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This study analyzes the impact of Amazons sponsorship mechanism on consumer clickthrough rates on Amazon. Based on
consumer search theory I conducted an experiment with 221 participants who interacted with simulated Amazon product pages
(pencils, toothpaste, and paper towels). Participants were randomly assigned to one of three experimental treatments: standard
Amazon layout with Sponsored labels, standard Amazon layout without Sponsored labels, and randomized product positions with
Sponsored labels. I investigated whether being in a top-position was advantageous and how the sponsorship label influenced
participants item selection. I used logistic regression to analyze and determine how position affects clickthrough rates and found
that items in the top row had a higher clickthrough rate. To determine the effect of the sponsorship label I used a binomial test
which allowed us to determine that the Sponsored label had no statistically significant effect on clickthrough rate. These results
emphasize the importance of product positioning rather than a sponsorship label, this provides marketers with insights on how to
improve product clickthrough rate. However, limitations like the studys sample size and reliance on a simulated page could restrict

the implications of the study.
Introduction

With over 12 million items sold daily, Amazon is instrumen-
tal in helping consumers find and select products to purchase.
Consumers are constantly faced with decisions influenced by
numerous factors, such as product placement, price, brand recog-
nition, ratings, and promotional labels. For sellers, understand-
ing this behavior is key to optimizing sales. One standard tool
advertisers use to gain exposure is paid advertising. In 2023,
sellers spent over $40 billion on Amazon advertising, compet-
ing for consumer attention through higher product positions.
These positions place products prominently on the results page,
increasing their visibility. However, the top positions do not
guarantee customer engagement, making it necessary for sell-
ers to determine whether paying for top positions is worth the
potential increase in sales.

A common tool sellers use to increase their products visibility
is Amazons Sponsored label. The Sponsored label not only
signals to consumers that the placement of the product was due
to a payment from the seller but also raises the product to the
top row of the product result page, thereby supposedly giving
the product a positional advantage.

However, whether this mechanism of being sponsored results
in a significant increase in clicks is undetermined. While it is
generally assumed that products at the top of search results have
an

advantage, the impact on consumer decisions is not fully
understood. Additionally, it is unknown whether other factors,

such as price or brand recognition, play a more substantial role
in influencing whether a product is clicked. Without evidence to
isolate how position and labeling affect an items clickthrough
rates, marketers could face difficulties evaluating the value of
sponsored listings.

Additionally, Amazon is required to disclose when sellers pay
for these noticeable positions. Specifically, Section 5 of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission Act prohibits unfair or deceptive acts or
practices in or affecting commerce. This Act prompted Amazon
to include a Sponsored label on each of these products to ensure
transparency and not deceptively give an unfair advantage to
these products. However, it is unclear how sponsorship labels
affect user behavior or if consumers ignore them. By analyz-
ing how consumers respond to sponsorship labels, this study
provides insights for policymakers evaluating the effectiveness
of disclosure regulations and contributes to questions about the
impact of transparency mandates in digital marketplaces.

Research about consumer search and position bias has shown
that product prevalence significantly influences online decisions.
They found that users are more likely to click on products that
are higher on a page simply because they are more visible and
accessible. Although Amazon uses a Generalized Second-Price
auction to determine top positions on a results page, I focus on
how product placement and the Sponsored label affect consumer
decisions.

Based on these goals, our study explores the following re-
search questions: Does a product’s position on the page affect
how likely it is to be clicked? Does the presence of a Sponsored
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label significantly influence a consumers decision to click?

I hypothesize that products in higher positions or with a spon-
sorship label would be clicked more frequently than products
that lacked these characteristics.

This study aims to analyze the effect of Amazons sponsorship
mechanism on consumer clickthrough rates. Theoretical models
suggest that online consumers engage in a sequential search,
where evaluating each additional product incurs a cognitive or
temporal cost.

Sponsorship helps mitigate this cost by elevating products to
prominent positions, increasing the likelihood of consideration.
However, the effectiveness of this mechanism also depends on
how consumers interpret item ranking. High-ranking products
that lack a Sponsored label may be viewed as more trustworthy
or valuable, as their position is perceived to reflect algorithmic
relevance rather than paid promotion. Thus, the presence or
absence of the Sponsored label influences visibility and acts as
a signal that shapes perceptions of quality and credibility.

To do this, I created an experiment involving simulated Ama-
zon pages for three products: pencils, toothpaste, and paper
towels. Each participant was shown one of three result pages
that varied in product position, presence of a Sponsored label,
or both. This allowed us to isolate and measure the effects of
position and the sponsorship label on consumer behavior.

Literature Review

Previous research shows that the order in which items appear
significantly influences which ones consumers choose to click.
Due to this, firms shape product positioning through auctions,
optimization strategies, and other tools to steer consumers to-
ward preferred items. Product placement is a commercial strat-
egy and behavioral tool on platforms like Amazon. This study
investigates how these positions influence clickthrough rates.

Consumer Search

When a user searches for a product on Amazon, the results
they first see are likely sponsored items rather than the most
relevant items. This is known as search diversion, and it has been
theorized to help platforms increase consumer engagement.
While this can benefit sellers and the selling platform, it could
distort consumer search and affect which products are clicked.
Our study tests how these diversions impact clickthrough rates.

Another strategy platforms use to influence consumer behav-
ior is search distortion. Search distortion is when results are
ordered to prioritize profitability over relevance”. On Amazon,
this can occur when sponsored or Amazon-branded products are
given top positions regardless of search-match quality. A recent
study found that Amazon systematically favors its private-label
products, such as AmazonBasics, in search rankings®. Such
distortion may redirect user attention toward products in top

positions, affecting click likelihood. Our study examines how
position impacts clickthrough rates, clarifying how search de-
sign influences user behavior. While I observe some top organic
(non-sponsored) products receiving high clickthrough rates, our
current data do not allow us to test whether these products are
inherently more desirable. Estimating product fixed effects in
future research will help assess whether Amazons organic rank-
ings reflect product quality or if they are themselves a source of
search distortion.

Previous research indicates that the order in which products
appear may influence which items consumers choose to click.
Athey and Ellison (2011) developed a model of position auctions
that incorporates user search patterns, finding that consumers
often concentrate on the top set of results®. Their research sug-
gests that product visibility is crucial in shaping user decisions.
While their study was theoretical, its findings align with our
experiment: the order in which products appear may influence
which items consumers choose to click. Supporting this, Chen et
al. (2023), in Advancing Ad Auction Realism: Practical Insights
& Modeling Implications, modeled a real-world ad auction en-
vironment that found that users favored higher-placed results
regardless of content quality”. Their findings reinforce that
position is one of the driving factors in consumer engagement.

Consumer Clickthrough Rates

One of the main metrics search engines use to determine the
effectiveness of their advertisements is clickthrough rates (CTR).
Clickthrough rates measure the percentage of users who click
on an advertisement after viewing it. Many researchers are
interested in the factors influencing users to click on specific
ads and how to predict CTR. One paper specifically focused on
investigating the factors related to click-sponsored links. The
authors found that users overwhelmingly prefer organic links,
clicking them first 82% of the time. Participants of this study
also rated organic links as more relevant than sponsored links
despite identical content being rotated between the two types of
links®. A significant preference for organic recommendations
was also observed on a different platform, Docear, with organic
results having 8.86% CTR compared to 5.86% of commercial
results””. Another study highlighted the complexity of how the
position of items affects consumer clickthrough rates. Many
users do not click sequentially; in fact, 46% of users click out
of order, and 57% of multi-click users do not follow cascading
behavior. In addition, the higher relevance of neighboring ads
can negatively impact the CTR of a given ad®. A different
study supported these findings, extending them by developing a
structural model to better capture the observed behavior from
consumers. They found that eliminating competition among ads
could increase CTR by 51%2. Overall, these findings suggest
that consumer behavior in response to positional advertisements
is influenced by a range of factors. In our study, I can compare
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our findings about consumer behavior on Amazon to those of
previous studies of CTR on other search engines.

There has also been research regarding the factors influenc-
ing organic traffic to retail sites, specifically through search
engines'V. A specific paper confirmed that organic links are
clicked more often than sponsored links for retail traffic. The
paper also found that a retailers brand reputability helped with
directly receiving clicks from consumers and gaining visibility
through search engine preference for recognizable brands.

Additionally, there has been research regarding the prediction
of CTR using statistical models. One paper discussed how CTR
data is often skewed because users are more likely to click on
ads in higher positions, regardless of their actual relevance?. To
address this issue, the authors of this paper proposed a proba-
bilistic factor model to address this position bias, and tested it on
real-world data to ensure accuracy. I can compare the results of
our study with this model, which would give us insight on how
CTR on Amazon compares with other search engines. While
clickthrough rate provides valuable information about consumer
engagement, it is not necessarily indicative of purchasing be-
havior. In marketing literature, purchase intent is defined as a
consumers conscious inclination or likelihood to buy a product.
This is considered a more direct predictor of actual transactions.
Studies have linked purchase intent with factors like trust, per-
ceived value, and presentation'. In this study, I interpret click
behavior as a behavioral signal that may reflect early-stage pur-
chase intent, allowing us to connect interface design elements
like product position and sponsorship labeling to the broader
process of consumer decision-making.

Having already discussed the theory behind consumer search,
it is important to consider the empirical results from previous
studies regarding consumer search and clickthrough rates. Al-
though there are no preexisting papers regarding the sponsorship
mechanism on Amazon, there are papers examining the effect
of top positions on Google.

In a paper titled Search engine advertisements: The impact of
advertising statements on click-through and conversion rates2,
the researchers used Google AdWords campaigns to conduct
an experiment with real ads from two companies: one selling
electronic supplies and the other selling travel insurance. The
researchers randomly assigned consumers who searched for
certain keywords one of four ad variants. The four types of
ads were ones that included 1) expert evidence, 2) statistical
evidence, 3) causal evidence, and 4) baseline ads with no spe-
cific evidence. Expert evidence ads contained endorsements,
statistical evidence ads contained data supporting the products
effectiveness, and causal evidence ads contained explanations
of how the product works. From measuring and analyzing click-
through rates, the study found that ads with expert evidence
and statistical evidence had higher clickthrough rates than other
ad types. In our study, I analyzed the effect of the Sponsored
label, which could be considered a type of expert evidence ad.

This indicates that sponsored products on Amazon might have a
positive effect on clickthrough rates.

There also have been some studies focusing purely on click-
through rate of sponsored positions compared to non-sponsored
positions on Google. Top organic search results received on av-
erage 19 times more clicks than the top sponsored result'2, This
suggests that consumers often skipped past sponsored content
to the organic search results on Google. The study found that
the first organic search result had a clickthrough rate of roughly
40%. Another study found that the top organic result had a click-
through rate of roughly 28%12. Although these numbers vary
quite drastically, it is clear that the top organic result receives
significantly more clicks than other positions. However, it is
important to note that the top organic result displays a snippet of
a website, which is a large display of what the website contains.
So, this could be a reason why the top organic result receives
such a large number of clicks compared to top sponsored po-
sitions and lower organic positions on Google. This empirical
information contradicts theoretical knowledge regarding search
diversion, as people who search on Google regularly skip over
the sponsored content. In our experiment, I would be able to see
whether the behavior of consumers on Amazon aligns more with
the theoretical findings or the empirical findings of consumers
on Google.

The layout of the Amazon search engine is much different
than the Google search engine as products are displayed in a 3
by 5 grid rather than a list of items. Therefore, the distribution
of clicks for top results will likely vary drastically between
Amazon and Google. However, I can still compare the results
of our study to the empirical data regarding clickthrough rates
on the Google search engine.

Methods

Experiment Design

The objective of this study is to examine the factors influencing
consumer preferences on Amazon.com and evaluate the extent
to which they impact purchasing decisions. Participants were
recruited through general online survey forums that were not
targeted to any specific demographic group, helping to reduce
sampling bias and reflect a broader range of consumer behav-
ior. At the beginning of the experiment, the participants were
instructed to select which item they are most likely to purchase
on the following simulated Amazon webpages. These pages are
shown sequentially, displaying a simulated Amazon page for
the product categories: pencils, toothpaste, and paper towels.
These simulated pages look nearly identical to that of Ama-
zon.com, ensuring that consumers feel as if they are actually
purchasing from the site. Each page contains the top three
rows of items for that respective product category, and spon-
sorship item banners, filter options, and a search barjust like
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Treatment 2

Fig. 1 Simulated Amazon webpage for number 2 penc1ls as used in our
experiment.

a real product page on Amazon.com. Each row contains five
products (excluding row three of paper towels which has only
four products) displaying 15 products per page (excluding paper
towels which display 14 products). The product listings were
taken directly from live Amazon search results with no content
modified. An example of our simulated webpage can be seen in
Figure 1.

After the participant selects the item they are most likely to
purchase from the number 2 pencils webpage, they are automat-
ically directed to the toothpaste web page followed by the paper
towels webpage. The decision to choose a certain item over
another could depend on a variety of factors including position,
price, ratings, sponsorship label, aesthetic appeal, brand name,
etc. Although many factors contribute to consumer clickthrough
rates, I specifically wanted to analyze the effect of the spon-
sorship label, which gives products a Sponsored tag and a top
position on the page.

To analyze the effects of the sponsorship label, I developed 3
treatments of this experiment to control for sponsorship visibility
and position, which are described as follows:

* Treatment 1: This treatment mirrors a standard Amazon
search results page. Sponsored products are positioned
at the top, followed by other popular products ranked by
relevance or popularity. This arrangement is reflective of
the normal Amazon webpage. Sponsored products are
clearly labeled as ”Sponsored.” An image of this treatment
can be seen in Figure 1.

* Treatment 2: In this treatment, the product positions are
identical to Treatment 1, but the ”Sponsored” labels are
removed, presenting the items as though they were not
sponsored. This treatment allows us to observe how remov-
ing the sponsorship label affects consumer choice when
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Fig. 2 Treatment 2 com})\aféd‘ to Treatm
webpage for number 2 pencils.

product positioning remains constant. An image of this
treatment can be seen in Figure 2.

» Treatment 3: In this treatment, product positions were ran-
domized for each participant. However, the ”Sponsored”
labels are still in their standard locations at the top of the
page. This treatment allows us to control for product posi-
tioning. An image of this treatment can be seen in Figure
3.

Each participant is randomly given one of the three treatments.
The treatment they were given is consistent throughout all prod-
uct types (pencils, toothpaste, paper towels).

In Figure 2, the red arrows show how the 2 of the products
in the top row changed position. The other 3 products in the
Treatment 3 webpage were originally in the second and third
rows of the page, but moved up to the top row since the positions
are randomized for Treatment 3.

A preliminary test of the experiment was conducted with a
group of 20 individuals to evaluate the clarity of instructions,
functionality of the simulated Amazon pages, and the overall
flow of the survey. This pilot phase helped identify areas of
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confusion, such as unclear instructions and button visibility,
which were addressed before launching the full study. Feedback
from this test ensured that participants in the main experiment
would have a smoother and more intuitive experience.

Data Collection

In total, 221 people took the survey. 45 responses for treatment
1, 50 responses for treatment 2, and 126 responses for treatment
3 were collected. I intentionally oversampled Treatment 3, more
than twice the size of the other groups, because the analysis
of product position required greater statistical power. Because
treatment types were randomly assigned to participants, the
uneven group sizes are not expected to introduce systematic
bias.

Throughout the experiment, data is collected on several key
variables for each product displayed on the webpages. Because
the same products were used across all treatments, variation in
characteristics like brand, price, and rating were held constant
which eliminates these as confounding variables. For every item
presented, the following information is recorded:

* Position: The row and column of the clicked product

» Sponsored Label: A binary indicator noting whether a
product is labeled as ”Sponsored” or not

* Price: The cost of the product
* Brand: The brand of the product

After selecting which products they would be most likely to
purchase, participants are asked to respond to a series of survey
questions designed to provide further context for their choices
and shopping habits. An image of this survey can be seen in
Appendix Al. The questions include:

* Why did you choose the pencils you chose?
* Why did you choose the toothpaste?

* Why did you choose the paper towels you chose?

Did the fact that there were some items labeled Sponsored
influence your decision?

* How often do you shop online?
* What is your age?
* What gender do you identify as?

From these questions, I am able to observe several descriptive
statistics (online shopping frequency, age, gender, and Spon-
sored label awareness) of the population that participated in our
experiment. A table displaying the raw data of these descriptive

Treatment 1

ip Label Effect Count
jere sponsored 15|
ponsored 18|

Shopping Frequency Count Gender Count
Under 18 6|Daily 7|Female 24[No, 1
1824 13| Weekly 15| Male 18[No, I
2534 5|Monthly 13|Non-binary 1 ves,1
3544 7|Prefer not to state 0]Yes, | prefer sponsored items 2

Treatment 2
Shopping Frequency Gount Gondor

Under 18 8| Daily 4|Female 24|No, | did not care
18-24 13[Weekly 16[Male 22|No, |
2534 11| onthy 21|Non-binary 1|Ves, 1 vold sponsored foms s
s544 6| Profer not o state olYes, 1 proter sponsered toms >

ip Label Effect Count
jere sponsored 54|
ponsored 28

Age Group __ Count Shopping Frequency Count Gender
Under 18 9| Daily 1| Female 64[No, |
1824 44| Weekly 36| Male 43|No, |
2534 28| Monthly 42|Non-binary 2|Yes, |
3544 21 Prefer not o state 2| Yes, I prefer sponsored items
4554 9|
5564 4
65+ 1

Fig. 3 Table of descriptive statistics from participants, separated by
treatment.

statistics can be seen in Figure 3.The distribution of these de-
scriptive statistics amongst the groups, separated by treatment,
can be seen in Appendix Figures A2 through A13.

The demographic information distribution varied between
treatments for age, but not as much for online shopping fre-
quency and gender. For age, treatment 1 was fairly spread out,
while treatments 2 and 3 had significantly more younger partici-
pants between the ages 0-34. For online shopping frequency, all
three treatments had a similar trend. Most people shop weekly,
and slightly less people shop monthly. Significantly less people
shop rarely/never, with even less people shopping daily. For gen-
der, there was a roughly even split between males and females
across all three treatments, with some variation. For sponsorship
label effect, most people did not care or did not realize any items
were sponsored across all treatments. In treatment 1, some peo-
ple noticed the Sponsored label, but most people who noticed
the label avoided it. In treatment 2, very few people responded
that the Sponsored label affected them, which is reasonable as
there was no label present in this treatment. For treatment 3,
~45% of people did not care about the Sponsored label, ~25%
did not realize it was there, ~15% noticed and avoided it, and
~5% had a preference towards sponsored items.

Data Analysis and Results

To analyze the collected data, various statistical methods were
applied. This section focuses on three questions related to the
role of product position, sponsorship labeling, and product-level
popularity.

Question 1: Is Being in the Top Position Advantageous?

An important question of this study was whether being placed
in the top position on the page is advantageous for a product,
independent of other factors like brand recognition or having
a Sponsored label. I found that being in the top row, which is
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given to sponsored products, is advantageous. However, being
in the leftmost position, the top position in terms of the auction,
was not observed to be advantageous for all types of products.

To answer this question, logistic regression was applied to the
data collected from Treatment 3, where product positions were
randomized. Because Treatment 3 randomized the positions of
all the products for each participant, it allows us to interpret
the effects of row and column position on clickthrough rates as
casual. The random product locations remove the confounding
effects from product quality or brand recognition. This isolates
position as the primary variable. As a result, logistic regression
can be applied to this treatment to determine the effect of place-
ment independent of product differences. On the other hand,
Treatments 1 and 2 have fixed product-label-position combina-
tions and are interpreted as correlational instead of causal.

Logistic regression is a statistical method used for situations
with binary dependent variables®. T chose to run a logistic re-
gression for our data because this type of method is used for
modeling the relationship between independent variables (posi-
tion) and a binary dependent variable (clicked or not clicked),
which was exactly what I wanted to do.

The logistic model provides useful information about the
correlation between the row/column position and clicks (our
binary dependent variable). Whether or not a certain product
was clicked, the dependent variable, was represented by 0 =
not clicked and 1 = clicked. The independent variable was the
products positionrow and columnon the webpage. The rows
and columns were dummy variables as I cannot assume that
preference does not scale linearly as the row/column number
increases. Therefore, I represented the row and column position
as dummy variables to allow us to measure the individual effect
of each row and column. Additionally, I tested the effect of the
Sponsored label, although I was more concerned with the effect
of position.

In a logistic regression, a sigmoid function is used to output
coefficients of the model. Figure 4 shows the specific sigmoid
equation for our experiment. These coefficients allow us to
determine the strength of correlation between clicks and position,
where a negative number indicates a negative correlation, and
positive number indicates a positive correlation. Additionally,
each coefficient has a p-value, which signifies if the result is
significant. A p-value below 0.05 or 5% means that the result is
statistically significant.

I validated the regression model I used by running a log-
likelihood test. The results from this test can be seen in Figure
5. The likelihood ratio test results indicate that the logistic
regression models significantly improve fit compared to a null
model with no predictors for all three product types. The p-
values are all well below the 0.05 threshold, suggesting that the
variables included in the models (Sponsored, Row, and Column)
meaningfully explain variation in clickthrough behavior across
all product types. Figure 6 shows the logistic regression results

P(Clicked = 1|1X) =

1+e*(‘1+2i BiRow;+5.; BjColumn;+B0XSponsored)

P(Clicked = 1|X) is the probability that the item is clicked

o indicates the outcome when all predictors are zero

Y. BiRow; is the sum of the row dummy variables

> j B;Columny; is the sum of the column dummy variables

Bo, B, B; represent the coefficients estimated by the model

Fig. 4 The logistic function of our experiment variables.

on the data from the pencil products.

Pencils

Toothpaste
—of-Fit:

5.4739
© —431.7654

Logit Regression Results

coef std err z P>|z| [0.025 0.975]
const -1.3794 0.421 -3.273 9.001 -2.205 -0.553
Sponsored -0.2736 0.430 -0.637 09.524 =1.116 0.569
Row_2 -1.@760 0.387 -2.781 @.005 -1.834 -0.318
Row_3 -1.3113 09.398 -3.294 0.0081 -2.091 -0.531
Column_2 -0.2351 0.260 -08.904 08.366 -0.745 0.275
Column_3 -0.6237 0.286 -2.180 0.029 -1.184 -0.063
Column_4 -0.7758 0.376 -2.066 0.039 -1.512 -0.040
Column_5§ -1.37@5 0.423 -3.238 9.001 -2.200 -0.541

Fig. 6 Logistic regression results for pencils.

The data from Figure 6 revealed several statistically signif-
icant effects of product position on click through likelihood.
The regression coefficient for Row 2 showed that these items
were significantly less likely to be clicked compared to those
in Row 1. More specifically, products in Row 2 had a log-odds
of being clicked that was 1.076 lower than products in Row 1.
This means that the odds of a product being clicked in Row 2
were about 34.1% of the odds for products in Row 1, calculated
by converting the log-odds to an odds ratio value e?¢/ficient - Ag
indicated by the coefficient for Row 3, this effect was even more
pronounced for items in Row 3. Items in this row had an odds of
being clicked that were approximately 27% that of items in Row
1 (odds ratio 0.27), indicating that items further down the page
are much less likely to be selected. The 95% confidence interval
for the row variables confirms the reliability of their negative
effects.

In terms of column effects, Columns 3 and 4 had negative
coefficients, meaning being in these columns had significant
negative impact on click likelihood compared to Column 1. The
odds ratio for Column 3 was 0.54, meaning items in this column
were 46% less likely to be clicked than those in Column 1.
Column 4 had an odds ratio of 0.46, so these items were 54%
less likely to be clicked than those in Column 1. The coefficient
for Column 5 showed an even stronger negative effect for items
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Logit Regression Results

Logit Regression Results

coef std err z P>|z| [0.025 0.975] coef std err Z P>|z| [0.825 8.975]
const —3.3805 0.604 -5.600 8.000 —4.564 -2.197 const -2.0601 0.445 =4.624 0.000 -2.933 -1.187
Sponsored 0.7687 0.583 1.317 0.188 -0.375 1.912 Sponsored -0.1899 09.431 -0.441 0.659 -1.034 0.654
Row_2 0.4224 9.554 0.763 8.445 -0.663 1.567 Row_2 -1.1444 0.374 -3.060 0.002 -1.877 -0.412
Row_3 -0.1021 9.568 -0.180 9.857 -1.2156 1.011 Row_3 =1.1771 0.409 -2.878 0.004 -1.979 -0.376
Column_2 0.7204 9.301 2.393 9.017 0.130 1.311 Column_2 0.4611 9.293 1.571 9.116 -0.114 1.036
Column_3 0.4741 9.313 1.517 0.129 -0.139 1.087 Column_3 0.3517 0.299 1.177 9.239 -0.234 6.938
Column_4 09.0573 9.338 0.169 9.866 -0.606 0.721 Column_4 0.0390 0.395 0.0899 9.921 -0.735 0.813
Column_5 0.2278 0.395 0.577 8.564 -0.546 1.001 Column_5 -0.3861 0.474 -0.814 0.415 -1.315 0.543

Fig. 7 Logistic regression results for toothpaste.

in this column. Resulting in an odds ratio of roughly 0.25,
Column 5 items had 75% lower odds of being clicked compared
to Column 1. The 95% confidence interval for the column
variables confirms the reliability of their negative effects.

The logistic regression on the data from the toothpaste Ama-
zon page, as shown in Figure 7, showed limited statistical sig-
nificance. The only statistically significant result was for Col-
umn 2, where there was a positive coefficient, indicating better
chances of being clicked compared to Column 1. Specifically,
the coefficient for Column 2 corresponds to an odds ratio of
approximately 2.06, meaning items in this column were about
twice as likely to be clicked compared to items in Column 1.
This result is contradictory to sellers intuition as the top position
in Column 1 is treated as the top position in the auction.

All other factors had p-values exceeding the typical threshold
for significance (0.05). An explanation for this result could be
the amount of repeated products on the toothpaste page com-
pared to the other pages. That is, there were multiples of certain
products within the page, making product position have less
of an effect. Specifically, items in position 12 and 32 were the
exact same product. The items in 11, 22, and 31 were also
the exact same. The other pagespencils and paper towelshad
no repeat products within the Amazon page. This could be a
possible explanation for why position had nearly no effect for
toothpaste, while the other products observed some effect. An
image of each product page can be seen in Appendix Figure
A18 through A20.

In addition, as discussed in the section for Question 3 later in
this paper, items 12 and 22 were more frequently clicked than
other products on the page. Both of these products had multi-
ple copies on the search result page, so consumers could have
clicked on these products regardless of position, as they were
deemed some of the most popular. This repetition could have
reduced variance across positions, which could have potentially
contributed to the lack of significant findings. The results from
this regression could also indicate that consumer preferences
affected clickthrough rates more than item position.

Figure 8 shows the logistic regression results on the data from
the paper towel products.

The results as seen in Figure 8 revealed statistically significant
effects related to the row position of items. Items in row 2 and 3
had negative coefficients, meaning were significantly less likely

Fig. 8 Logistic regression results from paper towels.

to be clicked compared to those in Row 1. Items in Row 2
and Row 3 had odds of being clicked that were approximately
68% and 69% lower, respectively, than items in Row 1 (odds
ratios 0.32 and 0.31), indicating a strong negative effect of
lower row positions on clickthrough rates. The 95% confidence
interval for the row variables confirms the reliability of their
negative effects. For column positions, none of the variables
had statistically significant effects.

The results from the logistic regressions show that being in
the top row is generally advantageous. It should be noted that
our regression results for toothpaste show that the top row does
not always receive the most clicks, which could have various
explanations discussed further in the Limitations section. Simi-
lar to the results from the empirical data about top positions on
Google, the products in the top row had a significant advantage
over lower positions. Although, the products in the first row did
not receive significantly more clicks than other rows, like what
was observed for Google.

Question 2: How does the Sponsored label on items affect
consumer choices?

I found that the Sponsored label had essentially no effect on
consumer choices.

To answer this question, I applied a binomial test. The objec-
tive of a binomial is to test a hypothesis about the proportion
of the successes in a population®. To use this test, I must set a
null hypothesis, which is a baseline assumption that is assumed
to be true from the start. For example, if a binomial test was
used to test if a coin is fair, the null hypothesis would be that the
coin lands on heads 50% of the time. The test uses the binomial
distribution to determine the probability of observing a certain
number of successes in a given sample. The

formula for a binomial distribution is shown in Figure 9, and
the specific formula for our experiment is shown in Figure 10.

P(X =k)=(pp*Q-p*

. (Z) is the number of ways to choose k successes from n trials
e p is the probability of being clicked

e 1 — p is the probability of not being clicked

Fig. 9 Binomial distribution formula
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For pencils and toothpaste:
P(X =k) = (7)(0.067)k(1 — 0.067)%*

For paper towels:

P(X =k) = ()(0.071)k(1 — 0.071)%—*
Fig. 10 The binomial distribution formula for pencils, toothpaste, and
paper towels. (The difference in probability is due to there being 15

items for the pencils and toothpaste webpages, while there are 14 items
for the paper towels webpage

In our study, I observed whether the number of clicks for
sponsored items differed from a standard random probability.
Our null hypothesis was that the Sponsored label has no effect on
consumer choices, meaning that the probability of a consumer
clicking a sponsored item is the same as clicking an unsponsored
item. The binomial test was performed for each product, with a
combined dataset of Treatments 1 and 2. I combined the data
from these two treatments since the products in Treatment 1 had
a Sponsored label while the products in Treatment 2 did not.

Because I combined the data from the two treatments, I was
able to control for whether or not a product had a Sponsored
label. That is, I directly compared the clickthrough rates for the
exact same products between the treatments, and analyzed the
presence of the Sponsored label independent of other factors.

The dataset included total clicks and total number of par-
ticipants between the two treatments. An image of the pencil
dataset can be seen in Appendix Figure A14. The results from
the binomial test are as follows:

The test statistic, a Z-score, measures how far the observed
proportion of successes deviates from the expected proportion
under the null hypothesis, in units of standard deviation. This
is useful in determining whether the observed outcomes are
unusual enough to reject the null hypothesis. As previously
mentioned, our null hypothesis was that the Sponsored label has
no effect on consumer choices. Generally for negative z-scores,
if the value is less than 1.645 (which is a 5% significance level),
then it suggests a statistically significant difference from the null
hypothesis. The equation for a z-score is shown in Figure 12.

While the z-score related to the Sponsored label is not sta-
tistically significant at the 5% level, this does not demonstrate
that the label has no effect. The confidence interval for all three
products lie outside a +2% range, indicating that the effect

Pencils Toothpaste Paper Towels

Z-score -1.803 -0.125 -1.103

Fig. 11 Results of binomial test for Treatments 1 and 2.

Z — él_é2
- - 1 1
p(1-p) rﬁ'ﬁ)

p1 is the observed proportion of successes in Treatment 1

P is the observed proportion of successes in Treatment 2
e P is the pooled proportion of successes across both samples

e 11, no are the sample size of Treatments 1 and 2, respectively

Fig. 12 The equation for the z-scores of the binomial test

may not be negligible. This indicates that the true effect of the
Sponsored label could be slightly negative or negligible, but it
is not estimated with high precision. Due to this, I can interpret
these results as inconclusive. The data does not provide enough
information to denote the impact of advertising in this context.

The z-scores for all three productspencils, toothpaste, and
paper towelswere negative, suggesting that the Sponsored label
could have a negative effect on clickthrough rates. As shown in
z-score for pencils is significant as it is more negative than the
typical significance

level of -1.645. However, this test statistic is only marginally
significant, which suggests that the Sponsored label may influ-
ence sales negatively, but this is not conclusive.

Overall, I cannot definitively say that the Sponsored label
has a negative effect as all of the results were not statistically
significant enough to reject the null hypothesis. Therefore, more
data is needed to conclusively make a claim about whether or
not the null hypothesis is true.

Question 3: What are the best products for each item cat-
egory and are they being advantaged either by sponsorship
or the search engine?

For the observed product categories, certain popular items
seemed to be advantaged by the search engine, but not as much
by the sponsorship mechanism.

In answering this question, I compared the click likeness
for each item between Treatment 3 and a combined dataset
of Treatments 1 and 2. First, I totaled the amount of clicks
for each item for Treatment 3, and compared these numbers
against the dataset of Treatment 1 + 2. I decided to analyze the
data from Treatment 3 separate from Treatment 1 + 2 because
Treatment 3 had randomized positions while Treatments 1 + 2
did not. Therefore, I can observe which products were most
popular when position was controlled for, compared to when it
was not. I then computed the clickthrough rate for each item
by dividing the totals for each item by the total number of
observations. Clickthrough rates were multiplied by 100 to be
shown as percentage.

The tables displaying this data are shown in Figures 13 and
43. In the tables, the position code is given by the row number
followed by the column number. For example, the position 12

8 | NHSJS Reports
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Pencils Paper Towels

Probability a Random

Probability a Random Probability a Random
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"
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Fig. 13 Click likeness for each item for Treatment 3.

Pencils

Probability a Random

Paper Towels
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Probabillty a Random

Total Number on Total Number on Total Numbor on
Position of Glicks | the Product (%) Position of Glicks__|the Product (%) Position of Clicks__|the Product (%)
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13,684 12| 2 22.105|
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0.000)
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Fig. 14 Click likeness for each item for Treatment 1 and 2.

represents the item in row 1 and column 2. For treatment 3
dataset, I am interested in observing the original position, or the
position an item would be in if the products were not randomized
, which tells us exactly which item the user clicked on. The
clicked position in Treatments 1 and 2 tell us the exact item that
was clicked. I can compare these positions with the original
positions from Treatment 3. To clarify, these position codes
represent the exact product through the row and column number,
however I am not interested in observing the effect of position
in this experiment. The codes simply allow us to compare the
popularity of specific items between the two datasets. Popularity
is established by identifying products whose clickthrough rates
rank within the top 10-15% of items on that page.

For pencils, it was clear that item 14, 15, and 32 were the most
popular in Treatment 3. An image of the products themselves
can be seen in Appendix Figure A15. These items remained the
most popular products when compared to data from Treatments
1+2. The click likeliness was a very similar value for items
15 and 32, but item 14 received 4% more clicks in Treatment
1+2. It is also important to note that the click rates for items 11,
12, 13 (the Sponsored products) increased significantly between
Treatment 3 and Treatment 1+2. This indicates that being in
the top positions is beneficial, but is not beneficial enough to
increase click likeliness to above the most popular products.
To answer the question at hand, the top products are not being
advantaged by sponsorship. However, item 14the most popular
pencils in all treatments, was given an Overall Pick label. This
label is given to products by Amazons choice, so certain top
products are indeed advantaged by the search engine.

For toothpaste, items 23 and 24 were clearly the most popular
products in Treatment 3. In Treatment 142, their click likeliness
decreased significantly, and other products rates were boosted.
Some less popular items, but still chosen a fair percentage of

the time, such as 12, 21, and 22 received a greater percentage of
clicks in Treatment 1+2. Item 12 was advantaged by

sponsorship and item 24 received the Overall Pick label, indi-
cating that some popular items are advantaged.

For paper towels, the most popular product was item 15 in
Treatment 3. Items 11, 12, 21, 22, and 25 had similar click-
through rates, and were significantly more popular than the
other items. In Treatments 1 + 2, these items remained the most
popular. However, items 12 and 15 had significantly increased
clickthrough rates as compared to the data in Treatment 3. Item
12 was advantaged by sponsorship and item 15 was given the
Overall Pick label. Therefore, I also observed sponsorship and
search engine advantage given to popular products for paper
towels.

However, I can observe that being in the first row has a pos-
itive effect on organic search results. This finding of organic
products being more popular than sponsored products aligns
with information from previous literature. This also expands
on our results from Question 1, which was that being in the top
row has a positive effect on position. These observations will be
further examined in the Discussion section.

Discussion

Implication of Results

These results of this study suggest that both row and column
position significantly influence consumer behavior, with posi-
tions beyond the first row and first 2 columns having a negative
effect on clickthrough rate. Logistic regression was applied to
randomized layouts to confirm that products in Row 1 had a
higher click likelihood compared to those in Rows 2 and 3.

Similarly, items in Columns 3 through 5 performed worse
relative to Columns 1 and 2. These findings show that having a
more prominent position on a page plays a key role in shaping
consumer attention.

Our findings on the effects of the Sponsored label on con-
sumer behavior were inconclusive. I used binomial testing
to compare clickthrough rates of identical products with and
without sponsorship labels and the results failed to reach statis-
tical significance. Although the z-score for pencils was nearly
marginally significant, sample size limitations and variability
could have obscured subtle effects. Future studies with greater
statistical power could be needed to more precisely determine
how the Sponsored label affects consumer decision-making.

Our analysis of product-level clickthrough rates across treat-
ments suggests that a certain subset of products for each category
was inherently more popular than others. Certain items consis-
tently received higher consumer engagement in Treatment 3,
which randomized product positions.

These items were among the top performing items in Treat-
ment 1 and 2, despite changes in position. Interestingly, many
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of these items were labeled Overall Pick. The Overall Pick

label is chosen based on consumer preferences, marked by
strong ratings, frequent purchases, and infrequent returns4,
which may have increased consumer trust. In contrast, the Spon-
sored label did not yield the same result, suggesting that users
responded more positively to algorithm-based endorsements
than paid promotions.

While position and label effects were generally consistent
across product categories, the toothpaste products deviated from
this pattern. In contrast to pencil and paper towel logistic re-
gression results, the toothpaste data showed that most position
variables were not statistically significant. A likely explanation
for this is that toothpaste products appeared more than once
on the results page. For example, identical items were shown
in multiple rows or columns which allowed the participants to
encounter the same product regardless of position. This repeti-
tion may have weakened the influence of position by increasing
familiarity or perceived popularity. As a result, click behavior in
the toothpaste category may have been affected more by product
recognition rather than position or labeling.

The limited impact of the Sponsored label observed in this
study raises broader questions about trust and transparency in
platform architecture. Although platforms like Amazon follow
FTC disclosure requirements, our findings suggest that these
labels may lack the visual or cognitive salience needed to in-
fluence consumer behavior. In contrast, internal signals like
the Overall Pick designation appeared to resonate more with
users. As algorithmic trust signals become more influential than
traditional advertising cues, regulators and designers alike may
need to revisit how disclosure mechanisms are implemented in
the evolving digital landscape.

Note: These results suggest that both row and column posi-
tion significantly influence consumer behavior, with positions
beyond the first row and first 2 columns having a negative effect
on clickthrough rate. As position was controlled for in this treat-
ment, this effect could have been due to consumer preferences
towards the properties of the products in Column 2. However,
I am not able to observe the effect of the Column 2 products
since the products on the webpage were completely randomized.
I can conclude from the logistic regression results that being
in the top row on the webpage is advantageous for an item. In
general, products in Row 2 and Row 3 were less likely to be
clicked compared to those in Row 1, with the effect being more
pronounced for Row 3. However, being in the top left position
is not advantageous across all products, although it appeared to
be advantageous for the pencils webpage. These findings can
be related to federal policy regarding the sponsorship label. As
previously mentioned, the Federal Trade Commission mandates
that sponsored content be labeled to inform consumers about
paid advertisements, such as the Sponsored labels on Amazon.
The purpose of this policy is to prevent search engines from mis-
leading consumers. As I observed, these Sponsored labels are

not influencing consumer behavior. This raises questions about
the labels visibility and effectiveness, as they are not influencing
consumer behavior as intended. Policymakers might use this
data to reconsider

the current disclosure standards, potentially developing more
prominent labeling requirements to ensure that consumers can
clearly identify which products are sponsored. Overall, I can
conclude that certain popular products are being advantaged by
the search engine through the Overall Pick label, but most of
the popular products are not being advantaged by the sponsor-
ship label. The Overall Pick label is chosen based on consumer
preferences, marked by good ratings, often purchases, and in-
frequent returns’®. Amazon boosts the visibility of this item by
marking it with a brightly colored label, counterbalancing the
prominence given to potentially less relevant sponsored items
by highlighting this highly relevant Overall Pick product. These
results show that the sponsored products were often not the
products with the highest CTR. The weaker position effects for
toothpaste may have been due to repetition of popular items,
which diluted the impact of position. Although higher positions
are beneficial, the positional advantage has a more pronounced
effect on organic results compared to sponsored ones.

Limitations

While this study provides evidence about how sponsorship in-
fluences consumer click behavior on Amazon, there are several
limitations that may affect how broadly these results can be
applied. First, the experiment was conducted using simulated
Amazon pages rather than the live platform. Although I repli-
cated the interface and user experience in our experiment, there
were some differences our experiment had from the actual plat-
form. A main difference was that users did not actually purchase
the products they selected, so the lack of purchasing intent could
have affected our results.

Moreover, like previously mentioned, the results of the logis-
tic regression for toothpaste in answering Question 1 could have
been skewed. Since there were multiple of the same products
in different positions, participants may have been more likely
to select a familiar item regardless of where it appeared on the
page. This repetition reduced the variation in responses tied
to specific locations, making it harder to isolate the effect of
position alone. As a result, the product placement impact may
have been understated for this category compared to pencils and
paper towels.

Another limitation of our study is due to our limited sample
size. With only 221 participants spread across three treatments
the statistical power of our tests is constrained. This makes it
harder to detect smaller effects in the data. In addition, the age
distribution in particular was uneven, which could have skewed
results to align with behaviors of younger people (ages 0-24).
A larger sample would allow for more precise estimates and
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ability to reasonably weight responses based on demographic
groups, which cannot be accurately done currently due to the
small sample size.

Conclusion

This paper analyzes the impact of Amazons sponsorship mech-
anism on consumer clickthrough rates, explicitly focusing on
the effect of top positions and the Sponsored label. Our study
was focused on three central questions: (1) Is being in the top
position advantageous? (2) Does the Sponsored label influence
consumer behavior? (3) Are popular products advantaged by
Amazons search algorithm or the sponsorship mechanism?

Our results found that a products position was a significant
factor in clickthrough rate. This was especially true for pencils
and paper towels, where products in Row 3 had a substantially
lower clickthrough rate than those in Row 1. On the other hand,
the toothpaste data showed a weaker correlation, potentially
due to duplicate items on the page. While position seemed to
affect clickthrough rate, the Sponsored label had no statistically
significant effect on consumer behavior, with a binomial test
for pencils showing marginal results (z = 1.803, p 0.07). Users
appeared to be more affected by product popularity, particularly
items labeled Overall Pick.

These results have broader implications in consumer behav-
ior, where trust, prior knowledge, and perceived quality often
overshadow advertising. The lack of a statistically significant
effect for the Sponsored label suggests that users may subcon-
sciously discount paid content, especially when other labels
like Overall Pick are present. This reinforces prior literature
showing that labeling and position influence consumer expecta-
tions. Our findings suggest that shoppers are influenced more
by perceived credibility and trust-based indicators rather than
by paid promotion.

Despite the insights gained, this study had many limitations.
The sample size (n = 221) was relatively small and uneven
across treatments, which can limit generalizability. I recruited
participants through online platforms and social media, which
could have been a factor in skewing the data to be younger, es-
pecially in Treatments 2 and 3. In addition, participants viewed
product categories in the same order, which could have intro-
duced sequence effects. Due to time and resource constraints,
I was unable to incorporate mixed-effect models or conduct a
power analysis. These constraints should be considered when
interpreting the results.

Future research could explore additional factors, such as
brand preferences and pricing dynamics, to build a more com-
prehensive understanding of consumer behavior on Amazon.
Looking into other variables like customer ratings, shipping
speed, and product imagery could provide a deeper insight into
what factors affect clickthrough rates. Researchers could also
narrow the research to specific demographic groups such as

age or gender to find if different sets of groups interpret plat-
form design elements like position and labeling differently. By
incorporating these variables, future work can offer a deeper
understanding of how users navigate digital marketplaces.
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Survey Questions

Please enter your name:

Why did you pick the pencil you chose?
[ Itwas at the top

[] Irecognized the brand

[1 lliked the price

[] Itwas labeled as "Sponsored”

[] Itwas the most aesthetically pleasing
[ Ithad good ratings

[] Other

Why did you pick the toothpaste you chose?
[ Itwas at the top

[] Irecognized the brand

[1 lliked the price

[] Itwas labeled as "Sponsored”

[] Itwas the most aesthetically pleasing
[] It had good ratings

[] Other

Why did you pick the paper towels you chose?

[ Itwas at the top

[] Irecognized the brand

[ liked the price

[] Itwas labeled as "Sponsored”

[] Itwas the most aesthetically pleasing

[] Ithad good ratings

[] Other

Did the fact that there were some items that were ‘Sponsored' influence your
decision?

O Yes, | prefer sponsored items

O Yes, lavoid sponsored items

O No,|did not care that some items were sponsored

(O No,|did not realize any items were sponsored

How often do you shop online?
O Daily

O Weekly

O Monthly

O Rarely/Never

What is your age?

O Under 18

O 18-24

O 25-34

O 35-44

O 45-54

O 55-64

O 65+
Figure A1l: Image of the survey participants filled out at the end
of the experiment

Age Distribution for Treatment 1 Participants
15

Count
o o 5

Under 18 18-24 25-34

Age Range

Figure A2: Age Distribution for Treatment 1 Participants

Age Distribution for Treatment 2 Participants
15

Count
o o 3

Under 18 18-24 25-34

Age Range

Figure A3: Age Distribution for Treatment 2 Participants

Age Distribution for Treatment 3 Participants
50

Count

Under 18 18-24 25-34 35-44

Age Range

Figure A4: Age Distribution for Treatment 3 Participants

Shopping Frequency Distribution for Treatment 1 Participants
15

Count

Daily Monthly

Weekly Rarely/Never
Frequency

Figure A5: Online Shopping Frequency Distribution for Treat-
ment 1 Participants
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Shopping Frequency Distribution for Treatment 2 Participants
25

20

Count

Daily Monthly Weekly Rarely/Never

Frequency

Figure A6: Online Shopping Frequency Distribution for Treat-
ment 2 Participants

Shopping Frequency Distribution for Treatment 3 Participants
50
40

30

Count

20

Daily Monthly Weekly Rarely/Never

Frequency
Figure A7: Online Shopping Frequency Distribution for Treat-
ment 3 Participants

Count of Gender

Non-binary

Female

Figure A8: Gender Distribution for Treatment 1 Participants

Count of Gender

Non-binary

Female

Figure A9: Gender Distribution for Treatment 2 Participants

Count of Gender

Prefer not to state

Female

Figure A10: Gender Distribution for Treatment 3 Participants

Sponsorship Label Effect Distribution for Treatment 1
Participants

20

No, 1 did not care that  No, | did not realize
some items were any items were
sponsored sponsored

Yes, | avoid
sponsored items

Yes, | prefer
sponsored items

Count of "Did the fact that there were some items that were ‘Sponsored’ influence your decision?"

Figure A11: Sponsorship Label Affect Distribution for Treat-
ment 1 Participants

Sponsorship Label Effect Distribution for Treatment 2
Participants

20

No, I did not care that  No, | did not realize
some items were any items were
sponsored sponsored

Yes, | avoid
sponsored items

Yes, | prefer
sponsored items

Count of "Did the fact that there were some items that were ‘Sponsored’ influence your decision?"

Figure A12: Sponsorship Label Affect Distribution for Treat-
ment 2 Participants

Sponsorship Label Effect Distribution for Treatment 3
Participants

50
40

30

20

No, | did not care that  No, | did not realize
some items were any items were
sponsored sponsored

Yes, | avoid
sponsored items

Yes, | prefer
sponsored items

Count of "Did the fact that there were some items that were ‘Sponsored’ influence your decision?"

Figure A13: Sponsorship Label Affect Distribution for Treat-
ment 3 Participants
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Figure A14: Dataset for Binomial Test for Pencils
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Figure A15: Most Popular Pencils
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Figure A18: Product Page for Pencils
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Check each product page or ther buying options.
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Check each product pag for ather buying optons.
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P— P Sk 25,175 Fekdkty 35 Kkt 12572

Kok ky 261826

5122 (51.35/0unce) st 6348 #15% s0.78/0unce) #14 (1.06/0unce)
s1e

sun vprime
vprime [Exra 15% o when you sbscrive prime FREE delivery Mon, Aug 26 cn $35 of
FREE detvery Mon, Aug 26 00 $35 of vprime
’ O astest delvery P, Aug 25 * Addoant
rsdtoant sty e v sdtoant g0t
Addtocrt

Colgaté’
—
/ optic X

il = g

g

eroxide. ind Protect
3,5.4 02 Tubes Toothpaste, Toothpaste - Whitens Teeth, Fights  Toothpaste with Mini Stips, Clea Whitening Toothpaste, Toothpaste
Toothpaste - 9 Brisk, Mint Toothpa : for Sensitive

ShA RS 44910 Fhk ki 75,163 Fkkdky 24313 KAkt 44756

60K bought in past month 50K bought I past month 206

AR K 43599
60Ks bought n past month

8 (50.55/0unce) st 8399 1 2% (52.35/0unce) List: 43495 5378 (g0.32/0unce) it $398 3105 st 43330 512 41.84/0unce)
$1012 i .
S0 8200 withcoupon Joiine o B 1SR v you s [ e ———"
prime vprime
g 2e 2 items shipped by Amazon

Or fstes cielvery P, Aug 25 pu ™

o st st p g i
raswan sstoan

e il i

$1280 (11 new offers) Ao an

More Buying Chaices
$7.99 (27 new ofters) e s
$7.96 (11 new offers)

From frequently shopped brands

Sooaasd | Based on number of vews and purchases

GUM
Crest]) ocoi (oo

ToWHITE @ @ |

Y
Colgate Toothpaste  Crest. Toothpaste,
Hydrogen Peroxide Toothpaste, ‘with Fluoride, 10 Benefits Including  Purple Teeth Whitening Toothpaste,  Clean 3-
46 0z Pack of 3, y ticavity with Natural
Sparkling White Whitening paste. int Peppermint 4.7 Ounce (Pack of 3)
kR 44910 Sk kA 6640 FkA kv 2102 Skk Ay 1463 Ak h kK 6200

5122 (51.35/0unce) st 63498 #15% s0.78/0unce) 26 g195/m.00 318 i5152/0unce st 43999 514" (51.06/0unce)
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Figure A19: Product Page for Toothpaste

Figure A20: Product Page for Paper Towels
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