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Figure Al. Example of a Detailed Justification
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Note: This is representative example of a detailed justification on RIC. The author obtained this example from a
buy-side investment professional and is not from the RIC database and it comes from Botelho 2018.




Figure A2. Distribution of Difference from Rating to Date and Raw Rating
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Note: (a) Is a histogram of Difference from Rating to Date, an evaluator’s rating minus the recommendation’s
average rating to date at the time of evaluation. (b) Is a histogram of the raw justification ratings given to
recommendations. Ratings are submitted as integers from 1 to 5 stars.



Table A1. Comparison of Means Between Recommendations With and Without a Visible Rating

Visible Visible
Rating =0 Rating=1 Difference p

Recommender Elite Education 0.519 0.512 0.006 0.889
Recommender Female 0.164 0.116 0.048 0.112
Recommendation Performance 0.023 0.015 0.008 0.690
Expected Performance 0.607 0.961 -0.354 0.144
Short Position 0.150 0.200 -0.050 0.137
Short Investment Horizon 0.425 0.428 -0.003 0.947
Event Investment Style 0.196 0.203 -0.007 0.846
Growth Investment Style 0.243 0.212 0.030  0.409
Other Investment Style 0.107 0.138 -0.030 0.306
Firm Size (B) 6.357 7.129 -0.773 0.674
Observations 214 320

Note: Each variable is time-invariant besides Recommendation Performance and Firm Size (B). For both of these
variables, the last observation was used. Using earlier periods does not affect the balance of these variables.



Table A2. OLS Regressions of Rating Occurred on Visible Rating and Average Rating to

Date
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Visible Rating -0.064%#*%  -(0.044%*
(0.015) (0.013)
Average Rating to Date 0.001 0.000 -0.001
(0.002) (0.004) (0.003)
VR x ARD 0.002 0.002
(0.004) (0.004)
Recommendation Performance -0.019+ -0.014 -0.015
(0.011) (0.010) (0.010)
Expected Return 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Short Position 0.003 0.004 0.003
(0.006) (0.005) (0.005)
Short Investment Horizon 0.000 0.001 -0.000
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Event Investment Style 0.000 0.003 -0.001
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004)
Growth Investment Style 0.002 0.001 -0.000
(0.005) (0.004) (0.004)
Other Investment Style 0.004 0.003 -0.001
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Firm Size (B) 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Recommender Female -0.011*  -0.012* -0.009+
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Recommender Elite Education 0.000 0.001 0.003
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Recommendation Count 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Evaluator Elite Education 0.026* 0.025*
(0.013) (0.013)
Evaluator Female -0.007 -0.010
(0.013) (0.013)
Constant 0.031 0.042 0.068*
(0.032) (0.035) (0.030)
Evaluator FE N N Y
Observations 19,442 19,442 19,169
R-Squared Adj. 0.00 0.01 0.18

Note: Unit of analysis is the professional viewing (or clicking on) a recommendation. All models include industry
fixed effects and viewing-month fixed effects, and robust standard errors clustered at the evaluator level, are in
parentheses. Significance levels: +p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p <0.01, ***p < 0.001.



Table A3. OLS Regressions of Convergence: Competitive Threat

Rating Occurred  Difference from Rating to Date

Junior Senior
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Visible Rating -0.047%%% -1.282%%% D 4] &%k
(0.012) (0.342) (0.443)
Evaluator Senior Position 0.051+
(0.030)
Visible Rating x Evaluator Senior Position -0.027
(0.022)
Average Rating to Date -0.729%*%  -0.946%**
(0.072) (0.091)
Visible Rating X Average Rating to Date 0.387%%** 0.672%%*
(0.089) (0.122)
Recommendation Performance -0.015 1.146+ -2.363+
(0.010) (0.631) (1.268)
Expected Return 0.000 -0.029%* 0.007
(0.000) (0.012) 0.013)
Short Position 0.007 0.079 0.444%*
(0.006) (0.171) 0.219)
Short Investment Horizon -0.000 -0.004 -0.099
(0.004) (0.131) 0.167)
Event Investment Style 0.004 -0.082 0.145
(0.004) (0.172) (0.207)
Growth Investment Style 0.002 -0.349+ -0.125
(0.005) (0.178) (0.205)
Other Investment Style 0.004 0.105 -0.545+
(0.006) (0.200) (0.280)
Firm Size (B) 0.000 -0.001 0.004
(0.000) (0.002) (0.003)
Recommender Female -0.013%* -0.171 0.417+
(0.005) (0.208) 0.219)
Recommender Elite Education 0.002 0.164 0.008
(0.004) (0.120) (0.162)
Recommendation Count 0.000 0.003 -0.002
(0.000) (0.009) 0.011)
Evaluator Elite Education 0.029* -0.039 0.108
(0.015) (0.111) (0.136)
Evaluator Female -0.018 -0.042 0.766%**
(0.014) (0.277) (0.190)
Constant 0.025 3.529%** 3.250%**
(0.030) (0.440) (0.526)
Observations 22,848 609 375
R-Squared Adj. 0.021 0.177 0.275

Note: Model 1 unit of analysis is the professional viewing (or clicking on) a recommendation and Models 2 and 3
unit of analysis is an evaluator’s rating after a recommendation received its first rating. Rating Occurred takes the
value of 1 if the professional rates the recommendation and 0 otherwise. Difference from Rating to Date is measured
as an evaluator’s rating minus the recommendation’s average rating to date at the time of evaluation. Evaluator
Senior Position takes the value of 1 if the professional occupies a senior position and 0 if they occupy a junior
position. Model 2 is the subsample of observations for professionals in junior positions and Model 3 is the
subsample of observations for professionals in senior positions. All models include industry fixed effects and
viewing-month fixed effects, and robust standard errors clustered at evaluator level, are in parentheses. Significance
levels: +p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.



Table A4. OLS Regressions of Convergence (Difference from Evaluator Rating to Date): Peer
Deference

No Demonstrated Demonstrated

Expertise Expertise
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Visible Rating -1.594%%% D [34%%*:% -0.655
(0.331) (0.390) (0.628)
Average Rating to Date 0.138* 0.068 0.220*
(0.066) (0.085) (0.110)
Visible Rating x Average Rating to Date 0.493%%% 0.647++% 0.254
(0.089) (0.108) (0.164)
Recommendation Performance 0.661 0.585 1.253
(0.671) (0.812) (1.651)
Expected Return 0.003 -0.031+ 0.039
(0.020) (0.017) (0.025)
Short Position 0.179 0.213 0.112
(0.168) (0.222) (0.285)
Short Investment Horizon -0.030 0.023 -0.219
(0.124) (0.155) (0.227)
Event Investment Style 0.047 0.166 -0.197
(0.164) (0.189) (0.332)
Growth Investment Style -0.142 0.042 -0.410
(0.169) (0.213) (0.288)
Other Investment Style -0.197 -0.103 -0.495
(0.200) (0.253) (0.363)
Firm Size (B) 0.000 0.001 -0.002
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Recommender Female 0.063 0.231 -0.242
(0.183) (0.229) (0.345)
Recommender Elite Education 0.064 0.093 -0.160
(0.120) (0.144) (0.227)
Recommendation Count -0.001 -0.004 0.006
(0.009) (0.011) (0.017)
Evaluator Elite Education -0.120 -0.119 -0.254
(0.106) (0.131) (0.191)
Evaluator Female 0.719%** 0.718%* 0.721%*
(0.208) (0.288) (0.314)
Constant 1.209 1.886+ -0.478
(0.981) (1.048) (1.305)
Observations 884 597 287
R-Squared Adj. 0.181 0.224 0.114

Note: Unit of analysis is an evaluator’s rating after a recommendation received its first rating. Difference from
Evaluator Rating to Date is measured as an evaluator’s rating minus the evaluator’s average rating to date at the
time of evaluation. Demonstrated Expertise indicates whether the evaluator had previously submitted a
recommendation for a stock in the same industry as the focal recommendation they evaluated. Model 1 provides
estimates for the full sample, Model 2 is the subsample of observations for professionals without demonstrated
expertise for the focal recommendation, and Model 3 is the subsample of professionals with demonstrated expertise
for the focal recommendation. All models include industry fixed effects and viewing-month fixed effects, and robust
standard errors are in parentheses. Significance levels: +p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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