type: limited-quantity vs. limited-
time) X 2 (customer ratings: high vs. low) between-
participants ANCOVA, with perceived realism as a covariate.
The two dependent variables include booking intention and
recommendation intention.

A. Gendered Impact on Booking Intention

Three main findings emerged. First, gender had a
statistically significant effect, F(1,376) =7.10,p=0.01,n,2 =
0.019. Booking intention was higher among men (4.83 + 1.82)
than women (4.29 £ 1.91).

Second, the gender x scarcity cue type interaction was
marginally significant, F(1,376) =3.21, p = 0.07, n,> = 0.008
(Fig. 3). Booking intention was at its peak when men were
exposed to limited-quantity scarcity cues (5.31 £ 1.29). It was
the lowest when women came across limited-time scarcity
cues (4.05 = 1.96).

To better understand the interaction, follow-up
independent samples t-tests were conducted. The aim was to
detect if gender made a significant difference to booking
intention for both scarcity cue types. In the limited-quantity
scarcity condition, the gender difference was significant,
t(169.56) = -3.228, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = -0.468. Booking
intention was higher among men (5.31 + 1.29) than women
(4.57 £ 1.82). In the presence of limited-time scarcity, the
difference was nonsignificant. Booking intention was
comparable between men (4.29 + 2.16) and women (4.05 +
1.96).
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Fig. 3. Gender X scarcity cue type interaction effect on booking.



The third finding is that the gender x customer ratings
interaction was marginally significant, F(1, 376) =2.814,p =
0.09, n,? = 0.007 (Fig. 4). Booking intention was at its peak
when men were exposed to hotels with high customer ratings
(5.78 £ 1.08). It was the lowest when women came across low
customer ratings (3.54 = 1.95).

To delve deeper, independent samples t-tests were used to
detect if gender made a significant difference to booking
intention for both high and low customer ratings. In the high
customer rating condition, the role of gender was significant,
t(178.44) = -3.725, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = -0.531. Booking
intention was higher among men (5.78 £+ 1.08) than women
(5.07 £ 1.52). In the low customer rating condition, the
difference was nonsignificant. Booking intention was
comparable between men (3.85 = 1.92) and women (3.54 +
1.95).
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Fig. 4. Gender x customer ratings interaction effect on booking.

B. Gendered Impact on Recommendation Intention

Gender did not make a significant difference to
recommendation intention. The gender X customer ratings
interaction effect was also nonsignificant.

Nonetheless, the gender x scarcity cue type interaction
effect was significant, F(1, 376) = 7.63, p = 0.01, > = 0.02
(Fig. 5). Recommendation intention was at its peak when men
were exposed to limited-quantity scarcity cues (5.14 £ 1.56).
It was the lowest when men were exposed to limited-time
scarcity cues (3.95 £2.23).

To better understand the interaction, follow-up
independent samples t-tests were conducted. In the limited-
quantity scarcity condition, the role of gender was significant,
t(178.92) = -3.003, p = 0.003, Cohen’s d = -0.435.
Recommendation intention was higher among men (5.14 +
1.56) than women (4.36 + 1.96). In the presence of limited-
time scarcity, the difference became nonsignificant.
Recommendation intention was comparable between men
(3.95 £ 2.23) and women (4.05 + 2.03).

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This paper has addressed the research question: How does
gender affect online consumer response to scarcity cues for
hotels with varying customer ratings? Booking intention was
generally higher among men. This was particularly true under
conditions of limited-quantity scarcity and high customer
ratings. In addition, men exhibited a higher intention to
recommend compared with women when facing limited-
quantity scarcity.
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Fig. 5. Gender x scarcity cue type interaction effect on recommendation.

These findings should be viewed in light of the limitation
that the paper only compared men and women without delving
into the nuances of masculinity and femininity [35]. How
individuals from masculine and feminine cultures respond to
online cues differently is worth investigating. Moving
forward, examining gender beyond the men/women binary is
also important for a more comprehensive understanding in e-
commerce/m-commerce studies.

A. Theoretical Implications

As indicated earlier, the existing literature offers three
competing views on the influence of gender on online
decision-making. One holds men to be more open to online
cues [21-25]. The second holds individuals’ response to online
cues to be independent of gender [9, 26, 27]. The third holds
women to be more open to online cues [28-31]. This paper
finds strong support for the first of these three views.

Booking intention was higher among men. Scarcity cues
create a sense of competition by implying limited availability
[1-6], and this competitive aspect might resonate more with
men, nudging them toward impulsive purchases. This aligns
with prior research characterizing men as more assertive and
decisive [17, 21]. As men are more inclined to be deal seekers
or bargain hunters [36], they might have been more attracted
to promotions that emphasize scarcity.

Regarding the gender x scarcity cue type interaction
effect, men exhibited the highest booking and
recommendation intentions when exposed to the limited-
quantity scarcity cue. Men might perceive limited-quantity
promotions as a better or more exclusive value proposition,
making the deal seem more worthwhile. Conversely, in the
presence of limited-time scarcity, behavioral intentions were
largely comparable between men and women. This implies
that men and women might perceive limited-time scarcity
cues as being equally compelling.

With respect to the gender x customer ratings interaction
effect, booking intention was the highest when men were
exposed to hotels with high customer ratings. Although the
interaction effect on recommendation intention was
nonsignificant, the finding is generally consistent with the
literature that depicts men to be more sensitive to online cues
compared with women [21-23].

Overall, the findings deepen the scholarly understanding
of the gendered impact of scarcity cues and customer ratings
on online hotel bookings and recommendations. By
unpacking these nuances, the paper has advanced the
exploration of the influence of gender on online behaviors
within tourism and hospitality research. This is consistent with



the Sex and Gender Equity in Research guidelines, which
recommend integrating gender into research design [19].

B. Managerial Implications

The paper offers three key managerial implications. First,
it suggests that e-commerce and m-commerce applications
should not implement scarcity cues with a one-size-fits-all
approach in their booking interfaces. This is because the paper
shows gender to be an important indicator of the type of
scarcity cue that should be adopted. For midscale hotels, the
context of the study, limited-quantity cues were more
effective—particularly among men. Therefore, when booking
platforms have access to consumer demographics, they should
leverage this information for personalized scarcity cue
displays.

Second, hotel booking platforms should enable individuals
to share/recommend deals with others. Men’s high propensity
to recommend hotels with limited-quantity scarcity cues
highlights the value of such a functionality, which is currently
not always conspicuous on platforms like Expedia.

Finally, while the findings indicate that women were not
swayed by online cues as readily as men, this observation
presents a critical practical implication for the tourism and
hospitality sector. It is particularly concerning given the
rapidly expanding economic influence of women globally
[20]. Women's purchasing power is not only increasing, but
their consumer segment is also growing at an accelerated rate
[18, 20, 37, 38]. For hoteliers, this means a substantial portion
of a highly valuable and expanding market segment remains
largely uninfluenced by current online marketing efforts. This
represents a significant missed opportunity. To effectively
capture this growing market and ensure long-term
profitability, hoteliers must urgently re-evaluate and enhance
their digital marketing strategies to resonate more powerfully
with women consumers.

REFERENCES

[11 L.Y.Leong, T.S. Hew, K. B. Ooi, N. Hajli, and G. Tan, “Revisiting
the social commerce paradigm: The social commerce (SC) framework
and a research agenda,” Internet Research, vol. 34, no. 4, pp. 1346-
1393, 2024.

[2] S.Banerjee, A. Pal, and A. B. Kapetanaki, “Booking hotels online: Can
scarcity messages mitigate the effect of a mediocre aggregated eWOM
valence?,” International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, vol. 37, no. 7, pp. 2513-2531, 2025.

[3] A. Biswas, “Deciphering predictors of tourists’ value and intention
amid COVID-19: The interplay of scarcity, enjoyment, visual
presentations, and pandemic threat,” International Journal of Human—
Computer Interaction, vol. 40, no. 17, pp. 4627-4646, 2024.

[4] E.J.Kim, C. Raab, and S. Tanford, “What has the most impact? An
exploration of dual-processing systems in hotel booking decisions,”
Journal of Travel Research, vol. 64, no. 8, pp. 1929-1944, 2025.

[5] Y.He,and H. Oppewal, “See how much we’ve sold already! Effects of
displaying sales and stock level information on consumers’ online
product choices,” Journal of Retailing, vol. 94, no. 1, pp. 45-57, 2018.

[6] J. Hmurovic, C. Lamberton, and K. Goldsmith, “Examining the
efficacy of time scarcity marketing promotions in online retail,”
Journal of Marketing Research, vol. 60, no. 2, pp. 299-328, 2023.

[71 S. Putrevu, “Exploring the origins and information processing
differences between men and women: Implications for advertisers,”
Academy of Marketing Science Review, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 1-14,2001.

[8] L. Hudders, and S. De Jans, “Gender effects in influencer marketing:
An experimental study on the efficacy of endorsements by same-vs.
other-gender social media influencers on Instagram,” International
Journal of Advertising, vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 128-149, 2022.

[91 J. Liu, D. Wu, and Q. Guo, “Are we different? Analyzing the role of
algorithmic curation and algorithmic literacy during online shopping

[10]

(1]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

from a gender differences perspective,” Behaviour & Information
Technology, vol. 43, no. 10, pp. 1990-2006, 2024.

S. Banerjee, and A. Chua, “How alluring is the online profile of tour
guides?,” Annals of Tourism Research, vol. 81, 102887, 2020.

H. Ramkissoon, and R. Nunkoo, “More than just biological sex
differences: Examining the structural relationship between gender
identity and information search behavior,” Journal of Hospitality &
Tourism Research, vol. 36, no. 2, pp. 191-215, 2012.

S. Rodgers, and M. A. Harris, “Gender and e-commerce: An
exploratory study,” Journal of Advertising Research, vol. 43, no. 3, pp.
322-329, 2003.

S. Kamboj, and Z. Rahman, “The influence of user participation in
social media-based brand communities on brand loyalty: Age and
gender as moderators,” Journal of Brand Management, vol. 23, no. 6,
pp. 679-700, 2016.

S. Banerjee, M. Lens, and A. Pal, “Put on your sunglasses and smile:
The secret of Airbnb hosts’ profile photos?,” International Journal of
Hospitality Management, vol. 103, 103219, 2022.

T. B. Morshed, and A. B. Hernandez-Lara, “Women travelers and
social media: Charting the path to economic and entrepreneurial
opportunities,” Journal Of Destination Marketing & Management, vol.
34, 100952, 2024.

E. Ballester, C. Ruiz-Mafé, and N. Rubio, “Females’ customer
engagement with eco-friendly restaurants in Instagram: The role of past
visits,” International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, vol. 35, no. 6, pp. 2267-2288, 2023.

A. Eagly, Sex Differences in Social Behavior: A Social-Role
Interpretation. New Jersey, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1987.

T. Macheka, E. Quaye, and N. Ligaraba, “The effect of online customer
reviews and celebrity endorsement on young female consumers’
purchase intentions,” Young Consumers, vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 462-482,
2024.

S. Heidari, T. F. Babor, P. De Castro, S. Tort, and M. Curno, “Sex and
gender equity in research: Rationale for the SAGER guidelines and
recommended use,” Research Integrity and Peer Review, vol. 1, 2,
2016.

V. Hoffenberg, “80% of hotel choices and bookings are made by
women,” 2022. [Online]. Available: https://hospitality-
on.com/en/human-resources/80-hotel-choices-and-bookings-are-
made-women

E. Garbarino, and M. Strahilevitz, “Gender differences in the perceived
risk of buying online and the effects of receiving a site
recommendation,” Journal of Business Research, vol. 57, no. 7, pp.
768-775, 2004.

S. Rodgers, and M. A. Harris, “Gender and e-commerce: An
exploratory study,” Journal of Advertising Research, vol. 43, no. 3, pp.
322-329, 2003.

1. Sharma, and S. Mishra, “Quantifying the consumer’s dependence on
different information sources on acceptance of autonomous vehicles,”
Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, vol. 160, pp. 179-
203, 2022.

A. Mishra, S. Maheswarappa, M. Maity, and S. Samu, “Adolescent’s
eWOM intentions: An investigation into the roles of peers, the Internet
and gender,” Journal of Business Research, vol. 86, pp. 394-405, 2018.

A. Abubakar, M. Ilkan, R. Al-Tal, and K. Eluwole, “eWOM, revisit
intention, destination trust and gender,” Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism Management, vol. 31, pp. 220-227, 2017.

L. Peng, W. Zhang, X. Wang, and S. Liang, “Moderating effects of
time pressure on the relationship between perceived value and purchase
intention in social E-commerce sales promotion: Considering the
impact of product involvement,” Information & Management, vol. 56,
no. 2, pp. 317-328, 2019.

T. Teubner, and A. Graul, “Only one room left! How scarcity cues
affect booking intentions on hospitality platforms,” Electronic
Commerce Research and Applications, vol. 39, 100910, 2020.

S. Bae, and T. Lee, “Gender differences in consumers’ perception of
online consumer reviews,” Electronic Commerce Research, vol. 11, no.
2, pp- 201-214, 2010.

0. Kol, and S. Levy, “Men on a mission, women on a journey-Gender
differences in consumer information search behavior via SNS: The
perceived value perspective,” Journal of Retailing and Consumer
Services, vol. 75, 103476, 2023.



[30]

(311

[32]

[33]

[34]

G. Prendergast, A. Paliwal, and K. Chan, “Trust in online
recommendations: An evolutionary psychology perspective,”
International Journal of Advertising, vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 199-216, 2016.

K. Z. Zhang, C. M. Cheung, M. K. Lee, “Examining the moderating
effect of inconsistent reviews and its gender differences on consumers’
online shopping decision,” International Journal of Information
Management, vol. 34, no. 2, pp. 89-98, 2014.

M. Essawy, “The impacts of e-atmospherics on emotions and on the
booking intentions of hotel rooms,” Tourism and Hospitality Research,
vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 65-73, 2019.

Y. Huang, and Y. Jia, “Remaining focus increases task evaluation and
future task perseverance,” International Journal of Research in
Marketing, vol. 36, no. 2, pp. 251-263, 2019.

K. Daunt, and D. Greer, “Unpacking the perceived opportunity to
misbehave: The influence of spatio-temporal and social dimensions on
consumer misbehavior,” European Journal of Marketing, vol. 49, no.
9/10, pp. 1505-1526, 2015.

[33]

[36]

371

[38]

Y. Yang, and E. Merrill, “Cognitive and personality characteristics of
masculinity and femininity predict wayfinding competence and
strategies of men and women,” Sex Roles, vol. 76, pp. 747-758, 2017.

J. Hou, and K. Elliott, “Gender differences in online auctions,”
Electronic Commerce Research and Applications, vol. 17, pp. 123-133,
2016.

T. Bowley, “What’s the power of a woman’s wallet?,” 2025. [Online].
Available: https://institute.bankofamerica.com/economic-
insights/womens-financial-position.html

C. Chu, “The ‘she-economy’ has hit in Macao. What does it mean for
tourism?,” 2025. [Online]. Available:
https://macaonews.org/news/business/macau-women-females-
tourism-travellers



