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Abstract

From the perspective of time pressure, based on ELM theory and price-quality theory, this paper
discussed the impact of recommendation signals on consumers’ product selection through scenario
simulation experiments. Experiment 1 (N = 116) discussed the impact of recommendation signals
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on consumers’ product selection. Experiment 2 (N = 103) discussed how recommendation signals
affect consumers’ product selection and whether consumers’ perceived trust and product quality
play a mediating role in this process. Experiment 3 (N = 216) explored the moderating effect of price
level on the influence path of recommendation signal on perceived trust, perceived quality and
product selection. The results show that: firstly, when there is no recommendation signal, consum-
ers prefer high-priced products more; secondly, consumers’ perceived trust and perceived quality
play a mediating role in the process of recommendation signals influencing consumers’ product se-
lection; thirdly, the price level regulates the influence of recommendation signals on consumer prod-
uct selection.
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Figure 1. Theoretical model
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Table 1. Measurement scale for product selection
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Table 2. Configuration of research scenarios
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Table 3. Results of independent samples T-test analysis
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Table 4. Measurement scale for perceived trust and perceived quality
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Table 5. Configuration of research scenarios
F 5 MRBEMZE

WA T RIEA R T S VR U DL, 78 9 7 B pA A b S ke

HiEEES THEFEES
4 xzy g //".A e
? @ ” @
¥ ; l?}f}@#sog WL FHE 36009 )11 $e B 3£600g L FRe B 36009
: h ¥ 5.2/4 ¥3.9/% ¥ 5.2/
‘Jw FEENHFY ‘.{i B ZBINFH
= E3600g =HHEEE600g
¥ 6.5/ ¥ 6.5/4}

Table 6. Results of independent samples T-test analysis
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Table 7. Mean evaluation scores under different recommendation signal conditions
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Table 8. Regression coefficients for mediating effects in experiment 2
2 8. LI 2 PAMMEIRKE

7 AR REE T R R 77 i B
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HEHE S 2.12 1.892 2.202 0.592
ERAVEAE 0.3
AR & 0.436
R2 0.688 0.586 0.674 0.871
B R? 0.685 0.578 0.667 0.866

. F(1, 101) = 222,535, F(1, 101) = 143232, F(1, 101) = 208.545, F(3, 99) = 223.524,
P =0.000 P =0.000 P =0.000 P =0.000
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Table 9. Configuration of research scenarios
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Table 10. Results of between-subjects effects test (product selection)
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HEAZE 5 M K P 24.741 2 12.37 25.05 0.000™
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Figure 2. Moderating effect diagram (Y = product selection)
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Table 11. Results of between-subjects effects test (perceived trust)
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Table 12. Results of between-subjects effects test (perceived quality)
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Figure 4. Moderating effect diagram (Y = perceived quality)
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