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bstract

This research endeavors to understand the contingent effects of semantic price cues while taking into consideration several important contextual
actors. These factors include where the customer encounters the semantic cue (in-store, at-home, online), whether the consumers’ shopping goal
s hedonic or utilitarian in nature, the impact of shopping alone or with a companion, as well as the consumer’s motivation to process the product
nformation. Findings indicate that a within-store cue (compared to a between store cue) enhances evaluations when the shopping in a store with a

tilitarian goal, when shopping alone, and when their motivation to process is low. A meta-analysis of the results demonstrates the robustness of
he differential impacts of these semantic cues.

 2014 New York University. Published by Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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Retailers frequently compare their sale price with a reference
rice with the goal of stimulating sales. But how that offer is con-
eyed to customers can impact how consumers evaluate the deal
nd in turn how it impacts sales. Extensive research has shown
hat how the price is presented can impact customer evalua-
ions and behaviors to the point of demonstrating that customers
ill purchase more when they see a sales announcement even

f prices are not reduced (e.g., Krishna et al. 2002; Lichtenstein
nd Bearden 1989; Raghubir and Corfman 1999).

In this research, we explore the impact of semantic cues.
emantic cues are formats used by retailers to describe their
rice offer by comparing a sale price to a higher reference price.
ome frequently seen formats are, “Compare at $X, Our Price
Y,” versus “Regular price $X, Sale price $Y.” By framing the
omparison in this manner, the lower sale price is perceived as

ffering greater value (e.g., Krishnan, Biswas, and Netemeyer
006; Lichtenstein, Burton, and Karson 1991).
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Such pricing strategies are widely used by a variety of retail-
rs, including TJ Maxx and Sears, both of which have established
heir value differential using such practices. Yet despite the
revalence of semantic cues as a differentiating strategy for
etailers, there is relatively little research into the differential
mpact of these semantic cues. Semantic cues can be described as
ither within-store or between-store cues (Grewal, Marmorstein,
nd Sharma 1996). Within-store  cues  are those that describe
rices that previously existed within the store, “Regular price
X, Sale price $Y.” Between-store  cues  suggest that the price is
eing compared to a competitor’s price, “Compare at $X, Our
rice $Y.”

Previous research has found that situational factors moder-
te the impact of these between-store and within-store cues.
or example, when a customer is in  a  store  and encounters

 between-store cue they evaluate the offer to be similar to
Krishnan, Biswas, and Netemeyer 2006) or worse (Grewal,

armorstein, and Sharma 1996) than if it was presented as a
ithin-store cue. In contrast, when a consumer is at  home  and

ncounters a between-store cue they evaluate the offer more
ositively than a within-store cue (e.g., Krishnan, Biswas, and

etemeyer 2006).
Past research on the contingent effects of semantic cues has

ocused on perceptions of value. One objective of our research
s to generalize it to a broader evaluation context: quality

nc. All rights reserved.
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an average weighted η  of .54 suggesting an overall large effect
size. The overall average effect is significant and 108 null effects
would reduce the level of significance to the .05 level. Given

3 We calculate the effect size for each study using the standard test statistics.
D. Grewal et al. / Journal o

erceptions which we operationalize as the uncertainty of the
uality level (Roggeveen, Grewal, and Gotlieb 2006; Shimp and
earden 1982). A second objective is to generalize these effects
cross a broader range of situational factors: location (in store, at
ome, online), the shopping goal (hedonic, utilitarian), shopping
lone or with a companion, and level of motivation.

Background

Retailers frequently advertise price offers using semantic
ues. Semantic cues allow the manner of the reference price to
e framed while keeping the discount size constant. Much of the
revious literature has varied the amount of the reference price
e.g., Biswas and Blair 1991; Kopalle and Lindsey-Mullikin
003; Lichtenstein and Bearden 1989; Urbany, Bearden, and
eilbaker 1988) or the amount of the discount (e.g., Raghubir

nd Corfman 1999) and has focused mainly on value percep-
ions.

In this paper we focus on generalizing the effects to perceived
uality. In today’s cost conscious marketplace consumers are
ncreasingly turning away from brand name products and try-
ng lesser known brands and store brands, making perceptions
f quality more salient. By understanding if different semantic
ues can enhance perceived quality, retailers can address quality
oncerns in a cost effective manner. The semantic cues influence
n perceived quality is likely affected by whether the consumer
ses the reference price or the discounted sale price to form
hese perceptions. If the reference price is the price that is used
o assess the quality perception, it will likely result in higher
uality perceptions (Dodds, Monroe, and Grewal 1991) than if
he discounted sale price is used.

By setting up a reference price comparison, the semantic cue
reates a standard against which the offering price is compared.
his reference price facilitates the evaluation process and allows
uyers to make judgments about the product (Grewal, Monroe,
nd Krishnan 1998). The impact of the semantic cue is likely to
ary depending on the type of semantic cue encountered as well
s where that cue is encountered.

here  it  is  encountered

In their research, Grewal, Marmorstein, and Sharma (1996)
uild on the economics of information theory (Stigler 1961) and
esearch on decision contexts (e.g., Hoch and Deighton 1989)
o predict that the effectiveness of semantic cue types is con-
ingent on the decision context. They suggest that, in a store, a
ithin-store price comparison semantic cue is likely to be more

ffective than a between-store price comparison cue as the con-
umer, having traveled to a store, has little incentive to consider
nformation about prices at other stores – s/he is more likely
o have already invested time and effort (Marmorstein, Grewal,
nd Fishe 1992) and would prefer information that would help
n assessing the given product in a store.
As such, Grewal, Marmorstein, and Sharma (1996) sug-
est that these within-store cues will be viewed as confirming
vidence that they are getting the product at a good price.
hus, in the store, within-store cues will be more influential

W
s

r
n

iling 90 (2, 2014) 198–205 199

nd consumers are more likely to utilize the reference price
n the within-store cue to assess perceived quality. They are
ikely to feel less confident regarding the between-store com-
arison as they have less opportunity to verify it, thus making
he between-store cue less influential. Grewal, Marmorstein,
nd Sharma (1996) find support for these predictions while
rishnan, Biswas, and Netemeyer (2006) do not find support

or it. Instead these authors suggest that consumers are unlikely
o expend the cognitive effort to differentiate between-store and
ithin-store cues and instead simply use the cue as a reference
oint to access the offer. As such, they hypothesize and find no
ifference between the cues.

When a consumer is at home (or possibly online), s/he is
xpected to prefer information that evokes between-store com-
arisons, as s/he is more likely in a price comparison decision
ode. Such price offers are expected to reduce the need to

earch for price comparison information as the between-store
ue “compare at” implies that if a consumer extends the effort
/he could verify the accuracy of these claims. Thus, the refer-
nce price in these between-store cues is expected to influence
ow the product is evaluated. Consistent with this, Krishnan,
iswas, and Netemeyer (2006) found that when the customer is
t home, the between-store cue results in higher evaluations than
ithin-store cues. Grewal, Marmorstein, and Sharma (1996) also
nd directional support for this in their two studies. Thus, there

s not uniform replication of the effects across these studies.

eneralizability

To better understand the generalizability of the role of within-
tore versus between-store semantic cues, we conduct two
ini-meta-analyses for the moderate discount conditions based

n studies reported by Krishnan, Biswas, and Netemeyer (2006)
nd Grewal, Marmorstein, and Sharma (1996). We used standard
eta-analytical techniques (e.g., Palmatier et al. 2006). Our

ffect size estimate (η) was calculated from the contrast of the
ithin-store versus the between-store cue within either the at-
ome or the in-store condition.3 We also assessed whether the
ffects sizes were homogeneous across studies, which study’s
ffects were outliers, and the number of null studies needed to
educe the significance from its present level to the .05 level.

We first examined the semantic cue effects when encountered
n a store. The average weighted η  is .14, suggesting an overall
mall to medium size effect, which is significant and it would
ake 11 null effects to reduce the level of significance to the .05
evel. It must be noted that the overall effects are not homoge-
eous. The effect of semantic when encountered at home was
e use r as our effect size measure. The formulae used to calculate the effect
izes are shown here – r from t: r =

√
(t2/(t2 + df )) where df = n1 + n2 − 2;

 from F: r =
√

(F/(F + dferror)) where F indicates any F with df = 1 in the
umerator.
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home condition (Minstore = 1.29, Mat home = 6.50, t(26) = 10.12,
p < .001), “I was shopping with a friend” in the compan-
ion condition (Mcompanion = 6.14, Malone = 1.21, t(26) = 10.78,
00 D. Grewal et al. / Journal o

hese results, we plan to see whether the prior results found on
erceptions of value generalize to perceptions of quality and are
obust across additional moderators.

ype  of  goal

Products differ in terms of whether they are primarily con-
umed for fun and enjoyment (hedonic products) or if they
re primarily consumed for functionality (utilitarian products)
Khan, Dhar, and Wertenbroch 2005). Every good contains a cer-
ain level of hedonic and utilitarian benefits (Voss, Spangenberg,
nd Grohmann 2003). Past research has shown that goods focus-
ng on hedonic or utilitarian benefits can cause differences in
ow consumers evaluate the product. For example, people tend
o value hedonic goods they own more than utilitarian goods
Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000); prefer hedonic goods when the
roduct is presented alone, but prefer utilitarian goods when the
wo items are presented together (Okada 2005); have stronger
ffective-based responses for products high in hedonic benefits
Voss, Spangenberg, and Grohmann 2003).

An interesting question is what is likely to happen when con-
umers are primed to evaluate a product using a hedonic goal
r a utilitarian goal (Puccinelli et al. 2009). Recent research
as shown that when consumers are primed by a hedonic
ode of processing they focus more attention on affectively

aden attributes and more likely to choose the hedonically
uperior option as compared to the utilitarian superior option
Roggeveen, Grewal, Townsend, and Krishnan 2014).

Extending this logic, we expect that when a customer is
xposed to a product with the goal of using it for a hedonic
urpose, they are likely to focus on the hedonic attributes of the
roduct. In doing so, we expect the contingent semantic cue by
ocation effect to be less likely to impact their product evalu-
tions. However, when the consumer is evaluating the product
ith a utilitarian goal in mind, we expect the consumer to note

he price and hence semantic cue by location effect is likely to
ave an impact. Consequently, we predict that the semantic cue
y location interaction on perceived quality is contingent on the
ituational goal.

ompanion  shoppers

Another factor, which may impact how semantic cues are
valuated, is whether the consumer is alone or with a companion.
ompanions are friends or relatives who are with the consumer
n their shopping trip to assist them. Customer’s retail expe-
ience has shown to be enhanced due to the presence of these
ompanion shoppers as they can offer opinions and advice to
he consumer (Lindsey-Mullikin and Munger 2011).

Companion shoppers can provide suggestions of substitute
roducts or even retailers, which offer similar types of products.
hey can also provide price information based on their previ-

us experience with the retailer or with other retailers offering
imilar products. Since the companion can be a source of consid-
rable information, it is less likely that a consumer’s perceptions
f quality will be impacted by the semantic cue. However, when

n
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t
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he shopper is alone, we do expect the semantic cue to influence
uality perceptions.

Study  1:  role  of  shopping  goals  and  presence  of  a
companion  shopper

ethod

Design  and  procedure. Participants were 318 students at a
ortheastern school who received class credit for their participa-
ion in this 2 ×  2 ×  2 ×  2 between-subjects design. The semantic
ue (within store vs. between-store), location of viewing cue (in-
tore vs. at home), goal of shopping (utilitarian vs. hedonic), and
hopping companion (alone vs. with a companion) provide the
etween-subjects factors.

Participants were asked to imagine that “you are planning to
o shopping for a shirt to wear for an important job interview”
utilitarian condition) or that “tonight you are planning to go out
n a first date with a person you have wanted to go out with
or a long time” (hedonic condition). In the in-store condition,
articipants were told “while browsing through a major depart-
ent store, you notice the following display for a shirt”. In the at

ome condition, participants were told that “while at home, you
rowse through a newspaper and notice the following ad for a
hirt at a major department store”. In the within store condition,
he comparison read “Regular price $65. Sale price at $44.99”.
n the between store condition, the comparison read “Compare
t $65. Sale price at $44.99”. Finally, they were told they were
ither alone or with their roommate.

Measures. Participants rated perceived quality (α  = .87) using
 three-item scale to assess the uncertainty associated with the
uality of the item (Roggeveen, Grewal, and Gotlieb 2006;
himp and Bearden 1982). The items were how confident are
ou that the shirt will be reliable (1 = not at all confident,

 = confident), how certain are you that the shirt would be of
ood quality (1 = uncertain, 7 = certain), and do you feel that the
hirt will be durable (1 = do not feel sure, 7 = feel sure)?4

Manipulation  check  pretest. To ensure our manipulations
orked as intended, we pre-tested them with twenty-eight

tudent participants. Participants responded on 7 point scale
1 = fun, 7 = practical) how they viewed the occasion in the
cenario. Participants indicated that going on a date (hedonic,
.64) was more fun than a job interview (utilitarian, 5.00,
(26) = 3.53, p < .01). They also indicated stronger agreement
ith the following statements (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly

gree): “the display was inside the store” when exposed to the
n-store condition (Minstore = 5.64, Mat home = 1.14, t(26) = 9.50,

 < .001), “the display was seen in a newspaper” in the at
4 We measured participants’ level of involvement (buying this shirt: 1 = means
othing to me, 7 = means a lot to me). Findings show that that our goals manip-
lation did not affect level of involvement (Mhedonic = 3.84, Mutilitarinan = 3.92,
(309) = .47, p > .6).
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store condition than the within-store condition (Mwithin = 2.38,
Mbetween = 4.32, F(1, 176) = 33.90, p  < .001).
D. Grewal et al. / Journal o

 < .001), “I was shopping alone” in the companion absent con-
ition (Mcompanion = 1.93, Malone = 6.71, t(26) = 8.80, p  < .001),
the sales price was being compared to a reference price
hat was phrased as regular price” in the within-store condi-
ion (Mwithin = 6.71, Mbetween = 2.29, t(26) = 8.15, p  < .001), and
the sales price was being compared to a reference price that
as phrased as compare at” in the between-store condition

Mwithin = 1.57, Mbetween = 6.50, t(26) = 11.96, p  < .001).

esults

The means, standard deviations and cell sizes for all stud-
es are reported in Appendix 1. In line with our predictions,
e found a significant three-way interaction among goal, loca-

ion and semantic cue (F(1, 302) = 4.52, p  < .05). As predicted,
e find that in the hedonic condition the semantic cue by loca-

ion interaction was not significant (F(1, 302) = 1.01, p  > .3). In the
tilitarian condition, there is a significant location by semantic
ue interaction (F(1, 302) = 4.02, p  < .05). When the price deal is
ncountered in the store, there are higher perceptions of quality
or the within-store cue as compared to the between store cue
Mbetween = 5.43, Mwithin = 5.92; F(1, 302) = 4.94, p < .05). Inter-
stingly, in the at home condition, contrary to past research,
e only find directional support that between store cues result

n higher evaluations than within-store cues (Mbetween = 5.82,
within = 5.69; F  < 1).
We also did find the interaction between semantic cue

nd companion (F(1, 302) = 4.41, p  < .05). When the customer
s shopping alone, the within-store cues are viewed to indi-
ated higher perceived quality (5.82) than between-store cues
5.50, F(1, 302) = 4.33, p  < .05). However, when the customer is
hopping with a companion the semantic cues did not impact
erceived quality (Mbetween = 5.80, Mwithin = 5.66; F  <  1).

iscussion

When consumers had a hedonic goal in mind, as expected,
e did not find any difference in quality perceptions as a result
f the semantic cue. When the consumer had a utilitarian goal in
ind, we did find some differences. In the in-store condition, the

esults are consistent with the results of Grewal, Marmorstein,
nd Sharma (1996), such that, perceived quality improved with
ithin-store cues. Interestingly, in the at home condition, we
nly found only directional support that between store cues
nhance perceived quality. A possible reason is that unlike our
tudy some of the past research has named the competitor in
he between-store comparisons (e.g., Krishnan, Biswas, and
etemeyer 2006). This study also revealed that the semantic

ue effects do not generalize when a companion present.
In this study, we described the at home condition as browsing

hrough a newspaper which was consistent with the previous
esearch (Grewal, Marmorstein, and Sharma 1996; Krishnan,
iswas, and Netemeyer 2006). One limitation of this approach
s that when they are in the store they view themselves in the
hopping mode, while at home they viewed themselves as only
rowsing and not shopping. To address this, in our next study,
e examine the situation of in-store versus online shopping.

A
(
i

iling 90 (2, 2014) 198–205 201

Study  2:  in-store  versus  online  shopping

ethod

Design  and  procedure. Participants were 180 members of a
ational research panel (45 percent female, average age of 31
ears), who were monetarily reimbursed for taking part in our
eb-based survey. It was a 2 (semantic cue: with-in store vs.
etween store) × 2 location of viewing cue (in-store vs. on-line)
etween-subjects study.

In the in-store conditions, participants were asked to imagine
hat “you are shopping for new tires. You have gone to a store that
pecializes in tires and are walking around in the store.” In the
nline conditions, participants were asked to imagine that “you
re shopping for new tires. You have gone to a website of a store
hat specializes in tires and are looking around the website.”
n both cases they then saw a display showing a Cooper Zeon
S3-A tire with a brief description of the tire.

In the within-store condition, the price comparison read
Regular price $131. Sale price $107”. In the between-store
ondition, the comparison read, “Compare at $131. Sale price
107”. The same perceived quality scale was used (α  = .94).
articipants also rated their agreement on 7-point scales with

he following statements about the scenario: “I was described
s shopping in the store”, “I was described as shopping on a
ebsite”, “the sales price was being compared to a reference
rice that was phrased as regular price”, and “the sales price
as being compared to a reference price that was phrased as

ompare at”. Finally, we measured the participant’s familiarity
ith tires, gender, and age.

esults

Manipulation  checks. The manipulations worked as intended.
articipants exposed to the in store condition had stronger
greement with the statement “I was described as shopping in
he store” than those in the online condition (Minstore = 5.96,

online = 2.56, F(1, 176) = 141.14, p  < .001). Similarly, those in
he online condition had stronger agreement with the state-
ent “I was described as shopping on a website” than

hose in the in-store condition (Minstore = 2.12, Monline = 5.67,
(1, 176) = 146.02, p < .001). In terms of the semantic cues, par-

icipants indicated higher agreement with the statement that the
eference price was phrased as “regular price” in the within-
tore condition than the between-store condition (Mwithin = 5.93,

between = 4.33, F(1, 176) = 25.26, p < .001). Similarly, partici-
ants indicated higher agreement with the statement that the
eference price was phrased as “compare at” in the between-
Perceived  quality. We tested our main prediction using
NCOVA with familiarity with tires as a covariate

F(1, 175) = 15.95; p < .001). The semantic cue ×  location
nteraction effect on perceived quality was significant
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F(1, 175) = 3.96; p  < .05).5 Consistent with Study 1, when
he price deal is encountered in the store, there is higher
erceived quality with a within-store cue than a between-store
ue (Mbetween = 4.59, Mwithin = 5.00; F(1, 175) = 2.94, p < .05,
ne-tailed). Similar to the at home condition of Study 1, in the
nline condition, we did not find a significant difference in the
emantic cues (Mbetween = 5.25, Mwithin = 4.98; F(1, 175) = 1.22,

 = .27). The results of the online condition are directionally
onsistent with previous research on the at-home condition
i.e., perceived quality is higher for between-store cues than for
ithin-store cues). Importantly, this study demonstrates that it

s the location in which the cue is encountered that drives the
esults and not the act of shopping.

Study  3:  level  of  motivation

Another situational factor, which may influence how the
emantic cues are evaluated, is the motivation level of the
onsumer to process information. Under a high motivation con-
ition, they are likely to focus on the complete offer (i.e., images,
escription, prices) and engage in systematic processing of the
nformation. As a consequence, they are less likely to depend
n the semantic cue (and prices) to judge quality. On the other
and, under a low motivation condition, consumers are more
ikely to use a price-quality heuristic, a heuristic that allows
hem to use price to make judgments about a product’s quality
Suri and Monroe 2003). As a result, when motivation is high,
e do not expect semantic cue by location interaction. How-

ver, when motivation is low, we expect that the semantic cue
y location interaction.

ethod

Design. Participants were 180 students at a northeastern
chool who received class credit for their participation in this

 ×  2 ×  2 between-subjects design. The semantic cue (with-in
tore vs. between-store), location of viewing cue (in-store vs.
t home), and motivation (low vs. high) provide the between-
ubjects factors.

Procedure. Similar to Study 1, we use a scenario-based exper-
mental approach in which participants were asked to provide
eedback to a retailer. The level of motivation was manipulated
sing procedures suggested by Suri and Monroe (2003). In the
ow motivation condition, the northeastern participants were told
hat this survey was for a retailer located in the Los Ange-
es area and that their opinions would be averaged across all
espondents participating in the study. In the high motivation
ondition, the participants were told that this survey was for a
etailer located in the local area and that their opinions would
e weighted heavily in the decisions taken by this retailer. Par-

icipants were then asked to imagine that “today is Saturday
nd that you are planning to go shopping for a shirt to wear for
n important job interview”. The location of encountering the

5 The results without the covariate show the same pattern however the signif-
cance level drops to .12 (F(1, 176) = 2.40).
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rice deal and the price cue manipulation were consistent with
tudy 1. Perceived quality was measured the same way as in
tudy 1 (α  = .88). We also included a motivation manipulation
heck which showed that participants were more involved in the
igh (vs. low) motivation condition (Mhigh = 3.89, Mlow = 3.49;
(1, 167) = 4.26, p  < .05).

esults

As expected, there is an interaction among processing,
ocation and semantic cue (F(1, 172) = 6.83, p = .01). When

otivation is low and the price deal is encountered in the
tore, there is higher perceived quality with a within-store
ue than a between-store cue (Mbetween = 5.19, Mwithin = 5.83;
(1, 172) = 4.10, p < .05). When motivation is low and the
rice deal is encountered at home, there is higher perceived
uality with a between-store cue than a within-store cue
Mbetween = 5.57, Mwithin = 4.87; F(1, 172) = 4.51, p < .05). When
otivation is high, there are no differences among semantic cue

onditions, regardless of where the price deal is encountered
home: Mbetween = 5.24, Mwithin = 5.59; F(1, 172) = 1.33, ns; store:

between = 5.39, Mwithin = 5.45; F  < 1, ns).

iscussion

Under low motivation conditions, when the price deal is
ncountered in the store, perceived quality is higher for within-
tore cues than between-store cues. When the price deal is
ncountered at home, perceived quality is higher for between-
tore cues than within-store cues. Under high motivation
onditions, semantic cues did not impact perceived quality –
egardless of where the cues are encountered.

General  discussion

Over the past several decades, the majority of research on
emantic cues has focused on how the semantic price informa-
ion influences consumers’ evaluations of the offer (see review
y Compeau and Grewal 1998). At the same time the major-
ty of papers focusing on the role of price cues tended to focus
n consumers’ perceptions of quality (e.g., Miyazaki, Grewal,
nd Goodstein 2005; Raghubir and Corfman 1999). The current
aper integrates insights from these two streams of research and
heds some interesting insights on how  and when  semantic price
ues influenced consumers’ perceptions of perceived  quality.

Our research demonstrates that the effects of semantic cues
re indeed contingent on location of the consumer (largely in the
pirit of replication) and three additional situational variables.
wo are internal in nature, the shopping goal of the consumer
utilitarian vs. hedonic) and motivation to process information,
hile the third is external in nature (are they shopping with oth-

rs). As predicted, we found there was a semantic cue ×  location
nteraction when there was a utilitarian goal (but not a hedonic

oal) and when there was low motivation to process infor-
ation (but not high motivation to process). This semantic

ue × location interaction will be discussed more below. We also
nd that when a consumer is shopping with a companion, within
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tore cues result in stronger quality perceptions than between
tore cues. The semantic cue ×  location interaction shows that
hen the semantic cue is encountered in an in-store setting,
ith-in store cues resulted in higher perceived quality (in Studies
–3). When the cue is encountered at home, between store cues
esulted in higher evaluations than within store cues (directional
upport, Studies 1 and 2; significant support Study 3).

Our three studies, along with those of Grewal, Marmorstein,
nd Sharma (1996) and Krishnan, Biswas, and Netemeyer
2006) allow us to assess the generalizability of the role of
emantic cues based on the location the cue is encountered. To
o this, we re-conduct the meta-analyses, now also incorporating
ur study effects. The in-store effect size increased from an aver-
ge weighted η  of .14 to .19. The overall average effect is signif-
cant and suggests that 46 null effects would be needed to reduce
he level of significance to the .05 level. However, the overall
ffects are not homogeneous. An effect sizes plot (see Appendix
: Fig. A1) suggests that the two negative effect sizes are poten-
ial outliers. If those two effects are removed from the analysis,
he results become homogeneous and the average weighted η
ncreases to .27. The At-home effect size dropped from an aver-
ge weighted η  of .54 to .40 with the addition of our studies. The
verall average effect is significant and suggests that 191 null

a

Study 1

Goal Location Cue Compa

Hedonic

Store
Between

Alone 

With f

Within
Alone 

With f

Home
Between

Alone 

With f

Within
Alone 

With f

Utilitarian

Store
Between

Alone 

With f

Within
Alone 

With f

Home
Between

Alone 

With f

Within
Alone 

With f

Study 2

Location Cue 

Store
Between 

Within

Online
Between 

Within 
iling 90 (2, 2014) 198–205 203

ffects would be needed to reduce the level of significance to the
05 level. However, the overall effects are not homogeneous. A
lot of the effect sizes (see Appendix 2: Fig. A2) suggests that the
ow effect size in our Study 1 appears to be an outlier and when
t is removed, the results become homogeneous and the average
eighted η  is .51. The meta-analyses suggest the findings are

airly robust. Within-store cues lead to higher evaluations in the
tore; between-store cues lead to higher evaluations at home.

Although this meta-analysis speaks to generalizability of the
esults, future research is needed to better understand the level
f abstractness of within-store claims (name a competitor or
o not name one). Some of our nonsignificant results might be
ttributed to this. Future research, should also explore the impact
f these cues in a field setting. The results of all the studies to
ate have used scenarios, which may make comparison shopping
ore salient at home, and in turn influences their reliance on the

ype of semantic cue used.
Our results highlight the important roles that the retailer sup-

lied reference prices play. From a public policy perspective, it
s critical to monitor these reference prices and ensure that they
re indeed genuine.

Appendix  1.  Descriptive  statistics  for  the  studies.

nion Mean S.D. N

5.63 1.27 20
riend 5.89 0.97 19

5.57 1.09 20
riend 5.65 0.75 20

5.4 1.38 20
riend 5.77 0.96 20

6 0.57 20
riend 5.48 0.98 20

5.13 1.34 20
riend 5.72 1.04 19

5.9 0.92 20
riend 5.95 0.78 19

5.82 0.78 20
riend 5.82 0.77 20

5.82 0.83 20
riend 5.56 0.97 21

Mean S.D. N

4.63 1.30 45
4.96 1.20 45
5.22 1.04 45
5.00 1.26 45
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tudy 3

otivation Location Cue Mean S.D. N

ow
Store

Between 5.19 .98 24
Within 5.83 .91 20

Home
Between 5.57 1.05 20
Within 4.87 1.26 20

igh
Store

Between 5.39 .91 23
Within 5.45 1.20 26

Home
Between 5.24 1.11 25
Within 5.59 .81 22

ppendix  2.

Effect S ize

-0.3

-0.1

0.1

0.3

0.5

0.7

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Study Name Effec t

1 Krishn an, Biswas,  and Netemeyer (200 6) Pilot 2 -0.01

2 Krishn an, Biswas,  and Netemeyer (200 6) Stud y 2 -0.1

3 Grewal, Marmorstein  and Sharma (1996) Study 1 0.67

4 Grewal,  Marmorstein and Sharma  (1996 ) Stud y 2 0.34

5 Present Study 1 0.24

6 Present Study 2 0.15

7 Present Study 3 0.32

Stu dy Number

ig. A1. Plot of in-store effect sizes by study. Note: Potential outliers identified with a circle.

Effect S ize

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7
Study Name Effec t

1 Krishn an, Biswas,  and Netemeyer (200 6) Pilot 1 0.52

2 Krishn an, Biswas,  and Netemeyer (200 6) Stud y 1 0.6

3 Krishn an, Biswas,  and Netemeyer (200 6) Pilot 2 0.41

4 Krishn an, Biswas,  and Netemeyer (200 6) Study 2 0.7

5 Grewal,  Marmorstein and Sharma  (1996 ) Stud y 1 0.27

6 Grewal,  Marmorstein and Sharma  (1996 ) Stud y 2 0.3

7 Present Study 1 0.08

8 Present Study 3 0.3
0

0.1

0.2

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Study Num ber

ig. A2. Plot of at-home effect sizes by study. Note: Potential outlier identified with 
a circle.
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