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Spillover Effects from Unintended Trials on Attitude and Behavior: 

Promoting New Products Through Access-Based Services 

Abstract: Access-based services (ABS) provide an opportunity for brands to promote 

their new products by enabling (unintended) trials. However, the mechanisms and impact of 

consumer exposure to products in ABS and the subsequent potential spillover effects on both 

the brand and the product perception are largely unknown. Our hypotheses are derived from 

information integration theory (IIT) and subsequently tested. Study 1 is a field study 

investigating an unintended trial moderated by involvement and positive experience. The 

results indicate positive effects from the unintended trial on product and brand attitudes, 

brand purchase intention, and word of mouth. In line with IIT, these effects are more 

pronounced for positive trial experience, although in contrast to IIT, they are less pronounced 

for high involvement consumers. While the results of Study 2, an online experiment, show 

substantial effects of both trials compared to non-trials, they also reveal that intended and 

unintended trials have a similar impact on attitude, but ABS experiences have a stronger 

positive impact on brand purchase intention. We thus recommend that brand managers 

promote not only new products but also their brands in unintended trials. This research fills a 

gap in current discussions about the trial effect(s) of ABS. 

 

Keywords: information integration theory, trial effects, unintended trial, access-based 

services, field study, e-mobility, attitudinal change, word of mouth (WOM), involvement  
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Introduction 

Offering potential customers a direct experience with a product and its attributes, e.g., 

through a trial, can be an effective albeit costly method of introducing a new and innovative 

product onto a market (Wright & Lynch Jr, 1995). This is because the information consumers 

gather during trials is highly diagnostic and thus trustworthy (e.g., Kempf, 1999; Daugherty, 

Li, & Biocca, 2008). Commonly, trials are conducted with the explicit intention of gathering 

information about a product, for example, during a purchase-decision process (e.g., Kempf & 

Laczniak, 2001), but they can also occur unintentionally, for example, by experiencing a 

product during a service (Bednall, Oppewal, Laochumnanvanit, & Nguyen, 2018; Lawson, 

Gleim, Perren, & Hwang, 2016). Such unintended product trials happen regularly during 

“access-based services” (ABS) that offer consumption options including temporary access to 

a physical good (Baumeister, Scherer, & Wangenheim, 2015).  

The relevance of ABS has grown recently with the rise of the sharing economy and the 

consequent consumer preference for access over ownership (Benoit, Baker, Bolton, Gruber, 

& Kandampully, 2017). Figures from the mobility segment alone provide evidence of the 

potential growth and significance of the market for ABS: up to 8 billion EUR market size for 

the global bike sharing market in 2021 (Roland Berger, 2018) and 36 million carsharing users 

in 2025 (Frost & Sullivan, 2016). Some manufacturing companies are already seeking to 

capitalize on the trend toward ABS either as an alternative revenue stream or as a mode of 

experiencing their products. For example, Audi cooperates with the car-sharing service Miles 

so that consumers can try out their e-cars, and the camera manufacturer Nikon offers services 

to access their equipment for events, allowing users to try out the equipment. However, since 

consumers are usually assumed to regard ABS as an alternative to purchasing the accessed 

product, many manufacturing companies see ABS as a risk (Schaefers, Lawson, & Kukar-

Kinney, 2016).  
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Insights on whether companies should engage in ABS to promote their brands and 

products is scarce since literature on the trial effects of ABS is absent (Lawson et al., 2016). 

Previous trial literature focuses on situations in which products are presented to subjects who 

subsequently evaluate them, either based on a direct experience (a product trial) or an indirect 

one (e.g., advertising) (e.g., Bettiga, Lamberti, & Noci, 2017; Hamilton & Thompson, 2007). 

Research has thus far neglected product trials that take place concomitantly during service-

usage situations and are therefore unintended. Previous ABS research focuses on drivers of, 

or barriers to, demand (e.g. Hazée, Van Vaerenbergh, Delcourt, & Warlop, 2019). With 

notable exceptions (Baumeister et al., 2015; Schaefers et al., 2016), there is limited research 

on the actual product and its brand that the consumer is exposed to during ABS (e.g., Abrate 

& Viglia, 2019). As a result, neither the research on trials nor on ABS can clarify the impact 

of product exposure on consumers during ABS, that is, potential spillover effects on attitude 

and behavior toward products and brands. It is also unclear how the specific trial experience 

and consumers’ involvement in the product category explain a potential impact of product 

exposure during ABS. In accordance with this, we aim to answer the following research 

question: What is the impact of unintended product trials through ABS on consumer attitudes 

and behavioral intentions toward products and their corresponding brands? 

To address this question, we rely on information integration theory (IIT) to explain the 

formation and modification of attitudes and subsequent decision making (Anderson, 1971, 

1981, 1991). Previous research in marketing has shown that IIT has supported the generation 

of valuable insights into the proposed spillover effect of ABS (Simonin & Ruth, 1998). In 

Study 1, we test how the exposure to a product during ABS affects the consumer. In line with 

IIT, we differentiate in the choice of our dependent variables between attitude and intentions 

for decision making (Anderson, 1971, 1981, 1991) and between the product and the brand as 

two different targets of the spillover effect (Baumeister et al., 2015). We have chosen two 
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relevant and resource-intensive decisions: behaviors that reflect purchase intention regarding 

the product and regarding the brand. To potentially also detect smaller-scale behavioral 

effects, we have included a non-resource-intensive behavior, word of mouth (WOM), which 

has also been shown to be highly relevant for purchase behavior, and more specifically the 

purchase behavior of others (Iyengar, van den Bulte, & Lee, 2015). Since IIT suggests that 

information integration is a process that depends on the valence and weight of information, 

we also test the effect of these two factors. In addition, in Study 2, we compare and contrast 

intended and unintended trials and their impact on attitude formation and decision making to 

further contribute to potential spillover effects during unintended trials during ABS.  

By applying IIT to our context, we intend to make three main contributions to the 

literature. First, this research adds to the existing literature on trials and IIT by not only 

distinguishing and defining, but also by testing, the effect of an intended versus an 

unintended trial. Whereas intended trials result from information needs during a choice 

process and focus on the goal of product or service evaluation (Peterson & Merino, 2003), 

unintended trials are incidental. Our research thus contributes to the literature on trials and 

IIT by identifying and testing a new type of trial (unintended trials) in which there is no 

intention to integrate information and contrasting it with established types of trials by 

analyzing their impact on information integration. 

Second, to psychology in particular, our paper adds by further elaborating on the 

underlying processes of information integration in unintended trials by introducing and 

investigating two moderators deduced from IIT. Hence, we shed light on the mechanisms for 

enhanced effects of information integration and thereby contribute to IIT. Specifically, in 

Study 1, we operationalize the valence of information as the evaluation of the trial experience 

and the weight of information as product involvement. Assessing both variables in a field 

experiment (Study 1) and supplementing it by investigating the role of involvement in an 
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(un)intended trial in a scenario experiment (Study 2) contributes to a better understanding of 

the differential impact of both moderators on consumers’ information processing and 

resulting behaviors. 

Third, our research extends the research on ABS by investigating the potential spillover 

effects of an unintended trial on consumer product and brand attitudes and behaviors during 

ABS. We show that ABS is a highly relevant and suitable setting for (unintended) trials even 

though this is not an initial aspect of the business model. We thereby extend the research field 

of ABS by identifying a potential secondary benefit and consequence of ABS for both users 

and original equipment manufacturers. With these insights, marketing managers can leverage 

ABS more effectively to increase the diffusion of their new products. 

Our findings show that, in general, unintended trials, i.e., being exposed to a product 

during ABS, have positive spillover effects on attitude and behavioral intentions toward the 

product and product brand, with attitude being more likely affected than behavioral 

intentions, in particular product-related purchase intention. The results further show that trials 

(intended and unintended) have a larger positive impact on attitude compared to non-trial 

information. Interestingly, with one exception, we did not find evidence for a stronger impact 

of intended versus unintended trials on attitude and behavioral intentions, suggesting that for 

new products, intention for information integration is negligible. The perception of a positive 

trial experience mostly strengthens the effect on attitude and intentions, whereas involvement 

has no effect or even weakened these outcomes.  

Conceptual and Theoretical Background 

Information Integration Theory 

Information Integration Theory (Anderson, 1971, 1981, 1991) explains how individuals 

evaluate and integrate new information into their judgments and decision making, such that 

they form or modify their existing attitudes and beliefs by evaluating and integrating 
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information from various sources (Anderson, 1981). The predicted process consists of three 

steps: Evaluate the information, integrate the information, and offer an observable response 

(Anderson, 1991). Each piece of information is also characterized by valence and weight 

parameters. Valence indicates a location on a judgment scale, and weight refers to the 

importance of the information to each person, relative to other information (Anderson, 1971). 

For example, consumers might evaluate product information positively hence they have high 

valence, but consider that information to be less personally relevant, such that it has low 

weight. Since attitudes depend on both valence and weight, the overall evaluation of the 

product will only change marginally. 

This theory was introduced into marketing with the aim of understanding consumer 

evaluations (Anderson, 1971). It has been used for a variety of marketing and consumer 

behavior topics; for example, the evaluation of product bundles (Janiszewski & Cunha Jr, 

2004), the formation of and changes to brand attitudes as well as spillover effects that might 

be caused by brand alliances (Simonin & Ruth, 1998), and coalition loyalty programs 

(Schumann, Wünderlich, & Evanschitzky, 2014). Moreover, the impact of country-of-origin 

information and price on perceived product quality (Hastak and Hong (1991), the impact of 

online ratings on product evaluations and willingness to pay (Fisher, Newman, & Dhar, 

2018), and the impact of online celebrity endorsement on purchase intention (Fink, Koller, 

Gartner, Floh, & Harms, 2018) have been assessed applying IIT. IIT has also served as a 

foundation for evaluating the effects of product trials on brand and product attitudes (Smith, 

1993). Specifically, IIT provides insights into the effects of introducing ABS on brand 

reputation (Baumeister et al., 2015), as prior research has shown that reputation is 

indispensable for generating revenue in the sharing economy (Abrate & Viglia, 2019). 

One aspect that has had scarce coverage in IIT is how situational context such as the 

level of intention to gather information in a consumption situation (i.e., intended and 
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unintended trials) impacts information integration and its results. Even though prior literature 

has pointed to the relevance of situational factors for information integration, particularly to 

the time-dependent adequacy of stimuli in the decision-making process, empirical research is 

scarce. For example, Carlson and White (2008) found that in the early stages of a decision-

making process, complex information about product specifications might not be as relevant 

as in later stages; Kardes and Kalyanaram (1992) found that in situations of distinct 

preferences and limited brand knowledge, sequential information integration is beneficial; 

while Kim, Yoon, and Lee (2010) found that the exposure sequence of publicity messages 

versus advertising messages impacts attitude formation. To the best of our knowledge, the 

situational impact of intention on integration information has not been covered in research to 

date; hence, the aim of this manuscript is to fill that information gap. 

Trial literature  

Product trials are defined as providing a personal interactive experience with a largely 

unknown product (Hamilton & Thompson, 2007). As such, a trial experience can represent a 

vivid and cogent learning moment, i.e., it can lead to information integration. Such multi-

sensual trial experiences are deemed critical for consumer attitudes, intentions, and adoption 

behavior (Kempf & Smith, 1998; Kempf, 1999; Smith & Swinyard, 1983). This is partly 

because they are self-generated and derived from an unmediated interaction between a 

consumer and a product or brand, and so the source has maximum trustworthiness (Kempf 

& Smith, 1998). Interestingly, attitudes formed from direct experience during trials are 

stronger, more confidently held, and better predictors of behavior than those formed from 

indirect experience such as advertising (Kempf, 1999). 

Product trials in a consumer context usually take place when individuals actively seek 

to investigate largely unknown products which they then experience (e.g., car test drives or 

product sampling) (Hinsz & Ployhart, 1998). They are thus intended product trials resulting 
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from information needs during a choice process and oriented toward the goal of product or 

service evaluation based on the trial experience (Peterson & Merino, 2003). Kempf (1999) 

accordingly argued that consumers are in an “evaluative mindset” during an intended product 

trial, implying heightened attention and information processing. 

We argue that product trials are not necessarily always intended by consumers since 

they are regularly exposed to largely unknown products in consumption situations that they 

experience personally and interactively. In this manuscript, we refer to those experiences as 

unintended trials, defined as an incidental, personal, and interactive experience with a largely 

unknown product. Hence, in contrast to intended trials, unintended trials are not deliberate, 

but rather concomitant. However, the role of intention in trials has been neglected in previous 

research. It is therefore unknown whether unintended trials similarly shape customers’ 

product- and brand-related attitudes and behaviors, since they should likewise serve as a 

reliable and trustworthy information source for products and also offer high trial 

diagnosticity. 

Access-based services 

Access-based services are “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” (Schaefers, Lawson et al., 2016, p. 571). ABS are market-

mediated, meaning that the main point of contact for customers is a professional service 

provider rather than a peer, as in the case of an Uber driver (Benoit et. al., 2017). 

Furthermore, ABS differ from traditional rental services in that they are characterized by 

short-term usage (Benoit et al., 2017; Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010). In line with incidental 

brand encounters (Ferraro, Bettman, & Chartrand, 2008) and unconscious product evaluation 

(e.g., Simonson, 2005; Dijksterhuis, Smith, van Baaren, & Wigboldus, 2005), we argue that 

during ABS, consumers undergo an unintended trial as they use a respective product without 
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the intention of testing and evaluating it. Examples of unintended trials in other contexts 

include, for example, using a branded soap, a mattress, or a TV set in a hotel room. In the 

context of car sharing, an example would be the intention to use a car-sharing service while 

undergoing the unintended trial of, e.g., a certain brand of car.  

We apply IIT to enhance our understanding of spillover effects from unintended 

(product) trials during ABS. Accordingly, product information obtained through ABS should 

be highly relevant for information integration because it is a personal and interactive 

experience of a largely unknown product. At the same time, the information obtained during 

a positive (rather than a neutral) trial experience through ABS, which represents the valence 

of the information (location of the informational stimulus along the dimension of judgement), 

should enhance the product evaluation as a result of the information integration process (Kim 

& Morris, 2007). In line with IIT, attitudinal and behavioral effects represent the central 

outcome variables for this research, which seeks to generate insight into the potential 

spillover effects of ABS. 

Framework and Hypotheses  

Figure 1 gives an overview of our research framework, which is deduced in the 

following section, and depicts how the unintended trials within ABS impact customers’ 

attitudes, purchase intentions, and WOM, whereas these effects are moderated by the valence, 

i.e., customers’ evaluations of their trial experience and involvement. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework  
 
Spillover effects from unintended trials during ABS 

According to Kim and Morris (2007) and Kempf (1999), positive trial experiences 

enhance product attitudes. This is in line with the findings of Smith (1993), who postulates 

that information has high credibility if it is self-generated, i.e., resulting from one’s own 

experience. In line with IIT and the previous literature showing the effects of ABS on product 

and parent brand perception (Baumeister et al., 2015), we differentiated between attitudes 

toward products (e.g., an e-car) and brands (e.g., a BMW). In addition to attitude, IIT also 

assumes an effect from information integration on decision making, and hence we included 

three variables representing behavioral intention. We included purchase intention in our study 

since it is a variable with high managerial relevance, again, differentiated according to 

whether it relates to the product or the brand. In addition, WOM was integrated into the study 

to enable the detection of smaller-scale behavioral effects, i.e., spreading of opinion. WOM 

has also proven to be a highly relevant variable for the purchase behavior of others (Iyengar 
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et al., 2015). In line with our definition, trials happen when individuals are exposed to and 

experience largely unknown products. As a result, trial information and its spillover effects 

can be especially important for innovative products that evoke greater uncertainty and risk, 

which are critical aspects in new product adoption (Ma, Gill, & Jiang, 2015). 

A trial experience that is naturally personal increases consumers’ processing of 

product-related information and understanding of functionality, which, in the event of a 

positive experience, usually has positive effects on product attitudes (Mooy & Robben, 

2002). In the current research context, consumers experience the performance and usability of 

a largely unknown product, e.g., e-cars, through an unintended trial using ABS. Because 

positive evaluations (valence) of a trial experience (information) represent the valence of 

product-related information in IIT, we argue that a positive (as opposed to e.g. a neutral) 

experience should improve the overall response and enhance the impact of the trial on 

consumer attitudes (Grace & O'Cass, 2004; Suh & Youjae, 2006). Beyond positive spillover 

effects on attitude, we argue that the same holds for consumer behavior. When consumers 

gain a better understanding of a new product during a positive trial experience and learn 

about its usability and performance, the information gathered will have a positive effect and 

they will consequently express stronger intentions to buy the product in the future. 

Moreover, information integration (Anderson, 1991) and the adoption of new products 

are often accompanied by increased communication (Wien & Olsen, 2014). WOM, defined 

as “information about products, services, stores, companies … spread from one consumer to 

another” (Brown, Barry, Dacin, & Gunst, 2005, p. 125), has a significant impact on consumer 

attitudes and behavior, leading from increased awareness of trials to purchase decisions 

(Berger, 2014; Packard & Berger, 2017). It can be triggered by product experience, such as 

through intended or unintended trials, since it conveys diagnostic information from one 

consumer to another (Gershoff, Mukherjee, & Mukhopadhyay, 2003). In fact, previous 
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research suggests a high relevance of social influence in product trials (Iyengar et al., 2015). 

In line with current research on how WOM spreads after product- and brand-related 

experiences (Chen & Lurie, 2013; De Angelis, Bonezzi, Peluso, Rucker, & Costabile, 2012; 

Leisen Pollack, 2017; Packard & Berger, 2017; Triantafillidou & Siomkos, 2014), this study 

restricts its analysis to positive WOM intentions and focuses on a positive trial experience 

with the product through ABS, which should amplify the change in consumers’ intentions to 

spread positive WOM about the new product (in this case, e-cars) (Krishen & Hu, 2018). 

H1. Trial experiences (from unintended product trials during ABS) impact (a) product 
attitude, (b) brand attitude, (c) product purchase intention, (d) brand purchase 
intention, and (e) WOM. 

H2. The effect of an unintended trial during ABS on (a) product attitude, (b) brand 
attitude, (c) product purchase intention, (d) brand purchase intention and (e) 
WOM is positively strengthened in cases of a favorable trial experience. 

Unlike intended trials, which imply that the consumer has an evaluative mindset 

(Kempf, 1999), unintended trials during ABS occur incidentally. Nevertheless, they should 

still be considered as trials since they are undertaken by the consumer and are accordingly 

interactive, self-generated, and multi-sensual, in contrast to alternative sources of information 

such as traditional advertising (Kempf & Smith, 1998; Kempf, 1999; Smith & Swinyard, 

1983). We therefore chose the term “unintended trial” to refer to such trials. Moreover, trial-

based information from personal exposure to a product rather than from a report of someone 

else’s experience is usually higher in relevance and trustworthiness. In IIT terminology, such 

information has more weight (Smith, 1993). We thus propose a stronger spillover effect of an 

(un)intended trial compared to non-trial information on attitude and behavioral intentions.  

H3. The effect of a favorable (un)intended trial on (a) product attitude, (b) brand 
attitude, (c) product purchase intention, (d) brand purchase intention and (e) 
WOM is stronger than the effect of non-trial information.  

We hypothesize a positive impact of both types of trials on consumers’ attitudes and 

behavioral intentions. However, because unintended trials happen incidentally, they might 

only involve peripheral perception and hence information integration. As argued by Kempf 
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(1999), during (intended) trials, consumers are in an evaluative mindset. By extension, we 

can say that when exposed to a product during ABS (what we termed unintended trials), 

consumers are not in such a mindset. This mindset might thus make a difference to 

information integration as well as to attitude formation and behavioral intentions. We 

therefore propose that intended trials show larger effects on attitude and behavioral intentions 

than unintended ones.  

H4. The effect of a favorable intended trial on (a) product attitude, (b) brand attitude, 
(c) product purchase intention, (d) brand purchase intention, and (e) WOM is 
stronger than the effect of favorable unintended trials. 

Involvement is “a person’s perceived relevance of the object based on inherent needs, 

values, and interests” (Zaichkowsky, 1985, p. 342). According to IIT, this form of importance 

of an item of information—or weight—is central to attitude formation (Anderson, 1971, 

1981). Prior research has identified the influence of product category involvement on 

information search, attitude formation, purchase decisions, and generation of WOM (Lin & 

Chen, 2006; Mazodier & Merunka, 2014; Priluck & Till, 2004; Wangenheim & Bayón, 

2007). Particularly such enduring involvement with a product is a stable trait and impacts the 

attention to product-related messages and behavioral outcomes (Richins and Bloch, 1996). In 

compliance with the diagnosticity and necessary efforts associated with trials, research on 

trials also indicates that attitude formation differs depending on consumers’ involvement with 

the product (Kim & Morris, 2007). In line with IIT, involvement should provide a good proxy 

of how important the information for consumers is and hence its influence on attitude 

formation and behavioral intention. 

Going beyond the situational evaluative consumer mindset of a trial, highly involved 

consumers permanently seek more product-related information and pay more attention to 

information about product attributes (Celsi & Olson, 1988; Dholakia, 2001; Lin & Chen, 

2006). These consumers also seem more prone to discovering new products. We also assume 

that consumers with high product involvement gather and integrate more information even if 
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they are exposed to the product concomitantly rather than with a concrete trial purpose. The 

users of ABS who are more involved in the category of the underlying product (i.e., e-cars) 

should thus be more prone to process the information they obtain compared to consumers 

with low involvement. In turn, ABS customers marked by high involvement may be more 

affected by the usage, and therefore, the resulting attitudinal and behavioral changes might be 

more pronounced.  

Furthermore, involvement may also be relevant for affecting changes in people’s 

intentions to spread WOM after their ABS usage (H5(c)). Previous research has established 

that highly involved consumers tend to spread information to others (Dholakia, 2001; Richins 

& Bloch, 1986; Wangenheim & Bayón, 2007). Accordingly, consumers who are highly 

involved with the product they use in ABS are more likely—compared with less involved 

consumers—to spread positive WOM after their trial experience. 

H5. Product involvement strengthens the effect of a favorable unintended as opposed 
to a favorable intended trial on (a) product attitude, (b) product purchase 
intention and (c) product-related WOM. 

Empirical Studies 

To test our hypotheses, we conducted two studies. Study 1 was a field study 

investigating the effects of an unintended trial on attitude and behavioral intention, 

additionally testing the moderation effects. Study 2 was an online experiment comparing and 

contrasting non-trial situations, unintended trials, and intended trials. Prompted by interesting 

results from Study 1, in Study 2 we also further investigated the role of involvement in 

information integration.  

Set-up, Study 1 

The field study was conducted in cooperation with an independent ABS (car sharing) 

provider in Germany. It allows registered customers to access a fleet of both combustion-

engine and e-cars for short-term usage in return for a per-minute and per-kilometer fee. This 
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service provider recently introduced e-cars to its customers. The data collection spanned the 

periods before and after the introduction of the new product.  

Procedure and sample, Study 1 

The service provider we partnered with invited customers who had not yet used the e-

cars available through the ABS to participate. The description of the research design 

explained that participants would complete a pre-usage survey, use the new e-car, and then 

complete a post-usage survey. To incentivize the use of the new product and participation in 

this study, each respondent earned free kilometers by completing all of the steps in the 

research process. A sample of 265 respondents completed the pre-usage survey, of whom 76 

used an e-car via the ABS. These consumers received another email inviting them to 

complete the post-usage survey, and 61 participants between the ages of 19 and 75 years 

(26% women) completed all three steps.  

Measures, Study 1 

The questionnaires contained well-established scales adapted to the research context 

(see Appendix A). In both the pre- and post-surveys, respondents answered questions about 

their attitudes, purchase, and WOM, in relation to e-cars. The measures were thus adapted to 

the empirical context to make answering easier and more concrete for the respondents. 

Attitudes and purchase intention also referred to the specific car brand available for the field 

study. The scale types were varied to reduce the likelihood of common method bias (S.-J. 

Chang, Van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 

In both the pre- and post-usage surveys, participants indicated their attitudes toward e-cars on 

a multi-item, seven-point, semantic differential scale (adapted from Bergkvist & Rossiter, 

2007; Tybout, Sternthal, Malaviya, Bakamitsos, & Park, 2005). The brand attitude measure 

used a five-point, semantic differential scale (adapted from Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007). E-

car purchase intentions were measured on a seven-point Likert scale, and brand purchase 
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intentions were evaluated on a five-point Likert scale (both adapted from Dodds, Monroe, & 

Grewal, 1991). Furthermore, WOM was measured on a five-point Likert scale (adapted from 

Maxham III, 2001). 

In the pre-usage survey, participants also completed an involvement scale to evaluate 

their general interest in the underlying product (in our case, e-cars). The adapted items, 

measured on a five-point Likert scale, came from Beatty and Talpade (1994) as well as from 

Ghosh (2016). After using the car through the ABS, participants evaluated their overall trial 

experience with the ABS on an adapted, five-point, semantic differential scale based on 

Kempf (1999).  

All of the measures were highly reliable, with Cronbach’s α values of between .82 and 

.92 (see Appendix A), thus allowing the scale averages to be used in the analysis. Because the 

key variables measured occurred both pre- and post-usage, difference scores (post-usage 

minus pre-usage scores) were calculated to capture changes. Table 1 provides a detailed 

overview of the descriptive results, including the positive and negative changes in the 

observed variables on individual levels, as well the positive overall average effect.
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Table 1: Literature overview  
Focus Topic  Existing research Research Approach 
Trial Research 
Intended 
Trials 
 

Impact of trial compared to advertising information on consumer 
responses (e.g., attitude formation, behavior) 

Hamilton and Thompson (2007); Kempf and Smith 
(1998); Smith and Swinyard (1983) 

Lab experiment(s), 
quantitative/empirical 
 Impact of hedonic and functional product trials on consumers’ affective 

and cognitive responses (pleasure, arousal, brand cognition) 
Kempf (1999) 

Impact of advertising, pre-trial and trial information on attitude formation 
and consumer behavior 

Kempf and Laczniak (2001) 

Impact of information source (direct, indirect, virtual) of trial and 
advertising information on consumer attitudes and behavior 

Daugherty, Lin, and Biocca (2008) 

Unintended 
Trials 

Definition and differentiation of the concept “unintended trial” and its 
effects towards intended trials  

This study Pre- and post-usage, field study, lab 
experiment, quantitative/empirical 

Trial in Information Integration Theory (IIT) Research 
Intended 
Trials in IIT 

Impact and interplay of advertising and product trial information in 
different settings (e.g., gender, product knowledge, pre-trial/ post-trial 
ad)  

Chang (2004); Kempf, Laczniak, and Smith (2006); 
Micu and Coulter (2012); Smith (1993) 

Experimental, quantitative/empirical 

Impact of affective responses to, and cognitive structures in, product trial 
attitude formation 

Kim and Morris (2007) 

Impact of direct and virtual product trials, as well as conscious and 
unconscious arousal, on attitude formation 

Bettiga et al. (2017) 

Impact of different service trial offers (varying pricing, delivery method, 
type of product) on trial acceptance and likelihood of purchase 

Bednall et al.(2018) 

Unintended 
trials in IIT 

Impact of unintended trials on attitude formation and subsequent 
consumer behavior in a service setting, as well as the impact of 
amplifying variables 

This study Pre- and post-usage, field study, online 
experiment, quantitative/empirical 

Access-Based Consumption 
Consumer 
perspective 

Drivers of and barriers to access-based consumption, such as (flexibility) 
utility, convenience, cost, trends, materialism, familiarity, emerging 
adulthood life stage, and functional and psychological barriers 

Akbar, Mai, and Hoffmann (2016); Bardhi and 
Eckhardt (2012); Davidson, Habibi, and Laroche 
(2018) Hazée et al. (2017); Hazée et al. (2019); 
Lamberton and Rose (2012); Lawson et al. (2016); 
Moeller and Wittkowski (2010); Oyedele and 
Simpson (2018) 

Quantitative and qualitative, empirical, 
cross-sectional, survey data 

Brand 
perspective 

Impact of an announcement of new ABS on brand attitudes and 
perceived innovativeness of the brand 

Baumeister et al. (2015) Experimental, quantitative, empirical, 
cross-sectional, survey data 

Impact of the “burdens of ownership” on the use of ABS and the 
reduction of ownership 

Schaefers, Lawson et al. (2016) Quantitative, empirical, cross-
sectional, survey data 

Positive spillover effects caused by ABS usage and identification of its 
amplifiers 

This study  Pre- and post-usage, field study, lab 
experiment, quantitative/empirical 



Spillover Effects from Unintended Trials 
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Analysis, Study 1 

Our dependent variables were pre- and post-trial difference scores for product and 

brand attitude, product and brand purchase intentions, and WOM. Before creating them, we 

ran a paired sample t-test, providing insights into the pre- and post-usage effects. The 

hypothesis tests relied on several multiple regressions. The predictors of the difference scores 

were customers’ perceived trial experience and product involvement. This method matches 

current approaches in the literature for these kinds of studies with more than one data 

collection point (He, Chen, & Alden, 2016). 

Results, Study 1 

A comparison of pre- and post-usage scores provides insights into the main effects of 

unintended trials (see Table 3). All but one of the outcome variables used in this research 

show an increase, implying positive spillover effects from ABS. In more detail, the 

unintended trial increased product attitude (Mproduct_pre = 5.96, Mproduct-post = 6.29; t(60) = -

2.917, p = .005), brand attitude (Mbrand-pre = 5.11, Mbrand-post = 5.52; t(60) = -3.75, p < .001), 

brand purchase intention (Mpi-brand-pre = 2.61, Mpi-brand-post = 2.86; t(60) = -2.64, p = .01), and 

WOM (Mwom-pre = 3.93, Mwom-post = 4.20; t(60) = -3.14, p = .003), supporting H1(a), H1(b), 

H1(d), and H1(e). However, the results did not indicate any significant increase in product 

purchase intentions, in our case the e-car (Mproduct-pi-pre = 4.06, Mproduct-pi-post = 4.17; t(60) = -

.65, p < .52), and thus H1(c) is not supported. 

Examining the hypothesized moderation effects of the valence of the trial experience, 

two out of the five outcome variables were strengthened by it. In support of H2(a) and H2(e), 

a positive trial experience significantly strengthened the change in product attitude (β = .42, p 

= .002) and WOM (β = .43, p = .001). However, it did not strengthen the change in brand 

attitude (H2(b), β = .21, p = .11), the product purchase intention (H2(c), β = .16, p = .27), or 

the brand purchase intention (H2(d), β = .07, p = .62). 
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In line with the literature, we also hypothesized a strengthening effect of product 

involvement on the trial-related change in product attitude and behavioral 

intentions (H5(a-c)). However, we found the opposite effect, revealing that involvement 

weakens the positive change in product attitude (H5(a), β = -.38, p = .004) and WOM (H5(c): 

β = -.39, p = .003). Furthermore, involvement had no effect on changes in product purchase 

intention (H5(b), β = -.03, p = .82). Our results thus suggest that consumers who are highly 

involved appear less influenced by the unintended trial. Table 2 provides a detailed overview 

of the results, which will be discussed in more detail later.  

The relatively small sample size of this field study (He et al., 2016) might create 

concerns; therefore, Cohen’s f2 (≥.20) serves to capture the effect sizes of the multiple 

regressions, and G*Power provides a test of the statistical power (≥.87). All of the results 

reached the required thresholds (Cohen, 1988; Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009). In 

addition, a bootstrapping procedure tests the robustness of the regressions. It is a common 

approach in marketing research to gauge the sensitivity of estimates in smaller sample sizes 

(e.g. Morgeson III, Mithas, Keiningham, & Aksoy, 2011; Xu, Forman, Kim, & Van Ittersum, 

2014). The results of these bootstrap estimations with 10,000 resamples support the main 

findings and confirm the significant results for the supported hypotheses: H2(a) (β = .42; 

bootstrapped SE = .161, p = .03), H2(e) (β = -.39; bootstrapped SE = .072, p = .002); H5(a) 

(β = -.38; bootstrapped SE = .118, p = .011), H5(c) (β = .43; bootstrapped SE = .099, 

p = .001). Because of the small sample size, we also refrained from using control variables in 

our final analysis. In line with the literature, we included the control variables in the initial 

analysis, but because they did not have a significant effect, we excluded them so as not to 

weaken the statistical power (Cui & O’Connor, 2012). 
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Table 2: Descriptive results of Study 1 and Study 2 
Study 1, n=61, Within-subject design 

   Deltas of Dependent Variables Independent (Moderator) 
Variables 

  Product 
Attitude  

Brand 
Attitude  

Product 
Purchase 
Intention  

Brand 
Purchase 
Intention 

WOM Trial 
Experience 

Product 
Involvement 

Mean .321 .413 .115 .250 .262 4.463 3.602 
Standard 
deviation 

.860 .860 1.390 .739 .653 .825 1.031 

Variance .740 .740 1.932 .546 .426 .681 1.063 
Minimum -1.80 -1.40 -3.75 -1.00 -2.00 1.00 1.00 
Maximum 2.40 3.20 3.50 3.00 1.75 5.00 5.00 
        
Study 2, n=147, Between-subject design 

 Dependent Variables (Totals) Moderator Variables 

 Product 
Attitude 

Brand 
Attitude 

Product 
Purchase 
Intention 

Brand 
Purchase 
Intention 

WOM Product Involvement 

Mean 6.11 5.83 4.34 4.45 4.51 3.66 
Standard 
deviation 

1.03 .97 1.41 1.20 1.57 1.66 

Variance 1.07 .94 2.00 1.46 2.49 2.783 
Minimum 1.20 1.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Maximum 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
        

 
The check for potential structural differences between respondents who only answered 

the pre-usage survey and those who completed all three steps relied on several post hoc 

analyses of variance. Checks of whether respondents who completed the study were more 

engaged in the topic of e-cars or more eco-conscious did not reveal any significant group 

differences for the focal variables: involvement, environmental consciousness, novelty-

seeking, or brand attitude (all p > .05). 

Overall, and in partial support of IIT, this study reveals positive spillover effects from 

ABS usage for brands of products available through ABS—mainly on attitude and WOM, 

and particularly among customers who do not indicate high involvement. 
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Set-up, Study 2 

Study 2, an online experiment, had two main purposes. Firstly, to further corroborate 

the positive spillover effects from the field study, we compared and contrasted non-trial 

information integration with trial information, particularly contrasting the positive effect of 

intended and unintended trials. Prompted by the interesting results from Study 1, we further 

investigated the role of involvement in information integration. We did so to balance the high 

external validity of the field study with high internal validity from a more controlled 

environment (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Secondly, we further investigated the role of 

involvement in the effect of unintended trials that showed a non-hypothesized negative effect 

in the field study.  

Procedure and sample, Study 2 

To collect data for Study 2, we used an online panel hosted by an international market 

research firm that provided a small monetary incentive for participation. The participants 

were UK citizens. We implemented a number of steps to ensure valid data. First, for the 

manipulations, we used text and graphics to support the cognitive processing of the 

manipulation, such as previous studies in car sharing (Schaefers, Wittkowski, Benoit, & 

Ferraro, 2016). Secondly, we included manipulation and attention checks and discontinued 

the participation of those respondents who failed the attention checks. The latter differ from 

manipulation checks in that they capture correct reading or memory rather than perception 

(Lonati, Quiroga, Zehnder, & Antonakis, 2018). Thirdly, we measured overall response times 

and excluded two respondents who completed the survey too quickly, in under 2 minutes 

when the median response time was 4 minutes and 12 seconds. Furthermore, due to our focus 

on consumers’ information integration for relatively new products, we eliminated one 

participant who stated he had an e-car in his household. The final sample included 147 
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participants distributed randomly across the experimental conditions. The participants were 

between the ages of 18 and 74 years, with a mean age of 39.9, and 69.4% were female.  

Manipulations and measures, Study 2  

Study 2 employed the same measures and different scale types similar to Study 1, again 

to reduce the likelihood of common method bias. The items as well as the manipulation and 

attention checks are displayed in Appendix A. The vignettes used for the experimental 

manipulation are displayed in Appendix B. The intended trial was operationalized as a 

consumer deliberately booking a test drive of an e-car at a nearby car dealer. The unintended 

trial was operationalized as having incidentally driven an e-car using a car-sharing program 

(see Appendix B). We included a non-trial control group who read in a leaflet about someone 

else’s favorable experience of driving this vehicle. Our experimental design was created to 

reduce biases. Firstly, in line with previous marketing research and following common 

practice, in Study 2 we used a fictitious brand so as not to risk confounding factors due to 

prior brand associations (Keller & Aaker, 1992). Secondly, to avoid demand effects, meaning 

that participants receive cues “about what constitutes appropriate behavior” (Zizzo, 2010), we 

refrained from adopting pre- and post- designs similar to the field study as it would have 

entailed asking for attitude, purchase intention, and WOM twice within a short period of 

time: once before the manipulation and once afterward. We therefore used a between-subject 

design with three conditions and random sampling, allowing us to compare the effects of the 

manipulations on the outcome variables.  
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Table 3: Results of Study 1 and 2 

Study 1          
Independent 
Variable Dependent Variable (DV)    Mpre Mpost t p  

Unintended 
trial 

H1(a): Product Attitude     5.96 6.29 -2.917 .005 sig. 
H1(b): Brand Attitude     5.11 5.52 -3.75 .001 sig. 
H1(c): Product Purchase Intention     4.06 4.17 -.65 .52 n.s. 
H1(d): Brand Purchase Intention     2.61 2.86 -2.64 .01 sig. 
H1(e): WOM    3.93 4.20 -3.14 .003 sig. 

Independent 
Variable Dependent Variable (DV) Adj. 

R² F sig. β t p Hypothesis 

Trial 
experience 
(perceived) 

H2(a): Product Attitude  .17 7.38 .002 .42 3.30 .002 H2a sig. 
H2(b): Brand Attitude  .03 2.62 .111 .21 1.62 .11 H2b n.s. 
H2(c): Product Purchase Intention -.01 0.65 .528 .16 1.12 .27 H2c n.s. 
H2(d): Brand Purchase Intention  -.01 .25 .619 .07 .50 .62 H2d n.s. 
H4(a): WOM .18 7.59 .001 .43 3.39 .001 H4a sig. 

Involvement H5(a): Product Attitude  .17 7.38 .002 -.38 -2.96 .004 H6a r.e. 
H5(b): Product Purchase Intention -.01 0.65 .528 -.03 -0.23 .82 H6b n.s. 
H5(c): WOM .18 7.59 .001 -.39 -3.06 .003 H6c r.e. 

Study 2 
Independent 
Variables Dependent Variable (DV) Mnon-trial Mintended Munintended p  

Intended, 
unintended 
trial vs non-
trial 
(ANCOVA) 

H1(a): Product Attitude  5.80 6.22 6.33 .034 sig. 
H1(b): Brand Attitude  5.55 5.86 6.13 .004 sig. 
H1(c): Product Purchase Intention  4.37 4.09 4.57 .230 n.s. 
H1(d): Brand Purchase Intention  4.32 4.25 4.82 .026 sig. 
H1(e): WOM 4.44 4.38 4.76 .302 n.s. 

Trials vs 
Non-trial 
(pairwise 
comparison) 

H3(a): Product Attitude  
5.80 6.22   .166 n.s. 
5.80  6.33 .038 sig. 

H3(b): Brand Attitude  5.55 5.86   .225 n.s. 
5.55   6.13 .003 sig. 

H3(c): Product Purchase Intention  4.37 4.09   1.00 n.s. 
4.37   4.57 .816 n.s. 

H3(d): Brand Purchase Intention  4.32 4.25   1.00 n.s. 
 4.32   4.82 .071 n.s. 
 H3(e): WOM 4.44 4.38   1.00 n.s. 
 4.44   4.76 .438 n.s. 
Intended vs 
unintended 
trial (pairwise 
comparison) 

H4(a): Product Attitude    6.22 6.33 1.00 n.s. 
H4(b): Brand Attitude    5.86 6.13 .319 n.s. 
H4(c): Product Purchase Intention    4.09 4.57 .276 n.s. 
H4(d): Brand Purchase Intention    4.25 4.82 .049 sig. 

 H4(e): WOM   4.38 4.76 .719 n.s. 
Independent 
Variables Dependent Variable (DV) Adj.  

R² F sig. β t p  

Intended vs 
unintended 
trial X 
involvement 

H5(a): Product Attitude  .15 2.69 .291 .086 .834 
.115 (CI95 % -

.11 to .29) n.s. 

H5(b): Product Purchase Intention .62 25.46 .279 .053 .466 
.642 (CI95 % -

.17 to .27) n.s. 

H5(c): WOM .67 30.84 .331 .093 .779 
.437 (CI95 % -

.14 to .33) n.s. 
          
Notes: sig. = significant effect or confirmed hypothesis; r.e. = reversed effect, i.e. significant coefficient contradicting hypothesis; n.s. = non-
significant coefficient. ANCOVAs and regressions in Study 2 were performed with three control variables, i.e. gender, age and familiarity  
left out for parsimony of the result presentation; moderation analyses were based on 5,000 bootstrap resamples using Hayes’ 
PROCESS model 4 
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Results, Study 2 

To test H1(a–e) (main effects), we ran ANCOVAs with our five dependent variables as 

used in Study 1; type of trial as an independent variable; and gender, age, and familiarity with 

e-cars as covariates (see Table 3). To test the differential effects of information from non-

trials versus trials (H3) and intended versus unintended trials (H4), we used Bonferroni-

adjusted post hoc tests to not only correct for the influence of the covariates but also to 

pairwise compare the experimental groups. 

Examining product and brand attitude first, in line with H1(a,b), we found a significant 

main effect of the manipulation (Product attitude: Mnon-trial = 5.80, Mintended = 6.22; Munintended 

= 6.33, F(2, 140) = 3.47, p = .034; Brand attitude: Mnon-trial = 5.55, Mintended = 5.86; Munintended 

= 6.13, F(2, 140) = 5.814, p = .004). In line with H3(a), the results show a significantly 

stronger positive effect of the information gathered during an unintended trial on product 

attitude than of the non-trial information, but interestingly, and in contrast to H4(a), there was 

no significant difference in product attitude between the two types of trials (Product attitude: 

Mintended-non-trial = .397, p = .166, Munintended-non-trial = .518, p = .038, Mintended-unintended = -.12, 

p = 1.0). For brand attitude, we found a significantly stronger effect of unintended trial than 

of non-trial (in support of H3(b)), but again no difference between the two types of trials, nor 

the intended trial and the non-trial, which is again in contrast to H4(b,) but in line with the 

previous results relating to product attitude (H4(a)) (Brand attitude: Mintended-non-trial = .333, p = 

.225, Munintended-non-trial = .613, p=.003, Mintended-unintended = -.29, p = .319).  

The results relating to purchase intention differ for the product and the brand. First, we 

found no significant main effects of the manipulations on product purchase intention or 

WOM, leading us to reject H1(c,e) (Product purchase intention: Mnon-trial = 4.37, Mintended = 

4.09; Munintended = 5.57, F(2, 140) = 1.486, p = .230; WOM: Mnon-trial = 4.53, Mintended = 4.38; 

Munintended = 4.76, F(2, 140) = .491, p = .743). Rejecting these main effects also led us to 
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reject the derived hypothesis regarding the paired comparisons between the groups (H3(c,e) 

and H4(c,e)). Although the purchase intention for the product was not affected by the 

manipulation, the brand purchase intention was, since the results showed a significant main 

effect of the manipulations, confirming H1(d) (Mnon-trial = 4.32, Mintended = 4.25; 

Munintended = 4.82, F(2, 140) = 3.732, p = .026), whereas the pairwise comparisons show a 

significantly stronger impact from an intended trial on brand purchase intention compared to 

a non-trial (H3(d)), and a stronger impact of an unintended trial compared to an intended trial 

(H4(d)) (Mintended-non-trial = -.029, p = 1.0, Munintended-non-trial = .546, p =.071, Mintended-unintended = -

.575, p = .049).  

Next, by using the PROCESS Macro model 1 for SPSS provided by Hayes (2013), we 

tested the moderating effect that product involvement (H5) has on the impact of the 

(un)intended trial information on product attitude and product purchase intention as well as 

on product-related WOM. For this, we first dichotomized our independent variable, 

differentiating between intended and unintended trials. We then ran regressions showing that 

product involvement had a non-significant main effect as well as a non-significant 

moderating effect on all dependent variables, and therefore, we do not find support for H5(a–

c) (product attitude: β = .11, p = .258; β = .086, p = .291 (H5a), product purchase intention: β 

= .62, p = .782; β = .053, p = .279 (H5b), WOM: β = .739, p = .897; β = .093, p = .331 

(H5c)). This is partly in line with the results from Study 1, in which involvement had either 

no effect or a negative effect. These results will be discussed in the following section.  

Discussion and Implications 

Even as ABS have increased in importance, research has generally neglected the 

consequences of such access-based product usage, i.e., unintended trials for promotional 

purposes from product-brand companies. Our research contributes primarily to three streams 

of literature: the literature on trials, on IIT and on ABS. 
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Discussion and theoretical contributions 

This study contributes to the existing literature in the following main ways. First, this 

study expands the literature on trials and their role in the adoption of new products. Intended 

(e.g., test drives) as opposed to unintended (e.g., ABS usage) trials are usually embedded in 

specific decision-making processes, for which consumers seek experiences and are 

accordingly goal-oriented and open to information. However, the concomitant experiences of 

consumers gained through ABS also spill over into evaluations of the brand and product. 

Despite their differences, unintended and intended trials thus have similar effects on 

consumer attitudes, and partially on behaviors. Introducing a new product through ABS 

spreads information and has a trial effect that alters consumers’ perceptions of the product. 

Interestingly, and opposing hypothesis H4(d), the trial effect on brand purchase intentions is 

even stronger for unintended trials than for intended trials. This might be due to the different 

sources of information within the evaluation process. Even though both trial experiences are 

direct and contain the same information during the intended trial, the consumer is expecting 

sales-related information from the car dealer, and the provider might thereby be perceived as 

a biased source of information (Kotler & Keller, 2015), so that the trial experience could be 

perceived as less authentic and consequently a less credible source of information. This is in 

contrast to the ABS provider as a third party who is expected to only provide a service with a 

product as a means of transportation and not to promote this product, as he offers temporary 

access but no purchase opportunity. This research accordingly enriches the trial literature by 

investigating the role of a third-party service provider and identifying ABS as a way to 

promote new products through unintended trials. In particular, in the field study (Study 1), 

the personal trial experience influenced consumers to promote the product in the form of 

positive WOM, which drives the wider diffusion of the product (Zhang et al., 2011). This is 
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important because prior research has shown that WOM from consumers with a higher level of 

expertise—such as after an e-car trial—is impactful (Wangenheim & Bayón, 2004). 

Second, this study contributes to IIT by investigating the situational impact on 

information integration, or to be more precise, differences in consumers’ evaluative mindset 

(having the intention or not to integrate information) in a particular consumption situation. 

Interestingly, our results show that for new products, trial information integration does not 

depend on the evaluative mindset, as consumers obtaining information as a by-product of 

product use (unintended trial) did not significantly differ from consumers obtaining 

information through an active search (intended trial), but these personal trial experiences do 

differ from information obtained from a leaflet describing someone else’s experience. Taking 

these arguments together, we thus conclude that this research suggests that IIT is applicable 

to settings in which information is not actively sought, such as in intended trials and product 

tests, but is incidentally acquired. 

Third, this research responds to calls for research on the trial effects of ABS (Lawson et 

al., 2016), what we called positive spillover effects. Previous research has shown that the 

person–object relationship is weaker in ABS consumption settings compared with ownership 

(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Belk, 2014). However, the current study still shows that using an 

innovative new product in a before- and after-trial research design (Study 1) and in a study 

comparing and contrasting non-trial information, intended trials, and unintended trials (Study 

2) confirms the predicted but insufficiently empirically tested effect of the positive spillover 

effects of unintended trials on changing attitudes and behavior. Our results from the field 

experiment and the online experiment showed positive spillover effects on product and brand 

attitude (H1(a, b)) and brand purchase intention (H1(d)). The effects on product purchase 

intention (H1(c)) and WOM (H1(e)) were mixed. While we did not find an effect on product 

purchase intention in either of the studies, in the field study we found an effect from trial 
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experience on WOM but not in the online experiment. We attribute this to e-cars being 

subject to consumer concerns of limited range and charging infrastructure, while the 

spreading of positive WOM is perceived as beneficial due to the social desirability of 

ecological awareness (Wolinetz & Axsen, 2017; Zhang, Gensler, & Garcia, 2011). 

Furthermore, a “real” experience of driving the e-car during the field experiment might be 

perceived as more prominent and thus more impactful on spreading WOM than an artificially 

manipulated experience in the online experiment. Moreover, it is interesting that we found 

effects on brand purchase intention, but not on product purchase intention. This might be due 

to the product category being a substantially more concrete variable than the brand. As car 

purchases include extensive information searches, involve high monetary risk, and depend on 

various factors (Bayus, 1991; Ratchford, Lee, & Talukdar, 2003), asking for the purchase 

intention of a tangible product is likely to be further advanced in the decision-making process 

than asking for the purchase intention of a brand. 

This research also contributes to IIT by investigating moderating effects, whereby both 

moderators were deduced from IIT operationalizing the evaluation of a trial experience as a 

proxy for the valence of the information, while involvement provided a proxy for their 

importance or weight. The findings partly support the impact of trial experience in 

information-integration processes. However, in both studies, we found that involvement 

seems to have a somewhat ambivalent role in trials of new products. Previous literature in 

purchase-decision processes, including intended trials, suggests that high involvement leads 

to positive outcomes (e.g., greater purchase probability) (Lin & Chen, 2006; Mazodier 

& Merunka, 2014). Conversely, Study 1 and Study 2 provided evidence that high 

involvement either has no effect (Study 1 and 2) or even a weakening effect (Study 1) on the 

positive effects of unintended trials on attitude, purchase intention, and WOM. With this 

finding, we contribute to IIT and the stream of literature that treats involvement as a 
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consumer predisposition that influences how they process information about a future 

consumption activity. Specifically, it reveals some unexpected effects of involvement, such 

as the finding that usage has a weaker effect on both attitude and WOM changes among 

highly involved consumers (Study 1). 

A possible explanation for this unexpected result (which also contradicts IIT) is that 

consumers who are not involved with a new product or technology profit more from 

unintended trials. They are not familiar with the new product (or perhaps not interested in, or 

prejudiced against, it), and therefore an experience may have more impact in terms of 

reducing potential concerns and generating attention. This is in line with the findings of 

Heslin and Johnson (1992), suggesting that highly involved people might have a lower need 

for information. This point represents a clear distinction from the outcomes of intended, goal-

oriented trials, where the intention to engage in a trial suggests a minimum of involvement, 

and consequent willingness to engage in the effort. 

Managerial implications 

Spillover effect 

The results offer relevant implications for managers. Most importantly, we support the 

notion that unintended product trials during ABS have positive spillover effects on consumer 

attitude and behavioral intentions, not only toward the product but also toward the brand. 

Both studies generally demonstrate positive spillover effects on attitude and partly on 

behavioral intention; hence, manufacturers can use ABS to promote new products, such as e-

cars, and their brands, since this channel helps drive their diffusion. 

Attitude versus behavior 

 We concluded that positive spillover effects in general are evident, in particular on 

attitude, but that the effects on behavioral intention are mixed. The effects are therefore not as 

pronounced as predicted. Generally, positive consumer attitudes lead to matching subsequent 
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behavior, such as increased purchase intention. However, in this study, a single use or trial 

experience did not impact subsequent intentions to buy the new product. Three reasons for 

this outcome seem probable. Firstly, factors beyond attitude, such as the price, affect 

consumer adoption (Claudy, Garcia, & O’Driscoll, 2015). Secondly, this finding might reflect 

an attitude–adoption gap (Rogers, 2003). Thirdly, a single use might be sufficient to influence 

attitudes and communication behavior (e.g., WOM) but not enough to influence intentions to 

buy the product. Brands might therefore seek ways to encourage repeated trials, yet ABS still 

drive intentions to purchase the brand, rather than its new product (e-car) specifically. 

Marketers should be aware of this brand-promoting effect of ABS and use it to their benefit. 

Personal versus non-personal experience 

Our results further show that, with some exceptions, personal as opposed to non-

personal experiences in trials of new products are very important for consumer attitude and 

intention formation. Study 2 compared information gathered during trials involving a 

personal experience (e.g., test drives and ABS) with more traditional types of information 

gathered through advertising (e.g., leaflets). The results showed that product and brand 

attitude as well as brand purchase intention are more affected by personal experiences 

compared to seeing the same information in a leaflet. In contrast, for product purchase 

intention and WOM, the source of information did not make a difference, leading us to 

conclude that more abstract attitudes and brand purchase intention on the brand level benefit 

more from these personal experiences. However, for the more concrete variables such as the 

intention to speak about the experience with a certain product (WOM) or to purchase the 

product tested (product purchase intention), it did not make a difference whether the 

experience was personal or described in the leaflet. For managers, this might mean that 

spillover effects from ABS are hard to quantify in actual sales figures of products, despite the 

brand benefiting from them. 
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Trial experience 

The results of this study show that the effects of the information about the product 

gathered in the trial are even more impactful when the experience with a third-party provider 

is positive, in particular for changes in attitudes and WOM. If brands want to use ABS to 

improve attitudes toward their new products, they must ensure a positive service 

experience—even if provided by a third party. Several promising options include offering 

such a service in-house (such as WeShare by VW) or collaborating with the independent 

service providers to ensure that the processes are well-designed and that the service is reliable 

(e.g., sufficiently charged e-cars, helpful user instructions, etc.). This finding is important 

because brands often have limited control over the service and corresponding trial experience 

during ABS since it is usually provided by an independent service provider. In view of this, 

we recommend to brand firms that they choose their partners with care. 

Involvement 

 In our study, access to a new product (here an e-car) improves product attitudes. 

However, a consumer’s high involvement leads to either no or less pronounced changes in 

both attitudes and positive WOM. Consumers who are highly involved with an innovation or 

a new technology might already have realistic expectations, such that it is less likely that they 

will be impressed by actual usage. Brands that rely on ABS as a strategy to promote new 

products should therefore target consumer segments that exhibit rather low involvement to 

generate such a positive “surprise effect”. Doing so can increase the chances of changing 

consumers’ attitudes toward the new product and of generating more positive WOM.  

Limitations and Directions for Further Research 

These results must be viewed in light of their limitations. Our research examines the 

impact of ABS usage on attitudes and behavior (purchase intention and WOM). Behavioral 

intentions are well established as outcome variables in adoption research (e.g., Ma et al., 
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2015), but they are still imperfect substitutes for actual behavior (e.g., Arts, Frambach, & 

Bijmolt, 2011). Research should thus investigate with more longitudinal data what role ABS 

play in the trajectory of a purchase decision. Furthermore, the antecedents of behaviors such 

as WOM are not limited to experiences but can include, for example, personal traits (Berger, 

2014). In light of this, future research should address contextual antecedents of WOM that 

have attracted attention in research on ABS (e.g., self-concept). 

In relation to the above, this research demonstrates that ABS drive mainly attitudes 

rather than purchase intentions. Continued research should address this issue and investigate 

whether more than one unintended product trial would also have a stronger impact on 

purchase intention. Contrasting our results with those of Schaefers et al. (2016), who found 

that continuous usage of a car-sharing program in general leads to lower probability of car 

ownership, hints at a potential non-linear effect of usage on purchase intention or ownership 

probability, which is an interesting avenue for further research.   

The sample size in Study 1 is limited—even if this is typical in field studies with more 

than one point of data collection (He et al., 2016) and an actual usage of the product/ brand. 

Further research might replicate the findings with larger samples, more time points, and 

additional product categories or brands, also extending it to products other than new ones. 

Another interesting route might be to research the perceptual changes that result from the use 

of peer-to-peer platforms, such as getaround.  

Furthermore, the participants in Study 1 were provided with an incentive related to 

usage of the ABS service, while participants in Study 2 were compensated independently. 

While we did not find evidence that this factor impacted our results, we acknowledge this 

potential limitation and encourage future research to replicate the findings. 

In addition, this study focuses on the impact of product involvement in unintended 

trials. However, this does not acknowledge differentiations between situational and enduring 
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involvement (e.g., Eisend, 2013) as it would have exceeded the scope of this paper. We 

accordingly propose extending the concept of unintended trials by further investigating the 

impact of different forms of involvement on the IIT process.  

Finally, this study focused on changes in consumers’ perceptions after an unintended 

trial during ABS and reveals primarily a positive spillover effect of trial experience. 

However, the investigation of negative spillover effects for the brand (e.g., after a service 

failure by the service provider), especially considering a negativity bias (Chen & Lurie, 2013) 

and particular impacts on WOM (Krishen, 2018), represent relevant directions for further 

research. Overall, studying the effects of changes in consumers’ perceptions driven by ABS 

provides interesting avenues for research and has potentially important implications for 

managers. 
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Appendix A: Measures (Studies 1 and 2) 

Construct Scale Items Cronbach’s Alpha, 
Study 1 / Study 2 

Source 

Product 
Attitude  
 
  

Bad/good αs ≥ .87 / .95 Bergkvist 
& Rossiter, 2007; 
Tybout et al., 
2005 

Dislike/like  
Negative/positive   
Unpleasant/pleasant  
Poor performance/good performance  

Brand Attitude  
 
  

Bad/good αs ≥ .94 / 94 Bergkvist 
& Rossiter, 2007 Dislike/like  

Unreliable/reliable  
Negative/positive   
Unpleasant/pleasant  

Product 
Purchase 
Intention  
  

If I were going to buy a car, I would consider buying an e-
car … 

αs ≥ .83 / 92 Dodds et al., 1991 

The probability that I would consider buying an e-car is …  
My willingness to buy an e-car is …  
The likelihood of purchasing an e-car in future is …  

Brand Purchase 
Intention   

If I were going to buy a car, I would consider buying a car 
of the brand XY. 

αs ≥ .89 / 92 Dodds et al., 1991 

The probability that I would consider buying a XY is …  
  My willingness to buy a car of the brand XY is …  
  The likelihood of purchasing a car from the brand XY is …  
WOM about 
product  

How likely are you to spread positive WOM about e-cars? αs ≥ .82 / 95 Maxham III, 2001 
I would recommend e-cars to my friends and relatives.  
If my friends were looking for a car, I would tell them to try 
an e-car. 

 

I would talk to others about the positive aspects of e-cars.  
Trial 
Experience 
(Study 1)  

Bad/good α= .92 / -- Kempf, 1999 
Unpleasant/pleasant  
Unfavorable/favorable  
Negative/positive   

Product 
Involvement  

In general, I have a strong interest in e-cars. αs = .90 / 96 Beatty & Talpade, 
1994; Ghosh, 
2016 

E-cars are very important to me.  
E-cars matter a lot to me.  
(Usually) it is exciting when other people talk to me about 
e-cars. 

 

Manipulation 
check trial 
Experience 
(Study 2) 

Good experience/bad experience  - 

Manipulation 
Check ABS 
(Study 2) 

In the scenario you were asked to imagine that you have 
intentionally booked a free test drive 

 - 

In the scenario you were asked to imagine 
using a local car sharing programme 

  

In the scenario you were asked to imagine 
reading a leaflet 

  

Manipulation 
Check 
Intention 
(Study 2) 

I intentionally tried an e-car  - 
I unintentionally tried an e-car   
I didn't try an e-car   

Familiarity 
with innovation 
(Study 2) 

I am familiar with electric cars.  Gefen, 2000 

 

  



 

 

Appendix B: Vignettes (Study 2) 
Vignette 1 (intended trial) 

You have intentionally booked a free test 
drive at a nearby car dealer in order to test an 
electric car. 

 

At the car dealer you take an electric 
car from the brand "e" shown in the picture 
below. 

 
During the drive you learned that the car is a small electric car for the city that has a range of about 250 
kilometres. You experienced the air condition, cruise control, and acceleration of the car. The car has a fast 
charging option and can fit up to four passengers. The brand "e“ is new to the market and aims to revolutionise the 
electric car market with particularly stylish, convenient, and economical cars. You have a good experience trying 
the "e" brand's electric car for the first time.  
After the drive you are glad that you decided to book this test drive and with this learned something about this car 
and its brand.  
Vignette 2 (unintended trial) 

You happen to be traveling and as a means 
to move around you are using a local car 
sharing programme.  

 

At the car sharing station you take an electric 
car from the brand "e" shown in the picture 
below. 

 
During the drive you learned that the car is a small electric car for the city that has a range of about 250 
kilometres. You experienced the air condition, cruise control, and acceleration of the car. The car has a fast 
charging option and can fit up to four passengers. The brand "e“ is new to the market and aims to revolutionise the 
electric car market with particularly stylish, convenient, and economical cars. You have good experience trying the 
"e" brand's electric car for the first time.  
After the drive you are glad that you incidentally used this car and with this learned something about this car and 
its brand.  
Vignette 3 (non-trial, control group) 

You happen to see a leaflet about an electric 
car from the brand "e" shown in the picture 
below: 
 

 
While reading you learned that the car is a small electric car for the city that has a range of about 250 
kilometres. You read about the air condition, cruise control, and acceleration of the car. The car has a fast charging 
option and can fit up to four passengers. The brand "e“ is new to the market and aims to revolutionise the electric 
car market with particularly stylish, convenient, and economical cars. The leaflet describes a person that had 
a good experience trying the "e" brand's electric car for the first time.  
After reading the leaflet you are glad that you learned something about this car and its brand.  
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