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Abstract

Many online retailers and search intermediaries present products on ranked prod-
uct lists. Because changing the ordering of products influences their revenues and
consumer welfare, these platforms can design rankings to maximize either of these
two metrics. In this paper, I study how rankings serving these two objectives differ
and what determines this difference. First, I highlight that when position effects
are heterogeneous, rankings can increase both revenues and consumer welfare by
increasing the overall conversion rate. Second, I provide empirical evidence for this
heterogeneity, highlighting that cheaper alternatives have stronger position effects.
Finally, I quantify revenue and consumer welfare effects across the different rank-
ings. To this end, I develop an estimation procedure for the search and discovery
model of Greminger (2022) that yields a smooth likelihood function by construction.
The results from the model show that rankings designed to maximize revenues can
also increase consumer welfare. Moreover, these revenue-based rankings reduce con-
sumer welfare only to a limited extent relative to a consumer-welfare-maximizing
ranking.
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1 Introduction

Many consumers purchase products from online retailers or search intermediaries. These
online platforms typically present consumers with ranked product lists that have been
shown to entail substantial position effects: products shown in higher positions are more
often clicked on and bought (e.g., Ghose et al., 2014; De Los Santos and Koulayev, 2017;
Ursu, 2018). These position effects allow online platforms to increase their revenues by
changing the ranking (e.g., Choi and Mela, 2019). At the same time, changing the ranking
also affects consumers; it can help them find better-matching alternatives and save them
time and effort going down the list. Hence, platforms concerned about customer churn
can also use rankings to make consumers better off (e.g., Ursu, 2018). However, following
one of these objectives potentially comes at the expense of the other. A ranking that
maximizes the platform’s revenues could end up harming consumers, whereas a consumer-
welfare-maximizing ranking may reduce the platform’s revenues.

In this paper, I ask whether this is the case and study how rankings serving the two
objectives differ in their impact on consumers and the platform’s revenues. First, I use a
simple example to highlight a crucial factor determining such differences: heterogeneous
position effects. If a platform takes a price-based commission or markup, shifting demand
to more expensive alternatives will increase the platform’s revenues. Hence, a ranking can
increase the platform’s revenues by exploiting position effects and moving more expensive
alternatives higher up on the list. However, suppose position effects are heterogeneous
and cheaper alternatives have stronger position effects. In this case, moving expensive
alternatives up on the list also decreases the conversion rate. As a result, maximizing the
platform’s revenues requires balancing the two effects.

Whether position effects are heterogeneous such that a platform needs to balance
the two effects is an empirical question and not clear a priori. To address it, I use
experimental ranking variation to identify heterogeneous position effects in data from a
large online search intermediary. The results show that cheaper alternatives indeed have
stronger position effects. More broadly, I find that product attributes and the position
on the list complement each other such that alternatives with desirable attributes have
stronger position effects. Hence, moving products with a lower price and other desirable
attributes higher up on the list will increase the conversion rate on average, potentially
increasing both revenues and consumer welfare.

Analyzing whether this will occur requires quantifying how the different rankings

affect the platform’s revenues and consumer welfare. To this end, I build on and estimate



the search and discovery (SD) model of Greminger (2022). In the model, consumers
decide between discovering more products by scrolling down the list and learning more
about an already-discovered product by going to its detail page. I argue that this model is
well-suited to study the consumer welfare effects of different rankings because it provides
a micro-foundation for position effects: consumers decide to stop scrolling before ever
reaching the lower positions on the list. Moreover, I show that this discovery mechanism
implies position effects that closely match the pattern revealed by the descriptive evidence.
As a result, the estimated model predicts heterogeneous position effects that closely match
those in the data and, hence, fits the moments determining the trade-off between the
different rankings notably well.

Building on the model, I introduce two heuristics for the revenue-maximizing ranking,
the “bottom-up” and the “Position-1” ranking, and analyze their effects in a counterfactual
analysis. The results show that these revenue-based rankings increase total revenues by
up to 14.93% over a randomized ranking. Notably, this revenue increase does not come
at a cost to consumers. Instead, the proposed rankings increase consumer welfare over
a randomized ranking by up to 0.92%, conditional on consumers searching at least one
alternative. These consumer welfare gains come close to the 0.98% gain achieved by the
utility-based ranking, which I prove to maximize consumer welfare. These results show
that revenue-based rankings are closer to the consumer-welfare-maximizing ranking than
to a randomized ranking due to how heterogeneous position effects stem from consumers’
search decisions. Hence, both consumers and the platform can benefit from rankings that
maximize revenues.

By studying the effects of different rankings, this paper also offers two managerial
insights. First, a concern for online platforms is that revenue-based rankings could lead
to a bad search experience for consumers, thus increasing customer churn. My results
suggest that this is not the case. Because high-utility alternatives have stronger position
effects, revenue-based rankings increase conversions by moving them higher up on the
list, thus also benefiting consumers relative to various other rankings. Second, I also
show that a utility-based ranking maximizes consumer welfare and the overall purchase
probability. Hence, platforms that explicitly want to increase consumer welfare can do so
by maximizing conversions, an observable outcome that ranking algorithms can directly
target.

To address the substantive research question, I also make several methodological con-

tributions. First, I develop an estimation approach for the SD model that yields a smooth



likelihood by construction and avoids computationally expensive steps during estimation.
Second, I extend the analysis of Greminger (2022) to show how the SD model captures
position effects conditional on the observed product attributes. Finally, I use this result
to show how the observed position effects are sufficient to identify the model parameters

without observing how many products consumers discover.

2 Related Literature

This paper contributes to the literature examining the effects of different rankings on con-
sumer welfare, search behavior, and platform revenues. Several studies in this literature
focus on the effects of utility-based rankings (Ghose et al., 2012, 2014; Ursu, 2018). More
recent studies additionally consider the effects of rankings designed to increase platform
revenues, documenting possible trade-offs between making consumers better off and in-
creasing platform revenues (Choi and Mela, 2019; Zhang et al., 2021; Compiani et al.,
2023; Donnelly et al., 2023). I add to this literature by highlighting how this trade-off
stems from heterogeneous position effects, deriving how these heterogeneous position ef-
fects arise in a micro-founded model,! and quantifying this trade-off by estimating the
same model. By focusing on the effects of rankings, this paper also differs from recent
work by Zhang et al. (2023), who estimate the SD model to study how different search
routes affect consumers’ search behavior.

By providing empirical evidence that shows how position effects depend on product
attributes like price, I also add to the empirical literature that documents position effects
on ranked product lists (Ghose et al., 2012, 2014; De Los Santos and Koulayev, 2017;
Ursu, 2018) and in search advertising (Goldman and Rao, 2014; Athey and Imbens, 2015;
Jeziorski and Segal, 2015; Jeziorski and Moorthy, 2018).2 Unlike Ghose et al. (2014),
who also consider how position effects vary with product attributes, I use experimental
variation in rankings to account for endogeneity in rankings and consistently find that
desirable attributes amplify position effects.

The methodological contributions in this paper add to the empirical search literature

that has used a range of alternative models to rationalize position effects (e.g., Chan and

"'While heterogeneous position effects may also arise in other empirical search models, prior work has not
shown whether this is the case and how these alternative models generate heterogeneous position effects.
Hence, it remains unclear whether these models would also fit these crucial moments in the data.

2These studies find that ads with a larger click-through rate on any position have weaker position effects.
The difference to my results suggests that consumers use a general-purpose search engine like Google
with a specific outcome already in mind instead of using the list to compare different alternatives. This
is corroborated by results of Blake et al. (2015), who find that search advertising is not effective for a
well-known platform like eBay.



Park, 2015; Chen and Yao, 2017; De Los Santos and Koulayev, 2017; Ursu, 2018; Choi
and Mela, 2019; Gibbard, 2022b; Compiani et al., 2023; Donnelly et al., 2023). The SD
model has several features that make it particularly useful to capture position effects and
quantify the effects of different rankings. I highlight these features and relate them to
other sequential search models after introducing the model. As they are nested in the
SD model, my estimation approach can also be used to estimate directed search models d
la Weitzman (1979) and, hence, adds to the recent literature introducing estimation ap-
proaches without researcher-chosen smoothing parameters for these models (Jiang et al.,
2021; Chung et al., 2023). However, unlike these approaches, my approach does not
require observing the search order and requires fewer computations.?

By showing that a utility-based ranking maximizes consumer welfare in the SD model
and introducing two heuristics for maximizing revenues in the short-term, I also add to the
literature deriving algorithms to optimally choose in which order to display alternatives
to consumers (e.g., Ryzin and Mahajan, 1999; Talluri and Van Ryzin, 2004; Davis et al.,
2014; Ursu and Dzyabura, 2020; Chu et al., 2020; Derakhshan et al., 2022; Compiani
et al., 2023). Whereas this literature motivates this paper’s empirical evaluation of how
revenue-maximizing rankings affect consumers, it tends to rely on more stylized demand

models and,* except for Compiani et al. (2023), does not quantify the different effects.

3 Heterogeneous Position Effects and Ranking Objec-

tives

To motivate the empirical analysis, I first use a simple example to highlight a crucial
factor determining how a revenue-maximizing ranking orders alternatives and, hence,
how such a ranking will affect consumers.

Consider an online retail platform that offers two products, A and B. B is more
expensive (pg > pa), and the platform decides whether to move it to the first position.
The platform takes the same price-based commission from both products and, therefore,

wants to maximize revenues across both positions. Hence, whether the platform will

3The approaches of Jiang et al. (2021) and Chung et al. (2023) grow in computational complexity in the
number of clicks each consumer makes, which is not the case with my approach.

4Early work in this literature did not consider search. The model of Chu et al. (2020) precludes position
effects for consumers who do not buy an alternative, contrasting what I observe in the data. Derakhshan
et al. (2022) consider heterogeneous position effects in the context of maximizing the conversion rate
(as opposed to revenues). Their model implies that consumers inspect all of the alternatives on the
product list up to some rank, which contrasts the data as almost all consumers skip clicking on some
alternatives. Ursu and Dzyabura (2020) instead focus on a retailer deciding how to place independent
categories within a retailer.



display B first depends on how total revenues change following the switch. This change

is given by

. J/

ARZ (pB —pA)AdA +pB(AdB —AdA), (1)

price effect demand effect
where p; denotes the price of alternative j and Ad; denotes its position effect, defined as
the absolute demand change when moving from the second to the first position. In line
with ample empirical evidence (e.g. Ursu, 2018), these position effects will be non-negative
(Ad; > 0V)).

The two parts in equation (1) reveal that changing the ranking can increase revenues
by shifting demand to more expensive alternatives through a “price effect”, increasing
the conversion rate through a “demand effect”, or a combination of both. Crucially,
the demand effect reveals that heterogeneous position effects play an important role in
determining which alternatives a revenue-maximizing ranking will move to the top and,
hence, how it will affect consumers. If position effects are homogeneous (Ads = Adp),
there is no demand effect such that moving the more expensive alternative B to the top
necessarily increases revenues. In contrast, if the cheaper alternative A has a stronger
position effect (Ady > Adp), the demand effect will be negative such that choosing a
ranking to maximize revenues becomes similar to a monopolist pricing problem.

Which of the two cases applies and how the resulting ranking affects consumers is not
clear a priori. For example, suppose the two products are homogeneous and consumers
never choose the alternative in the second position because the costs of looking at the
second position are prohibitively high. If consumers are not too price-sensitive and choose
whichever product is in the first position, then Adg = Ad4 > 0 such that moving B to the
top maximizes revenues while harming consumers who are now getting the more expensive
alternative. Now suppose that consumers instead are so price-sensitive that they will not
buy B even when it is shown in the first position. In this case, Ady > Adg = 0 such
that moving A to the top maximizes revenues while also maximizing consumer welfare.
Finally, suppose products are not homogeneous and all consumers prefer B to A despite
the higher price, while only some consumers are not willing to buy A. In this case,
Adg > Ady > 0 such that moving B to the top maximizes revenues and consumer
welfare.

As these examples highlight, heterogeneous position effects determine how the differ-

ent rankings will affect consumers and the platform’s revenues.® Moreover, they can be

5For simplicity, I focus only on two products. With more than two products, the revenue change would
also depend on demand changes for alternatives other than the ones being moved. Nonetheless, the



informative of consumers’ preferences and how they interact with ranked product lists.
Hence, in a first step to show how the different rankings affect consumers and platform
revenues, | now provide empirical evidence that shows whether position effects are het-

erogeneous and how they vary with product attributes like price.

4 Data and Descriptive Evidence

I use click-stream data from a leading online travel agency, Expedia. The data can be
obtained from Kaggle.com and contains information on clicks and purchases for 166,039
search sessions between November 2012 and June 2013.° A search session starts at the
point where a consumer has submitted a query for a hotel stay on Expedia. Following
this query, Expedia presents a list of the available options on which consumers observe
various hotel characteristics, such as the price per night and the review score. They then
can scroll down to reveal more hotels on the list or click on a particular item they already
see on the list. Clicking on an item leads to the hotel’s detail page, which reveals further
information and allows booking the hotel. Ursu (2018) provides a more comprehensive

discussion of the dataset, and I apply similar criteria to prepare the final sample (see

Appendix E).

4.1 Summary

The main feature of the data is that for about 30% of search sessions, Expedia randomly
assigned hotels that fit the query to positions on the list. This exogenous variation is
essential to identify position effects without convoluting the effect of more desirable hotels
being ranked higher. Suppose hotels instead are positioned on top of the list based on
unobservable characteristics that also lead to more clicks and purchases. In that case, it
is challenging to disentangle correlations with such unobservables, potentially leading to
an overestimation of position effects (Ursu, 2018). For the other 70% of consumers in the
sample, Expedia used its ranking algorithm to assign hotels to positions.”

Table 1 summarizes the dataset on a hotel and session level for consumers who ob-

served the randomized ranking. ® In total, there are 51,510 sessions in this sample. On

logic would be largely the same and rankings would continue to increase revenues by shifting demand to
more expensive alternatives or increasing conversions, with the latter being mainly determined through
heterogeneous position effects.

6The data is available under the following link: https://www.kaggle.com/c/expedia-personalized-
sort/data.

Tt is not possible to get the specifics of the Expedia ranking algorithm used during the sample pe-
riod. Most likely, it used observable hotel and query characteristics to create a ranking that maximized
predicted clicks or bookings.

8 Appendix E provides a detailed description of each variable. The “no reviews” variable is a dummy
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TABLE 1 — Summary Statistics (Random Ranking)

N Mean Median Std. Dev  Min. Max.
Hotel-level
Price (in $) 1,357,106 171.70 141.04 114.03 10.00  1000.00
Star rating 1,333,734 3.34 3 0.89 1 5
Review score 1,354,996 3.81 4.00 0.97 0.00 5.00
No reviews 1,354,996 0.04 0 0.19 0 1
Chain 1,357,106 0.62 1.00 0.48 0.00 1.00
Location score 1,357,106 3.26 3 1.53 0 7
On promotion 1,357,106 0.24 0 0.43 0 1
Session-level
Number of items 51,510 26.35 31 8.46 5 38
Number of clicks 51,510 1.14 1 0.66 1 25
Made booking 51,510 0.08 0 0.27 0 1
Trip length (in days) 51,510 3.07 2 2.42 1 40
Booking window (in days) 51,510 53.67 31 62.49 0 498
Number of adults 51,510 2.08 2 0.94 1 9
Number of children 51,510 0.43 0 0.82 0 9
Number of rooms 51,510 1.14 1 0.46 1 8

Notes: Summary statistics for sessions under random ranking.

average, there are 1.14 clicks per session, and about 8% of sessions ended with a hotel
booking. The number of alternatives on the product list of a session varies between 5 and
38. This variation does not result from consumers not browsing further but from these
queries being for hotels in destinations or on dates where only a few hotels had available
rooms. Some destinations may also offer more alternatives, but the data contains only the
results displayed on the first page. As Ursu (2018) notes, this imposes little restriction as
position effects are identified from differences across positions. Ursu (2018) also discusses
two other limitations, that the data does not contain sessions without a click and that

sessions with bookings were over-sampled, and how they can be circumvented.

4.2 Expedia Benefits from Increasing Total Revenues

By offering hotel bookings on its website, Expedia makes revenues through two different
models typical for online travel agents.® First, Expedia offers hotel stays through a
merchant model. Under this model, Expedia negotiates with individual hotels the rooms
made available through its website and each room’s respective pricing. Second, Expedia
also offers hotel stays through an agency model. Under this model, Expedia takes a
commission and only passes on reservations and payments to the individual hotels that

set prices themselves. With the data, it is not possible to determine under which revenue

indicating whether a hotel has no reviews. This is coded as a “review score” of zero in the raw data.
However, given that it differs from a “review score” of zero and a missing “review score”, I treat this
dummy separately.

9Expedia also offers other services, such as car rentals or flights, that are not part of the data.



model a specific hotel is listed.!® However, under both models, Expedia makes revenues
through a price-based commission, i.e., by taking a share of the price the consumer pays
when booking the hotel. As a result, Expedia increases its own revenues by increasing
total revenues across all hotels on the list. Moreover, if commissions are the same for all

hotels, maximizing total revenues also maximizes Expedia’s profits.

4.3 Descriptive Evidence of Heterogeneous Position Effects

[ estimate the following linear probability model (LPM) to analyze whether position

effects are heterogeneous and how they depend on product attributes:
P(Yi; = 1]zi;) = 2361 + wifs + posi;y + posy il + 14 . (2)

Each observation is a hotel j in destination d displayed on position pos;; = 1,2,... in
a consumer query 7. A larger position means that the hotel is shown further down the
list such that a negative coefficient for v implies that hotels further down are less likely
to be clicked on or booked. Hotel attributes (e.g., price) are gathered in column vector
xj, whereas query characteristics (e.g., trip length) are gathered in column vector w;.
Depending on the specification, y;; is a dummy indicating whether j was clicked on or
booked in session ¢. 74 indicates fixed effects on a destination level. Finally, z; gathers
xj, w;, pos;; and the fixed effects 7;. Throughout, I denote random variables with capital
letters.
The main parameters of interest are v and 6. These parameters jointly capture how
a hotel’s position affects its probability of being clicked on or booked. Specifically, given
some hotel characteristics x;, I define the position effect as the marginal effect of the
position on the CTR or booking probability, conditional on hotel attributes:
OP (Y = 1|ay;)
Oposi;

=+ x50 . (3)

Given this specification, the position effect captures absolute changes, which are the
relevant measures for changes to platform revenues as highlighted in Section 3. Because
of the randomized ranking, hotel attributes of all hotels in the list are uncorrelated with
any of the positions. Hence, these position effects can be estimated consistently.

Table 2 presents the results, where coefficient estimates are scaled to represent changes

in terms of percentage points.!’ Columns 1 and 4 show the results of a baseline model

10Tn 2013 (the sample period), Expedia made 70% of its worldwide revenue through the merchant model
and 24% through the agency model. The income from the merchant model primarily is from hotel
bookings, whereas the agency model also includes flights and other products. See the annual report
https://s27.q4cdn.com /708721433 /files/doc_financials/2013/ar/EXPE 2013 Annual Report.PDF

HStandard errors are clustered on a consumer level, capturing that search behavior can induce correlation
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TABLE 2 — Coefficient Estimates (LPM, Random Ranking)

Clicks Bookings
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Position -0.1864***  -0.1424***  -0.1427***  -0.0116*** -0.0028 -0.0028
(0.0019)  (0.0121)  (0.0123)  (0.0005)  (0.0028)  (0.0029)
Price -0.0125%**  _0.0173***  -0.0190***  -0.0011*** -0.0017*** -0.0017***
(0.0002)  (0.0004)  (0.0004)  (0.0000)  (0.0001)  (0.0001)
On promotion 1.1578%** 1.4961*** 1.5318%** 0.1261*** 0.1436*** 0.1463***
(0.0497)  (0.1100)  (0.1229)  (0.0130)  (0.0287)  (0.0332)
Star rating 1.6211%** 2.1556*** 0.1051*** 0.1227***
(0.0317)  (0.0657) (0.0079)  (0.0163)
Review score 0.0810** 0.0287 0.0366***  0.0794***
(0.0351)  (0.0813) (0.0082)  (0.0193)
No reviews -0.2488 -0.7767*F* 0.0872** 0.1412*
(0.1622)  (0.3839) (0.0345)  (0.0825)
Chain 0.2227**%*%  (0.3105*** 0.0248** 0.0641***
(0.0459)  (0.0966) (0.0113)  (0.0240)
Location score 0.4381***%  (0.5602*** 0.0529***  0.0556***
(0.0168)  (0.0321) (0.0036)  (0.0071)
Position x Price 0.0003***  0.0003*** 0.0000***  0.0000***
(0.0000)  (0.0000) (0.0000)  (0.0000)
Position x Star rating -0.0318%**  _0.0270%** -0.0011 -0.0005
(0.0028)  (0.0029) (0.0007)  (0.0007)
Position x Review score 0.0028 0.0044 -0.0025***  -0.0024***
(0.0035)  (0.0035) (0.0008)  (0.0008)
Position x No reviews 0.0295* 0.0338** -0.0032 -0.0026
(0.0164)  (0.0166) (0.0035)  (0.0036)
Position x Chain -0.0053 -0.0047 -0.0023** -0.0017
(0.0041)  (0.0042) (0.0010)  (0.0010)
Position x Location score -0.0071***  _0.0083*** -0.0002 -0.0004
(0.0013)  (0.0013) (0.0003)  (0.0003)
Position x On promotion -0.0201%**  -0.0209*** -0.0010 -0.0010
(0.0048)  (0.0049) (0.0012)  (0.0013)

no no yes no no yes
1,220,917 1,220,917 1,219,253 1,220,917 1,220,917 1,219,253
R2 (adj.) 0.0149 0.0152 0.0267 0.0026 0.0026 -0.0019

Notes: A larger position means being displayed lower on the product list. Coefficient estimates are scaled
to represent changes in terms of percentage points. Estimates for query characteristics and interaction of
the squared position with other covariates are omitted. Standard errors are shown in parenthesis and are
clustered at the query level. Star ratings are adjusted so that the position effect from the first row is for a
hotel with 1 star and other characteristics equal to the minimum observed value.

FE Hotel
N

that does not include the interaction term and, hence, assumes that position effects
are homogeneous. Columns 2 and 5 show the main results. Notably, the interaction
coefficient of price and position is positive and significant. This implies that cheaper
hotels have stronger position effects on average and conditional on other attributes. For
other characteristics, such as the star rating or the review score, the sign of the interaction
term also opposes the sign of the direct effect of the characteristics. Hence, desirable
attributes that lead to more clicks and bookings on average amplify position effects.

Figure 1 highlights that the resulting differences in position effects are sizable: they

in the error terms. A large draw in one alternative can mean that consumers are less likely to click on
or book another alternative, suggesting a potential negative correlation in the error terms.

10
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FI1GURE 1 — Cheaper Hotels Have Stronger Position Effects
Notes: Position effects as defined in (3) and expressed in percentage points. Other character-
istics are set to their respective average. The bars indicate 95% confidence intervals calculated
from standard errors clustered on the session level.
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FIGURE 2 — Hotel Attributes and Position Effects Complement Each Other
Notes: Position effects as defined in (3) and expressed in percentage points. Values in z; are
set to respective percentile, ordered based on the sign of coefficients in columns 2 and 5 in

Table 2. The bars indicate 95% confidence intervals calculated from standard errors clustered
on the session level.

increase by about 50% (CTR) or 100% (booking probability) when increasing the price
from the 10th to the 90th percentile of the price distribution while keeping other attributes
fixed at their respective mean.

Figure 2 shows that there are also sizable differences across different percentiles of
the distribution of hotel characteristics x; in the data. Whereas the estimated position
effect for clicks is around 0.08 percentage points for a hotel at the 10th percentile, its
magnitude doubles for a hotel at the median and more than triples for a hotel at the
90th percentile. Similarly, the position effect for bookings increases from close to zero to
around 0.015 percentage points across these percentiles.

While the results so far show that desirable characteristics amplify position effects,

11
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FIGURE 3 — Position Effects Vary across Hotels in the Data
Notes: Position effects defined in (3) at hotel attributes x; as observed in the data.

they do not yet quantify the degree of heterogeneity in the data. Opposing effects from
different attributes may offset each other such that the degree of heterogeneity across
hotels observed in the data depends on the joint distribution of attributes. Figure 3 ac-
counts for these potentially opposing effects by depicting the distribution of the estimated
average position effects across the hotels in the data. It highlights that position effects
differ substantially between hotels in the data. For clicks, the estimated position effects
range from below -0.25 to above -0.1, indicating that position effects for some hotels are
more than two to three times larger than those of other hotels. Similarly, the estimated
position effects for bookings range from below -0.015 to above zero, again highlighting
substantial heterogeneity. Though the positive position effects suggest that these hotels
could have a demand increase when being moved further down the list, I attribute these
few cases to the small size and less precision in coefficient estimates for bookings, as also

indicated by the large standard errors reported in Table 2.

4.4 Robustness of Results

The experimental ranking variation ensures that a hotel’s position is exogenous. How-
ever, its price may not be. To address this endogeneity concern, Table 2 additionally
reports estimates for a specification that adds fixed effects on a hotel level (columns 3
and 6).'? The estimates overall are close to the baseline and confirm the results: desirable

characteristics on average amplify position effects. Moreover, the price coefficient is close

12Geveral hotels are displayed only to a single consumer and therefore are excluded from this specification.
Only price and whether the hotel is on promotion vary across different search sessions such that the
coefficients in B cannot be estimated for other characteristics. Nonetheless, the interaction between
hotel characteristics and position can be estimated as it is identified by within-hotel variation of the
position.

12



to the baseline, alleviating price endogeneity concerns.!?

Appendix F.3 further shows that the results are also robust to using a Probit model
and to a range of alternative specifications that treat position more flexibly.

Overall, these results highlight an important interaction of position effects with hotel
characteristics: cheaper hotels have stronger position effects and, more broadly, hotel
attributes and the position on the list complement each other. The resulting variation
in position effects suggests that moving hotels with a lower price and other desirable
attributes higher up on the list will increase the conversion rate on average, potentially
increasing both revenues and consumer welfare. However, to what degree a revenue-
maximizing ranking will utilize these demand effects depends on how strong they are
relative to the price effect, which is not directly observable in the data. To quantify this
trade-off and the effects of the different rankings on platform revenues and consumers, I
now estimate a structural search model that micro-founds these heterogeneous position

effects.

5 Model and Estimation Approach

To model how consumers interact with a ranked product list, I adapt the search and
discovery (SD) model of Greminger (2022). In this model, utility-maximizing consumers
sequentially decide between discovering products, searching among already-discovered
alternatives, and ending their search by taking the best option found so far or the outside
option. The resulting decision process closely matches how consumers interact with
ranked product lists: they discover alternatives by scrolling down the list, reveal more
information on an alternative by going to its detail page, and end their search by choosing

an alternative or leaving the page.

5.1 The Empirical Search and Discovery Model

To be able to estimate the model, I implement the following empirical specification.
Consumer ¢ faces a ranked product list displaying a finite number of hotels 7 € J; in

positions h;; € {1,...,|J;]}. When booking a hotel, the consumer receives utility
uij = —Oépj -+ l’;ﬁ -+ l/ij + gij , (4)

where p; is the price of hotel j, z; is a vector of hotel attributes observed in the data

13Ursu (2018) argues that with frequent pricing experiments on online travel agencies, there is little concern
for price endogeneity. This is also in line with previous studies that used data from online travel agencies.
Chen and Yao (2017) and De Los Santos and Koulayev (2017) use control function approaches to account
for price endogeneity and find that it makes little difference.
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(e.g., star rating), and «a and 3 are the respective preference weights. v;; ~ N(u,,02) and

2

2) are normally distributed idiosyncratic taste shocks that are independent

ij ~ N(pte, 0
across consumers and hotels. The utility of not booking any hotel, i.e., the outside option,
is given by w0 = Py +n;, where n; follows a standard uniform distribution. In estimation,
I normalize p, = p. = 0 and 0, = 1 and set o. = 10. I discuss the implications of and
sensitivity to these assumptions in Section 5.5.

Initially, consumers know their preference weights o and 5 and the value of the out-
side option, but not the attributes and the taste shocks of hotels on the list. Instead,
consumers reveal these values by sequentially deciding between scrolling down the list
(discovering) and clicking on hotels to view their detail pages (searching). By scrolling
down the product list, consumer i reveals (p;,z;,v;;) for the next hotel on the list.!*
By searching j, i reveals the idiosyncratic taste shock €;;. I also impose two precedence
constraints: consumers cannot search a hotel before discovering it and they cannot book
a hotel before searching it.!> These constraints naturally apply in the present setting
because Expedia does not allow booking hotels from the list, and it is not possible to
click on a hotel listing that is not in view of the screen.

Both clicking and scrolling are costly actions. When scrolling to discover additional
hotels, consumers incur discovery costs c;. As I do not observe consumers not visiting
Expedia and discovering at least the first hotel on the list, I assume that the first discovery
is free.! When clicking on a hotel on the list to search it, consumers incur search costs c,.
I further assume that there is free recall: going back and searching a previously discovered
listing or booking a previously searched hotel does not add extra costs.

Consumers have beliefs about the joint distribution from which the hotel attributes
and taste shocks are drawn. For the taste shocks ¢;; and v;;, I assume that consumers have
rational expectations such that they know their distributions. For the joint distribution
of hotel attributes, I assume that consumers believe that the pre-search expected utilities
e

U=

¢ = —ap; + 7 are independent draws from a distribution that changes as they scroll

down the list. I further impose three conditions on the shape of these beliefs. First,

consumers believe that the variance of u§ does not depend on the position on the list.

4 Expedia’s website currently reveals one alternative at a time and also did so during the sample period
(see online appendix C of Ursu, 2018). Moreover, Appendix C provides results of a specification where
consumers discover three alternatives with each discovery, highlighting that such a specification fits the
data worse.

15Greminger (2022) highlights that these constraints are necessary to obtain a reservation-value-based
optimal policy.

I6Expedia initially reveals up to three alternatives, depending on the screen size. However, assuming that
consumers discover the first three alternatives for free leads to a worse model fit, as I show in Appendix

C.
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Second, consumers have rational expectations for the attribute distribution in the middle
of the list. Finally, consumers believe that the mean of u§ depends on the position i in

the following form:

pa(h) = 1a(1) = exp(p) log(h + 1) . (5)

These assumptions imply that consumers’ beliefs about the ranking algorithm are
fully captured by p,(1) and p. Hence, I can recover these beliefs from the data by esti-
mating the respective parameters instead of imposing that consumers know the ranking
algorithm. Whereas the functional form implies that consumers cannot expect alterna-
tives to improve as they scroll down the list, this does not restrict the estimation in the
present case. If p,(h) instead were increasing in h, the model would be inconsistent with
the data, as I show in Section 5.3. Hence, if the model instead would be estimated without
this restriction, the estimates would remain the same. Besides, the imposed functional
form allows the model to fit the non-linear decrease in clicks across positions, as opposed

to a linear functional form (see Appendix C).

5.2 Optimal Policy

Consumers maximize their expected utility by sequentially choosing one of the available
actions. Greminger (2022) proves that the optimal policy for this dynamic decision
process is fully characterized by the following simple decision rule: in each period, choose
the available action with the largest reservation value.

These reservation values are defined by the value of a hypothetical outside option
that sets the myopic net benefit of taking the respective action over immediately taking
the hypothetical outside option to zero. Crucially, the myopic net gain does not depend
on any other available alternatives or the availability of future discoveries. Hence, the
reservation value for an action can be obtained in isolation from other actions and without
having to consider myriad future periods. In my empirical specification, the reservation

values for the three different actions are given by:!”

. SP _ /
Purchase value: Zij = Uij = —apj + :Ejﬁ + v+ g -

Search value: zj; = —ap; + x;ﬂ + v + &, where § solves

/ﬁ T Pt = e, %)

and F'is the CDF of ¢;;. For the outside option, the search value is given by z;y = oo.

Discovery value: z%(h) = pu,(h) + Z, where Z solves

17Greminger (2022) provides details of how to derive these reservation values in the online appendix.
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| -G = @
and G is the CDF of Uf — p,(h) + vij + min{¢, &;;} implied by consumers’ beliefs.

To operationalize the optimal policy and show how it determines which alternatives
consumers discover, which ones they search and which options they eventually choose,
I additionally introduce effective values. These effective values combine the different
reservation values and fully characterize which alternative a consumer eventually chooses
(Greminger, 2022). The effective values of an option j are given by w;; = min{z%(h;; —
s

P
ij1 “ij

1),w;;} and @;; = min{z , where the second one does not depend on the position.
For the outside option, the effective values are given by w;g = ;g0 = u;o.

Using these effective values, I can summarize the optimal policy in four implications.
Specifically, given effective values w;; and w;; of the chosen option j, the optimal policy
of always choosing the action with the largest reservation value implies the following for

a consumer ¢ who eventually chooses j:

Stopping: ¢ discovers all alternatives k € A;(10;;), where the awareness set A;(w;;) =
{k : hy < hy, hy > hj,zd(ﬁi —1) > w,; > 24(h;)} implicitly defines the position h; at
which ¢ stops discovering.

Search and early discovery: i searches all alternatives in S;— = {k : z; > w;;,k €
A;(W;j), hir < h;j} and no other alternatives.

Search and late discovery: i searches all alternatives in S;; = {k : zj > W;;, k €
A;(W;;), hir > hij} and no other alternatives.

Choice: i chooses j € S;_US; 1 U{0} if uy, < w;;Vk € S;— and uy, < w;;Vk € S;U{0}.

The stopping implication highlights that the effective value of the chosen alternative de-
termines how many alternatives the consumer will discover. The two search implications
show how the alternatives’ search values determine whether the consumer will search
them given that they were discovered either before or after j. Finally, the choice im-
plication highlights the conditions that guarantee that, given its effective value and the
searched products in the two sets, the consumer also chooses j. Appendix A.1 shows how

these implications follow from the optimal policy.

5.3 Heterogeneous Position Effects in the SD Model

Using these implications, I now show how the SD model generates heterogeneous posi-

tion effects consistent with those observed in the data. To this end, I expand the analysis
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of Greminger (2022) and derive short-term position effects conditional on observable at-
tributes. I focus on short-term position effects where consumers do not adjust their beliefs
because (i) it is unlikely that consumers adjust beliefs to switching only two alternatives,
as opposed to the whole ranking; (ii) I follow the literature in constructing rankings for
short-term objectives where only these short-term position effects are considered (see
Section 6.3); and (iii), it will allow showing how parameters are identified in the data
conditional on consumers’ beliefs.!®

I define the position effect for an alternative j as the change in demand when switching
the position with the alternative right above it. Formally, this position effect is given by
Adj(h) = d;(h) — dj(h + 1), where d;(h) denotes the expected demand of alternative
7 when in position h, conditional on all observable hotel attributes and the ranking.
Similarly, I define the position effect for searches as As;(h), where s;(h) denotes the
expected number of clicks for alternative j in position h. To simplify exposition, let
Wy, = MaXpe(k:n,<p} Wi denote the maximum effective value of alternatives in positions
up to h, and let 2%(0) = oo such that the bounds are properly defined.

Lemma 1, proven in Appendix A.2, provides expressions for these short-term position
effects. The result reveals that position effects in the SD model directly result from
differences in the probability that consumers reach specific positions, as implied by the
stopping implication. In other words, the SD model explains position effects through
consumers deciding to stop discovering alternatives without seeing the alternatives further

down the list.

Lemma 1. Conditional on the observable attributes and consumers’ beliefs, the position
effect for the demand of an alternative B switching with alternative A on the previous

position 1s given by

Adp(h) = P(W;p1€(2%(h), 2 (h = D)P(Wip > Win 1 [Wina€(z(h), 24(h — 1))+
P(Wip1 < 2/ (h)P(Wip > 2%(h))P(Wia > 2%(h)) . (8)

18Whereas the mechanism of how position effects generally arise in the model remains the same, Proposition
1 may not always hold when consumers adjust beliefs. Specifically, if consumers adjust their mean belief
1y (h) so that they are more likely to continue scrolling when a high-utility hotel is moved down the
list, high-utility hotels can have weaker position effects in the model. However, these belief adjustments
would need to be very large for this to occur, given that the variance also determines the discovery
values. As such large belief adjustments are unlikely to occur when only two alternatives are switched,
and because I focus on short-term rankings, I leave it for future research to determine the conditions
under which this occurs.
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Similarly, the position effect in searches is given by

Asp(h) = P(Wip-1€(2(h), 2% (h = D)P(Zjp > Wip-r|Wipn-1€(2%(h), 2% (h = 1)])+

P(Wip-1 < 2'(0))P(Zjp > 2(R))P(Wia > 2%(R)) . (9)

The different parts in the expressions reveal multiple channels through which con-
sumers not discovering all alternatives helps an alternative gain demand when being
moved higher on the list. The first part in (8) shows that when consumers reach po-
sition A but do not discover beyond it, B gains demand by potentially becoming the
best alternative within the ones discovered before the search ends. The second part of
the expression captures the case where I/T/i,h,l < zd(h) such that consumers will discover
beyond h, unless the alternative in A is so good that it induces consumers to stop. In this
case, B gains through two channels. First, moving to h, B can induce some consumers to
stop before discovering A, which happens with probability ]P’(VT/Z-B > 2%(h)). Second, B
can also avoid that consumers stop and choose A when it is shown on h, which happens
with probability P(W;4 > z4(h)).

To show how this mechanism generates position effects that match the data in how
they depend on product attributes, I first focus on the case with only two products. For

this case, Lemma 1 implies that

Adp — Ady = P(Uy > 2%(1))
[]P)(WZB > Ui0|UZ‘0 > Zd(l)) — P(VT/ZA > Ui0|Ui0 > Zd(l))] . (10)

As the dependency on P(Uy > 2%(1)) highlights, the model generates heterogeneous
position effects only when some consumers never discover the second alternative, inde-
pendent of which one is shown on the first position. This happens because as long as
consumers who would only buy B (but not A) continue to discover B in the second po-
sition, moving B to the first position increases its demand only by taking it away from
A. However, if the same consumers do not discover B on the second position and leave
the list without buying an alternative, then moving B to the first position helps these
consumers discover and buy B, such that B can have a stronger position effect.

These position effects depend on a product’s attributes through the probability of
choosing it over the outside option, ]P’(I/T/ij > Ujp). Because high-utility alternatives are
more likely to be chosen over the outside option, they gain relatively more demand from
the share of consumers who otherwise would have stopped scrolling before discovering

it. As a result, position effects increase in any attribute £ that increases the pre-search
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utility such as, for example, a low price.

This result generalizes to the case with more than two alternatives, as proven in
Appendix A.2 and summarized in Proposition 1. Hence, attributes that increase the
pre-search utility amplify position effects. Combined with the fact that the model also
predicts that a higher pre-search utility leads to more searches and clicks, this implies
that the model predicts heterogeneous position effects that match the pattern highlighted
in the descriptive evidence: alternatives with desirable attributes that increase clicks and

purchases have stronger position effects.

Proposition 1. Position effects increase in the expected pre-search utility ug of the

alternative being moved up.

The analysis so far shows that the SD model produces position effects through con-
sumers deciding to stop discovering. However, this decision is based on their beliefs,
where I imposed the assumption that consumers expect to discover worse alternatives
further down the list. If consumers instead expected to discover better alternatives down
the list, the model-implied position effects would be different and contrast the data. This
is highlighted in Proposition 2, which follows from the fact that when consumers expect
to discover better and better alternatives as they go down the list, they will not stop
discovering until they either buy an alternative or reach the end of the list. Hence, con-
sumers who do not buy an alternative will discover the whole list, so there will be no
position effects for these consumers. This prediction sharply contrasts the data which
reveals sizable position effects in clicks for consumers who do not book a hotel, i.e., the
vast majority of consumers in the data.'® Hence, the data is inconsistent with consumers

expecting to discover better alternatives further down the list.

Proposition 2. If p,(h) weakly increases in h and the ranking is randomized, there are

no position effects in searches for consumers who take the outside option.

Proposition 2 also provides some insight into whether consumers updated their beliefs
when faced with the randomized ranking during the experiment. If consumers fully
adjusted their beliefs to the randomized ranking, p,(h) would be constant such that
there should be no position effects in clicks for consumers who do not book a hotel. As I
do observe such position effects, I conclude that the consumers in the data do not search

in a way consistent with such a belief adjustment.

9Focusing only on sessions ending without booking a hotel also leads to strong position effects in the
CTR.

19



5.4 Estimation Approach

The goal of the estimation is to recover the model parameters 6 = («, 3, ¢s, cq, p) given
data for N consumers. The data for each consumer 7 contain the chosen alternative
J; the consideration set S; tracking the alternatives the consumer clicked on; and the
positions h;j, attributes x;; and prices p; for all alternatives in J;, the set of products on

the consumer’s product list. Given these data, the estimation procedure solves

N
mgxﬁ(@) = mgmelogIP’(click all k € S;, choose je Si|(p;, xj, hij)Vj € J;;0) . (11)
i=1

The relevant probability depends on the parameters gathered in # and conditions on the
hotel attributes and the ranking observed in the data. To simplify exposition, I omit

highlighting this dependence in the remainder of this section.

5.4.1 Likelihood Contributions

The likelihood contribution of a consumer 7 is given by the probability of the observed
choices under the optimal policy. This probability follows from the four implications of
the optimal policy because they fully characterize a consumer’s choice conditional on
the chosen alternative’s effective value. Specifically, given an effective value w;; for the
chosen option 7, the four implications specify how many alternatives a consumer dis-
covers (stopping), which alternatives she searches conditional on discovery (search and
early&late discovery), and under which conditions ¢ chooses j out of the consideration
set S; (choice). As a result, the individual likelihood contribution £;(#) can be calculated
by taking expectations over the shocks determining the effective value ;; of the chosen
option j and computing the probability of the inequalities implied by the four implica-
tions holding. More formally, the individual likelihood contribution of a consumer who

eventually chooses j is given by

£i(0) = log/l(k: € A(dy)Vk € S;) x
Sto;);ing
[Thes, ugoy P(Zi = wig N Ui < wig) X [1jcs,, P(Z5 2 @iy N Ui < i) X

J J

vV vV
Search and early discovery & choice Search and late discovery & choice
s ~
[reawins P(Zi < wig) dH (i, vig, €45) 5 (12)

TV
Search and early&late discovery

where H (n;, vi;,€;;) is the joint CDF of the shocks that form the effective values w;; w;;,
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and the utility u;; of the chosen option.? 1(-) denotes the indicator function, implemented
in the expression to reflect that the consumer cannot have stopped scrolling before having
discovered all alternatives she clicked on. Moreover, S;_ = {k : k € S;, hiy, < h;;} is the
set of clicked alternatives discovered before j and S;; is the set of clicked alternatives
discovered after 5. The outside option enters the likelihood through the union with S;_,

where z;0 > w;; holds by definition.

5.4.2 Smooth Monte Carlo Integration

Calculating the likelihood contribution (12) poses two challenges. First, it requires calcu-
lating a probability of the form P(Z;, > ¢NUy, < q), where ¢ is some constant. In general,
computing this probability would require using a numerical integration routine because
73 is not independent of Uj;. However, Proposition 3 decomposes P(Z, > ¢ N Uy < q)
into the CDF of a standard normal distribution and the CDF of a bivariate normal dis-
tribution under the imposed normalizations. As these functions can be computed using
standard numerical methods,?! the proposition allows me to compute this part of the

likelihood without a computationally costly numerical integration routine.

Proposition 3. If u, = p. =0 and o, =1,

P( szquiks@:P(qui“’“)—P(Rlsq;“’“m%ﬁq—f—uz) , (13)

g

where R follows a standard normal distribution, (Ry, Rs) follow a bivariate normal dis-
tribution with correlation —&%E, and o = /1 + #

The second challenge arises because there is no closed-form expression for the inte-
gral over the joint distribution of the different shocks in £;(f). Hence, computing the
expression requires Monte Carlo integration. A naive procedure might work by averag-
d ~d

ing the inner probability across draws n¢ or (v €5

) from the respective distributions.
However, such a procedure would lead to a non-smooth likelihood function, making it
difficult to solve (11) numerically. Specifically, the awareness set A(u?fj) depends on the
draws through the inequality z%(h; — 1) > @ > 2%(h;). As a result, small changes in
the parameters will leave these inequalities unaffected such that £;(#) is non-smooth.
Moreover, the effective value ”J)Zdj for a consumer who eventually chooses j also depends

on the term min{¢, 5%}, which is non-smooth in £ and, as a result, in c;.

20The independence of the shocks implies that if j = 0, only 1; enters the CDF, whereas if j > 0, 1; does
not enter it.

21To calculate the bivariate normal CDF, I use the method by Drezner and Wesolowsky (1990) as imple-
mented in the Julia StatsFuns.jl package.
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I circumvent these issues and develop a simulation procedure yielding a smooth likeli-
hood function. First, I use the stopping implication to partition the real line into intervals
so that A;(f;) is fixed for all draws w{; within a given interval. Second, I partition on
gij > & so that min{¢, 5%} is either 5% or £ within the respective intervals. I then use a
procedure similar to the well-known GHK simulator for the Probit model to take draws

d
]

that fall in each probability region defined by this partitioning: first, draw ¢, from a
distribution truncated at £, then draw z/fj from a distribution truncated so that ng falls
within the respective interval that keeps A,(@Dfl]) fixed. As w;y = u;o0 when the consumer
takes the outside option, the simulation procedure simplifies for this case and only re-
quires drawing n¢ so that @ falls in the respective interval. Appendix B.1 provides
further details on this procedure.

Beyond leading to a smooth likelihood function, partitioning the probability space also
has the advantage of focusing on positive probabilities, providing higher accuracy at fewer
draws. Specifically, for any draw that does not satisfy that consumers only clicked on
alternatives that they also discovered, 1(k € A(wf;)Vk € S;) = 0 such that the likelihood
is zero. By ignoring any intervals where this condition is not satisfied, the procedure only

takes draws that produce the observed searches with positive probability.??

5.5 Identification and Normalizations

The exogenous ranking variation allows me to identify the mean utility parameters «,
B, and By and search costs ¢y separately from the discovery parameters c; and p. 1 first
provide the identification argument for the mean utility parameters and search costs con-
ditional on how many alternatives consumers discover and then show how the discovery
parameters are identified by the observed position effects.

Conditional on discovery, the model simplifies to a Weitzman directed search model
such that the same identification arguments apply for the mean preference parameters
and the search costs (see, e.g., Ursu, 2018; Ursu et al., 2023). The mean utility parameters
« and [ are identified by the correlation between hotel characteristics and the associated
click and booking frequency. For example, with a smaller price coefficient, consumers click
on and book more expensive hotels on average. [ is identified by the baseline purchase
probability conditional on clicking. If consumers are likely to buy alternatives conditional
on having searched them, 8y must be small given the distribution of €;;. Search costs ¢ are

identified by the number of clicks consumers make; given the distribution of ¢;;, a small

221f the data additionally contained information on how far consumers scrolled, this could be implemented
in the same way, discarding all but the one relevant intervals where A(w}jd) equals the observed awareness
set, creating an even more efficient procedure.
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¢s implies larger search values 2§, through (6), which, in turn, implies that consumers are
more likely to search alternatives.

The discovery parameters ¢y and p are identified by the position effects observed in
the data. Hence, when position effects are identified by experimental ranking variation,
it is sufficient to observe at which positions clicks and bookings occur to identify the
discovery parameters. Notably, this allows identifying the discovery parameters without

the need for data tracking how many alternatives consumers discover.
To show this more formally, I now focus on consumers who take the outside option.
For across these consumers, the expected difference in clicks across two positions can be

written as

(14 Bo — 2%(1))P(Z5, > Uio|Uio > 2%(1)) if h=1
E[As;(h)] = < exp(p) log(%)]P’(th > Uo|Uip € (zd(h),zd(ﬁ - 1)]) else (14)
(24(1) — Bo — exp(p) log(h + 1))P(Z5, > Uio|Uio > 2%4(h)) ifh=h—1,
where h denotes the last position on the list. The expectation operator integrates over
hotels j on position h such that the expression follows from Lemma 1 and the fact that
the ranking is randomized (see Appendix D.1).

Whereas cg does not appear in (14), it is identified as long as 2%(1) is identified.
This is because the beliefs in (5) imply that the discovery value is given by 2%(h) =
24(1) — exp(p) log(h + 1) such that ¢4 only affects 2%¢(1) and, hence, enters the likelihood
only through this term. Moreover, the definition of the discovery value given in (7)
provides a unique 2¢(1) for any ¢y > 0. It also implies that z4(1) is decreasing in ¢4 (see
EC.1 in Greminger, 2022). Hence, to show that ¢, is identified, it is only necessary to
show that z¢(1) is identified.

The first case in (14) reveals how 2%(1) is identified given By. If the position effect on
the first position is large, the initial discovery value must be small so that few consumers
discover the second position. The third case shows that the position effect on the last
position further helps identify 2%(1) given p. If it is small, 2¢(1) must be small so that
few consumers reach the second-to-last position. Hence, z4(1) and, as a result, c; are
identified given 3y and p.

The belief parameter p is identified by the observed differences in the number of clicks
across positions beyond the first one, as highlighted by the second and third cases in
(14). These expressions use the functional form from (5) that determines how consumers
perceive the ranking. If it were instead a linear specification, the log terms would equal

one such that the change in the position effect across positions would only depend on the
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second part of the expression. In that sense, assuming a functional form for consumers’
beliefs (5) is akin to imposing a functional form for how search costs depend on the
position on the list, as is common for directed search models. Nonetheless, to analyze the
sensitivity to this functional form, I also estimate a model where z¢(h) linearly depends on
h. The results are provided in Appendix C and show that this alternative functional form
effectively leads to position effects that are linear and, hence, do not fit the non-linear

decrease in clicks observed in the data.

5.5.1 Recovering Consumers’ Beliefs

Computing z%(h) from ¢4 through (7) requires knowing the consumers’ beliefs over the
distribution of effective values. Given the preference parameters a and § and the modeling
assumptions, I can recover these beliefs from the data. Specifically, my assumptions
imply that consumers believe that the hotel they will discover in the middle of the list
is a random draw from the joint distribution of hotel attributes. Hence, I can recover
these beliefs by sampling from the empirical joint distribution of hotel attributes without
having to impose parametric restrictions. Given the beliefs at the middle of the list, I
then obtain the beliefs at other positions through p(h) defined in (5).2> Appendix D.3

provides further details.

5.5.2 Parameterizing Discovery and Search values

Using the above procedure to recover beliefs and then computing z%(h) during estimation
is computationally costly because it requires numerically finding a root.?* I circumvent
this computationally costly step by estimating a parameter = = 2¢(1) instead of ¢4 and
backing out ¢y only post-estimation. This approach works because c¢; and consumers’
beliefs about the average alternative enter the likelihood only through 2¢(1). Hence,
with an estimate for = = 2%(1), ¢4 can be computed after recovering consumers’ beliefs.
Barring small numerical differences that might arise from using a numerical optimizer, the
resulting estimate for ¢4 will be the same as an estimate obtained by directly estimating
cq and computing 2¢(1) during estimation.

I also apply the same technique to the search costs. Instead of estimating a param-
eter c¢g, I estimate ¢ in (6) and back out ¢, post-estimation. This approach again has
the advantage of not having to numerically solve for a root during estimation, as also

highlighted by Morozov (2023).

Z3Gibbard (2022b) imposes similar restrictions on beliefs. However, my approach differs in that I do not
need to impose parametric restrictions on the joint distribution of attributes.

24 An exception is the case where search values are normally distributed, as described in the replication
package to Greminger (2022).
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5.5.3 Distributions of the Idiosyncratic Shocks

The three expressions in (14) are derived using the assumption that 7; in the outside
option follows a standard uniform distribution. Hence, similar to the functional form
assumption on consumers’ beliefs, assuming a specific distribution of the outside option
directly impacts the position effects and how they change across positions. Such an
assumption is not particular to this model; virtually all empirical search models that
include an outside option impose a distribution on the outside option. In the present
model, T assume a standard uniform distribution because it (i) allows to highlight better
the implications of the functional form (5) on the shape of position effects in (9), (ii)
allows the model to fit the data well as shown below, and (iii) is fast to take truncated
draws from.

Whereas using a bounded distribution such as the uniform distribution might seem
restrictive, the results from the model are not sensitive to using alternative bounds. The
lower bound on wug is given by [y and, hence, is estimated. The upper bound is not
estimated, but still has little influence, as I show in Appendix C. The reason is that
increasing the upper bound on the distribution of the outside option mainly leads to
predicting a larger share of consumers who will not click on any alternative. As this
moment is not observed in the present data and because I condition the likelihood and
model results on consumers searching at least one hotel, changes in this moment have
little to no effect on model fit or my counterfactual results.?

In estimation, I normalize u, = p. = 0 and 0, = 1. In this, I follow Ursu et al. (2023)
who show that o, scales all relevant parameters in a Weitzman model. Conditional on
discovery, the present model effectively simplifies to a Weitzman model so that their
arguments also apply in the SD model.?6 T also set 0. = 10 in estimation, which is not a
normalization. As I show in Appendix C, the estimated search costs and the predicted
consumer welfare effects in dollar terms are very sensitive to the choice of o.. In contrast,
the consumer welfare effects measured in percentage terms, the estimated discovery costs,
and the model’s ability to fit the data are not very sensitive to the choice of o., as long
as it set sufficiently large. The reason for this insensitivity is that the estimates for

preference parameters 5 and the differences £ — 5y and = — [y remain almost the same

251f instead the number of consumers who do not click on any alternative were observed, this upper bound
could be estimated.

26The likelihood averages over the different potential discovery sets determined by the discovery value.
However, the discovery value implicitly depends on the distribution of v;;; a larger o, increases the
chance of finding a good match, making discovering more attractive. By directly estimating the discovery
value (see Section 5.5.2), o, does not affect discovery in the likelihood such that the derivations of Ursu
et al. (2023) directly apply.
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once o, is set to be large enough. This means that while the estimate for ¢, depends on
0., the net benefits of the different search actions over immediately taking the outside
option, which ultimately affect consumers’ choices, remain unaffected by o. as long as it
is sufficiently large. Given these results, I set 0. = 10 for the main analysis and refrain

from reporting search costs and consumer welfare effects in dollar terms.

5.5.4 Monte Carlo Simulation

I perform a Monte Carlo simulation exercise to confirm that parameters can be identified
with the present data. I first generate two datasets by simulating searches and purchases
for different parameter values and then verify whether the estimation procedure can
recover these parameter values. For the observable hotel characteristics and positions, I
use the estimation sample described below so that the variation in hotel characteristics
across positions is the same as in the model estimation. Appendix B.3 presents the results,
highlighting that the estimation procedure precisely recovers all parameters, including the

discovery and search costs that are backed out post-estimation.

5.6 Estimation Sample

To estimate the model, I restrict the sample to the fifty largest destinations. Moreover,
following Ursu (2018), I only include sessions with at least 30 hotel listings in the results,
the most commonly observed case across destinations, and omit opaque offers from the
analysis. The resulting estimation sample captures typical search sessions for the most
popular destinations and consists of 18,541 sessions with an average of 1.13 clicks per
session and a conversion rate of 5.56%.

Given that the data only contains sessions with at least one click, I further follow
Compiani et al. (2023) to account for this selection. Specifically, I condition each like-
lihood contribution on the event that the consumer searches at least one hotel. This
adjustment can be done by dividing the likelihood contribution of ¢ by the likelihood of
¢ making at least one click, which can be readily obtained because it is the complement
to a consumer making no clicks. Moreover, given the selection, I also focus on fit and

consumer welfare measures conditional on consumers searching at least one alternative.?

27Not accounting for the sample selection would lead to underpredicting the number of clicks compared to
the ones observed in the data. This is because the estimated model predicts a large share of consumers
not clicking on any listing, which are excluded in the data.
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5.7 Relation to Directed and Other Search Models

The SD model T estimate has several features that make it particularly useful to quantify
the effects of different rankings. Specifically, the SD model extends directed search models
d la Weitzman (1979) in three important ways. First, the SD model micro-founds position
effects by modeling scrolling, the additional costly action required to reach the lower
positions. A directed search model instead produces position effects through differences
in position-specific search costs without a mechanism producing these cost differences.
Second, the SD model does not impose the assumption that consumers are aware of and
can directly search any alternative at the beginning of the search. As Greminger (2022)
shows in simulations, using such an assumption can bias estimates for preference and
search cost parameters when it does not hold, as is the case when consumers initially
only observe the top of the list.2® Finally, by explicitly modeling consumers’ beliefs
about the ranking, the SD model allows quantifying the effects of ranking changes when
consumers update their beliefs.

Nonetheless, 1 also highlight that my estimation approach also works to estimate
directed search models, where it has the advantage of not requiring choosing a smooth-
ing parameter or observing the search order. Specifically, by assuming that consumers

initially are aware of all alternatives, the likelihood contribution reduces to

LV (9) = 108;/ [1 Pz = @iy 0 U < b3y) [[ P(Z5, < toi)AH (5, vig,35) . (15)
keS; k¢S,

which can be calculated using the same simulation procedure described in Section 5.4.
The SD model also provides some advantages over “top-down” and “two-stage” se-
quential search models. Specifically, whereas the “top-down” search models estimated by
Chan and Park (2015) and Choi and Mela (2019) also capture position effects through
consumers deciding to stop scrolling, they preclude consumers from going back up on
the list and require reduced-form approximations or value function iterations to solve
a consumer’s dynamic decision problem. The SD model instead does not impose such
an assumption and features a tractable optimal policy. More recently, Gibbard (2022b)
estimates the “two-stage” directed search model of Gibbard (2022a), without considering

the consumer welfare effects of different rankings or heterogeneous position effects. That

28 This provides one possible explanation of why Compiani et al. (2023) finds that revenue-maximizing
rankings harm consumers using the same data. However, Compiani et al. (2023) also extend directed
search models by allowing some products to provide positive surprises post-search. To conclusively
evaluate where the difference stems from, future work may incorporate post-search surprises into the SD
model.
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model produces position effects by consumers stopping to “browse”, a second stage in a
directed search model. This differs from the SD model in that consumers decide on the
order to browse alternatives instead of scrolling down and discovering products along a

ranked product list.?

6 Estimation Results and Counterfactual Analysis

I estimate the model using n,, = 100 simulation draws. Table 3 reports the parameter es-
timates. All preference parameters have the expected sign and are statistically significant,
except whether the hotel belongs to a chain.

The estimated discovery costs suggest that consumers would be willing to pay 7¢ to
reveal an additional alternative. These seemingly small discovery costs are sufficient to
rationalize the observed position effects. The model correctly captures that it is unlikely
that the next discover