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The Polarization Effect of Project Presentation in Ranking List on Project
Evaluation

DUAN Shen MENG Lu
(School of Business, Renniimiversity of Chma, Beijing 100872 Ching

Abstract

As a nmeans of communicadbn to help consumers quickly identifthe advantages and
disadvantages of brands productsthe ranking list has been paid more and more atien by
merchand and consmess. However, mostfdhe existing researches theranking effectfocuses
on comparingthe influence mechanism of different rang listitems or pogions on consumers,
ignoring the infuence of diffeent display modes of the se list on consumeevaluaion. For this
purpose, based on the spatial métaptheoy, the paperstudied differat display modes (vertical
or horizontal) of the same ranking list to explore their impacts on iffexethce in consumer
evaluation of itemsarking list.

This studyintends toexplore tle above relationship and its intermaechamsm through five
experiments. Firfly, two online experiments (Experimelgd N=20( and Expeiment 1N=332,
scenario of mbile phone brand evaation) were conductedo veify that the evalaion
polarization défect existed in both the positivamking list and the rygtive rarking list. Secondly,
Experiment AN=228) was alabomiory experimento expand the partial rankirlgt to the whde
item ranking list form (it evduation sceario). Theresults show tt in the fultranking list fom,
consumer s diffeeence I itemng im thenvertical ranking list isggiificartly higher tha
that in the horizontal ranking tiswith theincrease of the number of iits in the ranking lig,
evalwaton difference Bcomes morebvious

Experimrent 3 N=187) adopted commmon school rarking scenarios to verify the mediating
role of item perceptiordifference in the above relationshifine higher evaluation polarization
effectof the vertical ranking listhan the hazontal ranking list is due to Consumers have greater
perceived item diérences for items in vertical ranking listSinally, Experiment 4(N=279)
applied the form of brad ranking listto verify the man effect, meanwhile, the moderating fefct
of attribute evaluability was also exrined. When theevaluability of attributeds low, the
evaluation polarizaton effect of different lists will appear. Cthe @ntrary, when thétem attribue
of the rankindist is highly evaluable, this polarizian effect of e@uation disappeared.

This study expandshe relevant theories ofnking effect andspatial metaphgrand provides
practical guidance for merchanto flexibly use raking lists to effedively commuicate wih
consumers. In particularhé contributionf the study include théllowing: (1) weexplore the
influence of he changeof ranking item spatialposition on consumer item evaluation, andgh
expand the theoretial frameworkof ranking effectresearchf2) we effectively combine matial
and numexal elements in the conteof the ranking lig, further expend théheory of numecal
cognitive bias unér the same dimension of number representafamms (3) we eyand the
theoreti@al application senariosofis pat i al nhis stedy theotwabmensibns of spatial
metafhor theory (locabn metaphor + distancenetaphor) wex employed to systematialy
illustrate the internal mechanism ofetlinfluence of spial representatio of ranking list on
evaliding polarization effectOur study effectiely brings the two suklimensons of spatial
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metaphor theory intche overall cosideraion of the saméheoretical framework; (4) we expand
the prearsor psychologicé factors of evalation polarization from acognitive perspective. The
emergence of thetudy increases and expaniie expression foms and application soarios of
evaliaing polarization efect deeply exploring the psychological coiye process of ealuating
polarizaton dfect in theoreticalscenarios.

Key words ranking list evaluation polarization effet; item pereived variarce attribute
evaluabiity, spatial netaphor
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