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Table 1 An adjacent matrix « 9
- A B C D
0 ..
0v - 1 o0 o0 i(i<n,))
Op 1 - 1 oU '
O O Networki:ZE(ij) (i<n,;j>n)
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@ Jieba
B,
. A xB
Szm(A B) :COS( 0) :W
7 Jieba Y A,B,
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® A B ; cos( 6)
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B
®,
3
? TF - IDF TF ( text
frequency)
SimWu
IDF ®, TR .
SimYou.
; IDF
43 -45
2010
TF - IDF 3 2010 -
TF — IDF :ﬁdln( N ) (2) 2016 70.17%
o AL+, 2009  ~2010
Jia d 1y 59.51%.
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Table 2 Definition of main variables

Network

NetDummy

SimYou

SimWu

RawBias

RelativeBias

RawBias

RawBias/

Rank

RankDiff

NumDiff

Star

Times

Edu

Experience

Asset

AnaNum

EliteSchool

211

985 1 0

Baidu ( -1 1)

Baidu ( -3 3)

Baidu( -5 5)

ZcRatio

N ZcRatio

BuyRatio

Fund

Lev

Mb

Nature

Size

Ret

Sigma

30

MFEtRet

300

Short

2.3

[3

”( Network)

( SimWu) ; “

Quality, ;, = By + B, Network; , + B,Lag. Ind,

BsAnaNum, , + B,EliteSchool,, + 2 B.Control, ;, + &
=
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~

ijt

Network

( 4) “ ”»

.+ BsEdu;, + B,Experience;, + BsAsset;, +
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Quality, i t j ( Lev) . ( Mb) . ( Nature) .
( SimWu, ) ( Ret) . ( Sigma) .
( RelativeBias, ; ) ( Rank, ;) ; ( MktRet) . ( Fund)
Lag. Ind, ; 3 ( Short)
46 (Edu;,) .
( Experience; ) . ( Asset;,) .
( AnaNum, ,) v
( EliteSchool. ) “ 7 Network
logistic
- kiﬂkCOntrolkj, P(Star;, =1) = m (5)

k k ( Size) .

XB; , =B, +B, Network, , + B,SimWu, , +B;RelativeBias, , +B,Rank, , + BsTimes,, + BsZcRatio,, +
B;BuyRatio,, + ByEdu,, + ByExperience;, + B Asset;, + B AnaNum;, + B,EliteSchool;, + &;, (6)

(6) “ 7 N ( ZcRatio) . ( BuyRatio) .
. ( Edu) ( EliteSchool )
Network ( SimWu- RelativeBias Rank) ( Experience) . ( Asset)
® : ( AnaNum) . 2.
( Times) ;

XB;, = By + B Network, , + B,RankDiff;, + ByNumDiff;, + B,Rank,, + BsTimes,, + BsZcRatio;, +

B;BuyRatio; , + BsEdu, , + ByExperience; , + By Asset, , + B,,AnaNum,; , + B, EliteSchool, , + &, ,
(7)
(m
( RankDiff) . ( NumDiff)
RankDiff  NumDiff o
Network N N
“ ” Network  SimWu

? (4)
(6)

15
Baidu, ;, =B, + B, Network;, + B,SimWu, ;, + BsRank, ;, + B,Times, , + ;BkControlkj, +e&, (8)

t

Baidu, ;, i J

42 - 44

( Turnover)
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Quality, ;, =P, + B, EverStar; ,+ B, NetDummy, ; , + B;EverStar; , xNetDummy, ;, + B,Times;, + BsEdu; , +
2
BsExperience, , + B, Asset;, + BsAnaNum;, + ByEliteSchool,, + 2 BiControl, ;, +¢&;;, (9)
o
FEverStar, i N
(4) ‘
?
Quality, ; , =P, +B,AfterStar; , +B,NetDummy, ; , +B;AfterStar; , xNetDummy, ; , + B, Times; , +BsEdu, , +
2
BsExperience;, + B,Asset;, + BgAnaNum, , + ByEliteSchool, , + 2 BiControl, ;, + &, ;, (10)
=
AfterStar, i / 64 431 Sim—
(4) Wu 0. 087 0. 043
0. 080 . Rank
1.313) 75%
3.1 (0.616) ; BuyRatio 0.370
3 ( 0.300) .
( 5 ZcRatio 0.795
7 052 ( 0.254) 0.878
Network 0.133 0.572
0.005 RankDiff 0. 102 “ 7
3
Table 3 Descriptive statistics of main variables
25% 75%
Network 0.133 0.572 -0.291 0.005 0.423 7 052
Edu 2.023 0.443 2.000 2.000 2.000 7 052
Experience 9.752 8.595 3.730 6. 880 13.312 7 052
Asset 17.444 1.421 16.511 17.509 18.403 7 052
AnaNum 43.704 25.603 22.000 42.000 60. 000 7 052
EliteSchool 0.897 0.304 1.000 1.000 1.000 7 052
Star 0.189 0.391 0.000 0.000 0.000 5198
Times 0.532 1.254 0.000 0.000 0.000 7 029
SimWu 0.087 0.043 0.063 0.080 0.102 64 431
SimYou 0.091 0.042 0.066 0.084 0.105 64 431
RelativeBias 0.939 2.292 -0.025 0.083 0.412 228 179
Rank 1.313 0.616 1.000 1.000 2.000 218 882
ZcRatio 0.795 0.254 0.692 0.878 1.000 6 006
BuyRatio 0.370 0.358 0.000 0.300 0.667 6 187
RankDiff 0.102 0.313 -0.031 0.052 0.244 48 709
NumDiff 0.043 0.035 0.018 0.032 0.058 48 977
Baidu( -1 1) 0.417 5.083 -0.342 0.032 0.899 6 149
Baidu( -3 3) 0.268 4.203 -0.371 0.118 1.006 6 139
Baidu( -5 5) 0.178 2.125 -0.178 0.031 0.390 6 127
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4 (4) Bi L
\ 1 B,
Edu, - EliteSchool; ,« Experience;
Asset; , AnaNum,; ,
Greenland ¥
4
Table 4 Analysis on the relationship between analysts’ social ties and information content in research reports
SimWu Rank RelativeBias
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Network —0.014 | -0.021 | =0.020 ™ | 0. 044 *** | 0.046*** | 0.050*** |0.007*** | 0.008 *** 0.005 **
etwork
(-4.54) | (-6.37) | (=5.79) | (20.67) (20.66) (20.74) (2.86) (3.10) (1.98)
Law. Ind 0.625* | 0.625™** | 0.633** |0.5457** | 0.544 | 0.544°** | 0.001 0.001 0.003
ag. I
g (22.24) (22.21) (20.10) (26.87) (26.88) (24.04) (0.69) (0.73) (1.25)
Y -0.001 -0.003 0.032*** | 0.033*** -0.004" | -0.004"
u
(-0.29) | ( -0.87) (17.17) (16.38) (-1.89) (-1.67)
. -0.006** | —0.006** —-0.021 | -0.025** 0.004" 0.005**
Experience
(=-2.13) | ( =2.20) (=11.21) [( —-12.54) (1.93) (2.12)
Asset 0.009*** | 0.010*** 0.027*** | 0.036*** 0.002 0.001
Ssei
(2.78) (2.85) (12.01) (14.40) (0.91) (0.33)
0.0127%* | 0.0137** —-0.053 | -0.053*** 0.001 0.002
AnaNum
(3.68) (3.69) ((=22.73) |(_-20.88) (0.54) (0.79)
. 0.009*** | 0.011*** 0.002 0.002 -0.003 -0.003
EliteSchool
(3.11) (3.56) (0.94) (1.00) (-1.44) ( -1.53)
. -0.015** 0.017*** 0.035***
Size
(=-3.16) (5.41) (10.18)
! 0.008" 0.003 0.033***
Lev
(1.88) (1.19) (10.89)
b 0.002 0.005 ** 0.001
(0.53) (2.45) (0.38)
-0.006 -0.008 *** -0.013™**
Nature
( -1.58) (-3.07) ((—4.46)
Rot -0.036 ™" 0.022 % -0.001
e
( -12.31) (8.31) ( -0.43)
.. -0.065"** -0.010™* 0.002
Sigma
((—15.49) ((=-3.49) (0.81)
0.001 - Hoxk -0.
MktRet 0.012 0.001
(0.17) ( -5.54) ( -0.34)
-0.004 0.003 0.006**
Fund
( -1.25) (1.19) (2.57)
v 0.004 —0.008 *** —0.039 ***
Short
(0.92) ((-2.85) ((-12.74)
85 849 85 849 72 136 215 769 215 769 183 258 214 988 214 988 182 578
R? 0.396 0.396 0.414 0.300 0.303 0.309 0.129 0.129 0.145
( Newey — West ) R LT 1% 5% +10% ; Greenland
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. Cheng
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5 6 logistic ( (5))
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. Emery Li”
4 40
Network -0.020 ¢ -5.79) 4
Hla
“ ” ( Rank 0.928 z 3.71).
4 6 9 “ 7 ( 2 SimWu 0.09; 3
( Network RelativeBias -0.039 ).
5 N
Table 5 Analysts” social ties stock recommendations and probability of being a star analyst
Star
1 2 3 4 5
* Kk
Network 0. 182 0.353
(1.74) (2.30)
. 0.096 0.091
SimWu
(0.61) (0.56)
- -0.039 -0.101
RelativeBias
(-0.32) ( -0.38)
. ol 0.390
Rank 0.928
(3.711) (1.06)
. 1.859 %% 1.895*** 1.858*** 1.854 1.8927**
imes
(18.44) (13.88) (18.41) (18.38) (13.87)
. 0.571*** 0.341** 0.557 *** 0.569 *** 0.352**
ZcRatio
(4.96) (2.2) (4.84) (4.95) (2.09)
. 0.195" 0.133 0.235** -0.523** -0.258
BuyRatio
(1.89) (0.85) (2.33) (-2.31) (-0.75)
Ed 0.214** -0.197 0.2127** 0.196" -0.199
du
(2.06) (-1.23) (2.04) (1.88) ( -1.20)
o 0.116 0.317** 0.099 0.094 0.355**
Experience
(1.07) (2.0) (0.91) (0.87) (2.25)
Asset 0.828*** 1.062*** 0.842*** 0. 802 *** 0.975***
Ssei
(6.08) (4.82) (6.17) (5.90) (4.44)
1.376 1.291 1.421 7 1.4027* 1.251 %%
AnalNum
(10.57) (6.70) (11.14) (11.05) (6.47)
. 0.156 0.050 0.186* 0.193" -0.026
EliteSchool
(1.37) (0.30) (1.64) (1.71) (-0.15)
5923 3290 5917 5917 3278
-2 150.00 -1 098.00 -2 150.704 -2 143.00 —-1092.168
4322.00 2 217.00 4 323.408 4309.00 2 212.335
z gk ke 1% 5% 10% ; Greenland ¥ 0
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18-20
5 1
0.182 10%
(s -
0.353 z 2.30
[ » (Rank—
Dé[f) “ »
( NumDiff) . Gu *®
6 RankDiff( 6 1
0.249 z 2. 43) NumDiff ( 2
0.242 2 2.49)
( 3
RankDrff 0.193 2 1. 84; NumDuff
0.197 z 1.95).
(13 » ( 1 N 2
3 Network 0.137.0. 122
0.122;z 1.29.1.16 1.15). 3
( 0.193)
( 0.197) “ ”(
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o 5 6
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Table 6 Following preference optimistic bias and the probability

of being stars

Star
1 2 3
RankDiff 0.249** 0.193"
an ()
(2.43) (1.84)
0.242** 0.197"
NumDiff
(2.49) (1.95)
0.137 0.122 0.122
Network
(1.29) (1.16) (1.15)
1.849 % 1.8527%*% 1.848 7
Times
(18.33) (18.36) (18.32)
0.937*** 0.911*** 0.940***
Rank
(3.71) (3.62) (3.71)
0.570 %% 0. 542 7% 0.543 7%
ZcRatio
(4.95) (4.69) (4.70)
-0.567*F -0.533** —-0.564**
BuyRatio
( -2.49) ( =2.35) ( -2.47)
0.201" 0.202" 0.204"
Edu
(1.93) (1.40) (1.95)
0. 108 0.108 0.109
Experience
(0.99) (0.10) (1.00)
0.790 *** 0.802*** 0.800
Asset
(5.81) (5.89) (5.86)
1.383*** 1.3767% 1.388 ***
AnaNum
(10.64) (10.58) (10.65)
0.152 0.151 0. 141
EliteSchool
(1.33) (1.31) (1.22)
5917 5917 5917
-2 140.00 -2139.00 -2 138.00
4 305.00 4 305.00 4 304.00
z NN 1% 5% 10%
Greenland ¥
0 .
(8)
7.
I (Baidu( -1 1))
“« 0703 0.012 ¢
1. 97) ( 7 1
0.007 ¢ 2. 05; 3 SimWu
Times t 0.733). 3 ( Baidu
(-33)) 5 (Baidu( -5 5))
6 9  SimWu
-0.018 -0.010 ¢ -3.09
_ 1 76 113 ”»

H4.
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3 N — 75 —
7 3 5 (Baidu( =3 3)  Baidu( -5 5))
1 (Baidu( -1 1))
7 “ ” ( )
Table 7 Analysts” social ties and market attention ( Baidu Index)
Baidu( -1 1) Baidu( -3 3) Baidu( -5 5)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
0.009 ** 0.012** | 0.008** 0.009 0.0004 0.007
Network
(2.38) (1.97) (1.99) (1.44) (0.11) (1.13)
-0.008 -0.008 -0.018 ™| -0.018 *** -0.010" -0.010"
SimWu
(-1.34) | ( -1.31) (=3.11) | ( -3.09) (-1.78) (-1.76)
- 0.007 ** 0.004 0.004 -0.002 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 | -0.005 -0.005
imes
(2.05) (0.79) (0.73) | (-0.57) |( -0.70) | ( -0.74) | ( —-1.02) |( -0.92) ( -0.96)
s -0.032" -0.018™* | =0.019** [-0.018 ***| -0.014 | -0.014 |0.030*** |0.021** 0.021**
ize
(=5.50) | ( =2.00) |( -2.08) |(-3.07) |(—-1.54) |( -1.60) | (5.13) (2.38) (2.33)
p 0.002 -0.006 -0.006 | 0.009" 0.001 0.001 0.009" 0.006 0.006
ev
(0.38) (-0.4) [(-0.70) | (1.76) (0.08) (0.12) (1.66) (0.73) (0.75)
b 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.0003 0.0003 -0.001 | -0.005 -0.005
(0.59) (0.54) (0.54) (0.59) (0.05) (0.06) |( -0.35) [( -0.87) (-0.87)
N 0.0217 | 0.020™* | 0.020™* | 0.011™* | 0.018™* | 0.018™* | -0.011"*| -0.006 (0.005)
ature
(4.56) (2.82) (2.83) (2.42) (2.47) (2.48) | (-2.39) |( -0.77) (-0.76)
R 0.0417° | 0.021 ™ | 0.0217° [ 0.04177 1 0.020™* |0.020*** | 0.055*** |0.036*** 0.036***
et
(8.87) (3.68) (3.68) (8.97) (3.52) (3.52) (11.92) (6.49) (6.49)
S; -0.007 | 0.017* | 0.017** | -=0.010** [ 0.027 " | 0.027*** [-0.014**]0.049 *** 0. 049 ***
Sigma
(-1.56) | (2.11) (2.12) |(-2.10) | (3.31) (3.32) |(-3.02) | (5.93) (5.94)
MER -0.010™**| 0.005 0.005 -0.004 |0.033™* [0.033™* | 0.008"* ]0.036""* 0.036***
tRet
(-2.63) | (0.81) (0.85) |(-1.15) | (5.08) (5.11) (2.04) (5.58) (5.60)
Fund —0.019 % -0.029 ***| - 0. 029 ***| - 0. 025 ***| - 0. 030 ***| - 0. 030 ***| - 0. 010 ***| —0.011" -0.011"
un
(-4.93) | (-4.78) |( -4.80) |( -6.53) |( -5.07) |( —-5.08) |( —-2.61) |( —1.81) (-1.82)
- 0.007 0.008 0.008 0.005 0.005 0.005 -0.008 | -0.003 -0.003
Short
(1.46) (0.98) (1.01) (1.04) (0.60) (0.63) |( -1.61) [( -0.41) (-0.39)
79 257 33 727 33 727 79 257 33 727 33 727 79 212 33 701 33 701
R? 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.009 0.008 0.008
13 ( Newey — West ) R 1% 5% 10% ; Greenland
47 0
3 3 “« »”
8
8
« 2 « ”»
A DiffStar (0.011)
DiffNonStar (0.009) ;
« ” oy « »”
DiffAfier (0.012)
) DiffBefore (0.005) .
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Table 8 Difference of research report information between inside and outside social ties under different groups
A: /
SimWu Rank RelativeBias
1 2 3
" ” 0.079 1.421 1.407
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
" N 0.091 1.350 0.629
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
DiffStar -0.011*** 0.071*** 0.778***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
“ N 0.08 1.292 0.978
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
y N 0.089 1.255 0.712
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
DiffNonStar -0.009 *** 0.037 *** 0.266 ***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01)
B:
SimWu Rank RelativeBias
1 2 3
" N 0.081 1.445 1.044
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
B N 0.086 1.249 0.440
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
DiffBefore -0.005*** 0.196*** 0.603***
(-0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
" N 0.079 1.415 1.467
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
" N 0.091 1.367 0.676
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
DiffAfier -0.012*** 0. 048 *** 0.791***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
» - 1%
“« o 0.048) .
« 2
? A DiffStar
0.778) ¢ 7
“ ” ( A DiffNonStar 0.226)
( A 2 DiffStar
0.071  DiffNonStar 0.037)
“ 7 B DiffBefore
“« 0.603  DiffAfier 0.791) .
( B DiffBefore 0. 196) .
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16.31); 9
( 9) “ »
/ ( 6 EverStar x NetDummy
9 9 1 0.008 ¢ 2.17) H2b.
( EverStar 9  FEverStar 0.003 ¢ 0.90
0. 006 t 0. 96)
o« ”»
( 9 2 NetDummy -0.009 ;
5% ). 3
NetDummy  EverStar
~0.013 5% (
7 9  EverStar x NetDummy -0.003 ¢
« ~0.81) .
H1b. ( 6  EverStar
0.094 ¢ 28.40) ; ; “
113 » ”»
( 5 NetDummy 0. 038 ¢
9 /
Table 9 Difference of information content between star and non-star analysts
SimWu Rank RelativeBias
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
0.006 0.009 0.096 *** 0.094 *** 0.002 0.003
EverStar
(0.96) (1.44) (29.67) (28.40) (0.67) (0.90)
-0.009 ** 0.002 0.038*** | 0.031 *** —-0.010** | —0.008 **
NetDummy
(=2.41) | (0.03) (16.31) | (8.75) (-4.28) | ( -2.15)
EverStar x -0.013** 0.008 ** -0.003
NetDummy (-2.44) (2.17) (-0.81)
72 649 72 649 72 649 183 059 183 059 183 059 182 379 182 379 182 379
R* 0.080 0.080 0.080 0.096 0.093 0.097 0. 146 0. 146 0. 146
t ( Newey — West ) R 1% 5% ; Greenland ¥
0
( 1()) << [43 »
>> “« »
10. 1
( AfterStar 0.012 ¢ 1.81) “ 7 “ 7
113 ”» “ »
( 3 AfterStar x NetDummy

-3.18)
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“ ”»
( AfterStar x NetDummy ( 9 3 ) - 10
-0.021 ¢ -3.40). 9 H5.
10
Table 10 Difference of information content between before and after being star analysts
SimWu Rank RelativeBias
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
0.012" 0.019*** -0.001 0.001 0.008 *** 0.010***
AfierStar
(1.81) (2.69) (-0.33) (0.29) (2.58) (2.81)
-0.020***| 0.017 0.049*** | 0.068 *** -0.0117** -0.006
NetDummy
(-3.68) (1.33) (16.02) (10.08) (-1.93) | ( -0.85)
AfterStar x —0.041 -0.0217* -0.006
NetDummy (-3.18) ( -3.40) ( —1.00)
34 701 34 701 34 701 103 427 103 427 103 427 103 119 103 119 103 119
R? 0. 100 0. 100 0. 100 0.120 0.120 0.120 0.205 0.205 0.205
¢ ( Newey-West ) I 1% 5% ~10% ;
Greenland ¥
3.4 11
Table 11 Robustness test of remaining stop words
SimYou
1 2 3
, -0.029*** -0.040 -0.0327**
« ' Network
— (-7.43) ( -9.60) ( -7.50)
0. 0005 - o
Edu 0009
(0.13) (-2.33)
. *kk *kk
( Slmyou) 11. Experience 0.015 0.011
(-4.54) (-3.03)
11 3 0.021 *** 0.019***
Asset
( Network -0.032 ¢ -7.50) . (5.23) (4.36)
0.014 ™" 0.022***
AnalNum
(3.49) (5.023)
Kkk Kkk
43 -45 EliteSchool 0.015 0.021
(4.23) (5.66)
49 50
? ( Turnover)
i 87 162 87 162 72 769
. . R? 0.040 0.050 0.080
i (i 135).
t ( Newey-West
12 ); ok kk 1% 5% ; Greenland

47
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Table 12 Analysts’ social ties and market attention ( Turnover)
Turnover( —1 1) Turnover( —3 3) Turnover( -5 5)
-0.002 -0.011™* -0.016***
SimWu
( -0.66) (-3.07) (-4.23)
0.010*** 0.005 0.003
Times
(2.68) (1.32) (0.76)
72 641 72 641 72 641
R 0.07 0.07 0.07
t ( Newey-West ); 1% ; Greenland 97
0 ;
( 10) »
(SimWu  Rank) RankDiff ~ NumDiff

Diff;, = By + BiAfterStar;, + B,EverStar;, + B;Network,, + B,Edu, , + BsExperience; , + BsAsset; , +

19

B;AnaNum, , + BsEliteSchool;, + Z ByControl, ;, + &, ;, (11)
)
Diff; RankDiff  NumDiff (4) 13
13 /

Table 13 Robustness test of difference of information content between star and non-star analysts

RankDiff NumDiff RankDiff NumDiff
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
0.0607 [0.05277* [0.050 ™ |0.052™** {0.027 ™ [0.018
EverStar
(13.32) | (10.39) | (9.00) | (26.34) | (12.61) | (7.70)
—0.0137(=0.015**| -0.012*|0.015 ™ |0.021 *** |0. 024 ***
AfierStar
(=2.25) |( -2.40) [( -2.30) | (5.33) (7.66) (8.10)
A " 0.0487 |0.035 ™ 0.261 7 [0.263 -0.003 | -0.011 0.30677* |0.3127
etwor!
(6.84) (4.49) (109.20) |(101.00) (-0.29) [( —1.16) (100.20) | (93.37)

47 558 | 47 558 | 38 684 | 223999 | 223999 | 185730 | 29 644 | 29 644 | 23 948 | 126 179 | 126 179 | 104 638

R? 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.130 0.180 0.180 0.080 0.100 0.100 0.160 0.230 0.230

t ( Newey-West )y 1% 5% 4

0 ;

: Greenland
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Table 14 Subsample analysis based on single-headquarter brokerage “ i
« »”
SimWu Rank RelativeBias “ ”
-0.0237** 0.049 ™ 0.011**
Network
(—4.04) (11.54) (2.25)
0. 606 *** 0.519*** 0.133***
Lag. Ind
(12.38) (13.72) (3.83) « "
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Analysts’ social ties interest conflicts and text information in research

reports

LIU Ya-hui HUANG Kai YIN Yu-gang' WANG Yong

School of Finance Southwestern University of Finance and Economics Chengdu 611130 China

Abstract: Using a novel text mining method to quantify the information content in analysts’ reports as well as

a social network analysis ( SNA) method to quantify analysts’ social ties the paper investigates how interest



conflicts induced by social ties impact the information content and optimistic bias in analysts’ reports. The pa—
per finds that analysts who maintain strong social ties offer more informative reports and achieve significant ca—
reer success. There is a tradeoff between analysts’ reputation ( by informative reports) and career concerns
( by optimistic bias) . The tradeoff is dynamic which is supported by the empirical evidence that after being
stars analysts give more importance to report informativeness and show less optimistic bias. Our findings pro—
vide a new perspective to appraise analyst reports as well as additional evidence on the relationship between
social ties and analyst behaviors.

Key words: analyst; social ties; text analysis; interest conflicts
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Table B1 Text similarity difference test based on recommendation stock rating group
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