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Appendix A: Additional Robustness Checks 

It is possible that restaurant operations are affected by season. We control for seasonality and we do find 

restaurant ratings are higher in winter than in other seasons. However, the results of variables of interest 

still hold after we control for seasonality.  Table A1 shows the results of Equation [1]. Table A2 shows the 

results of Equation [2] (in the main text) and Table A3 shows the results of Equations [4] to [6] when we 

control for seasonality. The coefficients of interest are the same signs and similar magnitudes before and 

after controlling for seasonality. 

Table A1. Downward Trend in the SD System (DV = Rating) 

Sample: Before System Change After System Change 
Yelp TripAdvisor Yelp TripAdvisor 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Number of total 
reviews 

-0.113*** -0.0507* -0.0213** 0.0866*** 

 (0.0117) (0.0202) (0.00655) (0.00970) 
Season1 0.0256 0.0122 0.0143 -0.0109 
 (0.0234) (0.0395) (0.00905) (0.0129) 
Season2 0.0201 -0.0154 0.0215* 0.00836 
 (0.0236) (0.0433) (0.0103) (0.0146) 
Season3 0.0188 -0.0511 0.00401 0.0205 
 (0.0237) (0.0450) (0.0103) (0.0132) 
Constant 4.104*** 4.058*** 3.762*** 3.780*** 
 (0.0416) (0.0506) (0.0324) (0.0442) 
Restaurant FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Prob>F 0 0 0 0 
Observations 18,388 8,917 166,670 69,024 

Note: Cluster-robust standard error in parentheses; *** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 

Table A2. DID Analysis (DV = Rating) 
Sample: All Data Data of 2007-2010 
𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡  -0.126***(0.0169) -0.0390*(0.0180) 
Treat  0.0765***(0.0219) 0.0607*(0.0240) 
𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡*Treat 0.402***(0.0212) 0.153***(0.0269) 
Number of total reviews 0.00125(0.00533) -0.0450***(0.00995) 
Season1 0.0156*(0.00696) 0.0343**(0.0122) 
Season2 0.0176*(0.00760) 0.0366**(0.0134) 
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Season3 0.00387(0.00745) 0.0309*(0.0136) 
Constant 3.784***(0.0217) 3.889***(0.0360) 
Restaurant FE    Yes    Yes 
Prob>F    0    0 
Observations    262,999    79,826 

Note: Cluster-robust standard error in parentheses; *** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 

 Table A3. Estimation of Rating Deviation (DV=Rating Deviation) 
Sample:  Yelp After System 

Change 
TripAdvisor After 
System Change 

Yelp and TripAdvisor 
After System Change 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Number of total reviews 0.0396***(0.00362) -0.0592***(0.00567) 0.0152***(0.00327) 
Treat   -0.00245(0.0207) 
Number of total 
reviews*Treat 

  -0.0141**(0.00503) 

Season1 -0.0242***(0.00561) -0.00597(0.00790) -0.0222***(0.00473) 
Season2 -0.0213***(0.00637) -0.000243(0.00836) -0.0158**(0.00510) 
Season3 -0.0141*(0.00615) -0.0113(0.00821) -0.0125*(0.00509) 
Constant 0.672***(0.0178) 1.052***(0.0256) 0.790***(0.0160) 
Restaurant FE Yes Yes Yes 
Prob>F 0 0 0 
Observations 166,670 69,024 235,694 

Note: Cluster-robust standard error in parentheses; *** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 

Second, we used more than 50,000 observations in our main analysis. It is easier to obtain small p values 

with such a large sample (Lin et al 2013). To rule out large sample being the reason, we randomly subsample 

the data with 200 restaurants which leaves us fewer than 10,000 observations and the significant slopes 

persist. Tables A4, A5 and A6 show the results of Equations [1] to [6] when we use subsample data. The 

coefficients of interest are the same signs and similar magnitudes when we use random subsample. 

Table A4. Downward Trend in the SD System(DV = Rating) 

Sample: Before System Change       After System Change 
Yelp TripAdvisor Yelp TripAdvisor 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Number of 
total reviews 

-0.132*** -0.0342 -0.0301* 0.093*** 

 (0.029) (0.044) (0.014) (0.024) 
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Constant 4.23*** 3.99*** 3.84*** 3.76*** 
 (0.0935) (0.125) (0.068) (0.102) 
Restaurant FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Prob>F 0 0.5 0 0.02 
Observations 3,359 1,460 30,779 11,550 

Note: Cluster-robust standard error in parentheses; *** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 

Table A5. DID Analysis (DV = Rating) 
Sample: All Data Data of 2007-2010 
Post  -0.163***(0.0377) -0.0517(0.0435) 
Treat  -0.015(0.05) -0.013(0.05) 
Post*Treat 0.503***(0.046) 0.202***(0.073) 
Number of total reviews -0.0004(0.012) -0.0498*(0.022) 
Constant 3.85***(0.049) 3.98***(0.07) 
Restaurant FE    Yes    Yes 
Prob>F    0    0 
Observations    47,148    14,536 

Note: Cluster-robust standard error in parentheses; *** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 

Table A6. Estimation of Rating Deviation (DV=Rating Deviation) 
Sample:  Yelp After System 

Change 
TripAdvisor After 
System Change 

Yelp and TripAdvisor 
After System Change 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Number of total reviews 0.0253**(0.008) -0.0627***(0.0136) 0.008(0.0076) 
Treat   0.0464(0.0527) 
Number of total 
reviews*Treat   -0.0255*(0.0126) 

Constant 0.711***(0.04) 1.064***(0.058) 0.803***(0.037) 
Restaurant FE Yes Yes Yes 
Prob>F 0 0.01 0 
Observations 30,779 11,550 42,329 

Note: Cluster-robust standard error in parentheses; *** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Third, we use Tobit analysis to account for censoring of Equation [1] and Equation [2] where the 
dependent variable is the overall rating. And the results are shown in Table A7 and A8. The results are 
consistent to those of OLS regressions.  

Table A7. Downward Trend in the SD System (DV = Rating) 

Sample: 
Before System Change After System Change 

Yelp  
(SD) 

TripAdvisor 
(SD) 

Yelp  
(SD) 

TripAdvisor 
(MD) 
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 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Number of 
total reviews 

–0.156*** 
(0.012) -0.14 –0.027** 

(0.006) 
0.139*** 

(0.012) 
Constant 4.97*** 14.93 3.89*** 3.94*** 
   (0.588)    (0.16)   (0.26) 
Restaurant FE    Yes   Yes    Yes    Yes 
Prob>chi2    0     0     0 
Observations    18,388   8,917    166,670     69,024 

Note: *** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05; Model 2 doesn’t fit using Tobit analysis when control for restaurant 
fixed effect, but results of model 1, 3 and 4 are the same signs and similar magnitudes. 

 

Table A8. DID Analysis (DV = Rating) 
Sample: All Data Two years before and after system change 

(2007-2010) 
𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡 –0.167*** (0.016) –0.043* (0.018) 
𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡  0.144*** (0.022) 0.108*** (0.022) 
𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕*𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕 0.65*** (0.023) 0.266*** (0.029) 
Number of total reviews 0.005 (0.004) –0.065*** (0.009) 
Constant 3.89*** (0.13) 4.09*** (0.21) 
Restaurant FE Yes Yes 
Prob>Chi2 0 0 
Observations 262,999 79,826 

Note: *** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05. 
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Appendix B: Experiment Details 

Experiment 1 

In this experiment, subjects are randomly divided into two groups, SD and MD. If subjects are in the SD 

group, he/she would be shown the following page. 

 

If the subject wants to read more reviews, following information will be shown. 



 

 

 6 

 

If the subject is randomly selected into the MD group, then the following page would be shown. Similarly, 

more reviews would be shown if the subject chose to read more reviews. Note that the information provided 

in SD group and MD group is the same except for multi-dimensional ratings. 
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And after that, subjects were asked whether they want to go to the restaurant for lunch, preference matching 

and questions about whether their uncertainty has been reduced given the information provided. 
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After that, subjects were asked to answer a list of same demographic questions, and then they were asked 

to answer a few manipulation questions. 
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Experiment 2 

Respondents were asked to read the reviews: 

 

And then they were randomly divided into four groups: SD, SD with Priming, MD Overall First, and MD 
Dimen First, and then they were asked to indicate the month of the day as a screening test. 
 
 
 
SD: 
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SD with Priming: 

 
 
MD Overall First: 

 
 

MD Dimen First: 

 



 

 

 12 

Appendix C: “Write a Review” Webpage on TripAdvisor (Taken in March, 2017) 

 

Appendix D: Pairwise T Tests for Groups in Experiment 2 

Table A9. Pairwise Group Comparisons 
Group Contrast Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval] 

2 vs 1 .0269836 .0328139 0.82 0.411 -.0373589 .0913261 

3 vs 1 .0246268 .0327297 0.75 0.452 -.0395506 .0888042 

4 vs 1 .0292214 .0326941 0.89 0.372 -.0348861 .093329 

3 vs 2 -.0023568 .0328258 -0.07 0.943 -.0667225 .0620089 

4 vs 2 .0022379 .0327903 0.07 0.946 -.0620582 .066534 

4 vs 3 .0045946 .032706 0.14 0.888 -.0595363 .0687256 

 


