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E-tailers create various product recommendations to improve the
online shopping experience. Relative to non-ranking-based
recommendations (e.g., customers’ favorite), a ranking-based
recommendation (e.g., highest rated) could reduce consumers’
cognitive effort to locate better options. Moreover, its superlative
qualifier signals quality information and therefore enhances the
recommendation’s accuracy. Across three studies, this research
demonstrates that ranking-based recommendation labels reinforce e-
shoppers’ quality-assessment-belief, which in turn elicits a higher
willingness-to-pay than the non-ranking-based labels.

• Several online companies, such as Yelp and J.D. Power, employ a
ranking-based framing strategy. We argue that relative to non-
ranking-based recommendations (e.g., customers’ favorite),
ranking-based recommendations (e.g., highest rated) induce a
higher willingness-to-pay for two reasons (H1).

• First, ranking-based recommendations reduce the cognitive effort
needed to help consumers identify relatively better options (de
Langhe et al., 2016). Second, the superlative qualifiers in
ranking-based recommendations signal quality information
(Kirmani and Rao, 2000) and enhance the recommendation’s
accuracy (Bagchi and Ince, 2016). E-shoppers heavily rely on
consensus cues (e.g., ratings or reviews) to evaluate product
alternatives and are willing to pay more for higher-quality
products. We suggest that quality-assessment-belief mediates the
influence of ranking-based (vs. non-ranking-based)
recommendations on willingness-to-pay (H2).

• Moreover, when perceived product differences are a matter-of-
taste (H3), or when consumers infer inferior quality from other
consensus attributes (H4), the influence of ranking-based (versus
non-ranking-based) recommendations on willingness-to-pay will
diminish.

ABSTRACT

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

EXPERIMENTS

CONCLUSIONS

REFERENCES

Study 1

• 91 college students

• 2 (between factor; framing) × 8 (within factor; product category) mixed-
subjects design

• One-way ANOVA showed that the average willingness-to-pay across eight
product categories was higher when products endorsed by ranking-based
(p=.012) than by non-ranking-based recommendations. Also, the
willingness-to-pay for individual products exhibited the same pattern.

Study 2

• 237 MTurk workers

• 2 (framing)× 2 (perceived difference) between-subjects design

• A two-way ANOVA showed marginally significant interaction (p=.077).
When the quality became the criteria, participants indicated higher
willingness-to-pay for products recommended as “Highest rated” (p=.034)
rather than “Customers’ favorite”. In contrast, when the taste became the
criteria, participants’ willingness-to-pay for didn’t differ (p>.703).

• In the cases of matter-of-quality condition, results of PROCESS Model 4
showed that quality assessment belief mediated the effect of framing on
willingness-to-pay (95% CI [.014, .810]).

Study 3

• 225 MTurk workers

• 2 (framing)× 2 (attributes consistency) between-subjects design

• A two-way ANOVA showed a main effect of attribute consistency
(p<.001) and a marginally significant interaction (p=.098). When
consensus attributes were consistent, participants indicated higher
willingness-to-pay for the home theater system was recommended as a
“Highest rated” (p=.055) rather than a “Customers’ favorite”. In
contrast, when the consensus attributes were inconsistent, participants’
willingness-to-pay didn’t differ (p=.686).

E-tailers could use ranking-based recommendations for high profit-
margin products to maximize their future revenues.

• Bagchi, R., and Ince, E.C. (2016), “Is a 70% forecast more accurate
than a 30% forecast? How level of a forecast affects inferences about
forecasts and forecasters”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol.53
No.1, pp.31–45.

• de Langhe, B., Fernbach, P.M., and Lichtenstein, D.R. (2016),
“Navigating by the stars: Investigating the actual and perceived
validity of online user ratings”, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol.42
No.6, pp.817–833.

• Kirmani, A., and Rao, A.R. (2000), “No pain, no gain: A critical
review of the literature on signaling unobservable product
quality”, Journal of Marketing, Vol.64 No.2, pp.66–79.

Lina Xu

• Ph.D. candidate, College of Business, New Mexico State University

• Email: lxu@nmsu.edu

CONTACT INFORMATION

RESULTS OF STUDIES


