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A B S T R A C T   

Access-based services (ABS) have shown tremendous growth recently. We examine the relationship between 
service period framing and consumers’ anticipated ABS enjoyment. Four scenario-based experiments revealed 
that focus frame of the service period affected anticipated enjoyment of upcoming ABS experiences and this 
effect is mediated by perceived temporal scarcity. We also examine the moderating role of perceived product 
benefits, indicating that this mediated focus-frame effect is amplified among consumers tending to pursue he-
donic benefits from the borrowed goods. Lastly, we confirm the anticipated enjoyment’s mediating role on the 
relationship between focus frame and consumers’ positive behaviors and attitudes toward ABS.   

1. Introduction 

The paradigm of services marketing has changed from “owning and 
possessing” to “accessing and using” services (Lovelock and Gummes-
son, 2004). Therefore, we must cultivate knowledge on how to maxi-
mize the enjoyment from consumption experiences. Nevertheless, 
consumer behavior studies have mainly demonstrated the joy of posses-
sions (Belk, 1988; Richins, 1994a, 1994b); few have focused on the joy of 
temporal access. Furthermore, the hedonic treadmill theory refers to the 
pleasure of possessing something quickly fades because people tend to 
adapt to changes in life circumstances (Brickman and Campbell, 1971; 
Diener et al., 2009; Wilson and Gilbert, 2008). Access-based services 
(ABS), which provide consumers with temporary, limited access to 
goods without ownership (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012; Schaefers et al., 
2016a), are distinguished from material possession through their tem-
poral and experiential characteristics (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012; Chen, 
2008; Durgee and Colarelli O’Connor, 1995). We contend that these 
characteristics of ABS can slow down hedonic adaptation, thereby 
fostering consumers’ motivation to savor limited consumption 
experiences. 

Access is defined as a transient, dematerialized (experiential), and 
non-ownership mode of consumption (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012; 
Chen, 2008; Durgee and Colarelli O’Connor, 1995). Therefore, the 
temporality of ABS may encourage consumers to savor forthcoming ABS 
experiences, just as temporal scarcity or limited availability enhances 

people’s readiness to savor (Kurtz, 2008; Sevilla and Redden, 2014). 
Moreover, the experientiality of ABS implies that the access focuses on 
“using” rather than “owning” material goods. This is in line with pre-
vious findings that showed experiential purchases contribute to 
enhancing consumer well-being more than material purchases (Carter 
and Gilovich, 2010; Van Boven and Gilovich, 2003). 

However, consumers must be reminded that positive experiences are 
finite in temporal perspectives, which is the case with ABS. Although 
consumers believe that consumption enjoyment decreases over time (i. 
e., hedonic adaptation), they often fail to remember that because of the 
low salience of duration (Wang et al., 2009). Based on these works on 
savoring and hedonic adaptation, we propose that using a focus frame, 
or highlighting the remaining vs. consumed service period, as a mar-
keting intervention can increase the salience of the temporal (i.e., a 
limited-time) aspect of ABS, which may have otherwise remained 
inconspicuous. The cue may in turn motivate consumers to enjoy future 
consumption experiences (Kurtz, 2008; Sevilla and Redden, 2014). To 
measure savoring ability, we define anticipated enjoyment as one’s 
forecast of their consumption enjoyment of their upcoming experiences 
of using ABS (Chun et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2009). 

We propose that the framing of the focal service period affects con-
sumers’ anticipated enjoyment of upcoming experiences. Specifically, 
we explore the following research questions: (1) Does the focus on the 
remaining vs. consumed service period affect consumers’ anticipated 
enjoyment of experiencing ABS? (2) Does perceived temporal scarcity 
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mediate the relationship between focus frame and anticipated enjoy-
ment? (3) Does the focus-frame effect emerge only when the remaining 
period is comparably short (vs. long) relative to the entire period? (4) Do 
consumers’ perceived product benefits (hedonic vs. utilitarian) moder-
ate the focus-frame effect? (5) Does the focus frame influence consumer 
responses (i.e., extension intention, reuse intention, attitude toward the 
service) via anticipated enjoyment? 

This research will contribute to ABS literature by investigating if and 
how focusing on the remaining (vs. consumed) service period heightens 
consumers’ anticipated enjoyment of the upcoming experiences. Inter-
preting ABS in relation to literature on savoring and hedonic adaptation 
(Kurtz, 2008; Sevilla and Redden, 2014; Wang et al., 2009), we focus on 
the frame of the service period to make the temporality of ABS more 
apparent, thereby enhancing consumers’ readiness to savor ABS. From a 
managerial perspective, our findings provide nuanced tactics for 
designing the optimal time and method of communication (inspired by 
Koo and Fishbach, 2010, 2012; Wiebenga and Fennis, 2014) to improve 
both motivational (i.e., anticipated enjoyment, desire to use) as well as 
behavioral (i.e., extension intention, reuse intention, attitude toward the 
service) reactions to ABS. 

2. Theoretical framework and hypotheses development 

2.1. Access-based services 

ABS, which allow consumers to acquire consumption time, have 
become increasingly popular in the past decade (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 
2012; Durgee and Colarelli O’Connor, 1995; Lovelock and Gummesson, 
2004; Schaefers et al., 2016a); however, it is not a novel concept. Earlier, 
Durgee and Colarelli O’Connor (1995) delineated the concept of rental 
as “a transaction in which one party offers an item to another party for a 
fixed period of time in exchange for money and in which there is no 
change of ownership” (p. 90). About 20 years later, Schaefers et al. 
(2016a) defined ABS as “market-mediated transactions that provide 
customers with temporally limited access to goods in return for an access 
fee, while the legal ownership remains with the service provider” (p. 3). 
Rental’s original definition shares “temporality” as an essential feature 
with ABS. 

ABS have entered a new phase due to changes in consumer lifestyles 
and technological advancements (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012; Schaefers 
et al., 2016b). ABS help consumers avoid ownership burdens such as the 
risks and responsibilities that accompany owning a good (Moeller and 

Wittkowski, 2010; Schaefers et al., 2016a). Because of ownership bur-
dens, consumers who value trends (e.g., demand for new and up-to-date 
products) and convenience (e.g., demand for time- and energy-saving 
products) are more likely to prefer non-ownership modes of consump-
tion (Moeller and Wittkowski, 2010). 

Despite these advantages, burdens of access (e.g., complexity barrier 
and contamination barrier) continue to deter consumers from using ABS 
(Hazée et al., 2017). Therefore, researchers have attempted to uncover 
what motivates or demotivates consumers from engaging with ABS, and 
develop ways to attenuate consumers’ perceived barriers to adopting 
these services. A recent study found that enhancing psychological 
ownership of ABS might satisfy consumers’ desire for possession and 
consequently replace material objects (Fritze et al., 2020). We provide a 
summary of our selected review of the literature on ABS in Table 1. Most 
research has compared ABS with ownership-based consumption and 
identified some antecedents that affect emotional, cognitive, and 
behavioral responses toward ABS. These previous works tend to illu-
minate the superiority or inferiority of ABS relative to ownership, purely 
from a utility-based perspective. 

2.2. Scarcity and savoring motivation 

Literature regarding savoring and consumer well-being that inspired 
this research provides empirical evidence of the effects of scarcity on 
consumer enjoyment. First, Bryant and Veroff (2007) conceptualized 
savoring as a set of cognitive or behavioral strategies in which people 
engage “to attend to, appreciate, and enhance the positive experiences 
in their lives” (p. 2). That is, savoring is a regulatory mechanism that 
refers to individuals’ capacities to regulate the emotional impact of 
positive events (Bryant and Veroff, 2007; Jose et al., 2012). Studies 
linking savoring to scarcity have demonstrated that temporal scarcity 
can motivate people to enjoy their limited experiences more. 

For instance, when the last remaining resources or items in a series 
are emphasized, consumers tend to enjoy and evaluate them positively 
(O’Brien and Ellsworth, 2012). How people think about their time af-
fects their goals and decisions in relation to happiness and well-being 
(Mogilner et al., 2018). Activating a temporal mindset leads con-
sumers to focus on their usage experiences and augment personal 
connection with the product (Mogilner and Aaker, 2009). Most inter-
estingly, when people think about the imminent ending of a positive 
event, they tend to perceive temporal scarcity and savor the time they 
have left (Kurtz, 2008). The salience of limited temporal resources 

Table 1 
Selected literature on responses toward ABS and their determinants.  

Agenda References Independent variables Dependent variables Context (stimuli) 

Comparison of two 
consumption modes 

Durgee and Colarelli 
O’Connor (1995) 

Consumption modes (renting vs. owning) Consumer feelings about renting behavior 
(e.g., involvement, cognitive dissonance, 
and materialism) 

Traditional rental transaction 
(e.g., cars, furniture, skis, and 
videos) 

Chen (2008) Consumption modes (possession vs. access) Consumer desire and value of artworks/art 
consumption experiences 

Art consumption (e.g., art 
collection vs. exhibit visits) 

Basic features of ABS Moeller and 
Wittkowski (2010) 

Six determinants (e.g., importance of 
possession, convenience orientation, and 
trend orientation) 

Consumer preference for non-ownership Peer-to-peer sharing network 

Bardhi and Eckhardt 
(2012) 

Six dimensions (e.g., temporality, 
anonymity, and market mediation) 

The nature and diversity of access-based 
consumption 

Car sharing (e.g., Zipcar) 

Pros and cons of ABS Schaefers et al. 
(2016a) 

Three ownership risk perceptions (e.g., 
financial, performance, and social) 

ABS usage (e.g., actual usage data), 
ownership reduction 

Car sharing 

Schaefers et al. 
(2016b) 

Previous misbehavior in ABS (yes vs. no) Perceived social norms, subsequent 
misbehavior in ABS 

Car sharing 

Strategies to overcome the 
barriers to adopting 
ABS 

Hazée et al. (2017) Customer-perceived barriers to ABS, 
customer barrier-attenuating practices 

Adoption and use of ABS Various examples of ABS (e.g., 
cars, bikes, tools, and toys) 

Fritze et al. (2020) Antecedents of psychological ownership for 
ABS (e.g., intimacy, identity, and communal 
identification) 

Psychological ownership, substitutive 
value, ABS usage, material ownership 
reduction 

Car sharing and music 
streaming  
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motivates people to spend their time more carefully and exert efforts to 
relish ordinary events (Bhattacharjee and Mogilner, 2013). Likewise, 
limited availability can also slow down the satiation caused by repeated 
consumption and reduce the decline in enjoyment (Sevilla and Redden, 
2014). 

Overall, the studies suggest that scarcity improves consumers’ 
savoring motivation and well-being. Additionally, we propose that 
temporally and experientially scarce situations posited and verified in 
savoring literature are similar to the actual consumer practice of using 
ABS. Because ABS are distinguished from material possession in terms of 
temporality and experientiality (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012; Chen, 
2008; Durgee and Colarelli O’Connor, 1995), we contend that the 
definition and real practice of ABS are closely related to scarcity salience 
investigated in literature on savoring. We connect these two distinct 
research contexts and predict that when consumers become aware of the 
imminent termination of ABS, they perceive greater temporal scarcity 
and are thus motivated to enjoy their upcoming consumption 
experiences. 

2.3. ABS as temporal and experiential mode of consumption 

Previous research proposes temporality as one of the six dimensions 
that make up the nature of access-based consumption (temporality, 
anonymity, market mediation, consumer involvement, type of accessed 
object, and political consumerism; Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012). ABS 
entail more temporal and limited use of products and services than 
ownership-based consumption (Chen, 2008), although the duration of 
access or item usage varies (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012). Therefore, the 
findings of savoring research, which state that limited temporality af-
fects consumers’ motivation to enjoy consumption experiences, can be 
applied to ABS practice. Moreover, ABS facilitate consumers to focus on 
experiences (e.g., drinking a cup of coffee) rather than on physical 
products (e.g., a coffee machine) (Durgee and Colarelli O’Connor, 
1995). Consequently, ABS accentuate experiential (vs. material) aspects 
during consumption. The literature has found that consumers feel 
greater satisfaction and happiness when they make experiential (vs. 
material) purchases (Carter and Gilovich, 2010; Van Boven and Gilo-
vich, 2003) and even adapt to experiences more slowly and consciously 
than to material possessions (Nicolao et al., 2009). 

Based on these characteristics, we limit the scope of our research to 
certain types of ABS. The types of ABS can vary from long-term rental of 
multiannual contracts (such as apartments) to short-term access on daily 
or hourly basis (such as bike- or car-sharing). Rather than covering all 
durations, our studies focus on services that recur monthly. The tem-
poral nature of ABS is more apparent when contract renewal decisions 
are made periodically. Hence, for such recurring services, we not only 
incorporate the contexts used in savoring literature (Kurtz, 2008) but 
also include the renewal conditions of rentals, leases, and 
subscription-based services. 

2.4. Focus frame of ABS and consumer enjoyment 

Connecting the characteristics of ABS with literature on savoring, we 
propose consumers’ anticipated enjoyment as a dependent variable in 
the non-ownership mode of consumption. We regard anticipated 
enjoyment as a cognitive awareness of the pleasure from an upcoming 
experience (Chun et al., 2017). Since ABS have expiration dates, we 
hypothesize that consumers will make significant cognitive efforts to 
enjoy upcoming experiences until the termination date. 

However, because temporality embedded in ABS is not always salient 
to customers, hedonic adaptation may occur as the consumption dura-
tion progresses, particularly when the period is long, regardless of 
whether one owns or accesses the product. The theory of hedonic 
adaptation illustrates that people easily adapt to changes in circum-
stances and revert to hedonic neutrality (Brickman and Campbell, 1971; 
Diener et al., 2009; Wilson and Gilbert, 2008). A decline in enjoyment 

over time is a pervasive feature of human psychology (Frederick and 
Loewenstein, 1999; Wang et al., 2009). Thus, we introduce the notion of 
focus frame as one that reminds ABS users of the finiteness of the service 
period. 

Inspired by goal-framing literature (Koo and Fishbach, 2010, 2012; 
Wiebenga and Fennis, 2014), this research presents consumers’ service 
usage state either as the relative position from the future (remaining) or 
the past (consumed) consumption period. Since the salience of pro-
spective duration prompts people to access their knowledge about he-
donic adaptation (Wang et al., 2009), we believe that focus frame can 
affect consumers’ cognitive understanding of the service period, and 
their motivation to enjoy future consumption. We hypothesize: 

H1: Focusing on the remaining (vs. consumed) service period makes 
consumers anticipate a high level of enjoyment of upcoming 
experiences. 

2.5. Temporal scarcity as an underlying mechanism 

We propose that the relationship between focus frame and antici-
pated enjoyment may be mediated by perceived temporal scarcity. 
Temporal scarcity or limited availability improves a consumer’s readi-
ness to savor the given circumstances (Kurtz, 2008; O’Brien and Ells-
worth, 2012; Sevilla and Redden, 2014). Furthermore, awareness of an 
ending can also encourage people to savor the last moments (O’Brien 
and Ellsworth, 2012; Quoidbach et al., 2010). Therefore, we 
hypothesize: 

H2: Perceived temporal scarcity mediates the relationship between 
focus frame and anticipated enjoyment. 

However, the way in which the temporal frames of ABS are designed 
and communicated has a significant impact on anticipated enjoyment. 
During the initial stage in which consumers are farther from the service 
expiration date, drawing attention to the long remaining period does not 
motivate consumers to enjoy future consumption experiences. However, 
as the expiration date approaches, drawing attention to the short 
remaining period can easily motivate consumers to savor their limited 
chance of experiencing the service. We propose the length of the 
remaining service period as a boundary condition for the proposed 
focus-frame effect. More precisely, we contend that when people realize 
the short remaining service period, they perceive more temporal scarcity 
and consequently, anticipate greater enjoyment from the service use. 
Our specific hypothesis is as follows: 

H3: The focus-frame effect on anticipated enjoyment via perceived 
temporal scarcity works only when the remaining period is comparably 
short (vs. long) relative to the total period. 

2.6. Product benefits and temporal scarcity 

Experientiality is a core essence of ABS (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012; 
Chen, 2008; Durgee and Colarelli O’Connor, 1995). Experiential pur-
chases, although a distinct construct, are closely related to hedonic 
consumption (Van Boven and Gilovich, 2003). Numerous studies artic-
ulate the distinction between hedonic and utilitarian consumption that 
entails different product benefits (Chitturi et al., 2008; Dhar and Wer-
tenbroch, 2000; Voss et al., 2003). The former is relatively more 
enjoyable, affective, experiential, and intrinsically motivated and aug-
ments customer delight; the latter is more functional, cognitive, prac-
tical, and extrinsically motivated and guarantees customer satisfaction 
(Alba and Williams, 2013; Chitturi et al., 2008). 

People tend to show greater elaboration of an object’s potential 
benefits when confronting its forfeiture (vs. acquisition) (Strahilevitz 
and Loewenstein, 1998). In addition, the theory of loss aversion (Kah-
neman et al., 1990; Kahneman and Tversky, 1979) suggests that a choice 
framed as forfeiture can cause asymmetric valuations of hedonic and 
utilitarian attributes. Because hedonic features are more sensory, easier 
to imagine, and tend to concern what might have been, “the relative 
attractiveness of an item that is superior on the hedonic dimension 
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should thus be enhanced” in a situation of forfeiture, rather than 
acquisition (Dhar and Wertenbroch, 2000, p. 62). 

We extend this idea to the context of ABS, assuming the termination 
of ABS as the forfeiture situation. We suggest that perceived product 
benefits moderate the effect of focus frame on anticipated enjoyment via 
perceived temporal scarcity. Consumers who pursue hedonic (vs. utili-
tarian) benefits from the service perceive the remaining temporal dis-
tance as shorter and scarcer, as they vividly imagine the favorable 
experiences that may be attained from the hedonic item. If savoring of 
ABS is enhanced by the salience of temporality, it follows that this effect 
will be more salient for those who pursue more hedonic (vs. utilitarian) 
benefits from ABS. In contrast, because utilitarian features are less 
sensory and the potential loss of features is more difficult to articulate, 
we expect consumers who infer utilitarian benefits to show comparably 
lower temporal scarcity, regardless of the temporal frame. We 
hypothesize: 

H4: The focus-frame effect on anticipated enjoyment via perceived 
temporal scarcity is more pronounced for consumers who pursue he-
donic (vs. utilitarian) benefits from ABS. 

2.7. Anticipated enjoyment and behavioral responses 

Since Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) suggested that consumer attitude 
determines behavioral intentions and that these intentions predict 
actual behaviors, the correlation and/or causal link between attitude 
and behavioral intentions has been repeatedly evaluated in numerous 
studies (Bagozzi and Yi, 1989; Hartmann and Apaolaza-Ibáñez, 2012; 
Jonas et al., 1997; Jung et al., 2014). Therefore, we evaluate both 
behavioral and attitudinal consumer responses, similar to the work of 
Kim and Han (2020) that presented consumer responses using multiple 
variables. Specifically, we postulate that anticipated enjoyment, a 
cognitive awareness of the pleasure from the upcoming service, can be a 
predictor of consumer responses involving immediate extension inten-
tion, reuse intention in the (distant) future, and attitude toward the 
service. We believe that understanding both intentions to reuse ABS in 
the near and distant future and the attitude toward the service (as a 
proxy for customer-based brand equity measure: Keller, 1993) are 
important for predicting short- and long-term relationships between the 
ABS firm and its customers. We further ground this prediction on 
well-established studies that have shown that post-purchase satisfaction 
and positive feelings associated with service experiences promote con-
sumer’s favorable attitude toward the brand and intention to use the 
service again (Gountas and Gountas, 2007; Hellier et al., 2003; Oliver, 
1980; Yi and La, 2004). In line with these findings, we theorize that 
anticipated enjoyment will facilitate a consumer’s decision to extend 
and reuse recurring ABS (Gountas and Gountas, 2007; Hellier et al., 
2003; Oliver, 1980). Moreover, consumers with greater enjoyment and 
satisfaction are prone to developing favorable attitude toward the 
brand, leading to the maintenance of long-term relationships (Hellier 

et al., 2003; Yi and La, 2004). We hypothesize: 
H5: Anticipated enjoyment mediates the relationship between focus 

frame and consumer responses toward ABS (extension intention, reuse 
intention, attitude toward the service). 

3. Overview of studies 

We examine the proposed theoretical model (Fig. 1) in four studies. 
Using an entertainment streaming service as a stimulus, Study 1 in-
vestigates whether focusing on the remaining (vs. consumed) service 
period makes consumers anticipate greater enjoyment of experiencing 
an access-based service (H1). Extending the context to a coffee machine 
rental service, Study 2 explores whether consumers’ perceived temporal 
scarcity mediates the focus-frame effect on anticipated enjoyment (H2) 
and further tests whether this effect emerges only when the remaining 
period is comparably short (vs. long) relative to the total service period 
(H3). Study 3 extends the research model by proposing that consumers’ 
perceived product benefits (hedonic vs. utilitarian) moderate the rela-
tionship between service period framing and anticipated enjoyment via 
temporal scarcity (H4). Finally, Study 4 aims to investigate whether the 
proposed effect extends to downstream behavioral measures that reflect 
consumer responses toward ABS (H5). 

4. Study 1 

4.1. Method 

4.1.1. Research design and sample 
Study 1 was a single-factor (focus frame: consumed vs. remaining) 

between-participants experiment. The experimental context involved an 
entertainment streaming service (e.g., similar to Netflix). Sixty-five 
undergraduate students at a major Korean university (29 women; 
Mage = 22.72, SD = 1.77, 19–28 years) participated in this study in 
exchange for a small gift. Of the total sample, 44 participants (67.7%) 
said that they had experience with certain types of entertainment 
streaming services. 

4.1.2. Procedure 
Participants were presented with a hypothetical scenario in which 

they had been using an entertainment streaming service for a one-month 
trial period. This service was presented as a subscription-based 
streaming service that provided a variety of movies and television pro-
grams. Participants were considered to have been satisfied with the 
streaming service but were informed that they could cancel the sub-
scription at any time without any penalty, as in real-world practice. 
Before the free trial ended, they received an email from the customer 
service center notifying them of the approaching service expiration date. 

After reading this background information, participants were 
randomly assigned to one of the two conditions that manipulated focus 

Fig. 1. Theoretical model.  
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frame. Participants in the consumed-frame condition were reminded of 
how many days they had enjoyed the program, while participants in the 
remaining-frame condition were reminded of how many days were left 
until the trial ended. We further strengthened the manipulation by 
presenting calendars that highlighted either the bygone or the remain-
ing period (Appendix A). The scenarios were carefully designed to be 
identical in all aspects except for the manipulation of the focus frame. 

4.1.3. Measures 
All the measures and reliabilities are presented in Table 2. Partici-

pants rated their anticipated enjoyment using three items (Vohs et al., 
2013) and their general enjoyment of the video content using two items 
(Kim and Labroo, 2011). Participants then responded to a manipulation 
check item. Next, the realism of the scenario was measured using two 
items and the actual frequency of video-watching was checked (“How 
frequently do you watch video content per week?”; open-ended). 
Finally, participants provided demographic information on gender and 
age. 

4.2. Results 

Participants in the remaining-frame condition focused significantly 
more on what remained to be consumed than those in the consumed- 

frame condition, indicating that the manipulation was effective (Mcon-

sumed = 4.44 vs. Mremaining = 8.48), F(1, 63) = 54.42, p < .001, η2
p = 0.46. 

Participants’ general enjoyment of video content, the actual frequency 
of video-watching (z-score), and the realism of the scenario did not differ 
across the two conditions, F’s < 1.0, p’s > .1. Participants perceived the 
experimental situations as realistic (M = 7.44, SD = 1.52). A one-way 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that the effect of focus frame 
on anticipated enjoyment was statistically significant. Participants 
showed greater anticipated enjoyment when they focused on the 
remaining period than when they focused on the consumed period 
(Mconsumed = 6.20 vs. Mremaining = 6.92), F(1, 63) = 4.63, p < .05, η2

p =

0.07. 

4.3. Discussion 

Study 1 confirms that emphasizing the remaining (vs. consumed) 
service period leads consumers to expect a greater level of enjoyment 
(H1). This result is supported even after we control for individuals’ 
video-watching tendency as a single covariate that combines partici-
pants’ general content enjoyment and video-watching frequency. 

Table 2 
All measurement items.  

Items Cronbach’s α coefficient 

Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 4 

Anticipated enjoyment (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree) 
(1) I would really enjoy [the video streaming service/tasting the coffee]. 
(2) I would savor [every time I watch video content on this platform/every sip]. 
(3) [Watching video content on this platform/Tasting the coffee] would give me a lot of pleasure. 

.81 .88 .89 .76 

Perceived temporal scarcity (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree) 
(1) I feel that I have a lot of time to consume the coffee machine. (R) 
(2) I feel that I have only a limited chance of using the coffee machine. 

– .87 .66 – 

Perceived consumption progress (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree) 
(1) I feel that I have fully used the coffee machine so far. 
(2) I have actively consumed the coffee machine during the service period. 

– .78 – – 

Perceived product benefits (1 = completely utilitarian, 5 = equally utilitarian and hedonic, 9 = completely hedonic) 
∙ How utilitarian (functional) or hedonic (enjoyable) do you think the coffee machine is? 

– – N/A – 

Desired to use (1 = less often, 5 = as usual, 9 = more often) 
∙ How often will you use the coffee machine before returning it? 

– – N/A – 

Extension intention (1 = very unlikely/unwilling, 9 = very likely/willing) 
(1) How likely would you be to extend the service period after the trial ends? 
(2) How willing would you be to extend the service period after the trial ends? 

– – – .78 

Reuse intention (1 = very unlikely/unwilling, 9 = very likely/willing) 
(1) How likely would you be to reuse (repurchase) this service sometime in the future? 
(2) How willing would you be to reuse (repurchase) this service sometime in the future? 

– – – .76 

Service attitude (a bipolar 1–9 scale) 
Please rate your attitude toward the entertainment streaming service. 
(1) unfavorable–favorable 
(2) dislike–like 
(3) bad–good 
(4) undesirable–desirable 
(5) unattractive–attractive 

– – – .89 

Price perception (1 = not at all expensive, 9 = very expensive) 
∙ How expensive do you think the [rental/streaming] service is? 

– N/A N/A N/A 

Chronic time perspective (1 = past, 9 = future) 
(1) It gives me pleasure to think about my __________. 
(2) I think about the things that [have happened/will happen] to me in the __________. 

– .73 .76 .82 

General enjoyment (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree) 
(1) I enjoy [watching video content/drinking coffee]. 
(2) In general, I like [watching video content/drinking coffee]. 

.87 .94 .93 .77 

Manipulation check of the focus frame (1 = the consumed service period, 9 = the remaining service period) 
∙ When I read this scenario, I paid more attention to _________. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Manipulation check of the length of the remaining period (1 = short, 9 = long) 
∙ When I read this scenario, I felt the remaining service period was relatively _________. 

– N/A – – 

Realism of the scenario (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree) 
(1) The situation described was realistic. 
(2) I had no difficulty imaging myself in the situation. 

.82 .66 .73 .72  
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5. Study 2 

5.1. Method 

5.1.1. Research design and sample 
Study 2 used a 2 (focus frame: consumed vs. remaining) × 2 

(remaining period: long vs. short) between-participants design in the 
context of renting a coffee machine. We recruited 140 US-based re-
spondents via Amazon’s MTurk platform. To ensure that participants 
paid enough attention to the survey, we included the Instructional 
Manipulation Check (IMC; Oppenheimer et al., 2009). Nine respondents 
were eliminated because they failed the IMC, thus leaving the study with 
131 participants (75 women; Mage = 36.56, SD = 12.00, 19–71 years). 

5.1.2. Procedure 
Participants read a hypothetical scenario regarding an access-based 

service wherein they were granted six-month access to a coffee ma-
chine. In the scenario, the rental company offered an espresso machine 
at US$22.99 per month; the offer included a complete package of high- 
quality coffee beans, maintenance service, and customer care. We set a 
price that was relatively inexpensive based on entry-level models dis-
played in the Amazon rental store to attain a certain level of customer 
satisfaction and eliminate psychological barriers caused by the price. 
Participants were asked to imagine that while using the machine, they 
received an email from the customer service center that reminded them 
of the service expiration date. 

After reading this information, participants were randomly assigned 
to one of the four conditions. The focus frame and the length of the 
remaining period were manipulated via the description in the email. We 
visualized the focus frame by presenting calendars that emphasized 
either the past or future period with mug-shaped stamps (Appendix B). 
To operationalize the length of the remaining period, the rental program 
notified participants that they had enjoyed either two of the six months 
(i.e., long remaining period) or four of the six months (i.e., short 
remaining period). Participants in the consumed-frame condition read, 
“You have enjoyed your espresso machine over the past [2 months or 4 
months].” Those in the remaining-frame condition read, “You have [2 
months or 4 months] left to further enjoy your espresso machine.” 
Participants then completed a series of measures disguised as a customer 
satisfaction survey. 

5.1.3. Measures 
All the measurement items and reliabilities are listed in Table 2. 

Participants rated their anticipated enjoyment using three items as in 
Study 1. We created a two-item scale to measure perceived temporal 
scarcity. To test the alternative process (Section 8 for details), we 
measured perceived consumption progress adapted from Koo and Fish-
bach (2012). Since materialism and price consciousness affect con-
sumers’ attitudes about ABS and their willingness to use them (Lindblom 
et al., 2018), participants’ price perception about the service was also 
measured to account for the influence of price on anticipated enjoyment. 
Two potential confounders were evaluated: chronic time perspective 
selected from Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) and general enjoyment of 
coffee as in Study 1. Participants then completed two manipulation 
checks to answer whether they focused on either the consumed or the 
remaining period, and how long they felt the remaining service period 
was. The realism of the scenario was also measured as in Study 1. Lastly, 
participants provided demographic information on gender and age. 

5.2. Results 

5.2.1. Manipulation checks 
The results of a 2 (focus frame) × 2 (remaining period) ANOVA on 

the manipulation checks of the focus frame showed a significant main 
effect of the focus frame (Mconsumed = 5.45 vs. Mremaining = 7.14), F(1, 

127) = 20.17, p < .001, η2
p = 0.14. Neither the main effect of the 

remaining period, F(1, 127) = 0.07, p > .8, nor the interaction effect, F 
(1, 127) = 0.03, p > .9, was significant. Additionally, the results of a 2 
(focus frame) × 2 (remaining period) ANOVA on the manipulation 
checks of the length of the remaining period revealed a significant main 
effect of the perceived remaining period (Mlong = 5.55 vs. Mshort = 4.08), 
F(1, 127) = 29.26, p < .001, η2

p = 0.19. Neither the main effect of the 
focus frame, F(1, 127) = 0.01, p > .9, nor the interaction effect, F(1, 
127) = 0.21, p > .6, was significant. The realism check showed that 
participants perceived the experimental stimuli as realistic (M = 6.56, 
SD = 1.85). 

5.2.2. Anticipated enjoyment 
The same 2 (focus frame) × 2 (remaining period) ANOVA on antic-

ipated enjoyment revealed a significant main effect of the focus frame, F 
(1, 127) = 6.81, p < .01, η2

p = 0.05, and a significant interaction, F(1, 
127) = 5.91, p < .05, η2

p = 0.04. The main effect of the remaining period 
was not significant, F(1, 127) = 1.64, p > .2, η2

p = 0.01. The planned 
contrasts indicated that when the remaining period was short, focusing 
on the remaining (vs. consumed) period increased the level of antici-
pated enjoyment (Mconsumed = 6.26 vs. Mremaining = 7.53; t(127) = 3.55, 
p < .001). However, in the long-period condition, no difference was 
found in anticipated enjoyment as a function of the focus frame (Mcon-

sumed = 6.55 vs. Mremaining = 6.59; t(127) = 0.13, p > .9) (the top panel of 
Fig. 2). 

5.2.3. Perceived temporal scarcity 
The same 2 × 2 ANOVA was conducted to analyze perceived tem-

poral scarcity. The results indicated a significant main effect of the focus 
frame, F(1, 127) = 7.66, p < .01, η2

p = 0.06, a significant main effect of 
the remaining period, F(1, 127) = 42.47, p < .001, η2

p = 0.25, and a 

Fig. 2. Anticipated enjoyment and perceived temporal scarcity as a function of 
focus frame and absolute remaining period (Study 2). 
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significant interaction effect, F(1, 127) = 12.29, p < .001, η2
p = 0.09. The 

planned contrasts indicated that when the remaining period was short, 
focusing on the remaining (vs. consumed) period led to a higher level of 
temporal scarcity (Mconsumed = 4.58 vs. Mremaining = 6.30; t(127) = 4.42, 
p < .001). When the remaining period was long, however, the focus 
frame did not influence perceived temporal scarcity (Mconsumed = 3.75 
vs. Mremaining = 3.55; t(127) = − 0.52, p > .6) (the bottom panel of 
Fig. 2). 

5.2.4. Moderated mediation 
To test whether the indirect effect of focus frame on anticipated 

enjoyment through perceived temporal scarcity was moderated by the 
remaining period, we conducted a bootstrapping analysis with 5000 
samples (PROCESS Model 8; Hayes, 2017), using the focus frame as the 
independent variable (X: dummy-coded as 0 = consumed, 1 = remain-
ing), anticipated enjoyment as the dependent variable (Y), perceived 
temporal scarcity as the mediator (M), and the remaining period as the 
moderator (W: dummy-coded as 0 = long, 1 = short) (Fig. 3). 

Providing support for the moderated-mediation hypothesis (H3), the 
focus frame × remaining period interaction significantly predicted 
perceived temporal scarcity (β = 1.93, t(127) = 3.51, p < .001). In turn, 
perceived temporal scarcity had a significant positive effect on con-
sumers’ anticipated enjoyment (β = 0.21, t(128) = 2.60, p < .01). When 
the effect of the mediator was controlled for, the interaction effect 
became non-significant (β = 0.82, t(125) = 1.60, p > .1). The perceived 
temporal scarcity completely accounted for the variance in anticipated 
enjoyment, explained by the interaction effect of focus frame and 
remaining period. The indirect effect via perceived temporal scarcity 
was significant (index of moderated mediation: effect = 0.40, SE = 0.22, 
95% CI = [0.03, 0.89]). The conditional indirect effect was significant 
when the remaining period was short (effect = 0.36, SE = 0.19, 95% CI 
= [0.03, 0.77]), but not significant when the remaining period was long 
(effect = − 0.04, SE = 0.10, 95% CI = [− 0.25, 0.18]). 

5.3. Discussion 

Study 2 confirms that the indirect effect of focus frame on anticipated 
enjoyment differs as a function of the length of the remaining period. 
Specifically, the focus-frame effect on anticipated enjoyment is medi-
ated by perceived temporal scarcity (H2). This effect occurs only when 
the remaining service period occupies a smaller portion of the total 
service period (H3). All the results remain significant after controlling 
for price perception, chronic time perspective, and general enjoyment of 

coffee in all the analyses above. 

6. Study 3 

6.1. Method 

6.1.1. Research design and sample 
Study 3 used a single-factor (focus frame: consumed vs. remaining) 

between-participants design in the same context as in Study 2. A total of 
160 US-based respondents were recruited through Amazon’s MTurk 
platform. The final sample consisted of 147 participants (78 women; 
Mage = 37.96, SD = 12.19, 19–70 years) after 13 respondents failed the 
IMC (Oppenheimer et al., 2009). 

6.1.2. Procedure and measures 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions. 

Based on the results of Study 2, we focused on the condition in which the 
remaining period was short relative to the entire service period. The 
hypothetical scenario used the same context and stimuli as in Study 2. 
All the items and reliabilities are presented in Table 2. The major vari-
ables were identically measured as in Study 2. Participants reported 
their anticipated enjoyment and perceived temporal scarcity. We further 
included an item for perceived product benefits (Wertenbroch et al., 
2001). Participants then indicated their desire to actively use the 
product. The three covariates, individuals’ price perception, chronic 
time perspective, and general enjoyment of coffee, were also studied. 
Participants then responded to a manipulation check item and the re-
alism of the scenario. 

6.2. Results 

6.2.1. Replication of the focus-frame effect 
Participants in the remaining-frame condition focused more on the 

upcoming experiences than those in the consumed-frame condition, 
demonstrating that the manipulation worked as intended (Mconsumed =

5.57 vs. Mremaining = 6.53), F(1, 145) = 8.29, p < .01, η2
p = 0.05. In 

addition, participants perceived the experimental stimuli as realistic (M 
= 7.14, SD = 1.39). A one-way ANOVA replicated the findings from 
Studies 1 and 2. Participants in the remaining (vs. consumed) period 
condition indicated greater anticipated enjoyment before the service 
expiration date (Mconsumed = 6.90 vs. Mremaining = 7.88), F(1, 145) =
19.60, p < .001, η2

p = 0.12. A mediation analysis was conducted using 
PROCESS Model 4 (Hayes, 2017; 5000 resamples). The results revealed 

Fig. 3. Moderated mediation analysis: The role of absolute remaining period (Study 2).  

S. Lee and K. Park                                                                                                                                                                                                                             



Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 65 (2022) 102521

8

a significant indirect effect of focus frame on anticipated enjoyment via 
perceived temporal scarcity (effect = 0.24, SE = 0.10, 95% CI = [0.07, 
0.46]). 

6.2.2. Effects on temporal scarcity moderated by perceived product benefits 
With perceived product benefits as a continuous variable, a spotlight 

analysis was conducted using PROCESS Model 1 (Hayes, 2017; 5000 
resamples). Consistent with our proposition, this indicated a significant 
interaction between focus frame and perceived product benefits on 
perceived temporal scarcity (β = 0.51, t(143) = 3.11, p < .01). Partici-
pants who pursued hedonic properties from the service (+1SD) 
perceived more temporal scarcity when the focus was on the remaining 
(vs. consumed) period (β = 2.19, t(143) = 5.54, p < .001). Participants 
who focused on utilitarian properties from the service (− 1SD) showed 
no differences in their perceived temporal scarcity, according to the 
focus frame (β = 0.44, t(143) = 1.10, p > .2) (Fig. 4). 

6.2.3. Moderated mediation 
We used PROCESS Model 7 (Hayes, 2017; 5000 resamples) to test the 

moderating effect of perceived product benefits. The analysis used focus 
frame manipulation as the independent variable (X: dummy-coded as 0 
= consumed, 1 = remaining), anticipated enjoyment as the dependent 
variable (Y), perceived temporal scarcity as the mediator (M), and 
perceived product benefits as the first-stage moderator (W: continuous 
variable) (Fig. 5). 

Providing support for the moderated mediation (H4), the focus 

frame × perceived product benefits interaction significantly affected 
perceived temporal scarcity (β = 0.51, t(143) = 3.11, p < .01). Upon 
controlling the focus frame, perceived temporal scarcity had a signifi-
cant positive effect on consumers’ anticipated enjoyment (β = 0.18, t 
(144) = 2.92, p < .01). Next, bootstrap estimates confirmed that the 
focus-frame effect on anticipated enjoyment mediated by perceived 
temporal scarcity depended on individuals’ perception of the product 
benefits (index of moderated mediation: effect = 0.09, SE = 0.05, 95% 
CI = [0.02, 0.20]). Specifically, the conditional indirect effect was sig-
nificant when consumers pursued hedonic properties from the service 
(effect = 0.40, SE = 0.16, 95% CI = [0.13, 0.76]), whereas the condi-
tional indirect effect was not significant when consumers inferred util-
itarian properties from the service (effect = 0.08, SE = 0.08, 95% CI =
[− 0.06, 0.25]). 

6.2.4. Desire to use 
Drawing on existing literature (Kurtz, 2008; Sevilla and Redden, 

2014), we examined consumers’ desire to use the product and service as 
another dependent variable in this model. We presumed that this mea-
sure would objectively reflect consumers’ effort to savor and capitalize 
on the remaining time. First, a one-way ANOVA was conducted, the 
results of which showed that the effect of focus frame on desire to pro-
actively use the product was statistically significant. Participants in the 
remaining (vs. consumed) period condition showed a higher desire to 
use the coffee machine before the service expiration date (Mconsumed =

6.30 vs. Mremaining = 7.00), F(1, 145) = 5.56, p < .05, η2
p = 0.04. 

A mediation analysis was performed using PROCESS Model 4 (Hayes, 
2017; 5000 resamples). The results revealed a significant indirect effect 
of focus frame on the desire to use the coffee machine mediated by 
perceived temporal scarcity (effect = 0.26, SE = 0.15, 95% CI = [0.03, 
0.59]). The direct pathway was not significant (effect = 0.37, SE = 0.32, 
95% CI = [− 0.26, 0.99]), indicating that this was fully mediated. 
Finally, we used PROCESS Model 7 (Hayes, 2017; 5000 resamples) to 
provide support for a moderated mediation. The results confirmed that 
the indirect effect of focus frame on the desire to use the coffee machine 
mediated by perceived temporal scarcity depended on individuals’ 
perception of the product benefits (index of moderated mediation: effect 
= 0.10, SE = 0.06, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.24]). 

6.3. Discussion 

Study 3 expounds on the findings of Study 2 by identifying how 

Fig. 5. Moderated mediation analysis: The role of perceived product benefits (Study 3).  

Fig. 4. Perceived temporal scarcity as a function of focus frame and perceived 
product benefits (Study 3). 
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consumers’ perceived product benefits influence the proposed effect. 
The results support our proposition that the focus-frame effect that is 
mediated by perceived temporal scarcity is also moderated by perceived 
product benefits (H4). Specifically, consumers who pursue hedonic (vs. 
utilitarian) benefits from the service perceive more temporal scarcity 
and thus expect more enjoyment during the remaining service period. 
Furthermore, the relative focus on the remaining (vs. consumed) service 
period leads consumers to use the product and service more actively. All 
the results remain statistically significant after controlling for potential 
confounding factors. 

7. Study 4 

7.1. Method 

7.1.1. Research design and sample 
Study 4 used a single-factor (focus frame: consumed vs. remaining) 

between-participants design using the same context as in Study 1 (i.e., 
an entertainment streaming service). A total of 165 US-based re-
spondents were recruited from Amazon’s MTurk platform. Thirty re-
spondents failed to comply with the IMC instructions (Oppenheimer 
et al., 2009), resulting in a final sample size of 135 participants (47 
women; Mage = 36.70, SD = 9.38, 22–68 years). 

7.1.2. Procedure and measures 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions. 

We applied the same hypothetical scenario used in Study 1 but trans-
lated from Korean into English (Appendix A). After reading the scenario 
in which participants had been using a one-month trial of an enter-
tainment streaming service, they rated their behavior and attitude to-
ward the ABS using several measures. All the specific items and 
reliabilities are shown in Table 2. Specifically, items taken from Kim and 
Han’s (2020) study were used to examine consumer responses: two 
items for extension intention, two items for reuse intention, and five 
items for attitude toward the service. Besides these, other major vari-
ables were identically measured as in previous studies. Participants 
indicated their anticipated enjoyment and further checked the three 
covariates, individuals’ price perception, chronic time perspective, and 
general enjoyment of an entertainment streaming service. Participants 
responded to a manipulation check for the focus frame and the realism of 
the scenario. 

7.2. Results 

Participants in the remaining-frame condition paid more attention to 
the upcoming service experiences than those in the consumed-frame 
condition, confirming that the manipulation was successful (Mconsumed 
= 5.49 vs. Mremaining = 8.30), F(1, 133) = 56.16, p < .001, η2

p = 0.30. 
Additionally, participants considered the experimental stimuli as real-
istic (M = 7.59, SD = 1.06). A one-way ANOVA indicated that the focus- 
frame effect on consumer responses was statistically significant. Par-
ticipants in the remaining-frame condition showed greater extension 
intention (Mconsumed = 7.13 vs. Mremaining = 7.71), F(1, 133) = 10.69, p 
< .01, η2

p = 0.07, greater reuse intention (Mconsumed = 7.13 vs. Mremaining 

= 7.64), F(1, 133) = 7.64, p < .01, η2
p = 0.05, and a more favorable 

attitude toward the service (Mconsumed = 7.23 vs. Mremaining = 7.78), F(1, 
133) = 10.19, p < .01, η2

p = 0.07, than those in the consumed-frame 
condition. 

We employed PROCESS Model 4 (Hayes, 2017; 5000 resamples) to 
examine the mediating effect of anticipated enjoyment. The analysis 
assigned the focus frame manipulation as the independent variable (X: 
dummy-coded as 0 = consumed, 1 = remaining), consumer responses as 
the dependent variable (Y), and anticipated enjoyment as the mediator 
(M) (Fig. 6). The results indicated a significant indirect effect of focus 
frame on consumer responses mediated by anticipated enjoyment 
(extension intention: effect = 0.40, SE = 0.13, 95% CI = [0.15, 0.68]; 
reuse intention: effect = 0.44, SE = 0.16, 95% CI = [0.15, 0.77]; service 
attitude: effect = 0.42, SE = 0.14, 95% CI = [0.16, 0.70]). The direct 
path between focus frame and consumer responses was not significant in 
all three dependent measures, indicating that these were all mediated by 
anticipated enjoyment. 

7.3. Discussion 

The findings of Study 4 contribute to the practical application of 
managing ABS by adding multiple behavioral measures. The results 
confirm our hypothesis that focusing on the remaining period enhances 
consumers’ anticipated enjoyment, which in turn fosters their subse-
quent responses, such as extension intention, reuse intention, and ser-
vice attitude (H5). The results remain constant despite controlling for 
potential confounding factors. 

Fig. 6. Focus-frame effect on consumer responses via anticipated enjoyment (Study 4).  
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8. General discussion 

Since ABS are only temporarily available, we find that focusing on 
temporality influences consumer’s anticipated enjoyment of the ser-
vices. Study 1 reveals that emphasizing what remains to be consumed 
(as opposed to what has been consumed to date) enhances consumers’ 
anticipated enjoyment of their service experiences. Study 2 confirms the 
role of perceived temporal scarcity as a mediator, and that the absolute 
length of the remaining period is a boundary condition. The focus-frame 
effect on anticipated enjoyment increases when the remaining period is 
comparably short (vs. long) relative to the entire period because con-
sumers perceive a higher level of temporal scarcity. The findings of 
Study 3 indicate that when consumers gain hedonic (vs. utilitarian) 
benefits from ABS and focus on the remaining (vs. consumed) service 
period, they perceive more temporal scarcity and thus, expect more 
enjoyment from upcoming service experiences. The same pattern of 
results is found in the desire to use the product, a variable that reflects 
the behavioral aspect of anticipated enjoyment. Study 4 further cor-
roborates the influence of focus frame on multiple behavioral measures. 
The focus-frame effect emerges in consumers’ behaviors and attitudes 
toward ABS (extension intention, reuse intention, service attitude) as 
mediated by anticipated enjoyment. 

8.1. Theoretical contributions 

By connecting service period frame with consumer enjoyment, this 
research produces several theoretical contributions. First, it contributes 
to research on ABS and connects the field of service marketing to he-
donic adaptation and savoring. As ABS have recently been in the lime-
light (Lovelock and Gummesson, 2004), maximizing enjoyment in 
service experience offers insightful implications for theorists, practi-
tioners, and consumers. Even though consumers tend to easily revert to 
hedonic neutrality (Brickman and Campbell, 1971; Diener et al., 2009; 
Wilson and Gilbert, 2008), the joy of possession has been one of the main 
streams of consumer behavior research (Belk, 1988; Richins, 1994a, 
1994b), whereas the joy of access has not been empirically demon-
strated. We address this research gap and provide a theoretical foun-
dation regarding the service period framing as a method for enhancing 
consumers’ readiness to savor ABS. 

Second, inspired by literature on savoring, our research proposes 
temporal scarcity as a process variable that intensifies the pleasure of 
consumption in the context of ABS. The salience of temporal resources, 
which has received attention in the fields of savoring and consumer 
enjoyment (Bhattacharjee and Mogilner, 2013; Kurtz, 2008; Mogilner 
and Aaker, 2009; O’Brien and Ellsworth, 2012), is a key factor that 
encourages consumers to savor the limited time left to experience the 
service. Service period framing is based on knowledge about temporality 
and we have proved its impact on consumer enjoyment in ABS. Upon 
verifying the mediating role of temporal scarcity, we ruled out one 
important alternative explanation for our findings in Study 2. Inspired 
by the goal-gradient hypothesis (Koo and Fishbach, 2010, 2012), we 
suggested perceived consumption progress as a potential mediator. This 
construct proposes that consumers who focus on what remains to be 
consumed (vs. what they have consumed) perceive their consumption 
progress as relatively low, which increases their motivation to savor 
their upcoming service experiences. However, we found no support for 
this alternative explanation (effect = 0.29, SE = 0.24, 95% CI = [− 0.12, 
0.81]), instead we verified the indirect effect of temporal scarcity. 

Third, our results offer consumers guidance on how to maximize 
their consumption enjoyment when using ABS. Researchers studying 
ABS have attempted to identify what motivates or demotivates con-
sumers from engaging with ABS and have considered how consumers’ 
psychological barriers prevent them from adopting ABS (Fritze et al., 
2020; Moeller and Wittkowski, 2010; Schaefers et al., 2016a). Their 
studies have regarded ABS as merely substitutes for material possessions 
and failed to discover how to boost consumer enjoyment. Meanwhile, 

our research does not simply focus on overcoming the inferiority of ABS 
compared to material possessions; rather, it finds that the temporal and 
experiential nature of ABS has inherent superiority in maximizing one’s 
consumption enjoyment. When consumers are guided to focus on the 
service’s limited temporality and hedonic benefits, they can slowly and 
mindfully adapt to consuming borrowed goods and savor their 
temporality. 

8.2. Practical implications 

Companies can influence consumers’ motivational (i.e., anticipated 
enjoyment, desire to use) and behavioral (i.e., extension intention, reuse 
intention, attitude toward the service) responses when designing and 
managing ABS. Introducing a marketing intervention which enhances 
consumer enjoyment and subsequent behaviors and attitudes by finding 
the appropriate time and method for communicating with customers 
may be advantageous for these companies. 

First, companies offering ABS should prompt consumers to focus on 
the remaining period of the experience. This can push consumers to 
savor the forthcoming consumption and thus enhance their immediate 
service extension intention, reuse intention in the future, and attitude 
toward the service. Although a temporal cue may improve one’s ca-
pacity to savor and enjoy future consumption, consumers cannot easily 
access this information (Wang et al., 2009). Therefore, the focus-frame 
intervention can be a catalyst for not only accepting marketers’ offers 
for further access but also establishing a favorable relationship between 
the ABS firm and its customers. Marketers may promote customers’ 
intent to renew the contract by reminding them of the remaining time of 
access before the service expires. 

Second, since the absolute length of the remaining period influences 
the focus-frame effect, companies should consider this when informing 
consumers about the salience of the service period. Specifically, ABS 
firms should determine the optimal timing to remind consumers since 
the focus-frame effect on anticipated enjoyment occurs only when the 
remaining service period occupies a relatively small portion of the entire 
service period. Furthermore, even when subscription-based access is 
automatically renewed, the focus-frame strategy can be effective when 
customers show a low usage rate of service and thus, a high possibility of 
churn. For instance, if customers have automatically extended the ser-
vice but have a low usage rate, marketers can notify them of the short 
remaining period of usage until the next renewal, thereby promoting 
behavioral intention as well as savoring motivation. 

Third, companies should consider perceived product benefits as an 
important variable since it moderates the effect of focus frame on 
anticipated enjoyment via temporal scarcity. The boundary is often 
unclear when it comes to determining whether consumption is hedonic 
or utilitarian (Alba and Williams, 2013; Dhar and Wertenbroch, 2000). 
The focus-frame effect on consumer joy can be reinforced or diluted 
depending on how ABS are categorized in the hedonic–utilitarian di-
chotomy. The cue for the remaining service period contributes to 
amplifying anticipated enjoyment, especially when consumers primarily 
pursue hedonic (vs. utilitarian) properties from ABS. Hence, companies 
that offer ABS should encourage consumers to pursue hedonic enjoy-
ment rather than functional utility, enabling them to build up and savor 
positive consumption experiences. 

8.3. Limitations and future research directions 

First, we tested our hypotheses using two different stimuli across four 
experiments; however, the findings were derived only from scenario- 
based experiments. Hence, future studies can enhance the external 
validity by testing the focus-frame effect using field data. Second, our 
research limited the scope of ABS to recurring services that require 
monthly claims, ranging from at least one month (Studies 1 and 4) to a 
maximum of six months (Studies 2 and 3). It is necessary to verify 
whether the effect of service period framing on anticipated enjoyment 
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and subsequent behavioral responses is valid for ABS that permit access 
for a shorter (e.g., services offered on an hourly basis like Zipcar) or a 
longer period (e.g., multiannual contracts for residential accommoda-
tion). While emphasizing the short remaining period is still expected to 
enhance anticipated enjoyment and further consumer responses, future 
studies can empirically investigate whether the types of ABS according 
to the duration of access moderate this effect. Finally, although our 
research identified the role of consumers’ perceived product benefits, 
we measured this as a construct. A follow-up study to examine the 

moderating effect of perceived product benefits contextually boosted by 
manipulation would further support this finding. 
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Appendix A. Stimuli for Studies 1* and 4 

I usually enjoy watching movies and TV programs. As the time spent at home has increased recently, I thought it would be nice to join a 
subscription-based content streaming service. I found one streaming service that provides a TV series I’ve been interested in. The service was provided 
monthly from the date of application, and it was available for free for the first month. After the free trial ends, I can subscribe to this service for a 
monthly fee of minimum $8.99, and of course, I could cancel my membership at any time without any penalty. Thus, I signed up for this service and 
have used it with satisfaction.

Appendix B. Stimuli for Studies 2 and 3 

Since you are a “coffee lover,” you thought it was worth having an espresso machine to enjoy great coffee at home. Thus, you decided to rent a 
coffee machine for a trial because it was hard to select a proper espresso machine out of the hundreds of models available and with the wide range of 
prices. Eventually, you enrolled in a rental program with 6-month contract period. The rental company offered an espresso machine at $22.99 per 
month plus VAT, and this came complete with high-quality coffee beans, maintenance services, and customer care. 

While making good use of the espresso machine, you got an e-mail today from the rental company that says:

S. Lee and K. Park                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
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