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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
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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
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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,1 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
1While 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.
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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 á

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.3

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,4 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 (pB > 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.
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display B first depends on how total revenues change following the switch. This change

is given by

∆R = (pB − pA)∆dA︸ ︷︷ ︸
price effect

+ pB(∆dB −∆dA)︸ ︷︷ ︸
demand effect

, (1)

where pj denotes the price of alternative j and ∆dj 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

(∆dj ≥ 0∀j).
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 (∆dA = ∆dB),

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 (∆dA > ∆dB), 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 ∆dB = ∆dA > 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, ∆dA > ∆dB = 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,

∆dB > ∆dA > 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.5 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
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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, I 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 2013.6 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.7

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

served the randomized ranking. 8 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.

7It 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.

8Appendix 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.9 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.
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model a specific hotel is listed.10 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

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

effects are heterogeneous and how they depend on product attributes:

P(Yij = 1|zij) = x′
jβ1 + w′

iβ2 + posijγ + posijx
′
jθ + τd . (2)

Each observation is a hotel j in destination d displayed on position posij = 1, 2, . . . in

a consumer query i. A larger position means that the hotel is shown further down the

list such that a negative coefficient for γ 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 wi.

Depending on the specification, yij is a dummy indicating whether j was clicked on or

booked in session i. τd indicates fixed effects on a destination level. Finally, zij gathers

xj, wi, posij and the fixed effects τd. Throughout, I denote random variables with capital

letters.

The main parameters of interest are γ and θ. These parameters jointly capture how

a hotel’s position affects its probability of being clicked on or booked. Specifically, given

some hotel characteristics xj, I define the position effect as the marginal effect of the

position on the CTR or booking probability, conditional on hotel attributes:

∂P(Yij = 1|xij)

∂posij
= γ + x′

jθ . (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.11 Columns 1 and 4 show the results of a baseline model
10In 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

11Standard 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** 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 × Price 0.0003*** 0.0003*** 0.0000*** 0.0000***
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)

Position × Star rating -0.0318*** -0.0270*** -0.0011 -0.0005
(0.0028) (0.0029) (0.0007) (0.0007)

Position × Review score 0.0028 0.0044 -0.0025*** -0.0024***
(0.0035) (0.0035) (0.0008) (0.0008)

Position × No reviews 0.0295* 0.0338** -0.0032 -0.0026
(0.0164) (0.0166) (0.0035) (0.0036)

Position × Chain -0.0053 -0.0047 -0.0023** -0.0017
(0.0041) (0.0042) (0.0010) (0.0010)

Position × Location score -0.0071*** -0.0083*** -0.0002 -0.0004
(0.0013) (0.0013) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Position × On promotion -0.0201*** -0.0209*** -0.0010 -0.0010
(0.0048) (0.0049) (0.0012) (0.0013)

FE Hotel no no yes no no yes
N 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.

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.
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Figure 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 xj 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 xj 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,
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Figure 3 – Position Effects Vary across Hotels in the Data
Notes: Position effects defined in (3) at hotel attributes xj 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).12 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
12Several 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 β1 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.
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to the baseline, alleviating price endogeneity concerns.13

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 i faces a ranked product list displaying a finite number of hotels j ∈ Ji in

positions hij ∈ {1, . . . , |Ji|}. When booking a hotel, the consumer receives utility

uij = −αpj + x′
jβ + νij + εij , (4)

where pj is the price of hotel j, xj 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 α and β are the respective preference weights. νij ∼ N(µν , σ
2
ν) and

εij ∼ N(µε, σ
2
ε) are normally distributed idiosyncratic taste shocks that are independent

across consumers and hotels. The utility of not booking any hotel, i.e., the outside option,

is given by ui0 = β0+ ηi, where ηi follows a standard uniform distribution. In estimation,

I normalize µν = µε = 0 and σν = 1 and set σε = 10. I discuss the implications of and

sensitivity to these assumptions in Section 5.5.

Initially, consumers know their preference weights α and β 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 (pj, xj, νij) for the next hotel on the list.14

By searching j, i reveals the idiosyncratic taste shock εij. I also impose two precedence

constraints: consumers cannot search a hotel before discovering it and they cannot book

a hotel before searching it.15 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 cd. 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.16 When clicking on a hotel on the list to search it, consumers incur search costs cs.

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 εij and νij, 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

ue
j = −αpj + x′

jβ 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 ue
j does not depend on the position on the list.

14Expedia’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.

16Expedia 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 ue
j depends on the position h in

the following form:

µu(h) = µu(1)− exp(ρ) log(h+ 1) . (5)

These assumptions imply that consumers’ beliefs about the ranking algorithm are

fully captured by µu(1) and ρ. 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 µu(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:17

Purchase value: zpij = uij = −αpj + x′
jβ + νij + εij .

Search value: zsij = −αpj + x′
jβ + νij + ξ, where ξ solves∫ ∞

ξ

[1− F (t)]dt = cs (6)

and F is the CDF of εij. For the outside option, the search value is given by zi0 = ∞.

Discovery value: zd(h) = µu(h) + Ξ, where Ξ solves
17Greminger (2022) provides details of how to derive these reservation values in the online appendix.
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∫ ∞

Ξ

[1−G(t)]dt = cd (7)

and G is the CDF of U e
j − µu(h) + νij +min{ξ, εij} 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 wij = min{zd(hij −
1), w̃ij} and w̃ij = min{zsij, z

p
ij}, where the second one does not depend on the position.

For the outside option, the effective values are given by wi0 = w̃i0 = ui0.

Using these effective values, I can summarize the optimal policy in four implications.

Specifically, given effective values wij and w̃ij of the chosen option j, the optimal policy

of always choosing the action with the largest reservation value implies the following for

a consumer i who eventually chooses j:

Stopping: i discovers all alternatives k ∈ Ai(w̃ij), where the awareness set Ai(w̃ij) =

{k : hik ≤ h̄i, h̄i ≥ hj, z
d(h̄i − 1) ≥ w̃ij > zd(h̄i)} implicitly defines the position h̄i at

which i stops discovering.

Search and early discovery: i searches all alternatives in Si− = {k : zik ≥ wij, k ∈
Ai(w̃ij), hik < hij} and no other alternatives.

Search and late discovery: i searches all alternatives in Si+ = {k : zik ≥ w̃ij, k ∈
Ai(w̃ij), hik ≥ hij} and no other alternatives.

Choice: i chooses j ∈ Si−∪Si+∪{0} if uik < wij∀k ∈ Si− and uik ≤ w̃ij∀k ∈ Si+∪{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.18

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

∆dj(h) = dj(h) − dj(h + 1), where dj(h) denotes the expected demand of alternative

j when in position h, conditional on all observable hotel attributes and the ranking.

Similarly, I define the position effect for searches as ∆sj(h), where sj(h) denotes the

expected number of clicks for alternative j in position h. To simplify exposition, let

w̄h = maxk∈{k:hk≤h}wk denote the maximum effective value of alternatives in positions

up to h, and let zd(0) = ∞ 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 is given by

∆dB(h) = P(W̄i,h−1∈(zd(h), zd(h− 1)])P(W̃iB > W̄i,h−1|W̄i,h−1∈(zd(h), zd(h− 1)])+

P(W̄i,h−1 ≤ zd(h))P(W̃iB > zd(h))P(W̃iA > zd(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
µu(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

∆sB(h) = P(W̄i,h−1∈(zd(h), zd(h− 1)])P(Zs
iB > W̄i,h−1|W̄i,h−1∈(zd(h), zd(h− 1)])+

P(W̄i,h−1 ≤ zd(h))P(Zs
iB > zd(h))P(W̃iA > zd(h)) . (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 h 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 W̄i,h−1 ≤ zd(h) such that consumers will discover

beyond h, unless the alternative in h 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(W̃iB > zd(h)). Second, B

can also avoid that consumers stop and choose A when it is shown on h, which happens

with probability P(W̃iA > zd(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

∆dB −∆dA = P(Ui0 > zd(1))

[P(W̃iB > Ui0|Ui0 > zd(1))− P(W̃iA > Ui0|Ui0 > zd(1))] . (10)

As the dependency on P(Ui0 > zd(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(W̃ij > Ui0). 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 k 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 ue
B 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.19 Hence, the data is inconsistent with consumers

expecting to discover better alternatives further down the list.

Proposition 2. If µu(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, µu(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.
19Focusing only on sessions ending without booking a hotel also leads to strong position effects in the

CTR.
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5.4 Estimation Approach

The goal of the estimation is to recover the model parameters θ = (α, β, cs, cd, ρ) given

data for N consumers. The data for each consumer i contain the chosen alternative

j; the consideration set Si tracking the alternatives the consumer clicked on; and the

positions hij, attributes xij and prices pj for all alternatives in Ji, the set of products on

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

max
θ

L(θ) = max
θ

N∑
i=1

logP(click all k ∈ Si, choose j∈ Si|(pj, xj, hij)∀j ∈ Ji; θ) . (11)

The relevant probability depends on the parameters gathered in θ 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 i 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 w̃ij for the

chosen option j, 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 i chooses j out of the consideration

set Si (choice). As a result, the individual likelihood contribution Li(θ) can be calculated

by taking expectations over the shocks determining the effective value w̃ij 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

Li(θ) = log

∫
1(k ∈ A(w̃ij)∀k ∈ Si)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Stopping

×

∏
k∈Si−∪{0} P(Zs

ik ≥ wij ∩ Uik ≤ wij)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Search and early discovery & choice

×
∏

k∈Si+
P(Zs

ik ≥ w̃ij ∩ Uik ≤ w̃ij)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Search and late discovery & choice

×

∏
k∈A(w̃ij)\Si

P(Zs
ik ≤ w̃ij)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Search and early&late discovery

dH(ηi, νij, εij) , (12)

where H(ηi, νij, εij) is the joint CDF of the shocks that form the effective values w̃ij wij,
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and the utility uij of the chosen option.20 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, Si− = {k : k ∈ Si, hik < hij} is the

set of clicked alternatives discovered before j and Si+ is the set of clicked alternatives

discovered after j. The outside option enters the likelihood through the union with Si−,

where zi0 > wij 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(Zs
ik ≥ q∩Uik ≤ q), where q is some constant. In general,

computing this probability would require using a numerical integration routine because

Zs
ij is not independent of Uij. However, Proposition 3 decomposes P(Zs

ik ≥ q ∩ Uik ≤ 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,21 the proposition allows me to compute this part of the

likelihood without a computationally costly numerical integration routine.

Proposition 3. If µν = µε = 0 and σν = 1,

P(Zs
ik ≥ q ∩ Uik ≤ q) = P

(
R ≤ q − ue

k

σ̃

)
− P

(
R1 ≤

q − ue
k

σ̃
∩R2 ≤ q − ξ − ue

k

)
, (13)

where R follows a standard normal distribution, (R1, R2) follow a bivariate normal dis-

tribution with correlation − 1
σ̃σε

, and σ̃ =
√
1 + 1

σ2
ε
.

The second challenge arises because there is no closed-form expression for the inte-

gral over the joint distribution of the different shocks in Li(θ). Hence, computing the

expression requires Monte Carlo integration. A naive procedure might work by averag-

ing the inner probability across draws ηdi or (νd
ij, ε

d
ij) 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(w̃d
ij) depends on the

draws through the inequality zd(h̄i − 1) ≥ w̃d
ij > zd(h̄i). As a result, small changes in

the parameters will leave these inequalities unaffected such that Li(θ) is non-smooth.

Moreover, the effective value w̃d
ij for a consumer who eventually chooses j also depends

on the term min{ξ, εdij}, which is non-smooth in ξ and, as a result, in cs.

20The independence of the shocks implies that if j = 0, only ηi enters the CDF, whereas if j > 0, ηi 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 Ai(w̃
d
ij) is fixed for all draws w̃d

ij within a given interval. Second, I partition on

εij ≥ ξ so that min{ξ, εdij} is either εdij or ξ within the respective intervals. I then use a

procedure similar to the well-known GHK simulator for the Probit model to take draws

that fall in each probability region defined by this partitioning: first, draw εdij from a

distribution truncated at ξ, then draw νd
ij from a distribution truncated so that w̃d

ij falls

within the respective interval that keeps Ai(w̃
d
ij) fixed. As w̃i0 = ui0 when the consumer

takes the outside option, the simulation procedure simplifies for this case and only re-

quires drawing ηdi so that w̃d
i0 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(w̃d
ij)∀k ∈ Si) = 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.22

5.5 Identification and Normalizations

The exogenous ranking variation allows me to identify the mean utility parameters α,

β, and β0 and search costs cs separately from the discovery parameters cd and ρ. I 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

α and β 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. β0 is identified by the baseline purchase

probability conditional on clicking. If consumers are likely to buy alternatives conditional

on having searched them, β0 must be small given the distribution of εij. Search costs cs are

identified by the number of clicks consumers make; given the distribution of εij, a small
22If 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(w̃ij
d) equals the observed awareness

set, creating an even more efficient procedure.
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cs implies larger search values zsik through (6), which, in turn, implies that consumers are

more likely to search alternatives.

The discovery parameters cd and ρ 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

E[∆sj(h)] =


(1 + β0 − zd(1))P(Zs

ih > Ui0|Ui0 ≥ zd(1)) if h = 1

exp(ρ) log(h+1
h )P(Zs

ih > Ui0|Ui0 ∈ (zd(h), zd(h̄− 1)]) else
(zd(1)− β0 − exp(ρ) log(h̄+ 1))P(Zs

ih > Ui0|Ui0 ≥ zd(h̄)) if h = h̄− 1 ,

(14)

where h̄ 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 cd does not appear in (14), it is identified as long as zd(1) is identified.

This is because the beliefs in (5) imply that the discovery value is given by zd(h) =

zd(1)− exp(ρ) log(h+ 1) such that cd only affects zd(1) and, hence, enters the likelihood

only through this term. Moreover, the definition of the discovery value given in (7)

provides a unique zd(1) for any cd ≥ 0. It also implies that zd(1) is decreasing in cd (see

EC.1 in Greminger, 2022). Hence, to show that cd is identified, it is only necessary to

show that zd(1) is identified.

The first case in (14) reveals how zd(1) is identified given β0. 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 zd(1) given ρ. If it is small, zd(1) must be small so that

few consumers reach the second-to-last position. Hence, zd(1) and, as a result, cd are

identified given β0 and ρ.

The belief parameter ρ 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 zd(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 zd(h) from cd through (7) requires knowing the consumers’ beliefs over the

distribution of effective values. Given the preference parameters α and β 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 µ(h) defined in (5).23 Appendix D.3

provides further details.

5.5.2 Parameterizing Discovery and Search values

Using the above procedure to recover beliefs and then computing zd(h) during estimation

is computationally costly because it requires numerically finding a root.24 I circumvent

this computationally costly step by estimating a parameter Ξ = zd(1) instead of cd and

backing out cd only post-estimation. This approach works because cd and consumers’

beliefs about the average alternative enter the likelihood only through zd(1). Hence,

with an estimate for Ξ = zd(1), cd can be computed after recovering consumers’ beliefs.

Barring small numerical differences that might arise from using a numerical optimizer, the

resulting estimate for cd will be the same as an estimate obtained by directly estimating

cd and computing zd(1) during estimation.

I also apply the same technique to the search costs. Instead of estimating a param-

eter cs, I estimate ξ in (6) and back out cs 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).
23Gibbard (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.
24An 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 ηi 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, I 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 u0 is given by β0 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.25

In estimation, I normalize µν = µε = 0 and σν = 1. In this, I follow Ursu et al. (2023)

who show that σν 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.26 I also set σε = 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 σε. 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 σε, as long

as it set sufficiently large. The reason for this insensitivity is that the estimates for

preference parameters β and the differences ξ − β0 and Ξ − β0 remain almost the same
25If 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 νij ; a larger σν increases the
chance of finding a good match, making discovering more attractive. By directly estimating the discovery
value (see Section 5.5.2), σν does not affect discovery in the likelihood such that the derivations of Ursu
et al. (2023) directly apply.
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once σε is set to be large enough. This means that while the estimate for cs depends on

σε, the net benefits of the different search actions over immediately taking the outside

option, which ultimately affect consumers’ choices, remain unaffected by σε as long as it

is sufficiently large. Given these results, I set σε = 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 i by the likelihood of

i 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.27

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 I estimate has several features that make it particularly useful to quantify

the effects of different rankings. Specifically, the SD model extends directed search models

á 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.28 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, I 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

LW
i (θ) = log

∫ ∏
k∈Si

P(Zs
ik ≥ w̃ij ∩ Uik ≤ w̃ij)

∏
k/∈Si

P(Zs
ik ≤ w̃ij)dH(ηi, νij, εij) , (15)

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
28This 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.29

6 Estimation Results and Counterfactual Analysis
I estimate the model using nr = 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 discovery will reveal a hotel that is so good that it will be eventually

booked. Hence, the implied expected benefits of discovering an additional hotel on the

list are small and consumers are unwilling to pay even small discovery costs to continue

scrolling.30 As a result, these small discovery costs do not imply that product discovery

is not relevant when studying how rankings affect consumers or the platform: as long

as consumers do not discover all alternatives, rankings will influence which alternatives

consumers eventually choose by determining which ones they discover, independent of

whether consumers stop discovering due to low expected benefits or high discovery costs.

6.1 The Model Fits the Data Well

To evaluate how well the model fits the data, I simulate clicks and bookings from the

model and compare them with those observed in the data. The results in Figure 4

reveal that the model fits the data well, closely matching the number of bookings and

clicks across all positions. Notably, the model fits the decrease in clicks and bookings

across positions, highlighting that the small discovery costs are sufficient to rationalize

the observed position effects. Appendix B.4 reports additional fit measures that highlight

that the model also predicts various other moments well.
29The SD model can also be adapted so that consumers learn about the distribution of products that will

be discovered, which the two-stage model of Gibbard (2022a) does not allow for. Moreover, Gibbard
(2022b) describes the estimation approach for consumers with a purchase for only up to three clicks,
requiring the author to exclude sessions with a purchase and more than three clicks. In contrast, my
approach does not impose such a limit and does not become more complex as the number of clicks by
consumers who buy a product grows.

30As I highlight in Section 5.5, the estimates for cs are highly depend on the choice of σε, while estimates
for cd depend little on this choice. Hence, the relative size of the costs should not be directly compared.
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Table 3 – Parameter Estimates
Estimate Std. error

Price (in 100$) -0.24*** (0.01)
Star rating 0.21*** (0.01)
Review score 0.03*** (0.01)
No reviews 0.10*** (0.04)
Location score 0.07*** (0.00)
Chain -0.02 (0.01)
Promotion 0.09*** (0.01)
Outside option 19.88*** (0.19)
Ξ 20.26*** (0.19)
ξ 16.91*** (0.19)
ρ -2.48*** (0.06)

Discovery costs ($) 0.07
cd × 100 0.02
cs 0.19

Log likelihood -48,924.64
N consumers 11,467

Notes: Estimation based on 100 simulation draws.
Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses. Dis-
covery costs are calculated using 100,000 draws of
effective values.

As the motivating example revealed, how revenue-maximizing rankings order alterna-

tives and affect consumers depends on how position effects differ across the heterogeneous

alternatives. Hence, for the validity of the counterfactual analysis, the model should be

able to fit how an alternative’s position effect depends on its price and other attributes.

To analyze whether this is the case, I first simulate clicks and bookings and then run the

same analysis from Section 4.3 on these simulated data.

Figure 5 presents the results of this analysis.31 The top panel shows that the model

generates position effects across the different percentiles of the price distribution that

match those in the data remarkably well. The bottom panel shows that the same also

holds across the attribute distribution, again closely matching the magnitudes observed

in the data.

Given these results, I conclude that the model fits the data well, including the moments

that are crucial for the counterfactual analysis.

6.2 Demand and Price Effects

To compare the demand and price effects implied by the model, I now use the model

to predict hotels’ revenue changes when moving them to higher positions. As the pre-

dicted booking probabilities for each hotel are very small, this analysis requires a precise
31The overall magnitude of position effects differs from those in Figure 2 due to the different sample.
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Figure 4 – The Model Fits Observed Clicks and Bookings across Positions
Notes: Clicks and bookings averaged across 20,000 draws per consumer, conditional on con-
sumers searching at least one hotel. The shaded areas indicate the 95% percentile of the
minimum and maximum number of clicks or bookings across draws and consumers.
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Figure 5 – The Model Captures Heterogeneous Position Effects
Notes: Heterogeneous position effects for clicks and bookings as in Figure 2, estimated on the
estimation sample with clicks and bookings either as observed or simulated from the model
conditional on consumers searching at least one hotel.
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Figure 6 – The Model Implies Substantial Demand and Price Effects
Notes: $ changes in the expected revenues of randomly selected hotels when moved from the
15th to the top position.

calculation of booking probabilities. To avoid having to take many draws to accurately

simulate the booking probabilities, I use a simulation procedure similar to the one for

the likelihood contributions (see Appendix D.4). To reduce the number of hotels in the

analysis while capturing that different consumers face different hotels on the product list,

I randomly sample 1,000 consumers from the estimation sample, randomize the ranking

and move the hotel that is in the middle of the list to the top position. This ensures that

both the hotel that is moved and the hotels in other positions are randomized.

Figure 6 presents the results. The left panel shows how the revenue changes vary with

the price of the focal hotel and reveals the trade-off between the price and the demand

effect. Among the cheap hotels, a higher price leads to larger revenue increases. In

contrast, among the expensive hotels, the opposite is the case because they gain little

demand when being moved higher up. The right panel further highlights this demand

effect by showing how the revenue change varies with the utility of the focal hotel. It

reveals that high-utility hotels tend to have a larger revenue increase. Nonetheless, the

relationship is not perfect: hotels that offer the highest utility do not necessarily gain the

most revenue. Instead, the price effect revealed in the left panel allows more expensive

hotels offering lower utility to gain more revenues when they are moved to the top.

Combined, these results suggest that there are substantial price and demand effects.

Hence, a ranking needs to balance the two effects to increase revenues. If the price effect

is stronger, a revenue-based ranking will move more expensive hotels to the top as they

gain the most revenue. In contrast, if the demand effect is stronger, a revenue-based

ranking will move high-utility alternatives higher up on the list, which will also benefit

consumers.
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6.3 The Six Rankings

To quantify whether this will occur and how well the interests of a revenue-maximizing

platform and consumers are aligned, I construct and then compare the effects of six

different rankings designed to either benefit consumers or increase the platform’s revenues.

Table 4 provides an overview of the six rankings. To construct the rankings, I focus

on short-term effects where consumers do not adjust their beliefs about the ranking

algorithm. In that sense, I assume that the platform optimizes the rankings for short-term

objectives. This is in line with much of the literature deriving and studying the effects

of optimal rankings,32 while the data also suggests that consumers do not immediately

adjust their beliefs (see Section 5.3). Nonetheless, I analyze the long-term effects in

Section 6.5 and find that all rankings continue to serve their intended objective when

consumers adjust their beliefs.

The first ranking I evaluate is Expedia’s own, as observed in the data. This ranking

provides a benchmark for how much alternative rankings may improve upon Expedia’s

ranking during the sample period, both in terms of revenues and consumer welfare.

Table 4 – The Six Rankings

ER Expedia ranking Expedia’s own ranking.
UR Utility-based ranking Ranking that is best for consumers.
R1R Position 1 revenue ranking Heuristic to maximize total revenues.
BUR Bottom-up revenue ranking Heuristic to maximize total revenues.
PR Price-decreasing ranking Heuristic to maximize total revenues if

position effects did not depend on price.
-UR Reverse utility-based ranking Ranking that is worst for consumers.

6.3.1 The Consumer-Welfare-Maximizing Ranking

The second ranking I evaluate is designed to benefit consumers. Such a ranking should

help consumers find better-suiting alternatives, save on discovery costs, or do both si-

multaneously. Intuitively, this can be achieved by first showing high-utility alternatives

so that consumers do not miss out on them and can choose them before paying a lot

of discovery costs. Proposition 4, proven in Appendix A.4, confirms this intuition and

establishes that in the present model, such a utility-based ranking maximizes consumer

welfare and, hence, is best for consumers.

32See, for example, Chen and Yao (2017), Ursu (2018), Chu et al. (2020), Donnelly et al. (2023), or
Compiani et al. (2023). An exception is Choi and Mela (2019) who account for consumers updating
beliefs based on the ranking.
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Proposition 4. A ranking that orders alternatives in decreasing order of ue
j maximizes

consumer welfare and the overall purchase probability.

Beyond showing that a utility-based ranking maximizes consumer welfare, Proposition

4 also has an implication for platforms that aim to increase consumer welfare: maximizing

conversions is equivalent to maximizing consumer welfare. Hence, targeting consumer

welfare does not require estimating a structural search model to evaluate welfare effects.

Instead, deploying a ranking algorithm that maximizes conversions automatically will

maximize consumer welfare as long as it is based on a demand model that captures the

position-specific demand for each alternative.

6.3.2 Revenue-Based Rankings

The next two rankings are designed to benefit Expedia by increasing total revenues across

the whole list (see Section 4.2). As established in Section 4.3, cheaper hotels have stronger

position effects such that increasing revenues entails trading off the demand and price

effects highlighted in Section 3. However, with more than 30 alternatives to rank, deriv-

ing a revenue-maximizing ranking is difficult and goes beyond the scope of this paper.

Instead, these two rankings are heuristics for maximizing total revenues motivated by the

model structure.

The first heuristic orders alternatives based on the revenues they generate in the first

position. I choose the first position in this “position 1 revenue-based ranking” (R1R)

because all consumers discover the alternative displayed on it. As a consequence, the

top generates the most demand across all positions and, hence, should be the most

relevant. This heuristic entails two simple steps. The first step is to iterate over and

calculate each alternative’s revenues when shown on the top position while sorting all

other alternatives using a utility-based ranking. The second step is to sort the alternatives

based on the revenues calculated in the first step. As the first step only requires computing

the revenues for each alternative once, this ranking is fast to compute even if there are

many alternatives consumers can discover.

The second heuristic is a “bottom-up ranking” (BUR) that first chooses which alter-

native to put in the last position, then the second-to-last, and so on. This approach is

motivated by the fact that the demand for an alternative is unaffected by the ordering of

alternatives discovered in previous positions; only the identity of these products matters.

This bottom-up heuristic entails multiple steps and is computationally more expensive

than the first one. The first step is to iterate over all available alternatives and compute

total revenues when that alternative is shown at the last position while the alternatives
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above are sorted using the utility-based ranking. The second step is to choose the alter-

native that maximizes total revenues computed in the first step to be shown in the last

position. Third, start again with the first step, but now use the second-to-last position,

and so on. Given this iterative procedure, computing the BUR for a consumer requires

computing total revenues
∑h̄i

k=1(h̄i−k) times, where h̄i is the last position i can discover.

Hence, the BUR takes substantially more computations than the R1R.

Neither heuristic is revenue-maximizing because they take the order of other alterna-

tives as given. If that order is already revenue-maximizing, both heuristics will maximize

revenues. If this is not the case, then the heuristics do not necessarily maximize revenues.

To get some measure of how well these heuristics do in the present case, I compare them

with the revenue-maximizing ranking I compute with a brute-force algorithm for a re-

duced set of alternatives. The results in Appendix F.1 show that the BUR heuristic

performs very well and reduces revenues by less than 0.4% from the revenue maximum.

The R1R performs worse, reducing revenues by up to 5.1%, but still outperforming the

UR, which reduces revenues by 6.4%.

6.3.3 Other rankings

To quantify the effects of a revenue-based ranking that ignores heterogeneous position

effects, I also evaluate a ranking that shows the most expensive alternatives first. As

Proposition 5, proven in Appendix A.5, highlights, this ranking maximizes revenues in

the SD model when position effects are homogeneous (as in Chu et al., 2020). The

reason is that with homogeneous position effects, the demand effect highlighted in the

motivating example is shut down and only the price effect matters. Hence, the price-

decreasing ranking is the ranking a revenue-maximizing platform would implement when

disregarding that position effects are heterogeneous.

Proposition 5. If position effects are homogeneous, a price-decreasing ranking maximizes

revenues.

Finally, I also evaluate the worst-case scenario for consumers, which is given by the

reverse to the utility-maximizing ranking. By providing the worst-case scenario, this

ranking allows to better assess how much revenue-based rankings hurt consumers relative

to other rankings.

6.4 Short-Term Ranking Effects

To compare the different rankings, I use the model to quantify their effects on Expedia’s

revenues and consumer welfare. For this analysis, I use the sample where consumers
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Table 5 – Short-Term Ranking Effects
ER UR R1R BUR PR -UR

Expedia
Total revenues 3.79 9.66 14.17 14.93 3.73 -8.45
Number of transactions 3.98 13.77 9.36 8.55 -5.02 -11.91
Avg. price of booking -0.19 -3.61 4.40 5.88 9.22 3.94

Consumers
Consumer welfare 0.35 0.98 0.79 0.92 -0.78 -1.25
Discovery costs -2.68 -8.20 -5.78 -5.84 4.01 8.30

Notes: Percentage changes relative to a randomized ranking obtained by averaging
across 100 randomizations.

observed Expedia’s ranking and simulate consumers’ searches, purchases, and consumer

welfare.33 To compute consumer welfare more efficiently, I build on the extended eventual

purchase theorem of Greminger (2022) to obtain an expression for consumer welfare that

circumvents the need to simulate different search paths. Appendix D.2 provides further

details on this procedure.

Table 5 shows the results of the comparison when consumers do not adjust their beliefs.

All effects are shown as percentage changes relative to a randomized ranking. To compute

consumer welfare more efficiently, I build on the extended eventual purchase theorem of

Greminger (2022) to obtain an expression for consumer welfare that circumvents the

need to simulate different search paths. Appendix D.2 provides further details on this

procedure. I apply this method using 100,000 simulation draws.

The ER, UR, BUR, R1R, and the PR all manage to increase revenues over the random-

ized ranking. As intended, the R1R and the BUR increase revenues the most, with the

BUR slightly outperforming the R1R, and both outperforming Expedia’s own ranking.

Despite not targeting revenues, the UR also leads to a substantial increase in revenues

of 9.46%. However, the UR achieves this revenue increase solely by increasing the num-

ber of bookings. The two revenue-based rankings instead trade-off the demand with the

price effect and additionally induce consumers to book more expensive hotels. This al-

lows them to generate even stronger revenue increases despite reducing the number of

bookings relative to the UR.

The PR instead ignores the demand effect and would be revenue-maximizing if posi-

tion effects were homogeneous. As the results show, this is not the case: the PR increases

revenues only by 3.73% and decreases consumer welfare by 0.78%. Hence, disregarding
33Though consumers were sampled differently from the estimation sample, using only predicted choices

ensures that the comparison is based on the same consumer population. Appendix F.2 shows that the
results are qualitatively comparable for the randomized sample.
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heterogeneous position effects would lead to a ranking that substantially harms consumers

and Expedia.

Comparing the increases in consumer welfare between the UR and the two heuris-

tics reveals that Expedia’s and consumers’ interests are not perfectly aligned. The UR

increases consumer welfare, conditional on clicking, by 0.98%. The two revenue-based

rankings also benefit consumers, increasing consumer welfare by 0.79% and 0.92%, re-

spectively. Whereas these increases are not as large as the one from the UR, they get

relatively close, especially when considering the large welfare increases over the random

ranking or the worst-case ranking for consumers. Hence, revenue-based rankings reduce

consumer welfare only to a limited extent relative to the consumer-welfare-maximizing

ranking.

Finally, the last row in Table 5 reveals that all welfare-increasing rankings reduce

discovery costs by 2.68% up to 8.20%, highlighting that these rankings help consumers

find and book a suitable hotel earlier on the list, saving them the time and effort to scroll

down the page.

6.5 Long-Term Ranking Effects

Whereas I derive the rankings for a short-term horizon where consumers do not adjust

their beliefs, it is possible to quantify long-term ranking effects where consumers adjust

their beliefs. For this analysis, it is first necessary to derive consumers’ beliefs about the

different rankings. Given that these beliefs are fully captured in µu(1) and ρ, they can

be recovered from the data given the new ranking. Specifically, after re-ordering with a

ranking, I calculate the expected utilities ue
j = −αpj + x′

jβ for all alternatives and then

regress these on positions using the functional form for beliefs (5). This yields an estimate

ρ̂ for the new ranking, which I then use to compute µu(1) and all discovery values (see

Appendix B.2). As the PR and -UR lead consumers to expect better alternatives as they

scroll down the list, I do not compute these results and focus only on the main rankings.

Table 6 shows the differences in the ranking effects between the short- and the long-

term. Throughout, the long-term effects are stronger than the short-term effects such

that Expedia and consumers benefit even more from the respective rankings in the long-

term. Hence, the proposed rankings continue to serve their intended objectives in the

long-term.

Because the effects of the UR increase more strongly in the long-term, the results

also imply that the differences between the revenue-based rankings and the utility-based

ranking will become larger. Nonetheless, the revenue-based rankings continue to provide
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Table 6 – Long-Term Ranking Effects
UR R1R BUR

Total revenues 4.59 3.35 1.45
Consumer welfare 2.17 1.13 0.69

Notes: Percentage changes relative to the
short-term ranking effects.

substantial welfare gains over the randomized rankings and I conclude that they are also

not detrimental to consumer welfare when consumers adjust their beliefs.

7 Conclusions
In this paper, I quantify how consumer-welfare-maximizing rankings differ from rankings

designed to maximize platform revenues. I find that focusing on either objective is not

detrimental to the other: the utility-based ranking substantially increases revenues, and

revenue-based rankings substantially increase consumer welfare over alternative rankings.

I highlight and corroborate with descriptive evidence that this is because heterogeneous

position effects allow a platform to increase revenues by moving high-utility hotels to

the top, which increases both conversions and consumer welfare. Hence, I conclude that

revenue-based rankings are not detrimental to consumer welfare and that a revenue-

maximizing platform’s and consumers’ interests are not strongly misaligned.

Whereas I follow prior work and design rankings focusing on short-term effects, the

approach poses several limitations. First, although I show that the rankings continue to

serve their intended purpose when consumers adjust their beliefs, rankings that account

for these long-term effects potentially differ in how they order alternatives. Second,

hotels may adapt their pricing rules to different ranking algorithms in the long term.

Similarly, online retailers can adjust their pricing more directly to different rankings.

Extending this paper and quantifying the effects of rankings that account for consumers’

long-term belief adjustments and sellers implementing rank-dependent pricing rules poses

an exciting avenue for future research.

Another promising avenue for future research is to use more comprehensive data to

study how rankings work within consumers’ broader discovery process and to quantify

search cost and preference heterogeneity. I do not observe consumers searching across

multiple search sessions, making identifying search cost and preference heterogeneity

difficult (Yavorsky et al., 2021). Moreover, I only observe how consumers interact with

a ranked product list on one search intermediary, while consumers may also visit other

platforms and use price aggregators or filtering tools to discover more products. Data
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that tracks how consumers search for and compare products over time and across multiple

platforms will allow future research to introduce search cost and preference heterogeneity

in the search and discovery model and study the effects of rankings in a broader context.
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Appendix

A Proofs

A.1 Proof of the Implications of the Optimal Policy
The stopping implication follows from the optimal policy prescribing to stop discovering
alternatives whenever w̃ij > zd(h) for the chosen alternative j and the fact that the
consumer must discover j to be able to choose it.

The two search implications follow from the fact that when k is in the awareness
set, zsik ≥ uij implies that the optimally searching consumer searches k before ending
search, and zsik ≥ zsij implies that she searches k before j. The search and early discovery
implication additionally accounts for the fact that consumer searches k before discovering
j as long as zsik ≥ zd(hij −1), leading to a weaker condition when wij = zd(hij −1) < w̃ij.

The choice implication is implied by the generalized eventual purchase theorem of
Greminger (2022) that states that an optimally searching consumer eventually chooses
the option with the largest effective value wij. For k ∈ Si−, the search and early discovery
implication implies that zsik ≥ wij holds. Moreover, k being discovered before j implies
that zd(hik − 1) > zd(hij − 1). Hence, zsik ≥ wij and zd(hik − 1) ≥ wik such that
wik < wij can only hold when wik = uik < wij for these alternatives. For k ∈ Si+,
zd(hik − 1) ≤ zd(hij − 1) such that wik ≤ w̃ij is sufficient for wik < wij to hold. The
search and late discovery implication then implies zsik ≥ w̃ij, such that wik ≤ wij holds as
long as uik ≤ w̃ij for these alternatives. This inequality is weak because Si+ also contains
j.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 1 and Propositions 1 and 2
The stopping implication of the optimal policy implies that the consumer stops whenever
w̄h = maxk∈{k:hk≤h}wk ≥ zd(h). Hence, by partitioning the probability space, the position
effect can be written as

∆dB =dB(h)− dB(h+ 1)

=P(W̄i,h−1∈[zd(h), zd(h− 1)))P(W̃iB > W̄i,h−1|W̄i,h−1∈[zd(h), zd(h− 1)))+

P(W̄i,h−1 ≤ zd(h))[P(W̃iB > zd(h))(1− P(W̃iA ≤ zd(h)) + C], (16)

where

C =P(W̃iB ≤ zd(h))[P(W̃iB ≥ W̄i,h+1|W̃iB ≤ zd(h))−
P(W̃iA ≤ zd(h))P(W̃iB ≥ W̄i,h+1|W̃iB ≤ zd(h), W̃iA ≤ zd(h))] . (17)

Because P(W̃iB ≥ W̄i,h+1|W̃iB ≤ zd(h), W̃iA > zd(h)) = 0, we get C = 0 and immediately
obtain equation (8). As consumers always click a discovered alternative j whenever
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zsij ≥ w̄ih, the second part for clicks can be derived the same way.
Proposition 1 follows immediately from these position effects because the sizes of the

two position effects of B depend on the distribution of W̃iB = ue
B + νij +min{ξ, εiB} and

the distribution of Zs
iB = ue

B + νij + ξ. If larger values of Zs
iB or W̃iB become more likely,

then the respective position effect is stronger. Hence, the position effects increase in ue
B.

Proposition 2 follows because µu(h) ≥ µu(h+1) and the fact that the consumer takes
the outside option imply that the probability of stopping on position h is zero. Hence,
the first term drops out. The fact that the consumer takes the outside option also implies
P(W̃iA > zd(h− 1)) = 0, such that the second term also drops out.

A.3 Proof of Proposition 3
As νij ∼ N(0, 1) and εij ∼ N(0, σε), we can write P(Zik ≥ l ∩ Uik ≤ u) as

P (Zs
ik ≥ l ∩ Uik ≤ u) =

∫
l−ue

k−ξ

Φ

(
u− ue

k − ν

σε

)
ϕ(ν)dν (18)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
Φ

(
u− ue

k − ν

σε

)
ϕ(ν)dν−∫ l−ue

k−ξ

Φ

(
u− ue

k − ν

σε

)
ϕ(ν)dν .

(19)

The result follows by applying (10,010.8) and (10,010.1) of Owen (1980) to rewrite the
normal integrals.

A.4 Proof of Proposition 4
Because there are a finite number of alternatives, a finite (albeit extremely large) num-
ber of possible rankings exists, which implies that a consumer-welfare- or bookings-
maximizing ranking exists. Hence, to show that the two claims hold, it suffices to show
that whenever they do not hold, an improvement exists.

To show whether an improvement exists, I use that consumer welfare given a ranking
is given by

E

[
1(W̄i,h−1 < zd(h− 1))1(W̄ih > zd(h))×

∑
j∈Ah

1(W̃ij ≥ W̄ih)W̃ij

]

− E

[
h̄∑

h=0

1(w̄ih < zd(h))cd

]
, (20)

as shown in Appendix D.2.
Suppose the first claim does not hold, i.e., a ranking where ue

A < ue
B, with hA = h

and hB = h+1 for two alternatives A and B maximizes welfare.34 In this case, switching
34Whenever ue

B < ue
A and hB > hA + 1, then there must be some Ã and B̃ such that ue

B̃
< ue

Ã
and

hB̃ = hÃ + 1.
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the two alternatives leads to a change in consumer welfare that consists of two parts in
equation (20).

The first part changes with three possible cases for realized effective values:35

1. w̃iA > zd(h), w̃iB > zd(h) : in this case, the consumer stops before discovering the
second product such that the realized change is ∆ = w̃iB − w̃iA.

2. w̃iA > zd(h), w̃iB < zd(h): in this case, the consumer never books B, such that
∆ = wiA − wiA = 0.

3. w̃iA < zd(h), w̃iB > zd(h): same logic as 2 such that ∆ = 0.
Because ue

A < ue
B, larger realizations of w̃iB are more likely such that the first case implies

that the first part in equation (33) increases if positions of A and B are switched.
The second part in equation (33) also increases with the switch; ue

A < ue
B immediately

implies that the probability of stopping on position h increases, making it less likely to
pay the additional discovery costs.

Hence, the switch increases consumer welfare, which implies that whenever a ranking
does not order alternatives in decreasing order of ue

j , an improvement exists.
To prove the second claim, suppose again the opposite; a ranking where ue

A < ue
B,

with hA = h and hB = h+1 maximizes demand. Switching the two alternatives leads to
a change in demand equal to36

P(Ui0 ≥ zd(h))[P(W̃iB ≥ Ui0)− P(W̃iA ≥ Ui0)] . (21)

ue
A < ue

B then directly implies that larger values w̃iB are more likely than those of w̃iA,
such that this is positive. Hence, the switch increases demand such that an improvement
exists.

A.5 Proof of Proposition 5
Similar to the proof for the consumer-welfare maximizing ranking, I prove this proposi-
tion by showing that under any alternative ranking, there exists a switch that increases
revenues. I again use the notation that B is the alternative being moved up.

Proposition 1 implies that position effects are only homogeneous in the SD model
when alternatives are homogeneous in the expected pre-search utilities ue

j . This implies
that switching two alternatives only shifts demand from A to B, leaving the demand for
other alternatives unaffected. Hence, the total change in revenues following a switch is
given by

∆R = (pB − pA)∆dA . (22)

The expression shows that for any ranking that is not decreasing in price such that
35Alternatives discovered before h and after h + 1 do not need to be considered for this analysis, as the

probability of reaching h and the probability of continuing beyond h+1 are not affected by switching A
and B.

36With ui0 < zd(h) the consumer either books a hotel or discovers the hotel in position h + 1, such that
switching the two alternatives does not influence demand.
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pB > pA is possible, there exists a switch that increases revenues as long as there are
position effects such that ∆dA = ∆dB > 0. If there are no position effects, then ∆R = 0

such that any ranking, including the price-decreasing ranking, maximizes revenues.
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B Additional Details on the Estimation
This appendix provides additional details on how to calculate the likelihood function and
the adjusted beliefs, as well as the results of the Monte Carlo simulations.

B.1 Smooth Monte Carlo Integration
Given the stopping implication, the following intervals of the real line are such that
Ai(w̃ij) remains fixed for any draw within a given interval:

B = {(−∞, zd(|Ji|)], (zd(|Ji|), zd(|Ji| − 1)], . . . , (zd(1),∞]} (23)

Using these intervals and the second partitioning on εij ≥ ξ, I calculate the likelihood
contributions as

Li(θ) =
∑
b∈B

P(W̃ij ∈ b ∩ εij ≤ ξ)E[p(W̃ij)|W̃ij ∈ b ∩ εij ≤ ξ]+∑
b∈B

P(W̃ij ∈ b ∩ εij > ξ)E[p(W̃ij)|W̃ij ∈ b ∩ εij > ξ] , (24)

where p(w̃ij) is short-hand for the product in the integral in (12). As it has no closed-form,
I use Monte Carlo integration to compute E[p(W̃ij)|W̃ij ∈ b ∩ εij ≤ ξ], i.e., I take draws
from distributions truncated so that the draws satisfy the respective conditions. This then
produces a smooth likelihood because p(w̃d

ij), P(W̃ij ∈ b∩εij > ξ) and P(W̃ij ∈ b∩εij ≤ ξ)

are smooth functions of the parameters.
If the outside option is chosen, w̃ij = β0 + ηi such that simulating the expression can

be done by taking draws ηdi from its distribution, truncated so that β0+ηi ∈ b is satisfied.
If instead an alternative j > 0 is chosen, the expression further depends on the

condition εij ≥ ξ. This case can be simulated using draws generated with the following
procedure:

1. Take a draw εdij from its distribution truncated to εij ≤ ξ.
2. Take a draw νd

ij from its respective distribution truncated so that w̃ij(ε
d
ij) = ue

j +

νij + εdij ∈ b holds.
3. Calculate w̃d

ij using draws νd
ij and εdij, and compute inner probability p(w̃d

ij).
Based on draws generated by this procedure, the expression can be calculated as the
weighted average

P(εij ≤ ξ)
∑
d

P(w̃ij(ε
d
ij) ∈ b)p(w̃d

ij) . (25)

Finally, P(W̃ij ∈ b ∩ εij > ξ)E[p(W̃ij)|W̃ij ∈ b ∩ εij > ξ] can be calculated using the
same steps.
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B.2 Estimating Consumers’ Adjusted beliefs
Given the assumptions on consumers’ beliefs, they expect to discover alternatives with
mean pre-search utilities given by equation (5). When they adjust beliefs to the new
rankings, these beliefs will be true such that they can be recovered from the data after
reordering hotels. Specifically, I first compute ue

ij for all consumers and alternatives in the
sample using the preference estimates. Then, I recover beliefs by estimating the following
linear regression:

ue
ij = γ0 + γ1 log(1 + posij) + εij , (26)

where posij is the position of alternative j in the new ranking for consumer i. This yields
an estimate for the new beliefs through ρ̂ = log(−γ̂1). µ̂u(1) then can be recovered by
using ρ̂ to adjust the previous µu(1) accordingly.

Table 7 reports the estimates for the beliefs. Standard errors are small such that
beliefs are estimated precisely. Moreover, the reported estimates for ρ are in line with
the rankings. Specifically, the estimates suggest that consumers expect alternatives to
get worse at a substantially faster rate under the UR than under the R1R or BUR.

Table 7 – Estimates of Adjusted Beliefs
ER UR R1R BUR

ρ̂ -3.07 -1.82 -2.13 -2.26
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Ξ̂ 20.16 20.48 20.36 20.32
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses.
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B.3 Monte Carlo Simulation Results

Table 8 – Monte Carlo Simulation
Simulation 1 (σε = 1) Simulation 2 (σε = 2)

True Estimate Std. Error True Estimate Std. Error

Price (in 100$) -0.30 -0.31 (0.00) -0.20 -0.19 (0.00)
Star rating 0.10 0.10 (0.01) 0.20 0.20 (0.01)
Review score 0.10 0.10 (0.01) 0.05 0.05 (0.01)
No reviews 0.30 0.31 (0.04) 0.20 0.20 (0.04)
Location score 0.05 0.05 (0.00) -0.10 -0.10 (0.00)
Chain 0.10 0.10 (0.01) 0.20 0.21 (0.01)
Promotion 0.10 0.10 (0.01) 0.10 0.10 (0.01)
Outside option 2.50 2.46 (0.03) 3.50 3.52 (0.03)
Ξ 1.50 1.49 (0.01) 2.50 2.50 (0.02)
ξ 3.00 2.98 (0.03) 4.00 4.02 (0.03)
ρ -3.50 -3.48 (0.04) -2.50 -2.49 (0.02)

cd 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
cs 0.03 0.03 0.10 0.10

Log likelihood -118,210.52 -103,119.63
N consumers 11,467 11,467

Notes: Each estimation is performed with 100 simulation draws. Observable characteris-
tics are the same as in the estimation sample. Asymptotic standard errors are calculated
from the inverse of the Hessian matrix. Discovery costs are calculated using 100,000 draws
of effective values.
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B.4 Additional Model Fit Measures
Table 9 reports additional model fit measures based on the same simulation procedure as
used in Figure 4. The results reveal that the model predicts moments that are close to
those observed in the estimation sample. Notably, the model closely matches the average
number of clicks and the booking probability, as well as the positions at which these
clicks and bookings occur on average. Moreover, the predicted averages of the attributes
of hotels consumers search and eventually book mostly come close to those in the data,
highlighting that the model also reasonably captures which alternatives consumers search
and eventually choose. Nonetheless, the model fits the average attributes of clicks better
than those of purchases, which I attribute to there being many more clicks than bookings
in the data. Future work may further improve the model fit by additionally introducing
preference or search cost heterogeneity.

Table 9 – Model Fit Measures
Data Predicted

Clicks
N (per consumer) 1.13 1.14
Mean position where the consumer clicked 14.30 14.36
Highest position where the consumer clicked 13.86 13.43
Lowest position where the consumer clicked 14.69 14.74
Price 162.21 162.88
Star rating 3.51 3.51
Review score 3.92 3.92
No reviews 0.02 0.02
Location score 3.61 3.62
Chain 0.64 0.64
Promotion 0.36 0.36

Bookings
N (per consumer) 0.06 0.06
Mean position 14.47 14.37
Price 145.17 162.75
Star rating 3.50 3.52
Review score 3.97 3.92
No reviews 0.01 0.02
Location score 3.79 3.62
Chain 0.67 0.64
Promotion 0.41 0.36

Notes: This table compares moments in the estimation sample with those
predicted by the model. The moments are the average for the number
of clicks and the booking probability per consumer; the average, highest,
and lowest position at which consumers clicked; and the averages for the
different attributes of hotels that consumers searched and eventually chose.
The simulated search paths were generated with 20,000 draws for each
consumer, conditional on searching at least one alternative.
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C Comparison of Specifications
This appendix evaluates the impact of using alternative specifications for the model.
First, I evaluate the impact of using different values for σε and the upper bound in
the distribution of ηi. To this end, I estimate each of these specifications using the
same sample as in the main analysis, simulate how many and where clicks and bookings
occur, and predict the revenue and the consumer welfare effects of implementing either
the utility-based or the bottom-up ranking over a randomized ranking. To compute the
consumer welfare effects, I use the method from Appendix D.2.

The results of this comparison are presented in Table 10. They reveal that most
parameter estimates are insensitive to the choice of σε. The exception are the estimates
for β0, Ξ, ξ, and cs in dollar terms, which all increase as σε increases. However, the
differences Ξ − β0 and ξ − β0 remain virtually unchanged. Moreover, differences in the
log-likelihood and model fit become minimal once σε is set large enough, highlighting the
difficulty in identifying σε from the data.

Because the estimate for the search costs increases in σε, consumer welfare effects
also increase in σε if they are expressed in dollar terms. If they instead are expressed
in percentage terms, they are quite similar across the different specifications if σε ≥
5. Similarly, revenue effects of the different rankings are also comparable if σε ≥ 5.
Notably, the pattern that the bottom-up ranking affects consumers only to a limited
extent holds independent of σε, highlighting that the choice of σε does not influence the
main conclusions.

Given these results, I choose σε = 10 for the main specification and conclude that the
results are not very sensitive to the choice of σε. The last column of Table 10 compares
another specification where ηi ∼ Uniform(0, 5), which yields very similar results to the
main specification. Hence, I also conclude that the results are not very sensitive to
increasing the upper bound of the distribution of the outside option.

To evaluate the impact of the functional form for beliefs, specified in (5), I further
estimate the model with the following linear specification:

µu(h) = µu(1)− exp(ρ)h . (27)

Figure 7 compares the number of bookings (top panel) and clicks (bottom panel)
and shows that with the linear specification, the model does not capture that clicks and
bookings decrease at a decreasing rate across positions. Instead, it rationalizes the data
through a large drop in clicks and bookings on the first position, which all consumers
discover, following which clicks and bookings decrease linearly.

To evaluate the impact of the assumptions that consumers discover the first alternative
for free and that they discover alternatives one by one, I also estimate two specifications
that relax these assumptions. The results in Figures 8 and 9 show that the model does
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not fit the position effects observed in the data in both cases.

Table 10 – Comparison of Specifications
σε = 0.5 σε = 1 σε = 5 Main σε = 20 b = 5

Parameter estimates
Price (in 100$) -0.24 -0.24 -0.24 -0.24 -0.24 -0.24
Star rating 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.21
Review score 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
No reviews 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Location score 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
Chain -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Promotion 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
Outside option 4.32 5.06 11.60 19.88 36.12 19.88
Ξ 1.35 2.08 8.63 16.91 33.14 16.91
ξ 4.70 5.43 11.98 20.26 36.50 20.29
ρ -2.49 -2.49 -2.48 -2.48 -2.48 -2.41
Ξ− β0 0.37 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.41
ξ − β0 -2.98 -2.98 -2.97 -2.97 -2.98 -2.97

Discovery costs ($) 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.07
Click costs ($) 0.23 2.82 35.59 77.51 167.77 77.63
Log likelihood -48,975.57 -48,949.36 -48,927.10 -48,924.64 -48,924.78 -48,922.94

Fit: clicks
N, model (cond. on click) 13,283.40 13,293.50 13,308.37 13,309.47 13,326.26 13,306.54
N, data 13,005.00 13,005.00 13,005.00 13,005.00 13,005.00 13,005.00
Mean position, model 14.17 14.22 14.29 14.30 14.30 14.28
Mean position, data 14.30 14.30 14.30 14.30 14.30 14.30

Fit: bookings
N, model 696.00 675.28 655.41 651.63 673.98 650.48
N, data 634.00 634.00 634.00 634.00 634.00 634.00
Mean position, model 14.37 14.32 14.31 14.31 14.30
Mean position, data 14.47 14.47 14.47 14.47 14.47 14.47

Effects of UR
∆ total revenues (%) 11.65 10.66 9.87 9.66 9.79 9.79
∆ consumer welfare ($) 22.02 24.19 43.48 68.14 117.94 71.36
∆ consumer welfare (%) 1.43 1.35 1.07 0.98 0.94 1.02

Effects of BUR
∆ total revenues (%) 19.34 17.45 15.06 14.93 14.98 15.02
∆ consumer welfare ($) 21.40 22.89 40.51 64.07 114.38 68.38
∆ consumer welfare (%) 1.39 1.27 0.99 0.92 0.91 0.98

Notes: The main specification uses σε = 1 and ηi ∼ Uniform(0, 1). The other specifications are the same,
except for either σε or the distribution of ηi ∼ Uniform(0, b). The fit measures are averages across 20,000
draws per consumer, conditional on at least one click occurring. The effects of the utility-based ranking are
relative to a randomized ranking, obtained by averaging across 100 randomizations.
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Figure 7 – Model Fit under the Linear Belief Specification
Notes: Clicks and bookings averaged across 10,000 draws per consumer, conditional on con-
sumers searching at least one hotel. The shaded area indicates the 95th percentile of the
minimum and maximum number of clicks or bookings across draws and consumers.
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Figure 8 – Model Fit When Consumers Initially Discover 3 Alternatives
Notes: Clicks and bookings averaged across 10,000 draws per consumer, conditional on con-
sumers searching at least one hotel. The shaded area indicates the 95% percentile of the
minimum and maximum number of clicks or bookings across draws and consumers.
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Figure 9 – Model Fit When Consumers Discover 3 Alternatives at a Time
Notes: Clicks and bookings averaged across 10,000 draws per consumer, conditional on con-
sumers searching at least one hotel. The shaded area indicates the 95% percentile of the
minimum and maximum number of clicks or bookings across draws and consumers.
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D Additional Derivations

D.1 Average Difference in Clicks
This appendix shows that the average difference in clicks under the randomized ranking
is given by (14). Given two alternatives, A in h and B in h+ 1, we can write

∆no. clicks(h) = sA(h)− sB(h+ 1)

= ∆sA(h) + ∆sB(h) + sA(h+ 1)− sB(h) . (28)

The random ranking then implies that when integrating over hotels in the same position,
we have E[sA(h)] = E[sB(h)]. Hence, the average difference in clicks on position h can
be written as

E[∆no. clicks(h)] = E[∆sA(h)] . (29)

Using Lemma 1 and applying the assumption that ηi follows a standard uniform distri-
bution then yields (14).

D.2 Calculating Consumer Welfare
This appendix provides an expression for the expected consumer welfare that simplifies
the proof of Proposition 4. Moreover, the expression provides a way to compute expected
consumer welfare that circumvents the need to simulate search paths. The derivation
of the expression builds on the eventual purchase theorem and follows almost the same
steps as the derivations in EC.1.2. in the online appendix of Greminger (2022). The
main adjustment is that the discovery value depends on the position and that welfare is
calculated conditional on observable hotel attributes.

Define w̄ih ≡ max{w̃i0, . . . , w̃ih} as the maximum of values discovered up to position
h, with w̃ij = x′

jβ + νij + min{ξ, εij} being the effective value defined in Section 5.2.
Moreover, let w̄i0 = maxj∈A0 w̃ij denote the maximum value in the initial awareness set,
h̄ the maximum position to discover, and Ah the set of alternatives that are discovered
up to position h. To simplify notation, let yj = x′

jβ + νij denote the pre-search part of
utility and 1(·) the indicator function.

The consumer continues discovering whenever w̄ih < zd(h). Hence, given realizations
νij and εij for all hotels, the discovery costs that the consumer pays are given by

h̄∑
h=0

1(w̄ih < zd(h))cd . (30)

The consumer also stops discovering whenever w̄ih > zd(h), conditional on which the
consumer searches any alternative that is discovered and satisfies zsij > w̄ih. Hence,
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consumer welfare without discovery costs is given by

h̄∑
h=0

1(w̄i,h−1 < zd(h− 1))1(w̄ih > zd(h))×(∑
j∈Ah

1(w̃ij ≥ w̄ih)(yj + εij)− 1(yj + ξ ≥ w̄ih)cs

)
. (31)

Using that cj = E[1(εij ≥ ξ)1(εij − ξ)] and taking expectations over the whole expression
yields

h̄∑
h=0

E

[
1(W̄i,h−1 < zd(h− 1))1(W̄ih > zd(h))×(∑

j∈Ah

1(W̃ij ≥ W̄ih)(Yj + εij)− 1(Yj + ξ ≥ W̄ih)1(εij ≥ ξ)(εij − ξ)

)]
. (32)

As 1(yj + ξ ≥ w̄ih)1(εij ≥ ξ) implies 1(w̃ij ≥ w̄ih), the second part simplifies to 1(w̃ij ≥
w̄ih)(yj + min{εij, ξ}) = 1(w̃ij ≥ w̄ih)w̃ij. Combining this with (30) then yields that
expected consumer welfare is given by

E

[
1(W̄i,h−1 < zd(h− 1))1(W̄ih > zd(h))×

∑
j∈Ah

1(W̃ij ≥ W̄ih)W̃ij

]

− E

[
h̄∑

h=0

1(W̄ih < zd(h))cd

]
. (33)

D.3 Backing Out Discovery Costs
The definition of the discovery value given in (7) implies:

cd =

∫ ∞

zd(h)

[1−Gh(t)]dt (34)

This is a unique mapping from Gh and cd to zd(h). Given cd and Gh, (34) can be solved
for zd(h), and given zd(h) and Gh, it can be solved for cd. However, Gh(t) = Ph(W̃ij ≤ t)

is based on consumers’ beliefs over the effective value w̃ij = −αpj+x′
jβ+νij+min{ξ, εij}

revealed on position h.
To fully solve (34) for cd, I utilize the following three assumptions I imposed on

consumers’ beliefs about the alternatives they will discover:
1. Consumers know the distributions of νij and εij.
2. The variance of U e

ij does not depend on the position.
3. Consumers have correct beliefs about U e

ij discovered in position h̃. In this applica-
tion, I assume that h̃ is the position at the mean rank, such that beliefs are correct
in expectation across all positions.
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These assumptions imply that it is possible to directly obtain consumers’ beliefs on al-
ternatives in position h̃ by sampling from the joint distribution of attributes observed in
the data. Hence, using that (34) is equivalent to

cd = Eh̃

[
max{0, W̃ij − zd(h̃)}

]
, (35)

cd can be computed by first obtaining zd(h̃) from (5) and the estimate of zd(1), and then
calculating the expectation on the right-hand-side using Monte Carlo integration, i.e., by
sampling from the empirical joint distribution of hotel attributes.

In principle, it would be possible to do this inversion during estimation, i.e., it would
be possible to estimate cd directly, using the inversion (35) during estimation to obtain
zd(h)∀h, which then enter the likelihood. However, solving (35) requires finding a root
that does not admit an analytical solution and, hence, is computationally costly. More-
over, the Monte Carlo integration required to take expectations requires many draws to
be accurate, which further adds to the computational cost. Using that (34) is a unique
mapping and directly estimating zd(1) instead of cd then allows me to circumvent this
step during estimation while yielding numerically equivalent results.

D.4 Calculating the Product-Specific Demand
The probability of consumer i of eventually choosing q (i.e., booking hotel q or choosing
the outside option if q = 0) given parameters θ is given by

Diq(θ) =

∫ ∞

−∞
P (Ui0 ≤ w̃iq)P

(
max

j∈Ai(w̃iq)
W̃ij ≤ w̃iq

)
dHq(w̃iq) . (36)

This integral can be calculated with a similar procedure for partitioning the probability
space. The only difference that the inner probability now depends on

p̃(w̃r
iq) =

∏
j∈Ai(w̃r

iq)

P
(
W̃ij ≤ w̃r

iq

)
=

∏
j∈Ai(w̃r

iq)

P
(
Zs

ij ≤ w̃r
iq ∪ Uij ≤ w̃r

iq

)
(37)

and P(Ui0 ≤ w̃r
iq). Whereas calculating P(Ui0 ≤ w̃r

iq) is trivial, calculating p̃(l) requires
calculating a probability of the form P(Zs

ij ≤ l ∪ Uij ≤ l) where l is some constant. This
probability can be written as

P
(
Zs

ij ≤ l ∪ Uij ≤ l
)
= P(Zs

ij ≤ l) + P(Zs
ij ≥ l)P

(
Uij ≤ l ∩ Zs

ij ≥ l
)
. (38)

P(Zs
ij ≤ l) then can be computed as it is the CDF of νij. The second part is the same as

(18) in Appendix A.3 and can be computed accordingly.
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E Data
The original dataset from Kaggle.com contains 9,917,530 observations on a hotel-consumer
level. Following Ursu (2018), I exclude sessions with at least one observation satisfying
any of the following criteria:

1. The implied tax paid per night either exceeds 30% of the listed hotel price (in $),
or is less than 1$.

2. The listed hotel price is below 10$ or above 1,000$.
3. There are less than 50 consumers looking for hotels at the same destination through-

out the sample period.
4. The consumer observed a hotel in positions 5, 11, 17, or 23, i.e., the consumer did

not have opaque offers (Ursu (2018) provides a detailed description of this feature
in the data).

The final dataset contains 4,503,128 observations. This number differs from the one in
Ursu (2018) by 85 observations. This difference stems from three sessions (IDs 79921,
94604, 373518). For these sessions, the criteria evaluation above yields different result due
to differences in the numerical precision. Specifically, I evaluate the criteria with double
precision calculations, whereas Ursu (2018) uses the Stata default, single precision.

Completing information on the dataset, Table 12 shows summary statistics for con-
sumers who observed the Expedia ranking, and Table 11 provides a detailed description
of each variable.

Table 11 – Description Variables
Hotel-level

Price (in $) Gross price in USD
Star rating Number of hotel stars
Review score User review score, mean over sample period
No reviews Dummy whether hotels has zero reviews (not missing)
Chain Dummy whether hotel is part of a chain
Location score Expedia’s score for desirability of hotel’s location
On promotion Dummy whether hotel on promotion

Consumer-level
Number of items How many hotels in list for consumer, capped at first page
Number of clicks Number of clicks by consumer
Made booking Dummy whether consumer made a booking
Trip length (in days) Length of stay consumer entered
Booking window (in days) Number of days in future that trip starts
Number of adults Number of adults on trip
Number of children Number of children on trip
Number of rooms Number of rooms in hotel
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Table 12 – Summary statistics (Expedia ranking)
N Mean Median Std. Dev Min. Max.

Hotel-level
Price (in $) 3,146,022 154.54 129.00 96.54 10.00 1000.00
Star rating 3,084,716 3.31 3 0.87 1 5
Review score 3,143,741 3.92 4.00 0.80 0.00 5.00
No reviews 3,143,741 0.02 0 0.13 0 1
Chain 3,146,022 0.68 1.00 0.47 0.00 1.00
Location score 3,146,022 3.13 3 1.50 0 7
On promotion 3,146,022 0.26 0 0.44 0 1

Session-level
Number of items 114,529 27.47 31 7.91 5 38
Number of clicks 114,529 1.11 1 0.59 1 24
Made booking 114,529 0.92 1 0.28 0 1
Trip length (in days) 114,529 2.13 2 1.67 1 38
Booking window (in days) 114,529 32.78 14 48.16 0 482
Number of adults 114,529 1.96 2 0.87 1 9
Number of children 114,529 0.37 0 0.77 0 9
Number of rooms 114,529 1.11 1 0.42 1 8

Notes: Summary statistics as in Table 1 for sessions under Expedia ranking.
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F Additional Results and Robustness Checks

F.1 Comparing Heuristics for Revenue-Maximization
This appendix compares the different heuristics with the revenue-maximizing ranking
when consumers search following the estimated SD model. To compute the revenue-
maximizing ranking, I use a brute-force algorithm that iterates over all possible ranking.
To make this feasible, I reduce the number of alternatives for each consumer to at most
seven and focus on the same (randomly drawn) subsample used in the counterfactual
analysis.

Table 13 presents the results. It shows that the bottom-up heuristic (BUR) gets
reasonably close to the revenue-maximizing ranking, even as the number of alternatives
increases; the decrease in revenues relative to the revenue-maximizing ranking is only
0.37%. This happens despite the BUR leading to a decrease in expected revenues for
more than half of consumers, highlighting that when the BUR reduces revenues, the
reduction is very small. The utility-maximizing and the R1R heuristic reduce revenues
more strongly, with the R1R performing somewhat better and reducing revenues by at
most 4.4% percent from the theoretical maximum.

Table 13 – Heuristics Relative to Revenue-Maximization
UR BUR R1R

5 alternatives
Change in total revenues (%) -6.35 -0.21 -5.06
% consumers with revenue decrease 92.80 32.90 70.80

6 alternatives
Change in total revenues (%) -6.31 -0.28 -5.21
% consumers with revenue decrease 97.00 47.60 79.50

7 alternatives
Change in total revenues (%) -6.20 -0.37 -4.38
% consumers with revenue decrease 99.40 64.20 84.10

Notes: Predicted changes relative to the revenue-maximizing ranking.

58



F.2 Effects of Rankings in Randomized Ranking Sample
This appendix presents the comparison of rankings in the randomized ranking sample. It
reproduces Table 5, with the difference that no result for Expedia’s ranking is presented.
Throughout, the results are in line with the analysis in the main text.

Table 14 – Short-Term Ranking Effects (Random Ranking Sample)
UR R1R BUR PR -UR

Expedia
Total revenues 13.27 18.27 19.09 5.24 -11.27
Number of transactions 15.96 11.79 10.56 -4.34 -13.69
Avg. price of booking -2.32 5.80 7.71 10.01 2.80

Consumers
Consumer welfare 0.96 0.82 0.94 -0.69 -1.30
Discovery costs -9.40 -7.17 -7.05 3.79 9.70

Notes: Percentage changes relative to a randomized ranking obtained by
averaging across 100 randomizations.

F.3 Robust Position Effects
This appendix presents results for heterogeneous position effects under alternative spec-
ifications. Throughout, the results show that the main findings are robust to these al-
ternative specifications. First, I replicate the analysis underlying Figures 1 and 2 for
a Probit model and a linear probability model that uses a cubic specification for how
position effects change across positions. The results are shown in Figures 10 to 13.

Table 15 presents coefficient estimates for a flexible specification where the position
effect is specific to the first three positions and then follows a linear specification for the
remaining hotels. This specification is given by

P(Yij = 1|zij) = x′
jβ1+w′

iβ2+
3∑

q=2

1(posij ≥ q)(γq+x′
jθq)+1(posij ≥ 4)(posij−3)(γ4+x′

jθ4)+τd .

(39)
In this specification, (γ2, θ2) capture the position effect on the second position, (γ3, θ3) on
the third, and (γ4, θ4) the on the remaining positions. This is because the position effect
on position three is calculated as

(γ2 + γ3) + x′
j(θ3 + θ2)− γ2 − x′

jθ2 = γ3 + x′
jθ3 , (40)

and similarly for the other position effects.
Finally, I also estimate the following specification, which allows position effects to be

fully flexible across all positions:

P(Yij = 1|zij) = x′
jβ1 + w′

iβ2 +
37∑
q=2

1(posij = q)(γq + x′
jθq) + τd . (41)
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This specification requires estimating many parameters, and showing all results is infea-
sible. Instead, I present estimates for the relevant parameters θq for positions q ≤ 15 in
Figures 14 and 15. For clicks, the results are consistent with the parsimonious specifi-
cation from the main text: price mutes position effects, while location score, a desirable
attribute that also has a strong effect in the parsimonious specification, amplifies position
effects. For other variables, the effects are not statistically significant, likely due to there
being much less variation in these other attributes.

Given the small booking probabilities, differences in position-specific position effects
across different hotels are difficult to identify, as evidenced by the coefficients γq not being
statistically significant. Nonetheless, even with this extremely flexible specification, price
continues to mute position effects for various positions, confirming that cheaper hotels
tend to have stronger position effects and that revenue-based rankings indeed face a
demand effect.
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Figure 10 – Heterogeneous Position Effects: Probit
Notes: This figure replicates Figure 1 with estimates from a Probit model. The specification
is the same as in columns 2 and 5 in Table 2 without scaling the estimates.
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Figure 11 – Heterogeneous Position Effects: Probit
Notes: This figure replicates Figure 2 with estimates from a Probit model. The specification
is the same as in columns 2 and 5 in Table 2 without scaling the estimates.
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Figure 12 – Heterogeneous Position Effects: Cubic
Notes: This figure replicates Figure 1 with estimates from a linear probability model where
pos2i , pos2ixj , pos3i and pos3ixj are added to the specification shown in columns 2 and 5 in
Table 2.
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Figure 13 – Heterogeneous Position Effects: Cubic
Notes: This figure replicates Figure 1 with estimates from a linear probability model where
pos2i , pos2ixj , pos3i and pos3ixj are added to the specification shown in columns 2 and 5 in
Table 2.
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Table 15 – Coefficient Estimates (LPM, random ranking)
Clicks Bookings

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1(Position ≥ 2) -2.4100*** -5.3510*** -5.3327*** 0.0053 -0.2022 -0.2112
(0.2033) (1.3222) (1.3047) (0.0506) (0.2953) (0.2956)

1(Position ≥ 3) -2.9828*** -3.2634*** -2.9026*** -0.2108*** -0.0042 0.0556
(0.1413) (0.9013) (0.8955) (0.0372) (0.2136) (0.2121)

1(Position ≥ 4) × (Position - 3) -0.1412*** -0.0696*** -0.0744*** -0.0094*** -0.0014 -0.0022
(0.0020) (0.0123) (0.0127) (0.0005) (0.0029) (0.0030)

Price -0.0125*** -0.0253*** -0.0265*** -0.0011*** -0.0021*** -0.0021***
(0.0002) (0.0013) (0.0013) (0.0000) (0.0003) (0.0003)

On promotion 1.1446*** 1.7599*** 1.8042*** 0.1255*** 0.1395 0.1497*
(0.0497) (0.3634) (0.3655) (0.0130) (0.0884) (0.0900)

Star rating 1.6161*** 2.3110*** 0.1049*** 0.1473***
(0.0317) (0.2174) (0.0079) (0.0498)

Review score 0.0910*** -0.5672** 0.0371*** 0.0821
(0.0350) (0.2834) (0.0082) (0.0633)

No reviews -0.2126 -3.1401** 0.0890*** 0.0960
(0.1618) (1.3427) (0.0345) (0.2785)

Chain 0.2317*** -0.4027 0.0252** 0.0814
(0.0458) (0.3213) (0.0113) (0.0760)

Location score 0.4414*** 0.8734*** 0.0530*** 0.0462**
(0.0168) (0.1056) (0.0036) (0.0211)

1(Position ≥ 2) =1 × Price 0.0077*** 0.0074*** 0.0004 0.0003
(0.0018) (0.0018) (0.0004) (0.0004)

1(Position ≥ 3) =1 × Price 0.0026** 0.0024* 0.0002 0.0003
(0.0013) (0.0013) (0.0003) (0.0003)

1(Position ≥ 4) × (Position - 3) × Price 0.0002*** 0.0002*** 0.0000*** 0.0000***
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)

1(Position ≥ 2) =1 × Star rating -0.0795 -0.0084
(0.2939) (0.0706)

1(Position ≥ 3) =1 × Star rating -0.2559 -0.0289
(0.2060) (0.0522)

1(Position ≥ 4) × (Position - 3) × Star rating -0.0274*** -0.0231*** -0.0006 -0.0002
(0.0029) (0.0030) (0.0007) (0.0007)

1(Position ≥ 2) =1 × Review score 0.4816 0.0250
(0.3772) (0.0882)

1(Position ≥ 3) =1 × Review score 0.2925 -0.0387
(0.2578) (0.0639)

1(Position ≥ 4) × (Position - 3) × Review score -0.0054 -0.0032 -0.0023*** -0.0021**
(0.0035) (0.0036) (0.0008) (0.0009)

1(Position ≥ 2) =1 × No reviews 2.0626 0.1972
(1.7817) (0.3907)

1(Position ≥ 3) =1 × No reviews 1.0307 -0.1711
(1.2202) (0.2836)

1(Position ≥ 4) × (Position - 3) × No reviews -0.0013 0.0065 -0.0027 -0.0012
(0.0166) (0.0170) (0.0035) (0.0036)

1(Position ≥ 2) =1 × Chain 0.3287 0.0519
(0.4313) (0.1077)

1(Position ≥ 3) =1 × Chain 0.5984** -0.0883
(0.3008) (0.0794)

1(Position ≥ 4) × (Position - 3) × Chain -0.0167*** -0.0141*** -0.0017 -0.0009
(0.0042) (0.0043) (0.0011) (0.0011)

1(Position ≥ 2) =1 × Location score -0.1056 -0.0090
(0.1403) (0.0309)

1(Position ≥ 3) =1 × Location score -0.3038*** 0.0227
(0.0970) (0.0234)

1(Position ≥ 4) × (Position - 3) × Location score -0.0036*** -0.0049*** -0.0004 -0.0006*
(0.0014) (0.0014) (0.0003) (0.0003)

1(Position ≥ 2) =1 × On promotion -0.0540 -0.0381 0.1680 0.1684
(0.4936) (0.4921) (0.1293) (0.1297)

1(Position ≥ 3) =1 × On promotion -0.4305 -0.4610 -0.1963** -0.2067**
(0.3492) (0.3495) (0.0979) (0.0990)

1(Position ≥ 4) × (Position - 3) × On promotion -0.0124** -0.0130** 0.0004 0.0005
(0.0050) (0.0051) (0.0013) (0.0013)

FE Hotel no no yes no no yes
N 1,220,917 1,220,917 1,219,253 1,220,917 1,220,917 1,219,253
R2 (adj.) 0.0172 0.0178 0.0291 0.0026 0.0027 -0.0018
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.
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Figure 14 – Flexible Heterogeneous Position Effects for Clicks
Notes: This figure shows parameter estimates θq in specification (41) estimated on clicks. An
increase in position means moving down the list, such that a positive estimate implies that
the attribute mutes position effects.
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Figure 15 – Flexible Heterogeneous Position Effects for Bookings
Notes: This figure shows parameter estimates θq in specification (41) for bookings. An increase
in position means moving down the list, such that a positive estimate implies that the attribute
mutes position effects.
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