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Abstract

This thesis examines disclosures related to firms. The first chapter “Disclosures
Surrounding Cyber Attacks” (solo-authored) investigates whether how US-domiciled firms
disclose (i.e. filing choice and content) a cyber-attack incident is associated with differential stock
market reaction surrounding the first disclosure made to the U.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC). The first chapter uses empirical archival data to illustrate disclosure choice
and content is associated with differential stock market reactions. The first chapter also provides
evidence that cybersecurity risk factor disclosures reflect cybersecurity risk, as textual properties
of these risk factor disclosures change following a cyber-attack incident when benchmarked with
a control firm that did not disclose a cyber-attack incident in the same period. The results of the
first chapter may help guide the SEC's ongoing task of improving cybersecurity-related
disclosures.

The second chapter “Seeing is Believing: The Effect of R&D as a Separate Income
Statement Line Item on Financial Statement Users’ Judgement” (co-authored with Jeppe
Christoffersen and Thomas Plenborg) investigates the flexibility permitted under International
Accounting Standard 1 (IAS 1), where firms can report the income statement using either the by
function or by nature format. Specifically, the second chapter investigates the effect of (not)
reporting research and development (R&D) expenses as a separate line item on the income
statement. The second chapter uses an experimental setting to investigate if this (non) disclosure
affects the users’ perception of the firm’s level of innovativeness and future profitability. The
results suggest that the (non) disclosure does lead to differential perception, despite the final net
income being held constant. The results of the second chapter may contribute to the ongoing
debate related to the presentation format flexibility permitted under IAS 1.

The third chapter “How Similar are CAMs and KAMs? Evidence from Twin Audit
Matters” (co-authored with Brian Burnett and Bjern Jergensen) examines the similarity between
Critical Audit Matters (CAMs) and Key Audit Matters (KAMs). CAMs and KAMs are recent
disclosure requirements that are part of the expanded auditor report disclosure initiative that aims
to increase audit transparency in the US and EU, respectively. Auditors of firms listed in the US
are required to disclose CAMs whereas those listed on a European Union (EU) regulated stock
exchange are required to disclose KAMs. The third chapter exploits a unique set of EU-domiciled
firms that for the same fiscal year, have both CAMs and KAMs disclosures. Furthermore, this
chapter exploits a subset of firms that disclose financial statements under both IFRS and US
GAAP for the same fiscal year. Therefore, the two sets of firms allow for a difference-in-
differences analysis to isolate the effect(s) of accounting standards on audit matters. The results
of the third chapter may help guide the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB)’s
ongoing task of evaluating audit matter disclosures.



Abstract (Danish)

Denne athandling undersoger offentliggarelser af firma-relateret information. Det forste
kapitel "Offentliggerelser omkring cyberangreb” underseger hvorvidt miden hvorpa amerikanske
firmaer offentligger at de har varet udsat for et cyberangreb (dvs. bade indgivelsesform og
indhold) er forbundet med forskellige aktiekursreaktioner omkring tidspunktet for den forste
offentliggerelse til det amerikanske finanstilsyn (SEC). Det forste kapitel bruger empirisk data til
at illustrere, at méden hvorpa offentliggerelsen sker, samt dets indhold, er forbundet med
forskellige markedsreaktioner. Det forste kapitel giver ogsd evidens for at offentliggerelsen af
cyber-risikofaktorer afspejler cyber-sikkerhedsrisici, da de skriftlige egenskaber af disse
risikofaktorer @ndres efter cyberangreb, sammenlignet med et benchmark kontrol firma der ikke
offentliggjorde et cyberangreb i samme periode. Resultaterne fra det forste kapitel bidrager til
SECs igangverende opgave med at forbedre cybersikkerheds- relaterede offentliggerelser.

Det andet kapitel ”At se er at tro: Effekten af forsknings- og udviklingsomkostninger
(R&D) som en separat linje i resultatopgerelsen pd regnskabsbrugers vurdering” (med Jeppe
Christofferen og Thomas Plenborg) underseger den fleksibilitet tilladt af internationale
regnskabsstandarder (IAS1), hvor firmaer mé prasentere resultatopgerelsen som enten funktions-
eller artsbaseret. Dette andet kapital underseger specifikt konsekvensen af (ikke) at rapportere
R&D som en separat linje 1 resultatopgerelsen. Det andet kapitel anvender et eksperiment for at
undersege om den (manglende) information pévirker regnskabsbrugers opfattelse af firmaets
innovationsevne og fremtidig profitabilitet. Resultaterne viser at den (manglende) information
pavirker vurderingen af firmaer, selv nar den totale profitabilitet er konstant. Dette bidrager til
den igangvarende debat angdende den fleksibilitet som IAS 1 tillader i1 forhold til
praesentationsformat 1 resultatopgerelsen.

Det tredje kapital "Hvor ens er CAM og KAM? Evidens fra tvillinge revisionssager” (med
Brian Burnett og Bjern Jergensen), underseger ensartetheden mellem negle revisionssager
(KAM) og kritiske revisionssager (CAM). CAM og KAM er begge nye initiativer, der er en del
af en udvidet revisionsrapport i arsregnskabet, som har til formél at forege gennemsigtigheden 1
henholdsvis USA og EU. Revisor skal rapportere CAM for firmaer der er bersnoteret i USA, mens
firmaer pa en EU-reguleret bers skal rapportere KAM. Det tredje kapitel udnytter at EU-baserede
firmaer, der er bersnoterede 1 bdde USA og EU, hvert ar skal rapportere bide CAM og KAM.
Dertil bruger dette kapitel ogsa de firmaer, der skal rapportere under bade IFRS og US GAAP i
samme regnskabsar. Disse to firmagrupper tillader en difference-in-differences analyse, der kan
isolere effekten af regnskabsstandarder pd revisionssager. Kapitlets resultater kan hjelpe det
amerikanske revisortilsyn (PCAOB) i deres igangverende arbejde med at evaluere rapporteringen
af revisionssager.
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Introduction

1. Research Motivation

Disclosures in financial reporting are crucial for facilitating transparency, enhancing
decision-making processes, and fostering accountability among various stakeholders (Healy and
Palepu, 2001). Disclosures encompass a wide array of information provided in financial
statements, footnotes, management discussions, and other supplementary reports (Lang and
Lundholm, 1993).

One objective of disclosures is to address information asymmetry between corporate
management and external stakeholders such as investors and creditors (Bushman and Smith,
2001). Agency theory suggests that managers may possess superior knowledge about a firm’s
performance and prospects, which may create a disparity in information availability. Firms can
reduce uncertainty and mitigate agency conflicts through comprehensive disclosures by providing
timely, relevant, and accurate information to external stakeholders.

Signaling theory provides further insights into the role of disclosures as signals of a firm's
financial health, management competence, and prospects (Leuz et al., 2003). Firms can disclose
voluntarily beyond regulatory requirements to convey positive signals to the market, thereby
signaling their commitment to transparency and investor protection. Prior studies (Francis et al.,
2004; Barth et al., 2013) document a positive association between the quality of disclosures and
investor perceptions which highlights the value of transparent communication for market
participants.

Disclosures also serve as essential tools for external stakeholders to assess a firm’s profile.
Investors use disclosures to obtain insights into key financial metrics, such as revenue trends and
debt levels to make informed investment decisions (Botosan, 1997; Penman, 2007). Creditors rely
on disclosures to evaluate a firm’s risk profile and assess the likelihood of default to determine
lending terms and conditions better (Altman, 1968; Beaver, 1966). Firms can also improve access
to capital markets by disclosing relevant information about their risks and uncertainties
(Verrecchia, 2001; Gao and Zhou, 2016).

Disclosures are crucial in enhancing corporate accountability and stewardship as they
serve as a mechanism for holding management accountable for their actions and decisions. Firms
can demonstrate their corporate governance practices by disclosing information about executive
compensation, related-party transactions, and internal control weaknesses. These disclosures
further improve transparency, which enhances the reputation and long-term sustainability of the
organization.



Disclosures also serve as a cornerstone of financial reporting standards and corporate
governance frameworks from a regulatory perspective (FASB, 2020; IASB, 2020; SEC, 2020).
Regulatory bodies prescribe disclosure requirements to promote transparency, comparability, and
consistency in financial reporting. These requirements encompass a wide range of topics to reflect
the evolving needs of investors and regulators in a dynamic business environment.

Disclosures in practice are not without challenges and limitations. For example, excessive
disclosures may overwhelm users and obscure material information. Firms must strike a balance
between providing comprehensive disclosures and avoiding information clutter. Additionally,
disclosures may lack comparability and consistency across industries and jurisdictions. Standard-
setting organizations or regulatory bodies therefore often engage in harmonization and
standardization initiatives.

Emerging trends such as sustainability disclosures and digital reporting (e.g. XBRL) are
reshaping the landscape of financial reporting and disclosures. Integrated reporting frameworks
encourage firms to provide a holistic view of their value creation process by including
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) as well as financial dimensions. Sustainability
disclosures enable firms to communicate their environmental (such as carbon footprint) and social
impact and demonstrate their commitment to sustainable development goals.

To summarize, disclosures have multiple roles in accounting practices which range from
transparent communication to stakeholder engagement, and firms can benefit from providing
relevant disclosures to market participants.

2. Research Questions

This thesis consists of three chapters related to disclosures that aim to answer three
different research questions. Chapter 1 and chapter 2 examine disclosure choices made by
managers of the firms whereas chapter 3 examines disclosures made by auditors of the firms.
Chapter 1 examines the relationship between cybersecurity incident disclosures manner and the
stock market reaction for US-domiciled firms. Prior studies suggest cybersecurity incidents are
associated with negative stock market consequences. However, the evidence on the relationship
between cybersecurity incidents and stock market reactions is not consistent. Chapter 1 aims to
contribute to this stream of literature by considering the role of disclosure manner.

Chapter 2 examines the effect of presenting research and development (R&D) expenses
as a separate line item on the income statement. Under International Accounting Standard 1 (IAS
1), firms are permitted to report their income statement using one of the two formats — by function
or by nature. However, R&D expense is only a line item under the by function format. IAS 1
requires separate disclosure in the notes using by nature format for firms that reporting using by
function format but no requirement for firms that use by nature format. Therefore, firms may
“hide” their R&D expense by using the by nature format.



Chapter 3 examines the similarity between Critical Audit Matters (CAMs) and Key Audit
Matters (KAMs). CAMs and KAMs are recent disclosure requirements that are part of the
expanded auditor report disclosure initiative that aims to increase audit transparency. Firms that
are listed in the US are required to disclose CAMs whereas firms listed on a European Union (EU)
regulated stock exchange are required to disclose KAMs. We identify a sample of EU-domiciled
firms that in the same fiscal year disclose both CAMs and KAMs. This sample permits us to test
the similarity between the two disclosures for the same set of transactions.

3. Methodological Approach

I primarily use empirical-archival data in this thesis. In Chapter 1, I hand-collect cyber-
attack incidents disclosed by US-domiciled firms. I then employ an event study approach to
examine if the disclosure manner is associated with differential stock market reactions
surrounding the first disclosure to the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (U.S. SEC).
Further, I use textual analysis (e.g. similarity analysis, sentiment analysis, etc.) to examine the
change in cybersecurity risk factor disclosure for firms that disclose a cyber-attack incident. I
benchmark this change with firms that did not disclose a cyber-attack incident to (better) isolate
the effect of disclosing a cyber-attack incident on cybersecurity risk factor disclosures.

In Chapter 2, we use an experimental approach to examine if disclosing R&D expenses on
the income statement as a separate line item affects financial statement users’ perception of the
firm. We use a classic 2 x 2 research design where we vary the level of R&D expense for a
benchmark firm and the sequence in which the participants observe the two presentation formats
— by function and by nature. Thus, we can compare the difference in perception (i.e. ratings) both
within and across subjects. The random assignment of participants into one of the four groups
eliminates selection bias.

In Chapter 3, we exploit a unique set of firms that in the same fiscal year disclose both
CAMs and KAMs. Further, we identify a subset of firms that for the same fiscal year disclose two
sets of financial statements, one prepared under IFRS and another under US GAAP. These two
sets of firms permit us to isolate the effect(s) of accounting standards on audit matters by
employing a difference-in-differences design. We verify that these firms are the same
consolidated entities across filings. Hence, we can hold fixed the underlying transactions. This
approach is equivalent to matching except we do not have to perform matching. This approach
also eliminates the need for regression analysis, as univariate tests are sufficient to estimate mean
differences.



4. How the Chapters Connect

A common theme among the three chapters in this thesis is disclosures. The first two
chapters explore the firm managers’ choice when making disclosures and the consequences, while
the final chapter examines two distinct yet related disclosures (made by auditors) that some firms
disclose in the same fiscal year.

Another connection between the three papers is the level of counterfactuals.
Counterfactuals are crucial for estimating causal effects. Angrist and Pischke (2009) illustrate the
importance of counterfactuals using a hospital analogy. They suggest that the experimental ideal
to answer the research question “Do hospitals make people healthier?” would be to observe a
person not receiving hospital treatment and the same person traveling back in time to receive
hospital treatment. The difference would then be the causal effect of hospital treatment. The
authors then immediately state that often the experimental ideal is impossible to observe, and one
can only rely on common econometrics techniques to better estimate the true causal effect. The
three chapters in this thesis have varying levels of counterfactuals.

Counterfactuals are absent in the first chapter of this thesis. Firms cannot disclose the same
cyber-attack incident for the first time to the SEC using different filings (e.g. using both Form 8-
K and 10-K) or providing different information. The first chapter is still of interest despite the
lack of counterfactuals, as cyber-attack incidents are frequent exogenous events that are difficult
(if not impossible) to avoid completely.

Next, we create a counterfactual in chapter two of this thesis. We randomly assign
participants to one of the four groups. Random assignment eliminates selection bias and permits
us to estimate the causal effect. Further, each participant observes both presentation formats,
hence the participants also act as their own control.

Lastly, we identify a sample with a pre-existing counterfactual in chapter three of this
thesis. We identify a unique sample of firms that disclose both CAMs and KAMs in the same
fiscal year. The underlying transactions are held constant as the consolidated entity is the same.
Therefore, we observe the CAMs and KAMs for the same set of transactions and hence can
compare the similarity of the audit matters directly.

5. Findings

All three chapters in this thesis have policy implications. In Chapter 1, I find that firms
that disclose cyber-attacks in Form 8-Ks filings are associated with a more negative stock market
reaction, compared with firms that disclose cyber-attacks in annual filings (Form 10-Ks) or
quarterly filings (Form 10-Qs). Further, I find firms that disclose immaterial cyber-attacks in Form
8-Ks are associated with a more negative market reaction. I also find that firms that disclose that
they purchased cybersecurity insurance in Form 8-Ks help mitigate the negative stock market
reaction. Taken together, my results suggest that how firms disclose cyber-attack incidents does
matter. These results may inform the SEC in their policy setting as the SEC has repeatedly
mentioned the importance of timelier disclosure of cyber-attack incidents. In Chapter 1, I also



document the change in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures following a cyber-attack incident
using textual analysis.

In Chapter 2, we find that income statement presentation formats (by function or by nature)
affect financial statement users’ perception of firms. Specifically, we find that financial statement
users’ perception of the firm’s innovativeness differs depending on whether R&D is listed as a
separate line item. The results of this paper contribute to IASB’s ongoing debate related to IAS 1,
where the IASB is pondering whether to standardize reporting formats. Further, the results
highlight (unintended) consequences of R&D-intensive firms when they switch from using
function format to by nature format.

In Chapter 3, we find that CAMs are always a subset of KAMs from EU-domiciled firms
that report using the same accounting standard, IFRS, in both the US and the EU. However, this
finding does not extend to EU-domiciled firms that report using different accounting standards:
US GAAP in the US and IFRS in the EU. Furthermore, we find the similarity between KAM and
CAM disclosure is higher for firms that file using the same accounting standard. Taken together,
our results suggest that the additional disclosure of CAMs by EU firms that file using only IFRS
is redundant. However, firms that file using different accounting standards should continue to
disclose both CAMs and KAMs. The results of the third chapter may help guide the Public
Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB)’s ongoing task of evaluating audit matter
disclosures.
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Chapter 1
Disclosures Surrounding Cyber Attacks”

Abstract

Cybersecurity continues to be a subject of significant interest for the public and regulators. I
examine disclosures made to the United States Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC)
surrounding cyber-attack incidents. First, I investigate the impact of different disclosure types on
stock returns. I find that cyber-attack incidents disclosed in Form 8-Ks result in a more significant
decline in stock returns for the firm than cyber-attack disclosures made in Form 10-Ks or Form
10-Qs. Moreover, I provide evidence that the content of cyber-attack disclosures is associated
with differential stock returns dependent on the medium of disclosure. Second, I examine the
change in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures in the Form 10-K filings following cyber-attack
incidents using textual analysis. I find significant changes in several textual properties (including
length and tone) for firms that disclosed cyber-attack incidents, compared with size-matched
control firms that did not disclose any cyber-attack incidents during the sample period. Finally, I
examine the impact of ex-ante cybersecurity risk factor disclosures on stock returns surrounding
the (first) disclosure of cyber-attack incidents to the SEC. I find no statistically significant impact.
My results should inform standard setters who express concerns regarding the limited disclosures
related to cybersecurity.
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1. Introduction

Cybersecurity remains a topic of substantial interest to the public and regulatory bodies,
and prominent cyber-attacks frequently garner attention in the mainstream media. A 2015 survey
conducted by Duke University in conjunction with CFO Magazine's Global Business Outlook
reveals that over 80 percent of the surveyed companies in the United States reported successful
security breaches in their systems.! Unsurprisingly, regulatory bodies therefore express concerns
about limited disclosures related to such cybersecurity events. To illustrate, the U. S. Securities
and Exchange Commission (SEC) issued guidelines in 20112 and, more recently, in 20182,
concerning cybersecurity-related disclosures for registrants.

Prior studies document negative consequences associated with cyber-attack incidents (e.g.
Janakiraman et al. (2018); Kamiya et al. (2021); Huang and Wong (2021), and Lattanzio and Ma
(2023)), but the evidence on the influence of cyber-attack incidents on stock market reactions is
inconclusive (e.g. Cavusoglu et al. (2004); Kannan et al. (2008); Gordon et al. (2011); Hilary et
al. (2016), and Amir et al. (2018)). I investigate the significance of how cyber-attack incidents are
disclosed to the SEC for the first time. Specifically, I examine if varying approaches to the
disclosure of cyber-attack incidents to the SEC (for the first time) leads to differential stock returns
following the disclosure. Prior literature documents an increase in cyber-security-related keyword
count in the entire Item 1A Risk Factors section following cyber-attack incidents (Chen et al.
(2022)). I perform textual analysis on cybersecurity risk factor disclosures post-cyber-attack
incidents to better understand the effect of an exogenous event on management’s risk perception
as reflected in the disclosures. Lastly, prior literature suggests risk factor disclosures reflect
cybersecurity risk and are informative (e.g. Berkman et al. (2018); Li et al. (2018); Gao et al.
(2020); and Florackis et al. (2023)). I examine if pre-incident cybersecurity risk factor disclosures
are associated with differential stock returns surrounding cyber-attack incident disclosure to the
SEC.

I examine cyber-attack incident disclosures made to the SEC (for the first time) by firms
in the Russell 3000 Index between the first quarters of 2018 and 2023. Firms in my sample disclose
a cyber-attack incident in either Form 10-Ks, Form 10-Qs, or Form 8-Ks. Form 10-K is used for
filing annual reports whereas Form 10-Q is used for filing quarterly reports. In addition, the SEC
provides Form 8-K to public firms to report material corporate events on a more current basis. The
SEC states on its website that “Form 8-K is the “current report” companies must file with the SEC

to announce major events that shareholders should know about.”*

! See: https://cfosurvey.fuqua.duke.edu/press-release/more-than-80-percent-of-firms-say-they-have-been-hacked/
2 See: https://www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/guidance/cfguidance-topic2.htm

3 See: https://www.sec.gov/files/rules/interp/2018/33-10459.pdf

4 See: https://www.sec.gov/answers/form8k.htm




First, I find that cyber-attack incidents disclosed in Form 8-Ks result in more negative
abnormal stock returns than cyber-attack incidents disclosed in Form 10-Ks or Form 10-Qs.
Curiously, I find immaterial cyber-attack incidents disclosed in Form 8-Ks are associated with
more negative abnormal stock returns compared with immaterial cyber-attack incidents disclosed
in Form 10-Ks or Form 10-Qs. I also find that the mention of having cybersecurity insurance
mitigates the negative stock returns for incidents disclosed in Form 8-Ks, but not for incidents
disclosed in Form 10-Ks or Form 10-Qs. Overall, I find evidence that the content or characteristics
of cyber-attack incident disclosures affect stock returns.

I then examine changes in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures following cyber-attack
incidents. I focus specifically on cybersecurity risk factor disclosures. I remove part of the text
that describes the cyber-attack incident, and sentences in the cybersecurity risk factor disclosures
that are identical or largely similar in the pre- and post-incident periods to better isolate the effect
of cyber-attack incidents. I document that following a cyber-attack incident, cybersecurity risk
factor disclosures are greater in length, less negative in tone, and less similar compared to the
cybersecurity risk factor disclosures of size-matched firms that do not disclose a cyber-attack
incident. Moreover, I find that the text in the post-incident period contains more cybersecurity-
related keywords and becomes less standardized compared with the text in the pre-incident period.
Overall, my results suggest that firms update their cybersecurity risk factor disclosure following
cyber-attack incidents, which provides evidence that cybersecurity risk factor disclosures are not
sticky disclosures and reflect firm-specific cybersecurity risk.

Finally, I examine whether cybersecurity risk factor disclosures from the pre-incident
period are informative. That is, I examine if the content or characteristics of cybersecurity risk
factor disclosures from the pre-incident period are associated with differential stock returns
surrounding the cyber-attack incident disclosure. I fail to find evidence that the content or
characteristics of cybersecurity risk factor disclosures from the pre-incident period affect stock
returns surrounding cyber-attack incident disclosures.

My paper examines exogenous events with endogenous reporting choices. Cyber-attacks
can be categorized as exogenous occurrences.’> However, the decisions surrounding (a) the
disclosure of cyber-attack incidents and (b) how such incidents are disclosed to the SEC fall into
the category of endogenous choices. Unlike other endogenous disclosure choices firms make,
disclosures of cyber-attack incidents are difficult (if not impossible) to anticipate. Furthermore,
these cyber-attack incidents are frequent exogenous events. As a result, the presence of the
endogenous element does not diminish the significance of this setting.

5 One may question whether cyber-attack incidents are entirely exogenous events given that prior studies design
measures to predict cyber-attack incidents (see, Li et al. (2018); Florackis et al. (2023), among others).
Notwithstanding, the timing and severity of cyber-attack incidents are largely exogenous.
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My paper offers two contributions. First, it expands the literature on cyber-attacks by examining
the connection between how cyber-attacks are disclosed and stock returns surrounding the
disclosure. It also expands the literature related to cybersecurity risk factor disclosures by
analyzing the change in these disclosures following a cyber-attack incident using textual analysis
techniques. Second, the results of my paper may be informative to regulatory bodies such as the
SEC in their discussions about whether additional guidance is required for cybersecurity-related
disclosures.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. In section 2, I provide a background on
cyber-attacks. In Section 3, I summarize prior literature and develop my hypothesis. I illustrate
my sample and research design in section 4. Section 5 presents my empirical findings. Section 6
presents my robustness checks. Section 7 presents supplemental analyses. Finally, I summarize
my study in section 8. A summary of variables and other illustrations are included as Appendix.®

2. Background

In this section, I first define cyber-attacks. Next, I provide an overview of developments
or events within my sample period. Lastly, I summarize relevant prior literature on cyber-attacks
and cyber security.

2.1 Cyber-attacks

According to the technology firm IBM, a cyber-attack is “any intentional effort to steal,
expose, alter, disable, or destroy data, applications or other assets through unauthorized access to
a network, computer system or digital device.”’

I consider cyber-attacks to be interruptions to the firm’s operation caused by unauthorized
access to a network, computer system, or digital device that may or may not lead to material loss.
This interruption can range from employees’ email accounts being compromised by a malicious
third party to a firm’s operation forced to be shut down due to system intrusion. I classify a firm
to be affected by a cyber-attack when an identifiable cyber-attack is disclosed by the firm.
Moreover, I only focus on the cyber-attack incidents that either affect the firm or a subsidiary of
the firm. I do not examine cyber-attack incidents that affect a third-party vendor of the firm. I will
discuss this in more detail in the sample selection section.

¢ An Online Appendix with additional information and tables could be provided upon request.

7 See: https://www.ibm.com/topics/cyber-
attack#:~:text=Cyberattacks%20are%?20attempts%20t0%20steal,unauthorized%20access%20t0%20computer%20sy
stems.
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2.2 Developments and Major Events

Several developments or events occurred within my sample period that may affect the
number of cyber-attack incidents. These developments or events range from policy
implementations such as the introduction of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) by
the European Union (EU) to exogenous events like COVID-19. I briefly describe the background
of these events along with their possible effect on the number of cyber-attack incidents in the
Online Appendix.

3. Prior Literature and Hypothesis Development

My analysis consists of three parts. In the first part, I examine firms’ initial disclosures of
cyber-attack incidents in their SEC filings. The initial disclosure is of special interest because
stakeholders first learn about the cyber-attack via the SEC from this filing. In the second part, I
examine the change in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures after the cyber-attack incident. In the
last part, I examine pre-incident cybersecurity risk factor disclosures' effect on cyber-attack
incident disclosures.

3.1 Stock Returns Surrounding Disclosure to the SEC

Previous studies provide mixed results regarding the impact of cyber-attack incidents on
stock-market reactions. Cavusoglu, Mishra, and Raghunathan (2004) report a statistically
significant negative effect of cyber-attack incidents on the stock returns. However, Kannan, Rees,
and Shridhar (2007) find that, on average, the effect of cyber-attack incidents on the market is
insignificantly different from zero. Gordon, Loeb, and Zhou (2011) document a decrease in the
effect of cyber-attack incidents on the stock market over their sample period. Hilary, Segal, and
Zhang (2016) find that the market reaction is not significantly different from zero, even in the
cases of major cyber-attack incidents. Amir, Levi, and Livne (2018) suggest that cyber-attack
incidents that were initially concealed and subsequently discovered independently by external
sources outside the firm tend to exhibit a more negative market reaction than incidents that were
voluntarily disclosed.

Prior studies suggest cyber-attack incidents are associated with negative consequences.
For instance, Janakiraman, Lim, and Rishika (2018) use transaction data from individual
customers of a publicly owned retailer headquartered in the United States and find that customers
affected by a data breach tend to decrease their spending following the announcement of the
breach. Kamiya et al. (2021) suggest that successful cyberattacks harm the target firm’s reputation
and lead to significant shareholder wealth loss. Huang and Wang (2021) show that firms affected
by cyber-attacks face higher bank loan spreads as well as stricter collateral and covenants
requirements. More recently, Lattanzio and Ma (2023) show managers' reliance on trade secrets
diminishes as exposure to cybersecurity risk intensifies.

11



I expect stock returns to decline surrounding cyber-attack disclosures to the SEC as market
participants would logically regard the cyber-attack incidents as “bad news” with negative
consequences. However, prior studies that investigate the association between cyber-attack
incidents and stock returns demonstrate mixed results. Moreover, market participants may learn
about cyber-attack incidents from sources other than firms’ own disclosures (Amir et al. (2018))
and hence stock returns surrounding disclosure to the SEC may become statistically
insignificantly different from zero. Taken together, this motivates the first hypothesis stated in the
null form:

H1: Cyber-attack disclosures do not affect stock returns.

I then examine whether the characteristics or content of the cyber-attack incident
disclosures affect stock returns. The first disclosure characteristic I examine is the filing type.
Firms in my sample disclose cyber-attack incidents through either Form 10-K, Form 10-Q, or
Form 8-K. Form 10-K is used for filing annual reports whereas Form 10-Q is used for filing
quarterly reports. In addition, the SEC provides Form 8-K to public firms to report material
corporate events on a more current basis. The SEC states on its website that “Form 8-K is the
‘current report’ companies must file with the SEC to announce major events that shareholders
should know about.” Given the intended use of Form 8-Ks, I expect market participants to react
more strongly to cyber-attack disclosures using this form. Cyber-attack incidents disclosed in
Form 8-Ks are less likely to be accompanied by other disclosures or information while those
disclosed using Form 10-K or Form 10-Q are accompanied by other disclosures of information.
The effect of the cyber-attack incident may be dampened in Form 10-Ks or Form 10-Qs.
Therefore, market participants may react differently to cyber-attack incidents disclosed in Form
8-Ks, compared with cyber-attack incidents disclosed in Form 10-Ks or Form 10-Qs, leading to
differential stock returns. However, given that cyber-attack incidents are “bad news” and have
negative consequences, the disclosure choice may not matter. That is, market participants react in
the same manner regardless of the filing type. Taken together, these considerations motivate the
following hypothesis stated in the null form:

Hla: Stock return following cyber-attack disclosures made through Form 8-K are the same as
stock returns following cyber-attack disclosures made through Form 10-Q or Form 10-K.

The content or characteristics of cyber-attack disclosures could also lead to different
impacts on stock returns as market participants may obtain additional information leading to an
altered perception of the materiality or impact of the cyber-attack incident. One cannot rule out
the possibility that market participants will also ignore the information content and consider all
cyber-attack incidents to be equally “bad.” This latter hypothesis is more valid for cyber-attack
disclosures made through Form 10-K or Form 10-Q where cyber-attack incidents are disclosed
along with other information, increasing market participants' information acquisition or search
costs. Some content may also be confusing. For example, if a firm discloses that it engaged a
third-party cybersecurity firm to help with the investigation of the cyber-attack incident, market
participants could interpret this as either the firm is committed to solving the problem,
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or the firm is incapable of solving the problem due to the severity of the incident. For this reason,
the reaction of market participants becomes unclear. Taken together, these considerations
motivate the following hypothesis stated in the null form:

H1b: The disclosure contents or characteristics do not affect stock returns surrounding cyber-
attack incidents.

3.2 Post-Incident Change in Cybersecurity Risk Factor Disclosures

In the second part of my analysis, I examine changes in cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures following cyber-attack incidents. In 2005, the SEC mandated that public firms must
disclose the most significant risk factors in their annual filings on Form 10-K in the new “Item
1A Risk Factors” section and update them quarterly for any material changes (Regulation S-K,
Item 105, SEC, 2005).

Prior literature relates risk factors in Item 1A to cybersecurity. For example, Berkman,
Jona, Lee, and Soderstrom (2018) construct a cybersecurity awareness index using the content of
the full Form 10-K filing and document a positive association between firms’ cybersecurity
awareness and market valuation. Gao, Calderon, and Tang (2020) examine cybersecurity
disclosures in various sections of Form 10-K. They conclude that cybersecurity risk disclosures
are mostly included in Item 1A Risk Factors, and occasionally in Item 1 Business as well as Item
7 Management Discussion and Analysis (MD&A).

Two papers focus on the specific cybersecurity risk factors disclosed in Item 1A instead
of the entire Form 10-K or Item 1A risk factor. Li, No, and Wang (2018) focus on cybersecurity
risk factor disclosures made in Item 1A of Form 10-K filings and find a positive association
between the disclosures and subsequently reported cyber incidents. Their results suggest that
cybersecurity risk factor disclosures are predictors of future data breaches. Florackis, Louca,
Michaely, and Weber (2023) use the cybersecurity risk factors disclosed in Item 1A to construct
a cybersecurity index using textual analysis. They then document that their cybersecurity index
construct explains cross-sectional stock price differences and predicts future cyber-attack
incidents.

More closely related to my paper, Chen, Henry, and Jiang (2022) document an increase in
cybersecurity-related keywords in the entire Item 1A Risk Factors following a cyber-attack
incident. However, the change in cybersecurity risk factor disclosure is not restricted to the
number of keywords. For example, firms may also increase the length of cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures to signal their confidence in defending against future cyber-attack incidents following
a cyber-attack incident. At the same time, firms may continue to discuss only generic risks related
to cybersecurity, and hence, the length of disclosure remains unchanged. The tone of cybersecurity
risk factor disclosures could also change as firms may choose more positive words to signal their
confidence and optimism in handling current and future cyber-attack incidents. Firms may also
use more negative words to discuss the difficulty in detecting and avoiding cyber-attack incidents
in the future. The (net) change in cybersecurity risk factor disclosure thus becomes unclear. This
motivates the second hypothesis stated in the null form:
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H2: Cyber-attack incidents do not affect cybersecurity risk factor disclosures.

Firms also discuss cyber-attack incidents in their cybersecurity risk factor disclosures.
Therefore, any observed change in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures (including cybersecurity-
related keyword count) may be completely attributable to the part of the text that describes the
cyber-attack incident. This analysis motivates the following hypothesis stated in the null form:

H2a: Cyber-attack incidents do not affect cybersecurity risk factor disclosures, after removing

part of the text that describes the cyber-attack incident.

Firms may also alter sentences slightly without including additional information related to
cybersecurity risk. For example, a firm could change the sentence from “we may be subject to
cybersecurity risk” to “we are subject to cybersecurity risk.” As such, examining the part of the
text that is unique in the pre- and post-incident periods is important because this part of the text
better captures the change in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures following cyber-attack
incidents. The change in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures may be completely attributable to
minor changes in sentences without additional information related to cybersecurity risk. For
simplicity, I label sentences with minor changes as largely similar sentences as they remain similar
in the pre-and post-incident periods. These possible textual changes motivate the following
hypothesis stated in the null form:

H2b: Cyber-attack incidents do not affect cybersecurity risk factor disclosures, after
removing the part of the text that describes the cyber-attack incident and largely similar
sentences.

3.3 Pre-Incident Cybersecurity Risk Factor Disclosures and Stock Returns Surrounding
Disclosure to the SEC

In the last part of my analysis, I examine the effect of cybersecurity risk factor disclosures
from the pre-incident period on cyber-attack incident disclosure to the SEC.

Prior literature documents that Item 1A Risk Factors are informative. For example,
Campbell et al. (2014) find that Item 1A Risk Factors increase investors’ risk perception and
reduce information asymmetry. Hope, Hu, and Lu (2016) document that market returns and
trading volume surrounding Form 10-K filing dates are associated with the specificity of risk
factors, suggesting more specific risk factors are associated with greater movement in stock prices
and trading volume. Chiu, Guan, and Kim (2018) find a significant decrease in credit default swap
spreads following the SEC risk factor mandate, suggesting the mandated disclosures also affect
the debt market. Campbell et al. (2019) focus on disclosed tax risk factors and find a negative
association with firms’ tax-related cash payments over the subsequent years. Their finding
suggests that risk factors about tax are related to tax positions that are rewarded with future tax
savings.
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More closely related to my paper, Li et al. (2018) document that cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures are informative as they predict future cyber-attack incidents, and Florackis et al.
(2023) document that cybersecurity risk factor disclosures help explain cross-sectional stock
prices. Therefore, the content of cybersecurity risk factor disclosures from the pre-incident period
may lead to differential stock returns when firms encounter cyber-attack incidents. For example,
market participants may react differently to firms with more detailed and specific cybersecurity
risk factor disclosures compared to firms with less detailed and more standardized cybersecurity
risk factor disclosures when both firms encounter a cyber-attack incident. This is consistent with
the findings of Hail, Muhn, and Oesch (2021), who use Swiss Franc shock to show firms with
more transparent disclosures regarding their foreign exchange risk ex-ante exhibit significantly
lower information asymmetry ex-post. However, market participants may simply regard all cyber-
attack incidents as equally “bad” and may not consider the content of cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures from the pre-cyberattack incident period. Taken together, this motivates the third
hypothesis stated in the null form:

H3: The content or characteristics of pre-incident cybersecurity risk factor disclosures
do not affect stock returns surrounding cyber-attack incidents.

4. Sample and Research Design

I focus on firms that file Form 10-K to the SEC on an annual basis as these firms are
required to disclose risk factors in their filings. Moreover, these firms are also expected to file
quarterly using Form 10-Q and report any material events such as cyber-attacks using Form 8-K.

In February 2018, the SEC published interpretive guidance to assist public companies in
preparing disclosures about cybersecurity risks and incidents. The guidance contains detailed
information regarding how firms should disclose cybersecurity incidents as well as risk factors.
Given the availability of this new guidance that may assist firms in disclosing cyber-attack
incidents and cybersecurity risk factors, I set 1 January 2018, as the start of my sample period as
most US firms have a 31 December fiscal year-end.® My sample period ends in Q1 of 2023. That
is, I am interested in cyber-attacks that occurred between 2018 Q1 and 2023 QI.

I start my data collection procedure by first identifying firms that are part of the Russell
3000 index. The Russell 3000 index consists of the 3,000 largest US firms that comprise 96% of
the investible equity. I include all firms that appear on the Russell 3000 index in 2018, which is
the starting year of my sample period.” 1 then merge these firms with Compustat Annual and
CRSP. I keep firms that appear at least once between 2018 and 2023 in both databases. This step
generates 2,729 firm observations. I then examine if these 2,729 firms incurred a cyber-attack in
my sample period. I start this process by ensuring data availability to maximize the possibility of
obtaining firm and stock data for identified cyber-attacks.

8 The (now former) SEC Chairman Jay Clayton stated, “I believe that providing the Commission’s views on these
matters will promote clearer and more robust disclosure by companies about cybersecurity risks and incidents,
resulting in more complete information being available to investors.” (See: https://wWww.sec.gov/news/press-
release/2018-22)

991 acknowledge that by including firms only present in the 2018 Russell 3000 index creates a bias as the index is
reconstituted every year on the fourth Friday of June. However, this bias does not affect my results.
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I identify possible cyber-attacks using EDGAR Full-Text search. I searched for possible cyber-
attacks using a list of keywords I constructed with reference to Chen, Henry, and Jiang (2022)
(see Appendix 1). I search for keywords in Form 8-K filings submitted between 1 January 2018
and 31 March 2023, and Form 10-K and 10-Q filings submitted between 1 April 2018 and 15 May
2023 (see Appendix 2). This ensures that the 2018 and 2023 first quarter filings (10-Qs) for a firm
with 31 December fiscal year end are examined. This also ensures that I can examine annual
filings for fiscal years ending 2018 through 2022.'° I save the search results and match them with
the 2,729 firms identified above. I remove duplicate observations as some filings contain several
keywords. I then examine all 8-K filings as well as all 10-K and 10-Q filings except those that are
present for all possible periods.!! If a cyber-attack was identified, I locate the first filing that
mentions the cyber-attack as firms may mention a cyber-attack in multiple filings over time.'?

Table 1 summarizes my sample selection criteria. I identify 233 cyber-attack incidents
disclosed by 211 firms. I then remove cyber-attacks that did not occur between 2018 and 2023. I
focus on the subsample of 164 (disclosed by 157 firms) cyber-attack incidents targeting the firm
or a subsidiary of the firm. I ignore cyber-attacks targeting a third-party vendor of the firm. I
provide examples of cyber-attack disclosures in all three types of filings in Appendix 3.

My sample differs from the prior literature for three reasons. First, I focus on the Russell
3000 index constituents. The Russell 3000 index consists of the 3,000 largest US firms. Large
firms are more likely to spend more resources on cybersecurity. Some large firms may also have
an in-house cybersecurity team. As a result, large firms may be less likely to suffer from a cyber-
attack. However, the Russell 3000 index constituents’ sample is meaningful as it consists of firms
that represent 96% of the investible equity. Second, my sample period differs. As mentioned in
section two, several developments may have directly or indirectly affected the number of cyber-
attacks. Third, my sample focuses on disclosures made by the management. The choice of
disclosing a cyber-attack can be voluntary as management may not disclose a cyber-attack
considered to be immaterial. Moreover, Amir et al. (2018) find that firms withhold cyber-attack

10 The filing deadline for Form 10-Qs and Form 10-Ks both depend on the public float of the filer. One concern
related to my sample period restriction is that I do not observe the 2017 Form 10-K filings for firms with 31 December
fiscal year-end, which may contain disclosure of a cyber-attack that occurred in the first quarter of 2018. However,
this concern does not affect my results but only the power of my tests.

' The maximum number of Form 10-Q (10-K) filings within my sample period is 16 (5). Firms that have a matching
keyword in all of their quarterly or annual filings within my sample period are most likely to be firms that contain
boilerplate disclosures. However, not examining these firms creates a potential bias towards new firms that are only
present for some quarters. As a result, I randomly examined 100 firms that have a matching keyword in all of their
quarterly (1,600 Form 10-Q filings) and 100 firms that have a matching keyword in all of their annual filings (500
Form 10-K filings) within my sample period. I identified six cyber-attacks from the 1,600 quarterly filings and zero
cyber-attacks from the 500 annual filings. Given the small likelihood of identifying a cyber-attack incident from these
firms, I do not further examine firms with a matching keyword in all of their quarterly or annual filings. Moreover,
not examining these firms does not affect my results — only the power of my tests.

12 For example, a firm may mention a previously announced cyber-attack incident in its Form 10-K filing. In these
cases, | locate the first filing with the cyber-attack incident disclosure. Moreover, some firms mention a cyber-attack
incident that occurred in the past. For example, a firm may mention in its 2020 Form 10-K filing that it was affected
by a cyber-attack incident in 2013.
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disclosures and only disclose when they believe the cyber-attack is highly likely to be discovered
by outsiders. That is, firms may be “forced” to disclose cyber-attacks. Therefore, the actual
number of cyber-attacks may be greater than those disclosed. I believe my sample is suitable for
my intended aim of examining disclosures related to cyber-attacks.

Table 2 illustrates the characteristics related to cyber-attack incidents in my sample. Panel
A reveals the by-year distribution of cyber-attack incidents across my sample period. The number
of cyber-attacks increase in 2018, peaked in 2020, and then decrease. Note that 2023 only contains
cyber-attacks that occurred in the first quarter of 2023. Panel B of Table 2 illustrates the
distribution of cyber-attacks across quarters for the 155 cyber-attack incidents that provide the
quarter in which the incident occurred.

I document the cyber-attack disclosure characteristics in Table 2 Panel C. I first separate
cyber-attack disclosures into 8-K and Non-8-K disclosures. 8-K (Non-8-K) cyber-attack
disclosures refer to cyber-attacks disclosed in Form 8-Ks (10-Ks or 10-Qs). The number of 8-K
(Non-8-K) disclosures is 92 (72). Next, I document characteristics related to cyber-attack
disclosures. I briefly describe the disclosure characteristics below and summarize them in
Appendix 4 along with other variable definitions. Separate Disclosure is an indicator variable that
takes the value of one if the disclosure only contains the cyber-attack incident or the cyber-attack
incident disclosure is made in a separate section (e.g. under subsequent events in Form 10-Ks or
10-Qs). Immaterial Cyber Attack is an indicator variable that takes the value of one if the cyber-
attack incident disclosure mentions that the firm does not believe the cyber-attack incident to be
material. Engage Cybersecurity Firm is an indicator variable that takes the value of one if the
cyber-attack incident disclosure mentions that the firm engaged a cybersecurity firm to help
investigate the cybersecurity incident. Maintain Insurance is an indicator variable that takes the
value of one if the cyber-attack incident disclosure mentions that the firm maintains cybersecurity
insurance. Discovery Date is an indicator variable that takes the value of one if the cyber-attack
incident disclosure mentions a discovery date (different from the filing date) of the cyber-attack
incident. Wordcount Raw (Processed) is the word count of the raw (processed) cyber-attack

incident disclosure text in the filings.!* '

131 use Python’s Natural Language Toolkit (NLTK) library for my textual analysis in this paper. NLTK is an open-
source natural language processing package (documentation: https://www.nltk.org/). See Bochkay et al. (2022) for
an overview on the use of textual analysis in accounting.
4 Throughout my paper, I perform the following procedures to process the raw text:
(1) Tokenization: I break the raw text into separate words. For example, the sentence “This is my job market
paper.” would be broken into [“This”, “is”, “my”, “job”, “market”, “paper”, *.”]
(2) Removing stop words: Stop words refer to words that may be essential in human communication but do not
contribute to computerized language processing. For example, “a”,

, “an”, and “the” are common stop words.
Given that all the texts I examine are in English, I use NLTK’s built-in English stop-word list.
(Documentation: https://pythonspot.com/nltk-stop-words/)

(3) Normalization: I use the lemmatization technique instead of stemming as it retains more information.
Lemmatization reduces a word to its root form, known as a lemma. For example, the verb “attack” may
appear as “attack”, “attacking”, “attacked” or “attacks”. The lemmatization algorithm groups these words as
their lemma “attack”.

(4) Ijoin the processed text back into a paragraph. This last step is not necessary and does not affect my results.
Note that in my word count analysis, I only count the number of words or numbers, not the punctuations.
For example, the word count of sentence in point (1) would have a word count of six instead of seven.
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All characteristics other than Maintain Insurance are significantly different across the two
disclosure types (i.e. 8-K and Non-8-K disclosures).

5. Empirical Results
5.1 Market Reaction Surrounding Cyber-Attack Disclosure

In assessing stock returns following cyber-attack disclosures, I first calculate the buy-and-
hold abnormal return (BHAR) and the cumulative abnormal return (CAR) using the disclosure
filing dates as the event dates. The disclosure dates can be directly used as event dates as the
filings must be filed on a trading day. Following Amir et al. (2018), I calculate BHAR and CAR
over five trading days, starting with one day before the event date and three days after the event
date. That is, I choose event windows of [-1, 3], where 0 represents the event date I also calculate
BHAR and CAR for [-1, 1] and [-2, 2]. I adjust for risk related to stock returns using the Fama
French Three Factor Model. I estimate the BHAR and CAR for 158 cyber-attack incidents using
this approach.'> One concern related to this approach is having to estimate firm-specific betas
which can be noisy, especially for moderate sample sizes (Fama and French, 1996). Prior studies
also use other risk adjustment models, such as the Market Adjusted Model and the Market Model.
In my untabulated supplement analysis, I find consistent results using these less restrictive
alternative adjustment models.

Table 3 Panel A illustrates the BHAR and CAR for the entire sample of 158 cyber-attack
incidents for all three estimation windows. I expect negative stock returns surrounding the cyber-
attack incident disclosures given that a cyber-attack incident is negative news to the market
participants. Panel A suggests the coefficients are negative, but not statistically significantly
different from zero for conventional levels of statistical significance. I therefore cannot reject the
null stated in hypothesis 1 that the impact on stock returns surrounding cyber-attack disclosure is
Zero.

I then separate cyber-attack disclosures into 8-K (Non-8K) disclosures. 8-K (Non-8-K)
cyber-attack disclosures refer to cyber-attacks disclosed (for the first time) in Form 8-K (10-K or
10-Q). Table 3 Panel B illustrates the existence of a decline in stock returns in all three estimation
windows for cyber-attack disclosures made in Form 8-Ks, as indicated by the statistically
significant negative coefficients. However, the coefficients are positive and statistically
insignificant for cyber-attack disclosures reported in Form 10-Ks or Form 10-Qs. Moreover, the
difference between the two groups of disclosures (8-K and Non-8K) is statistically significant.
This finding lends support to hypothesis la as I reject the null hypothesis of no differential
abnormal stock returns. I offer two possible explanations for this phenomenon. First, the cyber-
attack disclosures in Form 10-Ks or Form 10-Qs are bundled with other (positive) news that
cancels out the negative news of a cyber-attack incident. Second, shareholders may fail to identify
cyber-attack incidents when bundled with other disclosures.

15 The number of observations decreased from 164 to 158 due to data limitations.
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I then test for the difference in stock returns following a cyber-attack incident disclosure
based on disclosure characteristics using a regression model. Specifically, I estimate the following
cross-sectional model:

K
BHAR; = By + p18-K; + [,Disclosure Characteristic; + z BzControl;
3

j
+ Z By Fixed Effect;; (1)
3+k
with variable definitions summarized in Appendix 4. The dependent variable is the buy-and-hold
abnormal return for cyber-attack incident i. I only report results from using the [-1,3] window,
that is the buy-and-hold abnormal return starting one day prior to the disclosure of the cyber-
attack incident and three days after. I find consistent results using the [-1,1] and [-2,2] estimation
windows. I also find consistent results using the cumulative abnormal return instead. §-K is an

indicator variable that takes the value one (zero) if the cyber-attack disclosure was made in Form
8-K (Form 10-K or Form 10-Q).

Disclosure Characteristics include Immaterial Cyber-Attack which is an indicator variable
that takes the value of one if the cyber-attack incident disclosure mentions that the firm does not
believe the cyber-attack incident to be material; Separate Disclosure is an indicator variable that
takes the value of one if the disclosure only contains the cyber-attack incident or the cyber-attack
incident disclosure is reported in a separate section (e.g. under subsequent events in Form 10-Ks
or 10-Qs); Engage Cybersecurity Firm is an indicator variable that takes the value of one if the
cyber-attack incident disclosure mentions that the firm engaged a cybersecurity firm to help
investigate the cybersecurity incident, and Maintain Insurance is an indicator variable that takes
the value of one if the cyber-attack incident disclosure mentions that the firm maintains
cybersecurity insurance.

I include several control variables to control for the underlying economics of the firms. I
include Ln (Raw Word Count), which is the natural log of the word count of the cyber-attack
incident disclosure text to control for the length of the disclosure. I use Size, defined as the natural
log of total assets as a proxy of the size of a firm; Leverage, defined as total liabilities scaled by
total assets, and multiplied by 100 to proxy for the riskiness of a firm; Cash, calculated as cash
scaled by total assets, and multiplied by 100 to proxy for the liquidity. I proxy for the profitability
of a firm using Loss, which is an indicator variable that takes the value of one (zero) if a firm has
anegative (positive) value for net income and ROA, calculated as net income scaled by total assets,
and multiplied by 100. I proxy for the value of a firm using M7B, defined as the market value of
the firm scaled by the book value of the firm. I include a firm’s institutional ownership percentage
(Ownership) to proxy for the ownership structure. Lastly, [ use the 100-day average bid-ask spread
(Bid-Ask) as a control for the firm’s information environment. I calculate Bid-Ask by taking the
average of daily bid-ask spreads starting (ending) at 102 (2) trading days before the cyber-attack
incident disclosure and multiplying by 100 to express the result as a percentage.

19



All my control variables (except for Ln (Raw Word Count)) are calculated using annual
values from the fiscal year immediately before the cyber-attack. This controls for the pre-cyber-
attack firm characteristics to a certain extent. I also include industry and year-fixed effects to
remove general trends across years and industries.' I do not provide an expectation for the signs
of the control variables, as my goal is not to explain the dependent variable but to examine if the
characteristics related to disclosures have incremental explaining power. Therefore, I do not
present the coefficients of the control variables or the fixed effects to conserve space.

Table 4 presents my results. The sample size is 150 cyber-attack incidents as eight
incidents had missing information needed to estimate the model. Columns 1 and 2 serve as base
cases without any disclosure characteristics. The coefficient for §-K is negative and significant in
both columns, which suggests that cyber-attack disclosures made in Form 8-K have a more
negative reaction than those made in Form 10-K or 10-Q, holding pre-cyber-attack firm
characteristics constant. In columns 3 through 7, I include additional disclosure characteristics
related to the cyber-attack incident disclosures. For example, column 3 includes the raw word
count of the disclosure, and column 7 includes an indicator variable that takes the value of one if
the cyber-attack disclosure mentions the firm maintains cybersecurity insurance. In columns 3
through 7, 1 fail to reject hypothesis 1b as I do not find any evidence that the disclosure
characteristics have incremental power to explain stock returns beyond where the disclosure was
made, as suggested by the consistent statistically significant negative coefficient of §-K. In column
8, I include all disclosure characteristics into my regression equation. Again, only the coefficient
of 8-K is statistically significant and negative. Moreover, the coefficient of 8-K remains largely
consistent across all models.

The estimations above only capture the effect of disclosure characteristics of their own.
However, the disclosure characteristics may have differential effects depending on where the
cyber-attack incident was disclosed, i.e. they are dependent on the 8-K. To examine this
relationship, I apply the following cross-sectional model:

BHAR; = By + B18-K; + [,Disclosure Characteristic;
k

+ [(38-K; X Disclosure Characteristic; + Z piControl;
4

j
+ Z PaskFixed Ef fect; ; (2)

4+k

161 do not use a stronger specification like firm-fixed effects as I only have several observations of firms that suffer
a cyber-attack twice. For a summary on the use of fixed effects, see Breuer and deHaan (2023).
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In the above equation (2), estimates of [; capture the effect of a given disclosure
characteristic condition on the medium through which the cyber-attack incident was disclosed
(Form 8-K vs. Form 10-K or 10-Q). Table 5 presents my results. The first two columns present
the base cases as in Table 4. In columns 3 through 7, I estimate the above model using different
disclosure characteristics. I find evidence that the disclosure characteristics affect stock returns
following the cyber-attack incident. Column 4 suggests that immaterial cyber-attacks disclosed in
Form 8-Ks are associated with a greater decline in stock returns compared with immaterial cyber-
attacks disclosed in Form 10-Ks or 10-Qs, as the coefficient on the interaction term is negative
and statistically significant. One possible explanation is market participants penalize managers for
misusing Form 8-Ks to disclose an immaterial event, as the intended use of Form 8-Ks is to
disclose material events. Column 7 suggests that cyber-attack incident disclosures reported in
Form 8-Ks, and those that mention the maintenance of cybersecurity insurance, lead to a less
negative stock return as the coefficient on the interaction term is positive and statistically
significant. This is overall consistent with market participants realizing that the cybersecurity
incident may not be financially material as the insurance will cover part or all of the costs. The
coefficient on 8-K is largely consistent as well as statistically significant. Overall, I find some
results that the disclosure characteristics of the cyber-attack incident affect the stock return
surrounding the disclosure, hence rejecting hypothesis 1b.

5.2 Cybersecurity-Related Risk Factors

Chen et al. (2022) document an increase in cybersecurity-related keywords in the entire
Item 1A Risk Factors section of Form 10-Ks following a cyber-attack incident. To better
understand the effect of cyber-attack incidents on risk factor disclosures, I focus on the risk factor
disclosures specifically related to cybersecurity and conduct textual analysis. Given the moderate
size of my sample, I manually collect pre- and post-cyber-attack cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures. !’

My sample collection starts from 164 cyber-attack incidents reported by 157 firms. I focus
on this sample as these firms (or their subsidiaries) are directly affected by a cyber-attack incident.
I keep cyber-attack incidents that have both the pre-and post-cyber-attack Form 10-K filing
available. I remove duplicate cyber-attack incidents that share the same pre- and post-cyber-attack
Form 10-K filings. This process generates 145 pairs of cybersecurity risk factors disclosed before
and after a cyber-attack incident.

I was concerned that an analysis of these disclosed cybersecurity risk factors may simply
reflect a general trend related to time or industry, but uncorrelated with a cyber-attack incident.
Therefore, I perform matching to identify cybersecurity risk factor disclosures from firms that
were not affected by a cyber-attack incident. That is, each pair (pre and pos) cybersecurity risk
factor disclosures for firms affected by a cyber-attack incident.

17 Alternatively, one could follow the approach illustrated by Li et al. (2018) to extract cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures. Most firms in my sample only disclose one cybersecurity risk factor. I only collect one cybersecurity risk
factor for firms with more than one cybersecurity risk factor disclosed to avoid complications in my analysis. My
results are robust to combining multiple cybersecurity risk factors into one cybersecurity risk factor for firms with
more than one cybersecurity risk factor.
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Therefore, I perform matching to identify cybersecurity risk factor disclosures from firms
that were not affected by a cyber-attack incident. That is, each pair (pre and post) of cybersecurity
risk factor disclosures for firms affected by a cyber-attack incident (“treatment firm”) is matched
with a pair (pre and post) of cybersecurity risk factor disclosures for firms seemingly unaffected
by a cyber-attack incident (“control firm”) because they did not disclose
such attacks or did not discover attacks that occurred. The control group helps mitigate
unobservable and uncorrelated factors (to a certain extent) that may affect cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures. The net change may then be more reliably attributed to cyber-attack incidents.

My matching universe consists of the 2,729 Russell 3000 Index firms, minus the 180 firms
affected by a cyber-attack incident(s) between Q1 2018 and Q1 2023. I exclude all 180 firms to
ensure that the control firms were not affected by any type of cyber-attack incident. Following
prior literature, I perform matching using propensity score.'® Specifically, I match total assets in
the fiscal year prior to the cyber-attack incident, and I match the fiscal year, the two-digit SIC
Industry code, and the fiscal year-end exactly.!” Table 6 summarizes my matching sample
construction process and presents my matching results. My matched sample consisting of 121
pairs of cybersecurity risk factor disclosures permits me to perform a difference-in-differences
(DD) analysis to identify the effect of cyber-attack incidents on cybersecurity risk factor

disclosures.?°

Results from analyses on cybersecurity risk factor disclosures following a cyber-attack
incident may also be driven by (a) text describing the cyber-attack incident and/or (b) minor
changes in sentence language choice. Therefore, I perform textual analyses on (1) the raw text of
the cybersecurity risk factor disclosure; (2) text after removing content describing the
cybersecurity incident; and (3) text after removing content describing the cybersecurity incident
and identical or similar sentences. I label the text in (3) as unique as this section of the text is
unique in the pre- or post-incident period. To conserve space, I only present and discuss results
from (3), which better isolates the effect of cyber-attack incidents on cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures. In the online appendix, I present the results from (1) and (2) and find evidence to
reject hypothesis 2 and 2a.

I remove text describing the cybersecurity incident and identical or similar sentences in
the following manner. I manually identify and remove part of the text that describes the cyber-
attack incident from the cybersecurity risk factor of treatment firms in the post-cyber-attack
incident period. The text of the cybersecurity risk factor of treatment firms in the pre-incident
period is unaltered.?! The text of the cybersecurity risk factor of control firms is also unaltered for
both the pre-and post-cyber-attack incident periods. To identify unique text in the risk factors of
treatment, I first convert all risk factors into individual sentences. Next, I remove identical

18 See Shipman et al. (2017) for an overview of the use of PSM in accounting literature.

19 The same fiscal year-end criterion helps ensure the pre- and post-filing dates of treatment and control firms are not
far apart to permit a “learning effect”. My results are qualitatively similar without imposing this matching criterion,
as most firms share the same fiscal year-end of 31 December.

20 In Appendix 5 I provide an example of pre-and-post cyber-attack incident cybersecurity risk factor disclosure for
a treatment firm in my sample.

21 T do not find any control firm in my sample discussing cyber-attack incidents that affected other firms.
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sentences that are present both in the risk factors before and after the cyber-attack incident. This
process removes 49% of the total sentences in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures.?” Next, I
remove sentences that are relatively similar using the Levenshtein ratio.>* Specifically, I compare
each sentence in the pre-period risk factor to each sentence in the post-period risk factor. I then
remove sentences in pairs that have a Levenshtein ratio of 0.85. This process removes another
15% of the total sentences.?* 2 I repeat the process to identify unique text in the risk factors for
control firms.?®

Table 7 presents my results. Table A suggests that following a cyber-attack incident, the
net change in mean word count for treatment (control) firms is 103 (26). The mean difference of
77 words is statistically significant (p-value = 0.00).?” The results are consistent with those that
apply processed text for analysis, as illustrated in Panel B, and suggest that the net change in the
unique text post-cyber-attack incident is greater for treatment firms than for control firms. Table
7 Panel C presents the results generated from calculating the similarity scores within the group. I
calculate the similarity of cybersecurity risk factor disclosures within a group (“treatment firms”
or “control firms”) before and after a cyber-attack incident and expect the similarity score to be
higher within the control group than within the treatment group. As expected, the mean similarity
score for treatment (control) firms is 0.58 (0.8). The difference is statistically significant (p-value
=0.00). Panels D and E of Table 7 present the sentiment analysis results on the unique text present
in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures.?® I hone in on the proportion of text that falls into the
negative sentiment category. I expect the ratio for proportions of text that falls into the negative
category for firms (not) affected by cyber-attack incidents to increase (remain constant) . Panel D
suggests that the mean ratio of words falling into the negative sentiment category decreases for
treatment firms after a cyber-attack incident (p-value = 0.04). The ratio does not change for control

22 [ convert all letters in a sentence to lowercase and remove all punctuation before removing duplicate sentences, as
capitalization and punctuation may lead to minor differences.

21 calculate similarity using the Levenshtein distance. The Levenshtein distance calculates the minimum number
of insertions, deletions, and substitutions required to change one sequence into the other. I use a normalized
similarity in the range [0,1] for a simpler interpretation. A ratio score of zero (one) represents completely different
(identical) strings. (Documentation: https://maxbachmann.github.io/Levenshtein)

241 set the cut-off as 0.85 based on manual inspection of the strings and suggested setting the cut-off lower would
remove sentences that have significant differences. I aim to identify unique sentences while maintaining the quality
of the data.

25 I acknowledge the possibility that some risk factors may not have any unique sentences. In these instances, I set
the word count as zero, the similarity ratio as zero, and the negative sentiment ratio as zero. If the cybersecurity risk
factor disclosures have zero unique sentences in both periods, then I set the word count as zero, the similarity ratio
as one (i.e. completely identical), and the negative sentiment as zero.

26 In the duplicate sentence removal stage, I remove 70% of the total sentences from the cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures of control firms. In the similar sentence removal stage, I remove another 12% of the total sentences. I set
the cut-off as 0.85 as in the treatment firm sample.

7 In the online appendix, I show that the difference in raw text word count in the pre-incident period between
treatment and control firms is statistically insignificant. That is, treatment firms and control firms’ cybersecurity
risk factor disclosure are of the same length before a cyber-attack incident occurs. This alleviates matching
concerns, if any.

28 ] use the Valence Aware Dictionary and Sentiment Reasoner (VADER) analysis tool for my sentiment analysis.
VADER is a lexicon and rule-based tool that calculates and returns ratios for proportions of text that fall in each of
the three categories: positive, negative, and neutral. (Documentation:
https://github.com/cjhutto/vaderSentiment#resources-and-dataset-descriptions)
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firms (p-value = 0.14). The difference in change is statistically significant (p-value = 0.00). The
results are largely consistent with using processed text as illustrated in Panel E.? The results from
Panel D and E suggest the unique text present in the cybersecurity risk factor disclosures is less
negative following a cyber-attack incident, which suggests firms remove text that is more negative
in tone and add text that is less negative in tone. One possible explanation for this finding is
treatment firms attempt to signal their confidence in minimizing the impact of current or future
cyber-attacks.

I also examine the change in the number of cybersecurity-related keywords in the unique
text of cybersecurity risk factor disclosures. I follow the approach of Chen et al. (2022) and count
the number of keywords for treatment and matched-control firms before and after a cyber-attack
incident occurs. Table 7 Panel F illustrates my results. Consistent with prior literature, I find that
the number of keywords for treatment (control) firms increases from 3 (1) to 6 (2) following a
cyber-attack, and the difference is statistically significant for both treatment and control firms (p-
value = 0.00). Moreover, the difference in increase is also statistically significant (p-value =
0.00).%° This finding supports the notion that the results of prior literature are robust when
examining only the part of the text that is unique in the cybersecurity risk factor disclosures before
and after a cyber-attack incident, as opposed to the entire risk factors section.

Lastly, I examine whether the unique text in cybersecurity risk factor disclosures becomes
less standardized following a cyber-attack incident. I follow Cazier, McMullin, and Treu (2021)
to generate a proxy Standardized for standardized text. I first generate trigrams using the entire
Item 1a.*! risk factor text for each two-digit SIC industry. While prior literature uses data from all
years, I measure standardization using a three-year rolling window.** This approach better
captures the time effect on the choice of language in risk factors. Next, I keep trigrams that appear
in more than 10 percent of all risk factors, but less than 90 percent of all risk factors, as in Cazier
et al. (2021). I label these fiscal-year and industry-specific trigrams as standard trigrams for that
fiscal year and industry pair.

For each sentence in my cybersecurity risk factor disclosures unique text, I use the fiscal
year and industry-specific standard trigrams to measure the level of standardization. I classify a
sentence as a standard sentence if either the sentence consists of more than ten standard trigrams
or if more than ten percent of trigrams in a sentence are standard. I then count the number of words
in each standard sentence, which are then scaled by the total word count in a cybersecurity risk
factor. Therefore, Standardized ranges from zero to one where zero (one) indicates the text is

29 The only difference is the change in ratio, which is also statistically significant within the control group.

30T only perform the analysis on the raw text as the cybersecurity keywords are highly unlikely to be English-
language stop words. The results are therefore by construction robust to processed text.

31T extract risk factors following Zafiryadis (2023). Ideally, I would have used only the cybersecurity risk factors
from the extracted risk factors disclosures to identify standard trigrams across filings. However, the identification of
cybersecurity risk factors from all risk factors using machine-readable methods would introduce additional noise in
my constructs. Therefore, I use the entire text of all risk factors instead.

32 For example, the boilerplate measure for the two-digit measure for industry i in year # is calculated using the risk
factors from firms in industry i in the years ¢, 7-1, #-2. I use 30 June as fiscal year cut-off to standardize fiscal year-
end dates. For example, the risk factors in a Form 10-K filed for the period ending 30 June 2022 would be classified
as risk factors that belong to the fiscal year 2021.
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completely unstandardized (standardized).

The truncation introduced by the ten-word, or ten-percent cut-off may overclassify text as
being standard. For example, a sentence with 50 trigrams only needs 6 trigrams to be classified as
a standardized sentence. As a result, the Standardized variable may not correctly capture variation
across firms. ¥ 1 therefore construct another measure Standardized Relative.
Standardized Relative is defined as the number of standard trigrams in a text scaled by the number
of total trigrams in the same text.>* Similar to Standardized, Standardized Relative ranges from
zero to one where zero (one) indicates the text is completely unstandardized (standardized).

Table 7 Panels G and H present my results. I set the value to be equal to zero for both
measures (Standardized and Standardized Relative) if a firm does not have any unique text. Using
the Standardized Measure, | find that the text becomes less (more) standardized following a cyber-
attack incident for treatment (control) firms. However, the difference is statistically insignificant
for both treatment and control firms (with a p-value of 0.91 and 0.23 respectively). Using the
Standardized Relative measure, | find that the text becomes less standardized for both treatment
firms (p-value = 0.00) and control firms (p-value = 0.09). The change observed for treatment firms
is consistent with firms disclosing unique text that is less standardized (i.e. more idiosyncratic) to
reflect the risk caused by the cyber-attack incident. The difference-in-differences is statistically
insignificant (p-value = 0.18). I only perform the analysis on raw text as standard trigrams were
identified using raw risk factor text.** Overall, I find some evidence that the unique text that is
present in the cybersecurity risk factor disclosures of treatment firms becomes less standardized
following a cyber-attack. Hence, I reject hypothesis 2b.

Taken together, I show that firms update their cybersecurity risk factor disclosures
following a cyber-attack incident. I also show that this update is not merely due to (a) the
description of the cyber-attack incident and (b) changes in wording. In addition, I show that firms
include unique text (i.e. text that is not present in the pre-incident period) that is less standardized
and more cybersecurity-focused following a cyber-attack incident.

5.3 Pre-Incident Risk Factors

The results from section 5.2 suggest that firms update their cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures following a cyber-attack incident. This update to a certain extent shows that risk
factors (at least cybersecurity risk factor disclosures) are not sticky disclosures and may reflect
some level of idiosyncratic risk. Therefore, I examine if characteristics of cybersecurity risk factor
disclosures from the pre-incident period are associated with differential stock returns when a firm
encounters a cyber-attack incident. Specifically, I estimate the following cross-sectional model:

33 Imagine a scenario where both texts A and B have only one sentence, each with 50 trigrams. If text A has 6 standard
trigrams and text B has 50 standard trigrams, then both text A and B are classified as standardized sentences. The
Standardized measure for both texts A and B is 50/50 = 1. However, in this extreme example, text A has 44 non-
standard trigrams while text B has none. This difference is not captured by the Standardized measure.

34 Standardized and Standardized Relative are highly correlated by construction. In my tests in Section 5.3, the two
measures have a correlation of 0.49. The correlation is significant at the 0.01 level of significance.

35 One could identify standard trigrams after processing the risk factors, and then repeat the analysis. However, this
step is redundant as standard trigrams that contain English language stop words would appear or not appear
simultaneously in the risk factors and my sample text. Therefore, I would observe similar if not identical results.

25



BHAR; = By + B18-K; + B,Ln(Pre-Incident Risk Factor Word Count)
k

+ [5 Pre-Incident Risk Factor Characteristic; + z psControl;
4

J
+ Z ParkFixed Ef fect; ; (3)
4+k
with variables summarized in Appendix 4. The dependent variable is identical to that used to
estimate equation (1). I include Ln (Raw Word Count) in all my specifications which captures the
length of the pre-incident risk factor length. Pre-Incident Risk Factor Characteristics refer to
characteristics of the raw cybersecurity risk factor text in the pre-incident period. The
characteristics include Sentiment, which is the proportion of text with negative sentiment;
Keywords is the number of cybersecurity-related keywords, and Standardized and
Standardized Relative are two measures for the portion of standardized text. I used the same
control variables and fixed effects used to estimate equation (1).

Table 8 presents my results. As in Table 4, the coefficient for §-K is consistently negative
and statistically significant. However, the coefficients for the characteristics are statistically
insignificant. Hence, I fail to reject hypothesis 3 as I do not find any evidence that the pre-incident
cyber security risk factor disclosure characteristics are associated with differential stock returns
surrounding a cyber-attack incident disclosure.>®

To summarize, I find some evidence that cyber-attack incident disclosure characteristics
are associated with differential stock returns. Mainly, I find that cyber-attack incidents disclosed
in Form 8-Ks are associated with more negative, abnormal stock returns compared with cyber-
attack incidents disclosed in Form 10-Ks or Form 10-Qs. I also find evidence that firms affected
by cyber-attack incidents updated their cybersecurity risk factor disclosures following a cyber-
attack incident, and that this update is not merely attributable to (a) including text to describe the
cyber-attack incident and (b) minor changes in sentences. Lastly, I fail to find evidence that pre-
incident cybersecurity risk factor characteristics are associated with differential stock returns
when a firm discloses a cyber-attack incident.

6. Robustness Check

I use the Fama-French Three Factor Model (FFTFM)to calculate the buy-and-hold
abnormal return and cumulative abnormal return for my analyses in sections 5.1 and 5.3. This
approach is consistent with prior literature that suggests firm-specific betas capture a firm’s
distinct systematic risk profile and thus may better adjust for risk. I also calculated abnormal
returns using the Market Model (MM), which adjusts for a firm’s risk using the Capital Asset
Pricing Model (CAPM). Both FFTFM and MM require the calculation of firm-specific betas
which could be noisy (Fama and French, 1996). Therefore, I also calculated abnormal returns

36 In untabulated results, I remove the variable 8-K from my regression specifications and find the same results. Hence,
the lack of explanatory power of pre-incident cybersecurity risk factor characteristics is unlikely to be due to the
correlation of the characteristic variables with the §-K variable.
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using the Market-Adjusted Model (MAM). MAM directly uses the actual stock return over the
same estimation window to adjust for risk related to the stocks. I find consistent results in all three
instances. Overall, my results in sections 5.1 and 5.3 are not sensitive to the choice of risk-
adjustment model in calculating abnormal returns.

7. Supplement Analysis
7.1 News Reports

Amir et al. (2018) suggest a firm is less likely to withhold a cyber-attack incident if the
firm believes outside sources will discover the cyber-attack incident. This suggests that
stakeholders can learn about a cyber-attack incident from sources other than a firm’s SEC filing.
I investigate one such source — News coverage. Prior studies document the relationship between
the press and accounting information such as fraud, mispricing, and corporate taxes (see, Miller
(2006); Drake, Guest, and Twedt (2014); Chen, Schuchard, and Stomberg (2019), among others).

Two hypotheses are in order. First, the anticipated negative stock market reaction
surrounding cyber-attack incidents disclosed in irregular filings (i.e. Form 10-Ks and Form 10-
Qs) may be clustered around the news instead, given that these irregular filings are less timely.
That is, the negative stock market reaction related to the cyber-attack incident is clustered on the
news date instead of the SEC filings date. Second, the number of news related to a cyber-attack
incident may force a firm to file a timelier SEC filing (i.e. Form 8-K) as it becomes more costly
for the firm to withhold information. Therefore, I expect the number of news preceding a cyber-
attack incident in Form 8-K to be greater than those disclosed in regular filings.

I manually search for news related to the 164 cyber-attack incidents in my sample using
Factiva. The starting date for my search is two months preceding the cyber-attack incident and the
ending date is the first SEC filing date.?” I search for all publications including web news. I fail
to find any evidence for the two hypotheses stated above. First, 92 (56%) cyber-attack incidents
in my sample have zero news coverage.*® For the remaining 72 incidents, 36 (50%) only have at
most two news articles mentioning the cyber-attack incident. Further, the first news coverage date
for 44 (61%) of these incidents coincides with their SEC filing date. That is, the news coverage
starts after the firm files with the SEC. Overall, I fail to find any evidence that stakeholders may
learn about cyber-attack incidents from News coverage.

7.2 Repeated Disclosures

Prior studies examine repeated disclosure within filings (for example, Cazier and Pfeiffer
(2017); L1 (2019), among others). I examine repeated disclosures of cyber-attack incidents across
time. Specifically, I examine if repeated disclosure of a cyber-attack incident is associated with
differential stock returns surrounding the first-time disclosure. My initial sample consists of 134
cyber-attack incidents from section 5.1. Next, I remove cyber-attack incidents within my sample

37 Fpr example, if a firm discloses a cyber-attack incident that occurred in March 2019, then my starting date for the
search would be 1% January 2019.

38 Firms such as X corporation (formally known as Twitter Inc.) and T-Mobile have more than 100 news articles
covering the cyber-attack incident(s)
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period that do not have a two-year window after the first disclosure. For example, the two-year
window for a cyber-attack incident that occurred on 1 January 2020 (2022) ends on 31 December
2022 (2024). Hence, the second cyber-attack incident is removed from my sample. The consistent
two-year window facilitates standardized comparison. This process generates 98 cyber-attack
incidents that fall within my sample period with a two-year window post-first disclosure. Next, I
search all Form 10-K, 10-Q, and 8-K filings for these 98 cyber-attack incidents and document the
number of filings (other than the one containing the first-time disclosure) that mention the cyber-
attack incident. I then test if the number of repeated disclosures leads to differential stock returns
surrounding first-time disclosure by estimating a cross-sectional model similar to equation 1 in
Section 5.1. I do not find any evidence that cyber-attack incidents with ex-post repeated
disclosures have differential stock returns surrounding first-time disclosure of cyber-attack
incidents.

7.3 Cryptocurrency

The rise in cryptocurrency’s popularity may be associated with more cyber-attack
incidents. One reason is cryptocurrency is valuable and is more difficult to track than traditional
currencies, making it a popular currency choice for hackers or terrorists (Amiram et al. (2022)). I
examine whether firms that hold or invest in cryptocurrency are associated with a higher risk of
cyber-attacks. I use the matched sample from section 5.2 to conduct my analysis. I search for any
mention of cryptocurrency in the entire Form 10-K filings from the pre-incident period, and then
examine if the mention is related to either holding or investing in any type of cryptocurrency. In
my matched sample, I fail to find any evidence to support the hypothesis that holding or investing
in cryptocurrency is associated with a higher likelihood of cyber-attacks.

7.4 Loss of Data

One concern related to cyber-attack incidents is the loss of proprietary data. Proprietary
data could either belong to the firm (e.g. clinical trial data of pharmaceutical firms) or clients of
the firm (e.g. personal credentials of customers). While firms may be able to recover monetary
costs related to a cyber-attack incident through the cybersecurity insurance they maintain, the loss
of proprietary data is an additional cost that may not be recoverable. For example, MaxLinear Inc.
suffered a cyber-attack incident in June 2020, where the attacker released certain proprietary
information online. Given that attackers do sometimes release part of the data, I examine where
and how.

BreachForums is a website that permits the sale or purchase of illegally obtained
proprietary information. The website was created by a then-19-year-old named Conor Brian
Fitzpatrick, who was known on the forum under the screen name “pompompurin”. On 15 March
2023, Fitzpatrick was arrested by law enforcement and charged with conspiracy to commit access
device fraud.* The website domain was later taken over by law enforcement agencies like the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (See Appendix 6). According to the website thehackernews.com,

3 See: https://www.justice.gov/usao-edva/united-states-v-conor-brian-fitzpatrick
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the forum contained 888 databases consisting of 14 billion individual records. The forum had
333,000 members prior to its shutdown.*

Given the large amount of information available on the forum, I intend to examine if any
of the firms in my sample had data leaked online to this forum. One way to examine this is by
scraping the now-shutdown website using the Wayback Machine, which is an internet archive of
websites.*! However, I did not obtain approval from the ethics department in my institution to
scrape the website.

8. Conclusion

Cybersecurity remains an important issue, as evident from the SEC’s need for updating
guidance, and for individual jurisdictions’ need to update regulations continuously . As internet
tools become more powerful and accessible, such as the recent developments in Artificial
Intelligence (AI) powered tools like Chat GPT, the cybersecurity landscape will continue to
evolve. As a result, firms are expected to spend more on cybersecurity to minimize potential
losses.

I examine disclosures made by Russell 3000 constituent firms surrounding cyber-attack
incidents. I find some evidence that cyber-attack incident disclosure characteristics are associated
with differential stock returns. I find cyber-attack incident disclosures made in Form 8-Ks are
associated with more negative, abnormal stock return surrounding the disclosure date when
compared with incident disclosures made in Form 10-Ks or 10-Qs. Next. I find evidence using
textual analysis that firms affected by cyber-attack incidents updated their cybersecurity risk
factor disclosures following a cyber-attack incident, and this update is not merely attributable to
(a) inserting text to describe the cyber-attack incident and (b) minor changes in sentences. This
update shows that cybersecurity risk factor disclosures are not sticky disclosures and to a certain
extent reflect idiosyncratic risk. However, I fail to find evidence that pre-incident cybersecurity
risk factor characteristics are associated with differential stock returns when a firm discloses a
cyber-attack incident.

My findings contribute to the literature related to cyber-attack disclosures by
documenting the effect of disclosure characteristics or content on stock returns surrounding the
disclosure date. My paper also contributes to the literature related to risk factors by providing
evidence that cybersecurity risk factor disclosures are not sticky disclosures, but instead are
updated following cyber-attack incidents and reflect firm-specific cybersecurity risk. My results
may also be informative to regulators such as the SEC in their discussions regarding additional
guidance and stricter disclosure requirements for cyber-attack incidents or cybersecurity risk.
For example, the SEC recently introduced Item 1.05 on Form 8-Ks to facilitate firms to disclose
material cyber-attack incidents.*?

40 See: https://thehackernews.com/2023/07/owner-of-breachforums-pleads-guilty-to.html

41 See: https://web.archive.org/

42 0n 26 July 2023, the SEC approved final rules requiring public companies to report cybersecurity incidents
deemed material within four days of identifying them. Public companies must disclose the nature, scope, timing,
and (estimated) material impact under Item 1.05 on Form 8-K.
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My paper is not without limitations. One concern related to my study is the legacy effect.
Firms in my sample may have encountered (disclosed or undisclosed) cyber-attacks before the
start of my sample period and hence, their risk factor disclosure may have been affected. The
legacy effect does not likely affect my inferences as I examine differences between pre-and post-
cyber-attack. A related potential concern is that cyber-attack disclosures are voluntary. That is,
firms may encounter cyber-attacks and choose not to disclose either because they deem the cyber-
attack immaterial or they withhold bad news that is unlikely to be discovered by third parties. As
a result, my results are not related to the effect of a cyber-attack per se, but the effect of
encountering a cyber-attack and choosing not to withhold. I believe my analysis is still of interest
as firm disclosures are an important channel through which shareholders gain information.

Future studies could expand the work on cyber-attack disclosures. First, future studies can
examine disclosures made under Item 1.05 in Form 8-Ks which is intended for firms to disclose
material cyber-attack incidents.** Second, future studies could examine whether firms update their
risk factors in Form 10-Qs. Firms are permitted to update their risk factors in Form 10-Qs.
Therefore, firms that disclose cyber-attack incidents using Form 8-Ks or Form 10-Qs may update
their cybersecurity risk factor disclosures over time. It would be interesting to examine whether
cybersecurity risk factor disclosures change gradually following a cyber-attack incident or are
updated annually in Form 10-K. Second, future studies could examine cyber-attack disclosures in
non-US markets. Even though the US stock exchanges remain the largest in terms of market cap,
other stock exchanges are also of considerable size (e.g. Euronext or Tokyo Stock Exchange).
Moreover, the disclosure requirements (in general and for cyber-attacks) differ across these
markets. It would be interesting to understand how market participants react to cyber-attack
disclosures.

43 As of this draft, 8 firms have disclosed 8 cyber-attack incidents under Item 1.05.
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Table 1: Sample Selection Criteria

Table 1 presents my sample selection criteria. My initial sample consists of all Rusell 3000 constituents as of 2018. I
then merge these firms with Compustat Annual and CRSP and retain the 2,729 firms that appear at least once in both
databases between 2018 and 2023. I then search for cyber-attack incidents on EDGAR full-text search using a
keyword list I construct with reference to Chen, Henry, and Jiang (2022) (see Appendix 1). I search for keywords in
Form 8-K filings made between 1 January 2018 and 31 March 2023, and Form 10-K and 10-Q filings made between
1 April 2018 and 15 May 2023. I identify 233 cyber-attack incidents affecting 211 firms. I then remove cyber-attack
incidents that did not occur between the first quarters of 2018 and 2023. The remaining 189 cyber-attack incidents
affecting 180 firms consist of cyber-attack incidents that targeted third-party vendors. I focus on the subsample of
164 cyber-attack incidents affecting 157 firms in my analysis. Seven firms in my sample are affected by two separate
cyber-attack incidents.

Criterion Incidents Firms

Full Sample 233 211
Less: Cyber-attacks not occurring between 2018 — 2023 -44 -31
Cyber-Attack Sample 189 180
Consisting of:

Cyber-attacks targeting third-party vendors 25 23
Cyber-attacks targeting firm or a subsidiary of firm 164 157
Cyber-Attack Sample 189 180
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Table 2: Descriptives Related to Cyber-Attack Disclosures

Table 2 presents simple descriptives related to cyber-attack disclosures. Table 2 Panel A displays the distribution of
cyber-attack incidents across years for all three filing types — Forms 10-K, 10-Q, and 8-K. The sample size is the full
164 subsample of cyber-attack incidents that targeted the companies or their subsidiaries between 2018 Q1 and 2023
QI. Table 2 Panel B illustrates the distribution of cyber-attack incidents across quarters for all three filing types. The
sample size is 156 as eight cyber-attack incident disclosures do not specify in which month or quarter the firm was
affected by a cyber-attack incident. Panel C presents the difference in disclosure characteristics between Form 8-K
filings and non-Form 8-K filings (i.e. Form 10-K and Form 10-Q filings). The definition of the disclosure
characteristics is summarized in Appendix 4. I test for differences across the two types of filings using the student’s
t-test and present the difference and corresponding p-value in the last column. *, **, and *** denote statistical

significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels respectively.

Panel A: Distribution across years [N=164]

Year
Type 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 All Years
10-K 6 6 5 4 2 2 25
10-Q 3 5 15 10 11 3 47
8-K 9 12 24 19 15 13 92
All Filings 18 23 44 33 28 18 164
Panel B: Distribution across Quarters [N=156]
Quarters
Type Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 All Quarters
10-K 14 1 1 5 21
10-Q 11 13 17 3 44
8-K 16 29 29 17 91
All Filings 46 42 43 25 156
Panel C: Characteristics of cyber-attack disclosures [N=164]
Characteristic 8-K Non-8-K Diff p-value
Separate Disclosure 0.84 0.25 0.59 0.00***
Immaterial Cyber-Attack 0.33 0.50 -0.17 0.02**
Engage Cybersecurity Firm 0.78 0.44 0.34 0.00%**
Maintain Insurance 0.20 0.21 -0.01 0.84
Discovery Date 0.54 0.19 0.35 0.00%**
Wordcount — Raw 187.52 120.82 66.70 0.00%**
Wordcount — Processed 107.50 66.57 40.93 0.00%**
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Table 3: Stock Returns Surrounding Disclosure Date (I)

Table 3 presents my results for stock returns surrounding the disclosure date. In both Panels A and B, I estimate stock
returns using buy-and-hold abnormal return (BHAR) and cumulative abnormal return (CAR). I estimate BHAR and
CAR using three estimation windows: [-1,3], [-1,1], and [-2,2] with the same event date defined as the disclosure date
of the cyber-attack incident (i.e. the filing date). The [-1,3] estimation window calculates BHAR or CAR starting one
day prior to the event date and ending three days after the event date. The [-1,1] ([-2,2]) estimation window estimates
BHAR or CAR starting one (two) day(s) prior to the event date and ending one (two) day(s) after the event date. In
both panels, I present the p-values for the null that the differential stock return is zero in parenthesis. Panel A presents
the result for the entire sample. The sample size is 158. In Panel B, I separate disclosures into Form 8-K and Non-
Form 8-K. In Panel B, the last two columns test the null that the difference between the two groups is zero. The p-
values for the null are presented in parentheses. *, ** and *** denote statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and

0.01 levels respectively.

Panel A: Full Sample [N = 158]

Estimation Window BHAR CAR
[-1,3] -0.007 -0.007
(0.257) (0.233)

[-1,1] -0.008 -0.008
(0.162) (0.159)

[-2,2] -0.006 -0.006
(0.351) (0.369)

Panel B: 8-K Disclosures vs. Non-8-K Disclosures

8-K [N =88] Non-8-K [N =70] Difference
Estimation Window BHAR CAR BHAR CAR BHAR CAR
[-1,3] 0.020%%*  (.020%** 0.009 0.009 -0.029**  -0.029%*

(0.006) (0.006) (0.367) (0.225) (0.017) (0.021)

[-1,1] 0.020%%*  0.020%%*  0.008 0.008  -0.027%%  -0.028%*
(0.004)  (0.007)  (0.350)  (0.334)  (0.010)  (0.011)

[2,2] 0.018%**  0.018***  0.010 0010  -0.028%*  -0.028**
0.008)  (0.008)  (0.381)  (0.371)  (0.025)  (0.025)
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Table 4: Stock Returns Surrounding Disclosure Date (II)

Table 4 presents my results for the regression estimate of stock returns. I estimate the following cross-sectional model
to examine the effect (if any) of the cyber-attack incident disclosure characteristics on stock returns surrounding the
disclosure date: BHAR; = B, + B1EightK; + B,Disclosure Characteristic; + Y% BsControl; ) +
Zé +k Bs+xFixed Ef fects; ;. I provide a variable definition in Appendix 4. The sample size is 150 as eight cyber-
attack incidents had missing information needed to estimate the model. The dependent variable is the buy and hold
abnormal return (BHAR) with the disclosure date (i.e. filing date) as the event date. To conserve space, I only report
the results using the [-1,3] estimation window. That is, I only estimate BHAR using the one day prior to and three
days after the event date estimation window. My results are consistent with using [-1,1] and [-2,2] estimation
windows. My results are also consistent with using the cumulative abnormal return (CAR). I separate the effect of
Form 8-K and non-Form 8-K filings using §-K an indicator variable that takes the value of one (zero) if the cyber-
attack incident was (not) disclosed in Form 8-K. Disclosure Characteristics are summarized in Appendix 4. I include
several control variables to control for the pre-cyber-attack incident characteristics of the firms. I include year and
industry fixed effects to remove the general trend across years and industries. I cluster standard errors by fiscal years.
The standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and
0.01 levels respectively.

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7
BHAR BHAR BHAR BHAR BHAR BHAR BHAR
DV [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3]
8-K -0.03** -0.04%** -0.04%** -0.04%** -0.04%**  .0,04%**  -0,04***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Immaterial
Cyber-Attack -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01)
Separate
Disclosure -0.00 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01)
Engage
Cybersecurity
Firm 0.02 0.02
(0.01) (0.02)
Maintain
Insurance -0.00 -0.00
(0.02) (0.02)
Constant -0.07 -0.17** -0.17**%*  _0.17%** -0.15** -0.17** -0.15**
(0.07) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04)
N 150 131 131 131 131 131 131
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fixed Effects No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R2 0.19 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48
Within R2 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.29 0.28 0.29
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Table S: Stock Returns Surrounding Disclosure Date (I1I)

Table 5 presents my results for the regression estimate of the market reaction. I estimate the following cross-sectional
model to examine the effect (if any) of cyber-attack incident disclosure characteristics on the market reaction
surrounding the disclosure date: BHAR; = B, + [1EightK; + [,Disclosure Characteristic; + B3;EightK; X
Disclosure Characteristic; + X% B,Control;; + Zf;Jrk PsskFixed Effects; ;. 1 provide a variable definition
summary in Appendix 4. The sample size is 150 as eight cyber-attack incidents had missing information needed to
estimate the model. The dependent variable is the buy and hold abnormal return (BHAR) with the disclosure date
(i.e. filing date) as the event date. To conserve space, I only report the results using the [-1,3] estimation window.
That is, I only estimate BHAR using the one day prior to, and three days after, the event date estimation window. My
results are consistent with [-1,1] and [-2,2] estimation windows. My results are also consistent with results from the
application of the cumulative abnormal return (CAR). I separate the effect of Form 8-K and non-Form 8-K filings
using 8-K — an indicator variable that takes the value of one (zero) if the cyber-attack incident was (not) disclosed in
Form 8-K. Disclosure Characteristics are summarized in Appendix 4. I include several control variables to control
for the pre-cyber-attack incident characteristics of the firms. I include year and industry fixed effects to control for
the general trend across years and industries. I cluster standard errors by fiscal years. The standard errors are reported
in parentheses. *, ** and *** denote statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels respectively.
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(1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6)
BHAR BHAR BHAR BHAR [ BHAR BHAR
DV [_133] [-133] [_1’3] _193] [_193] [-173]
8-K -0.03** -0.04%** -0.02%* -0.06 -0.02 -0.05%%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01)
Immaterial
Cyber-Attack 0.02
(0.01)
Immaterial
Cyber-Attack
x 8-K -0.06**
(0.02)
Separate
Disclosure -0.01
(0.02)
Separate
Disclosure x
8-K 0.03
(0.04)
Engage
Cybersecurity
Firm 0.04
(0.02)
Engage
Cybersecurity
Firm x 8-K -0.04
(0.03)
Maintain
Insurance -0.02
(0.03)
Maintain
Insurance x
8-K 0.06%*
(0.02)
Constant -0.07 -0.17%* -0.18*** -0.16%* -0.15%* -0.17%*
(0.07) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05)
N 150 131 131 131 131 131
Controls Yes Yes 0.50 0.48 0.49 0.48
Fixed Effects No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R2 0.19 0.48 0.50 0.48 0.49 0.48
Within R2 0.28 0.31 0.28 0.30 0.28
N 150 131 131 131 131 131
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Table 6: Matching Sample Construction

Table 6 presents my matching sample construction. My treatment space initially consists of all 189 cyber-attack
incidents that occurred between the first quarter of 2018 and 2023. I then exclude incidents that targeted third-party
vendors used by firms. I also remove cyber-attack incidents with missing Form 10-K filings either before or after the
cyber-attack incident. Two cyber-attack incidents in my sample share the same pre- and post-Form 10-K filings, as
the firms were affected by two separate cyber-attack incidents within the same fiscal year. Therefore, I only retain
one observation for each of these two firms. The observation I retain does not affect the results as either one would
lead to the same Form 10-K filing. My control space initially consists of all 2,729 Rusell 3000 index constituents that
appear in both Compustat Annual and CRSP at least once between 2018 and 2013. T exclude 180 firms that suffered
from a cyber-attack incident during my sample period. The control space therefore consists of firms that did not incur
a cyber-attack incident (either directly or indirectly) during my sample period. I then perform matching using
propensity scores. Specially, I calculate propensity scores using total assets from the fiscal year before the cyber-
attack incident and match exactly on two-digit SIC industry code, fiscal year, and fiscal year-end. I remove cyber-
attack incidents without a matched control firm-year observation. I also remove cyber-attack incidents with missing
pre or post Form 10-K filings for the matched control firm-year observation. My final matched sample consists of
121 cyber-attack incidents. That is, 121 pairs of cybersecurity risk factors in the pre- and post-incident periods, for
both the treatment and control firms.

Criterion Incidents Firms

Cyber-attack sample 189 180
Less: Cyber-attacks targeting third-party vendors -25 -23
Less: Incidents with missing pre or post cyber-attack 10-K Filings -17 -16
Less: Incidents with same pre and post cyber-attack 10-K Filings -2 0

Initial matching Sample 145 141
Less: Incidents without a matching control firm-year observation -11 -11
Less: Control firm-year with missing pre or post 10-K Filings -13 -13
Final matched sample used in Diff-in-Diff 121 117
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Table 7: Textual Analysis of Cybersecurity Risk Factors

Table 7 presents the results from the textual analysis of cybersecurity risk factors after removing text describing the
cyber-attack incident. I remove the text describing the cyber-attack incident from the post-cyber-attack cybersecurity
risk factor of the treatment firms. I also remove sentences that are either identical or similar across pre- and post-
incident cybersecurity risk factors. In all panels, the last column (row) presents the p-value for the null that the
difference in the pre- and post-period (across treatment and control group) is zero unless otherwise specified. Panel
A (B) presents the results of the word count analysis using the raw (processed) text. Panel C presents the results of
the similarity analysis. I calculate similarity using cybersecurity risk factors within a group and use the Levenshtein
ratio where a score of zero (one) suggests the two texts are completely different (identical). I calculate the similarity
score using the raw and processed text of cybersecurity risk factor disclsoures. The last column presents the p-value
for the null that the pre-and post-similarity score difference is zero. Panel D (E) presents the results of the sentiment
analysis using the raw (processed) text. I calculate sentiment using the Valence Aware Dictionary and the Sentiment
Reasoner (VADER). VADER returns the ratio of the proportion of words falling into the three categories: positive,
negative, and neutral. I only focus on the proportion of words falling into the negative category in my analysis. Panel
F presents the results of counting the number of cybersecurity related keywords following the approach as in Chen et
al. (2022). Panels G and H present the results of classifying text into standardized vs. non-standardized text using two
different measures. *, ** and *** denote statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels respectively.

Panel A: Word Count - Raw [N=121]

Pre Post Diff p-value

Treatment 112 215 103 0.00%**

Control 50 76 26 0.00%**

Diff 62 139 77 0.00%**
p-value 0.00%** 0.00%** 0.00%**

Panel B: Word Count - Processed [N=121]

Pre Post Diff p-value

Treatment 67 128 61 0.00%**

Control 30 45 15 0.00%**

Diff 37 83 46 0.00%**
p-value 0.00%** 0.00%** 0.00***

Panel C: Similarity — Within Group [N=121]

Treatment Control Diff p-value
Raw 0.58 0.80 0.22 0.00%**
Processed 0.58 0.80 0.22 0.00%**
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Panel D: Negative Sentiment - Raw [N=121]

Pre Post Diff p-value
Treatment 0.11 0.10 -0.02 0.04**
Control 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.14
Diff 0.06 0.04 -0.02 0.00%**
p-value 0.00%** 0.00%=* 0.00%**

Panel E: Negative Sentiment - Processed [N=121]

Pre Post Diff p-value
Treatment 0.17 0.15 -0.02 0.10%
Control 0.08 0.09 0.01 0.02%**
Diff 0.09 0.06 -0.03 0.02%**
p-value 0.00%** 0.00%** 0.02%*

Panel F: Keyword Count in Raw Text [N=121]

Pre Post Diff p-value

Treatment 3 6 3 0.00%**

Control 1 2 1 0.00%**

Diff 2 4 2 0.00%**
p-value 0.00%** 0.00%** 0.00%**

Panel G: Standardized Text in Raw Text with Measure Standardize [N=121]

Pre Post Diff p-value
Treatment 0.67 0.66 -0.01 0.91
Control 0.29 0.32 0.03 0.23
Diff 0.38 0.34 -0.04 0.43
p-value 0.00%** 0.00%=* 0.43

Panel H: Standardized Text in Raw Text with Measure Standardize Relative [N=121]

Pre Post Diff p-value
Treatment 0.24 0.19 -0.05 0.00%**
Control 0.11 0.09 -0.02 0.09*
Diff 0.13 0.10 -0.03 0.18
p-value 0.00%** 0.00%** 0.18

41



Table 8: Stock Returns and Pre-Incident Cybersecurity Risk Factors

Table 8 presents my results for the regression estimate of the stock returns. I estimate the following cross-sectional
model to examine the effect (if any) of the pre-incident cybersecurity risk factor characteristics on the stock returns
surrounding the disclosure date: BHAR; = By + B18-K; + B,Ln(Pre-Incident Risk Factor Word Count) +
Bs Pre-Incident Risk Factor Characteristic; + Y5 B,Control;; + Zi+k PakFixed Effect;; . 1 provide a
variable definition summary in Appendix 4. The sample size is 137 as 13 incidents from Table 5 do not have a pre-
incident cybersecurity risk factor. The dependent variable is the buy and hold abnormal return (BHAR) with the
disclosure date (i.e. filing date) as the event date. To conserve space, I only report the results using the [-1,3]
estimation window. That is, I only estimate BHAR using the one day prior to and three days after the event date
estimation window. My results are consistent with using [-1,1] and [-2,2] estimation windows. My results are also
consistent with using the cumulative abnormal return (CAR). I separate the effect of Form 8-K and non-Form 8-K
filings using §-K an indicator variable that takes the value of one (zero) if the cyber-attack incident was (not) disclosed
in Form 8-K. I include several control variables to control for the pre-cyber-attack incident characteristics of the
firms. I include year and industry fixed effects to remove the general trend across years and industries. I cluster
standard errors by fiscal years. The standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical
significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels respectively.

(1 (2) 3) 4 (5) (6) (7)
BHAR  BHAR BHAR BHAR BHAR BHAR BHAR
DV [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3] [-1,3]
8-K -0.04**  -0.06*** -0.06*** -0.06*** -0.06%** -0.06%** -0.06%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Ln (Raw Word
Count) -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02 -0.05*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)
Sentiment -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
Keywords 0.04%* 0.04**
(0.01) (0.01)
Standardized 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
Standardized Relative -0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
Constant 0.02 -0.08 -0.06 0.01 -0.11 -0.08 0.01
(0.10) (0.07) (0.05) (0.10) (0.07) (0.07) (0.10)
N 137 120 120 120 120 120 120
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fixed Effects No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R2 0.19 0.48 0.48 0.51 0.48 0.48 0.51
Within R2 0.31 0.31 0.35 0.31 0.31 0.35
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Appendix 1 — Word List
Cyber Attack
Cyberattack
Cybersecurity Incident
Data Breach

Data Security Incident
DDOS

Denial of Service
Malware

Ransomware

Security Breach

Unauthorized Access

The above word list is constructed with reference to the word list provided by Chen, Henry,
and Jiang (2022). Note that the EDGAR Full Text Search is case insensitive and thus capitalization
will not impact relevancy. All words in the word list are searched in quotation marks, for example,
“unauthorized access” to ensure the string is searched as one single string. If not, EDGAR will
search for the words “unauthorized” and “access” separately. See Appendix 2 for a snapshot of

EDGAR Full Text Search.

43



Appendix 2 — Snapshot of EDGAR Full Text Search

I search for the keyword “data security incident” as an illustration. To search for 10-Ks
filed for the period between 2018 Q1 and 2023 Q1, I restrict the date to be between “2018-04-01
and “2023-05-15". This process results in 535 potential 10-K filings. Note the actual number of
10-K filings may be less than 535 as the search includes Exhibits and Amendments, which I do
not examine.

C.gov EDGAR FAQ  Other search tools

Document word or phrase Filed date range

Company name, ticker, nuj or ind me Filed from Filed to

2018-04-01 2023-05-15

Filing types Browse types Principal executive offices in =

[ sancel View sl i
- less search options @ Clear all

Refine search results by: 535 search results

Source: EDGAR Full Text Search (https://www.sec.gov/edgar/search/)

44



Appendix 3 — Examples of Cyber Attack Disclosures
(1) Disclosure in Form 10-K

System security and data protection breaches, as well as cyber-attacks, could disrupt our operations, reduce our expected revenue and increase our
expenses, which could adversely affect our stock price and damage our reputation.

Security breaches, computer malware, social-engineering attacks, denial-of-service attacks, software bugs, server malfunctions, software or hardware failures, loss of
data or other information technology assets, and other cyber-attacks are increasingly sophisticated, making it more difficult to successfully detect, defend against them or
implement adequate preventative measures.

For example, on February 23, 2022, we became aware of a security incident involving unautherized access to our network by a group of independent criminal threat
actors, not affiliated with any government or political cause. The threat actors obtained NVIDIA network credentials and through deception, obtained two-factor
authentication capability and access to our network. The threat actors misappropniated certain NVIDIA proprietary information, including NVIDIA source code, and leaked
some of that information online. Upon learning of the security incident, we engaged in remedial and preventative actions, rotated all NVIDIA network credentials to
prevent further unauthorized access, hardened our network, analyzed the information that the threat actors exfilirated, and notified law enforcement and other authorities.

Cyber-attacks, including ransomware attacks by organized criminal threat actors, nation-states, and nation-state-supported actors, may become more prevalent and
severe. Our ability to recover from ransomware attacks may be limited if our backups have been affected by the attack, or if restoring from backups is delayed or not
feasible.

Threat actors, sophisticated nation-states, and nation-state-supported actors now engage and are expected to continue to engage in cyber-attacks. Due to increasing
geopolitical conflicts, we and the third parties upon which we rely may be vulnerable to a heightened nisk of cyber-attacks. Furthermore, we rely on products and services
provided by third party suppliers to operate certain critical business systems, including without limitation, cloud-based infrastructure, encryption and authentication
technology, employee email, and other functions, which exposes us to supply-chain attacks or other business disruptions. We cannot guarantee that third parties and
infrastructure in our supply chain or our partners’ supply chains have not been compromised or that they do not contain exploitable defects or bugs that could result in a
breach of or disruption to our information technology systems, including our products and services, or the third-party information technology systems that support our
services. Our ability to monitor these third parties’ information security practices is limited, and these may not have adequate information security measures in place. In
addition, if one of our third-party suppliers suffers a security breach, our response may be limited or more difficult because we may not have direct access to their
systems, logs and other information related to the security breach

Source: Nvidia Corporation — Form 10-K filing for the fiscal year ended 30 January 2022
(2) Disclosure in Form 10-Q
CYBERSECURITY EVENT

On March 1, 2021, at approximately 02:00 hours Mexico City time, we experienced a Ransomware cyber-attack,
which was operated by humans. Therefore, our antivirus software could not contain it. This cyber-attack encrypted a
total of 479 servers, 367 of which were located in Mexico and 112 in the United States. It also encrypted 303 pieces of
personal equipment, 257 of which were located in Mexico and 46 in the United States. However, due to the quick
response of our IT team, our Enterprise Resource Planning software was not affected by the aforementioned attack.

After the attack we immediately began a remediation and recovery process, and as of the reporting date the affected
servers have been completely restored. So far, the forensic investigation has not identified any concrete evidence of
information stolen during the attack. We are implementing an information security strategy to ensure business
continuity based on processes (controls and corporate governance framework), technology and human capital
(organizational culture). The areas of compliance, internal control, information technology and internal audit are
working together to integrate the reference trameworks, the risk management models and the necessary controls to
implement the strategy and programs of information security.

As of March 31, 2021, we have recorded $0.1 million in costs related to this incident, but we expect to incur additional
costs derived from the strategy and controls being implemented.

Source: Southern Copper Corp — Form 10-Q filing for the quarter ended 31 March 2021
(1) Disclosure in Form 8-K

Item 8.01 Other Events.
On August 15, 2020, Carnival Corporation and Carnival ple (together, the “Company,” “we,” “us,” or “our”) detected a ransomware attack that accessed
and encrypted a portion of one brand’s information technology systems. The unauthorized access also included the download of certain of our data files.

Promptly upon its detection of the security event, the Company launched an investigation and notified law enforcement, and engaged legal counsel and
other incident response professionals. While the investigation of the incident is ongoing, the Company has implemented a series of containment and
remediation measures to address this situation and reinforce the security of its information technology systems. The Company is working with industry-
leading cybersecurity firms to immediately respond to the threat, defend the Company’s information technology systems, and conduct remediation.

Based on its preliminary assessment and on the information currently known (in particular, that the incident occurred in a portion of a brand’s information
technology systems), the Company does not believe the incident will have a material impact on its business, operations or financial results. Nonetheless, we
expect that the security event included unauthorized access to personal data of guests and employees, which may result in potential claims from guests,
employees, shareholders, or regulatory agencies. Although we believe that no other information technology systems of the other Company’s brands have
been impacted by this incident based upon our investigation to date, there can be no assurance that other information technology systems of the other
Company’s brands will not be adversely affected.

Source: Carnival Plc — Form 8-K filing on 15 August 2020
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Appendix 4 — Variable Definition

Cyber-attack disclosure characteristics

Variable Definition Source

Separate Disclosure | An indicator variable that equals one if either the Hand-
cyber-attack incident is the only disclosure or if the | collected
cyber-attack incident is (also) reported in a separate
section. For example, under subsequent events in
Form 10-Q or 10-K.

Immaterial Cyber- An indicator variable that equals one if the cyber- Hand-

attack attack disclosure considers the cyber-attack incident | collected
to not have had a material effect on the firm, zero
otherwise.

Engage An indicator variable that equals one if the cyber- Hand-

Cybersecurity Firm | attack disclosure mentions the firm engaging with a | collected
cybersecurity firm post-attack.

Maintain Insurance | An indicator variable that equals one if the cyber- Hand-
attack disclosure mentions the firm maintains collected
insurance related to cybersecurity.

Discovery Date An indicator variable that equals one if the cyber- Hand-
attack disclosure mentions a date (different from the | collected
filing date) on which the firm discovered or learned
about the cyber-attack incident.

Raw Word Count Number of words in the cyber-attack disclosure. Hand-

collected

Processed Word Number of words in the cyber-attack disclosure after | Hand-

Count processing the raw text. See footnote 12 for the collected
processing technique.

Stock Returns Tests
Variable Definition

BHAR; The buy-and-hold abnormal return for cyber-attack | CRSP
incident .

CARi The cumulative abnormal return for cyber-attack CRSP
incident i.

8-K An indicator variable that takes the value of one Hand-
(zero) if the cyber-attack incident disclosure was collected
made in Form 8-K (Form 10-Q or Form 10-K).

Size Natural log of total assets. Total assets value is the Compustat
annual figure from the fiscal year immediately
before the cyber-attack incident.

ROA Net Income scaled by total assets and multiplied by | Compustat
100. Net income and total assets are annual figures
from the fiscal year immediately preceding the
cyber-attack incident.

Leverage Total liabilities scaled by total assets and multiplied | Compustat

by 100. Total liabilities and total assets are annual
figures from the fiscal year immediately preceding
the cyber-attack incident.
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Cash

Cash and cash equivalents scaled by total assets and
multiplied by 100. Cash and cash equivalents and
total assets are annual figures from the fiscal year
immediately preceding the cyber-attack incident.

Compustat

Loss

An indicator variable that takes the value of one
(zero) if the net income annual figure from the fiscal
year immediately preceding the cyber-attack
incident was negative (positive).

Compustat

Bid-Ask

The 100-trading day average bid-ask spread
percentage. The calculation starts 102 days
preceding the cyber-attack incident and ends 2 days
preceding the cyber-attack incident. The daily bid-
ask spread is calculated as the difference between
the bid-ask price, scaled by the closing price. The
measure is then multiplied by 100.

CRSP

MTB

Market to book ratio. Market value is calculated as
the annual closing price multiplied by the number of
ordinary shares outstanding at the fiscal year end.
Book value is calculated as the annual closing book
value per share multiplied by the number of ordinary
shares outstanding at the fiscal year end. The annual
figures are from the fiscal year immediately
preceding the cyber-attack incident.

CRSP

Ownership

Percentage of institutional ownership. The figure is
for the fiscal year-end date immediately preceding
the cyber-attack incident.

Capital 1Q
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Appendix 5 — Cybersecurity Risk Factor Disclosures Before and After a Cyber-Attack
Incident

Pre-cvber-attack Incident

Risks Related to Cybersecurity and Business Disruptions
Unauthorized access to our, our customers’ and/or our suppliers’ information and systems could negatively impact our business.

We face certain security threats, including threats to the confidentiality, availability and integrity of our data and systems. We maintain an
extensive network of technical security controls, policy enforcement mechanisms, monitoring systems and management oversight in order to
address these threats. While these measures are designed to prevent, detect and respond to unauthorized activity in our systems, certain
types of attacks, including cyber-attacks, could result in significant financial or information losses and/or reputational harm. In addition, we
manage information and information technology systems for certain customers and/or suppliers. Many of these customers and/or suppliers
face similar security threats. If we cannot prevent the unauthorized access, release and/or corruption of our customers’ and/or suppliers’
confidential, classified or personally identifiable information, our reputation could be damaged, and/or we could face financial losses.

Source: Boeing Co. — Form 10-K Filing for the fiscal year ended 31 December 2021

Post-cyber-attack Incident

Risks Related to Cybersecurity and Business Disruptions
Unauthorized access to our, our customers’ and/or our suppliers’ information and systems could negatively impact our business.

We rely extensively on information technology systems and networks to operate our company and meet our business objectives. As cyber
threats increase in volume and sophistication, the risk to the security of these systems and networks — and to the confidentiality, integrity, and
availability of the data they house — continues to evolve, requiring constant vigilance and concerted, company-wide risk management efforts.

A cyberattack or security breach, whether experienced directly or through our supply chain, could, among other serious consequences, result
in loss of intellectual property; unauthorized access to various categories of sensitive, proprietary or customer data; disruption or degradation
of business operations, or compromise of products or services. To address these risks, we maintain an extensive network of technical
security controls, policy enforcement mechanisms, monitoring systems and management oversight. We also have established a
Cybersecurity Governance Council to strengthen governance and coordination of cybersecurity activities. While these measures are
designed to prevent, detect and respond to unauthorized activity, there is no guarantee that they will be sufficient to prevent or mitigate the
risk of a cyberattack or the potentially serious reputational, operational, or financial impacts that may result. In November 2022, we
discovered a cybersecurity incident that impacted certain systems of Jeppesen, a wholly owned Boeing subsidiary that provides flight
planning and navigation services. We determined that the incident posed no risk to flight safety. We promptly notified law enforcement,
regulatory authorities and customers, launched an investigation, and took additional steps to protect the integrity of our systems. While this
incident has not had a material impact on us, future incidents like this one could have material impact on our business, operations, and
reputation.

In addition, we manage information and information technology systems for certain customers and/or suppliers. Many of these customers
and/or suppliers face similar security threats. If we were unable to protect against the unauthorized access, release and/or corruption of our
customers’ and/or suppliers’ confidential, classified or personally identifiable information, our reputation could be damaged, and/or we could
face financial or other losses.

Source: Boeing Co. — Form 10-K Filing for the fiscal year ended 31 December 2022
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Appendix 6 — Breach Forums

(1) The seized domain

THIS DOMAIN HAS BEEN SEIZED

The domains related to BreachForums

®
W

have been seized by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Inspector
General, and the Department of Justice in accordance with a seizure warrant issued pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §§ 981, 982, inter alia,
by the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia as part of law enforcement action taken in parallel with the

U.S. Secret Service, Homeland Security Investigations, the New York Police Department, the U.S. Postal Inspection Service, the
Dutch National Police, the Australian Federal Police, the United Kingdom National Crime Agency, and Police Scotland.

POLICE

eping peor

POILEAS ALBA - National Crime Agency

POLICE  [eEsy ) = & NCA

orazi] - wwetse jus.br - 6.2 millon voters

[FREE] HDFC BANK LEAK (>

49



50



Chapter 2

The Effect of R&D as a Separate Income Statement Line
Item on Financial Statement Users’ Judgement®

Co-Authored with Jeppe Christoffersen and Thomas Plenborg

Abstract

Financial statement presentation formats may affect information availability. We conduct an
experiment to investigate two different income statement presentation formats permitted under
International Financial Accounting Standards. Specifically, we conduct an experiment to test the
effect of the absence or presence of research and development (R&D) expenses as a separate line
item on the income statement. We posit and find that financial statement users rate firms’
innovativeness differently under the two formats, but we find no evidence of a difference in future
profitability ratings. The results of this paper contribute to the ongoing debate surrounding
financial statement presentation formats.

* We gratefully acknowledge comments and suggestions from Kirstin Becker, Jenny Chu, Bjern N. Jergensen, Lisa
Koonce, and seminar participants at Copenhagen Business School, and the NHH Virtual Seminar Series. All errors
are our Own.
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1. Introduction

Presentation formats of financial statements can affect information content. Under the
International Financial Accounting Standards (IFRS), firms are permitted to report their income
statement using two formats that differ in the classification of expenses — by function or by nature.
Under by function format, expenses are grouped and aggregated based on their role in the firm.
Common line items under by function format include selling, general, and administrative expenses
(SG&A) and research and development (R&D) expenses. Under by nature format, expenses are
aggregated based on their type. Common line items under by nature format include staff expenses
and depreciation expenses. We test the effect of the absence or presence of R&D as a separate
income statement line item on financial statement users’ perception using an experiment.

The R&D setting is important for two reasons. First, R&D has a central role in economic
growth and welfare improvement (Lev, 1999). R&D is essential for individual firms to develop
new products or technologies, which improves society’s overall well-being. One example to
illustrate this point is the Industrial Revolution. Also, Lev (1999) notes that aggregate R&D
expenditures in the U.S. increased from $26 million in 1970 to $206 billion in 1997. In 2019,
aggregate R&D expenditures in the U.S. were estimated to be $2.4 trillion.! This illustrates the
continuous importance of R&D.

Second, accounting regulations related to R&D are inadequate (Lev, 1999). Lev (1999)
documents various accounting standards related to the treatment of R&D expenses across
countries and argues that the practice in the U.S. is not effective since R&D expenses must be
fully expensed and not capitalized.? However, prior literature suggests that capital markets value
the capitalization amount (See, among others, Lev and Sougiannis (1996); Aboody and Lev
(1998)). More recently, Koh and Reeb (2015) use patent data to illustrate that 10.5% of firms with
zero R&D expenditure in financial statements file and receive patents, suggesting these firms do
have R&D activities.> We illustrate another setting that can potentially affect the amount of
information related to R&D in the financial statements — income statement presentation formats.

We conduct an experiment to investigate two different income statement presentation
formats. Specifically, we investigate (1) by function presentation format where R&D is presented
as a separate line item and (2) by nature presentation format where R&D is not presented as a
separate line item. Experimentation affords us an important advantage compared to archival
research to test our predictions. An experiment allows us to hold factors other than those of interest
constant, thereby enabling causal inferences about the two presentation formats (Libby et al,
2002).

!'Source(s): NCSES, GSS, 2019

2 IFRS (IAS 38), firms are required to separate between research and development costs. IAS 38 then provides a
broad criterion where firms are required to either expense or capitalize internally generated R&D expenses. Under
U.S. GAAP, R&D activities performed by an entity are required to be recognized as an expense as incurred (ASC
730-10-25). However, there are specific requirements for motion picture films, website development, and software
development costs, where firms are permitted to capitalize R&D expenses partially.

3 See Glaeser and Lang (2023) for a more recent review of accounting studies related to R&D and innovation.
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Our main analysis relies on a 2 x 2 mixed design experiment. Our first manipulation
(between-subjects manipulation) is how much a competitor of the focal firm is spending on R&D,
hence manipulating if the focal firm has higher or lower R&D spending compared with the
competitor. Our second manipulation (within-subjects manipulation) is the order of income
statement shown (By function first and by nature second vs. by nature first and by function
second). Participants are assigned the role of analysts and are tasked to evaluate the level of
innovativeness and future profitability of the focal firm and its competitor.

We hypothesize and find a statistically significant difference between participants’ ratings
for the focal firm’s innovativeness if the focal firm’s R&D spending is disclosed in the income
statement as a separate line item (i.e. by function format). However, the difference is statistically
insignificant when participants observe the alternative presentation format where R&D spending
is not disclosed (i.e. by nature format). Contrary to our prediction, we find no evidence of the
presentation format affecting users’ perception of future profitability.

Our study makes two contributions. First, our study informs standard setters by
contributing to the ongoing debate related to financial statement presentation formats. At the time
of this study, IASB still permits firms to report their income statements using by function or by
nature format with minimal guidance. According to a 2017 staff letter prepared by the IASB staff
for the board, IASB should (1) Provide a better explanation of by function and by nature
classification; (2) Require firms to disclose the reason for choosing a certain presentation format
and (3) Require by nature firms to additionally disclose by function classification in notes.* A
more recent 2020 staff letter suggests the IASB is still concerned about presentation formats.>
This paper contributes to this ongoing debate by shedding light on possible (unintended)
consequences that arise due to the presentation formats’ flexibility permitted under IAS 1.

Second, our study contributes to the literature on financial statement presentation
format effects. We extend the literature by suggesting expense classification and presentation can
affect financial statement users’ perception, even if the bottom-line item (net income) is the same.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides background information
on the two income statement presentation formats. Section 3 reviews related literature. Section 4
illustrates our theory and hypothesis. Section 5 describes our experiment and the results. Section
6 summarizes the paper.

2. Background

IFRS permits two formats for presenting the income statement. According to the
International Accounting Standards 1 (IAS 1), the two formats differ in the classification of
operating expenses: by function and by nature. Under by function format, expenses are aggregated
based on their role in determining the operating income of a firm. Common line items under by
function format include SG&A and R&D. Under by nature classification, expenses are aggregated

4 Access to the 2017 staff letter:https://www.ifrs.org/content/dam/ifrs/meetings/2017/september/iasb/pfs/ap21b-
primary-financial-statements.pdf
5 Access to the 2020 staff letter: https://www.ifrs.org/content/dam/ifrs/meetings/2020/december/iasb/ap2 1 f-pfs.pdf
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directly according to their type. Common line items under by nature format include staff expenses
and depreciation expenses.

We follow the approach of Berger and Hann (2003, 2007) to illustrate differences between
by function and by nature formats. Firms usually disclose their previous fiscal year’s figures along
with their current fiscal year figures. Therefore, if a firm switches from by function format to by
nature format (or vice versa), the previous year’s figures will be presented under the newly chosen
format. Hence, any difference in reported numbers is solely due to the change in presentation
format, as the underlying transactions are held constant®. Figure 1 illustrates this point using
income statement excerpts from the 2017 and 2018 annual reports of BioArctic AB, a Swedish
publicly traded firm. As seen in Figure 1, Bio Arctic AB switched from reporting using by
function format in 2017 to reporting using by nature format in 2018. Four observations are in
order. First, “Costs of goods sold” and “Gross profit” are absent under by nature format.” Second,
“other operating expenses” differ due to classification differences under the two presentation
formats in the case of BioArctic AB. Third, the bottom-line item of the income statement, “net
income”, will always remain the same under both presentation formats. Fourth and most
important, R&D is not a separate line item under the new presentation format.

IAS 1 permits firms to report their income statement using either by function or by nature
format. IAS 1 requires firms reporting the income statement using by function format to
additionally disclose by nature format classification of expenses in notes to financial statements,
as by nature format classificationis useful for predicting future cash flows (IASB, 2018, Section
105). However, firms using by nature format to present their income statement have no additional
disclosure requirements. Hence, IAS 1 creates an asymmetric disclosure requirement that can lead
to expenses under by function to “disappear” as they are aggregated when firms choose by nature
format. Notwithstanding, IAS 38.126 requires firms to disclose the aggregate amount of R&D
expenses during the year but without specifying how and where to dislcose.

3. Literature Review

Prior literature shows the presentation format’s effect on financial statement users’
judgment. For example, Hirst and Hopkins (1998) examine whether the placement of
comprehensive income on the income statement vs. the statement of changes in equity affects the
judgment made by buy-side analysts. Similarly, Maines and McDaniel (2000) investigate if the
placement of comprehensive income affects judgments made by nonprofessional investors.
Hodder, Hopkins, and Wood (2008) examine how analysts’ cash flow forecasts vary with the
presentation of the operating activities section under the indirect approach. Bartov and Mohanram
(2014) find that the stock market responds differently to gains or losses from early debt
extinguishments depending on whether the gains or losses are reported above or below the line.

5 This assumes that (1) No change in consolidation bases and (2) No M&A occurred during the year. One way to
ensure the two years are comparable is to check if the amount of “Cash and Cash Equivalent” is the same for both
years. See Berger and Hann (2003,2007)

7 Note that some firms still present COGS and Gross profit as separate line items after switching formats. For these
firms, gross profit would be different under the two formats. COGS is usually higher under by function format as
more cost is aggregated into COGS under the by function format than under the by nature format.
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Koonce, Leitter, and White (2019) test how the presentation of related balance sheet items affects
the risk perception of information users and the lending decisions of potential lenders. We
contribute to this stream of literature by examining a setting where a line item can “disappear”
due to reporting format.

Another related literature documents the choice between by function and by nature
presentation format. Ding, Stolowy and Tenenhaus (2003) investigate the format of income
statements, balance sheets, and cash flow statements for 100 French public firms and document a
shift from traditional French accounting practices towards international practices. Ding, Jeanjean
and Stolowy (2008) investigate 199 French public firms and provide cross-sectional evidence
consistent with a shift from reporting by nature to by function due to internationalization. More
recently, Henry and Yang (2020) use SEC XBRL data to investigate if by function or by nature
choice of US-cross-listed foreign firms’ income statement format affects the quality of analyst
forecasts.

Libby and Brown (2013) show that auditors require more correction to financial statement
errors in disaggregated numbers (i.e., by nature format). The effect, however, is reduced if the
disaggregation is in the notes as opposed to on the face of the income statement. Our paper is
different from theirs for two reasons. First, we change expense line items presented on the face of
the income statement (depending on presentation format choice), whereas they keep constant the
expense line items. Second, they disaggregate by function format expense items (either on the
face of the income statement or in the notes) into by nature format expense items, which is required
under IAS 1. However, no such requirement exists for firms using by nature format. If R&D is
not presented on the face of the income statement, IASB does not have a specific requirement of
where and how R&D should be reported.

4. Theory and Hypothesis Development

Prior research illustrates that line-item placement matters (Hirst and Hopkins (1998);
Maines and MacDaniel (2000); Bartov and Mohanram (2014); Koonce et al. (2019)). We examine
a (more extreme) setting where the change in presentation format leads to the absence or presence
of a line item due to a change in aggregation. We hypothesize participants would react more (less)
significantly when presented with by function (by nature) format of the income statement, where
R&D is (not) a separate line item. The direction of their reaction, however, is ex-ante unclear and
may depend on the sequence of observing the income statement excerpts as well as the relative
spending on R&D compared with a competitor.

For participants who observe an income statement in by nature format first, we
hypothesize there should not be any change in the rating of innovativeness or future profitability
for the focal firm, as no information related to R&D is presented. However, we cannot eliminate
the possibility that participants rate innovativeness and future profitability downwards to penalize
the lack of information related to the R&D of the focal firm.

Conversely, for participants who observe an income statement in by nature format second,
we hypothesize there should also not be any change in the rating of innovativeness or future
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profitability for the focal firm, as participants already observed the income statement in by
function format where R&D is shown as a separate line item. However, participants may
(incorrectly) react to the information due to confusion or information overload.® If true, the
direction of their reaction is unclear.

When participants are presented with an income statement in by function format
(regardless of the order), we hypothesize participants can react in two different ways, depending
on their priors. On the one hand, participants may believe R&D spending is important for software
firms. For these participants, R&D spending reflects the firms’ desire to stay innovative, which
will eventually translate into future profitability. On the other hand, participants may believe R&D
spending is less important for software firms, especially firms that have existed for years (as in
our case). Participants may also believe that spending too much on R&D (compared with a
competitor) outweighs the benefit. For these participants, R&D spending does not necessarily
reflect innovation or promise future profitability. For the first group of participants, investing more
(less) than a competitor suggests the firm, relative to the competitor, is more (less) innovative and
future profitability will be higher (lower). For the second group of participants, we have no clear
prediction for the direction. Which prior belief prevails among participants is an experimental
question. Our experiment also allows us to answer another important question — Does the order
of presentation matter for the outcome? Since the total amount of information presented to
participants is the same, the outcome should be independent of the order of presentation. That is
participants who observe the same R&D spending should reach the same final rating, regardless
of the order of presentation formats.

Figure 2 illustrates our hypothesis where more (less) R&D spending is perceived as being
more (less) innovative and associated with higher (lower) future profitability.

5. Experiment

Our experiment is set within a software industry context. We choose this context for
several reasons. First, R&D is important for software firms. By choosing an industry where
participants can more easily relate the importance of R&D to the firm’s success, we increase our
chance to observe the effect of presentation formats, should one exist. Second, R&D in software
firms is less dependent on approval by regulatory bodies. This allows us to eliminate possible
perceptions participants may have towards R&D, such as in the pharmaceutical industry, where
R&D success is highly dependent on the approval of drugs by government healthcare agencies
such as the European Medicines Agency (EMA) or the Food and Drug Administration (FDA).

Participants

123 master students participated in the study. The experiment was carried out as a learning
exercise for a master-level class taught by one of the authors. The author shared the experiment
results as a learning activity at a later stage of the course.

8 We do not remind participants of their ratings from the previous stage. This may also explain the change in
ratings if participants try to (incorrectly) guess their ratings from the previous stage.

56



Design and manipulations

The experimental materials focus on two hypothetical European software firms — Digiware
and Quantum. Quantum is the focal firm in our experiment setting, whereas Digiware acts as a
benchmark. Participants are assigned the role of analysts and tasked to evaluate the two firms.
Participants are also informed that the two firms are considered peer groups by analysts and that
they are of similar size, operate in the same industry, serve similar clients, and have similar
profitability. After receiving this information, participants receive additional information along
with an excerpt of Quantum’s annual income statement. The additional information and the annual
income statement excerpt contain our two manipulations, as described below (See Appendix A
for details).

Our experiment has a 2 % 2 mixed design. Our first manipulation (across subjects) is the
level of R&D investment (High vs. Low, compared with the competitor). R&D expenses of
Quantum remain constant across manipulations (5% of sales). Under the High (Low) relative
investment scenario, Digiware’s R&D expenses are equal to 8% of sales (2% of sales). Note that
only participants presented with by function format can directly make this comparison since R&D
only appears as a separate line item under by function format. Nevertheless, we are interested in
whether relative R&D spending helps mitigate the effect of the absence or presence of R&D as a
separate line item on the income statement.” Our second manipulation (within-subjects) is the
order in which presentation formats are shown to participants (By function first and by nature
second vs. by nature first and by function second). Therefore, all participants observe both
formats.

As mentioned before and illustrated in Appendix A, other expense items and expense
allocation also change as we manipulate the presentation format. However, sales and net profit
remain constant across the two formats. This is an inevitable consequence of switching
presentation formats, and it closely mimics reality (refer to the example in Figure 1). We base all
our manipulations on analysis using financial statements of real-world EU software firms to mimic
reality to the extent possible.

Procedure and dependent measures

The experiment is divided into three stages. In the pre-stage, participants first read a brief
description of the two companies and evaluate the two firms’ level of innovativeness (future
profitability) on a 101-point scale, with 0 labeled “not innovative” (“not profitable”) and 100
labeled “very innovative” (“very profitable”). After this initial valuation, participants enter stage
1 and are randomly assigned to one of the four conditions that vary by presentation format and
relative level of R&D investment. Specifically, participants are randomly assigned to the
following four groups: (1) Observe by function format first and by nature format second, and the
level of R&D is higher than the competitor (labeled as FE); (2) Observe by function format first
and by nature format second, and the level of R&D is lower than the competitor (labeled as FB);
(3) Observe by nature format first and by function format second, and the level of R&D is higher

° As discussed in footnote 2, IFRS permits the capitalization of internally generated R&D. We clearly state to our
participants that both Quantum and Digiware fully expense their R&D expenses.
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than the competitor (labeled as NE) and (4) Observe by nature format firs¢ and by function format
second, and the level of R&D is lower than the competitor (labeled as NB).

After reviewing the additional information and the annual income statement excerpt,
participants again evaluate the two firms on the same 101-point scale described above. The pre-
post difference in the evaluation of relative innovativeness and future profitability is one of our
dependent variables. We compare the assessments across participants to understand the effect of
R&D being present or absent from the income statement. In stage 2, participants are presented
with an income statement in the alternative format. Again, participants evaluate the two firms on
the same 101-point scale described above after reviewing the information. In stage 2, we compare
the evaluations within subjects (evaluation in stage 2 minus evaluation in stage 1) to examine if
participants change their evaluations upon receiving an income statement excerpt in the alternative
format.

After stage 2, we ask participants about their views regarding R&D. These questions help
us better understand our results. Participants then answer two check questions and some
demographic-related questions. Finally, participants are debriefed.

Results

The experiment was conducted as an in-class learning activity in a master-level financial
statement analysis course taught by one of the authors. Initially, we had 123 participants. We then
removed 12 participants who failed to answer either of the two check questions.!” Table 1
illustrates the distribution of the remaining 111 participants across our four treatment groups.

We first use one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to test for differences in mean
ratings of the focal firm’s innovativeness and future profitability among the four treatment groups
for all three stages. Table 2 presents our findings. In the pre-stage, when participants in all four
treatment groups receive identical information, we do not observe a difference in their mean rating
of the focal firms’ innovativeness (F = 0.45, p = 0.72) or future profitability (F = 0.56, p = 0.56).
This helps ensure a reliable baseline for our experiment and helps address the concerns that
participants may possess different priors related to R&D. This also lends credibility to random
assignment in our experiment. In the first stage, when participants are assigned to a treatment
group and are shown an income statement excerpt in the first format (either by function or by
nature), we observe a difference in participants’ rating of the focal firm’s innovativeness (F =
2.37, p <0.1), but not in the rating of future profitability (F = 1.4, p = 0.25). In the second stage,
when participants are shown the income statement in the alternative format, we do not observe a
difference in the rating of the focal firm’s innovativeness (F = 0.9, p = 0.44) or future profitability
(F=0.68, p=0.57). Overall, table 2 presents weak evidence of presentation formats' effect on the
perception of financial statement users’ judgment of a firm’s innovativeness. However, we find
no significant evidence related to future profitability.

Next, we test for differences in ratings within subjects. Specifically, we are interested in
testing whether ratings change when participants are presented with alternative income statement

10'We do not find clustering in the treatment group for deleted observations (untabluated).
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presentation formats. One advantage of using a within-subjects design is that each participant acts
as his/her own control. Table 3 illustrates our results. Table 3 Panel A presents the participants’
rating of the focal firm’s innovativeness. Columns 1 through 3 reveal the average rating of the
focal firm’s innovativeness across treatment groups in the pre-stage, first-stage, and second stage
respectively. As discussed previously, differences in the average rating of innovativeness across
treatment groups are present only in stage 1, when participants are first assigned to a treatment
group randomly and are presented with an income statement excerpt for the first time. Columns
4, 5, and 6 reveal the difference in mean ratings between the first stage and the pre-stage, between
the second stage and the first stage, and between the second stage and the pre-stage respectively
(t-stats are presented in parenthesis).

We observe a downward (upward) adjustment in focal firms’ innovativeness rating
when the focal firm spends less (more) on R&D than the competitor for participants that are
presented with the income statement in by function format excerpt first (i.e. treatment groups FE
and FB). The direction of average reactions aligns with our hypothesis that participants perceive
less (more) R&D as being less (more) innovative. However, the change in ratings (compared with
the pre-stage) is statistically insignificant. When the same participants are presented with the
income statement excerpt in the alternative format (i.e., by nature format), we hypothesize there
should not be any adjustment in ratings as no additional information related to R&D is provided.
However, we also acknowledge that participants may (incorrectly) react to the income statement
excerpt in the alternative format due to confusion or information overload. Column 5 reveals this
is indeed the case. For participants in the FE treatment group, the change is statistically significant
(t-stat = 2.32).

We then examine the participants that receive the income statement excerpt in by
nature format first (i.e. treatment groups NE and NB).We observe a statistically insignificant
downward adjustment in ratings irrespective of the R&D level. This finding aligns with our
hypothesis that there should not be any change in rating given that income statement in the by
nature format does not contain information related to R&D. When the same participants are
presented with an income statement excerpt in the alternative format (i.e. by function format), we
observe a downward (upward) adjustment in the focal firm’s innovativeness rating when the focal
firm spends less (more) on R&D than the competitor. The direction of average reactions aligns
with our hypothesis that participants perceive less (more) R&D as being less (more) innovative,
and would change their rating once R&D information becomes available as they observe the
income statement presented in the by function format. However, the change is only statistically
significant for the downward adjustment (t-stat = 3.59).

Table 3 Panel B presents the participant’s rating of the focal firms’ future profitability. In
stage 1, all participants adjust their future profitability rating downward, though the change is only
statistically significant for participants in the treatment groups FB (t-stat = -2.09) and NE (t-stat
= -3.03). The downward adjustment in treatment group FB, that is, participants that receive the
income statement excerpt in by function format first and where R&D spending is less than the
competitor, aligns with our hypothesis that there will be a downward (upward) adjustment in
rating if participants perceive less (more) R&D spending translates into smaller (greater) future
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profitability. In stage 2, we observe a statistically upward adjustment in treatment group FB (t-
stat = 1.93) and a statistically downward adjustment in treatment groups FE (t-stat = 4.72) and
NB (t-stat = -3.14). The significant change in the NB treatment group, that is participants who
first receive the income statement in by nature format and where R&D spending is less than the
competitor, aligns with our hypothesis that participants will adjust their rating upon receiving the
income statement in the alternative format (i.e. by function format) where R&D is a separate line
item. The downward adjustment also aligns with our hypothesis that participants believe less
(more) R&D spending translates to less (greater) future profitability.

Overall, table 3 provides some evidence that participant perception of the focal firm’s
innovativeness is affected by the presentation format of the income statement excerpt. We also
find some evidence that the income statement presentation format affects the perception of future
profitability, but the evidence is weak and contradictory.

We then test whether ratings differ across subjects. Specifically, we are interested in
testing if ratings differ across the two presentation formats (R&D spending level) while holding
the R&D spending level (presentation format) constant. Table 4 illustrates our results. Table 4
panel A presents the ratings for the two presentation formats when the focal firm’s R&D spending
is greater than that of its competitor. In the pre-stage, we do not observe a significant difference
in the rating of the innovativeness and future profitability of the focal firm. In stage 1, participants
who receive the income statement excerpt in by function (by nature) format have a mean rating
0f 60.26 (51.87) for the focal firm’s innovativeness. The mean difference is statistically significant
(t-stat = 1.90). For the same participants, the mean rating for future profitability is 58.96 (50.93)
but the difference is statistically insignificant (t-stat = 1.56). The direction of difference in ratings
for the focal firm’s innovativeness and future profitability are both aligned with our hypothesis
that participants perceive more (less) R&D spending associated with being more (less) innovative
and greater (less) future profitability. In stage 2, the difference in innovativeness and future
profitability ratings becomes statistically insignificant.

Table 4 Panel B illustrates the ratings for the two presentation formats when the
focal firm’s R&D is /less than that of its competitor. In the pre-stage, the difference in the rating
of innovativeness and future profitability of the focal firm is insignificant. In stage 1, participants
who receive the income statement excerpt in by function (by nature) format have a mean rating
of 48.68 (56.79) for the focal firm’s innovativeness. The mean difference is statistically significant
(t-stat = -1.68). For the same participants, the mean rating for future profitability is 48.96 (54.86)
but the difference is statistically insignificant (t-stat = -1.13). Once again, the reaction direction
for both the rating of the focal firm’s innovativeness and future profitability aligns with our
hypothesis that participants perceive more (less) R&D spending associated with being more (less)
innovative and greater (less) future profitability. In stage 2, the difference in innovativeness and
future profitability ratings becomes statistically insignificant.

Table 4 panel C (D) illustrates the results when we hold constant the presentation
format of the income statement excerpt as by function (by nature). In panel C, we do not observe
a statistical difference in the pre-stage or stage 2. In stage 1, participants who observe the focal
firm’s R&D spending to be less (greater) than the competitor have a mean rating of 48.68 (60.26)
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for the focal firm’s innovativeness and 48.96 (58.96) for the focal firm’s future profitability. Both

differences are statistically significant (t-stat = -2.62 and -1.75). This observation once again
aligns with our hypothesis that participants associate participants perceive more (less) R&D
spending associated with being more (less) innovative and greater (less) future profitability. In
panel D, we do not observe a statistically significant difference in any of the three stages.

Overall, table 4 provides some evidence that the presentation format affects the financial
statement users’ perception of innovativeness and future profitability. However, the overall
evidence is weak. For example, in table 4 panel C, the difference between the two presentation
formats should persist even in stage 2 since no new information related to R&D is provided in the
alternative format (i.e. by nature format). One possible explanation is participants are confused
by the new information (i.e. information overload) and (incorrectly) adjust their rating.!' Also, in
Table 4 panel D, the difference should be statistically significant in stage 2 since new information
related to R&D is presented in the alternative format (i.e. by function format).

Our experiment also permits us to study if the order in which participants receive the
income statement excerpts (i.e. by function (by nature) format in stage 1 and by nature (by
function) format in stage 2) affects their perceived information content, given that we have a two-
stage experiment where each participant observes the income statement excerpt in both formats.
Specifically, we test if the change in rating is different between participants who first observe the
income statement excerpt in by function (by nature) format and by nature (by function) format
second, holding the focal firm’s relative R&D spending constant.

Table 5 illustrates our results. In Panel A (B), we hold constant that the R&D
spending is greater (less) than the competitor. In Panel A and B, column 1 (4) reveals the change
in ratings when compared with the previous round for participants that are presented with by
function format of the income statement excerpt first (i.e. treatment group “Function (F)”).
Similarly, column 2 (5) presents the change in ratings when compared with the previous round
for participants that are presented with by nature format of the income statement excerpt first (i.e.
treatment group “Nature (N)”’). Columns 3 and 6 reveal the difference in change in ratings between
the two treatment groups. Panel A suggests the difference in change in ratings is statistically
insignificant. For example, the change in ratings between stage 1 and the pre-stage for observing
by function format is 1.59 (2.77) for participants in the treatment group “Function (F)” (“Nature
(N)”). The difference of -1.17 is statistically insignificant (t-stat = -0.31). Panel B suggests similar
results except for rating of future profitability when participants are presented with by nature
format of the income statement excerpt. Participants in the “Function (F)” (“Nature (N)”)
treatment group changed their rating for future profitability by 4.72 (-5.93). The difference of
10.65 1is statistically significant (t-stat = 2.38). Overall, Table 5 suggests that the order of
presentation does not affect the perceived information content of financial statement users.

To summarize, we find some evidence that the presentation format affects financial
statement users’ perception of innovation. However, the evidence for the perception of future

1'We do not remind the participants their previous ratings, which may lead them to incorrectly guessing their
previous ratings.
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profitability is weak and contradictory. We illustrate our results visually for innovativeness (future
profitability) in Figure 3 (Figure 4).

Prior Related to R&D

We were concerned that participants may have different prior perceptions of R&D. For
example, participants may have different priors of the importance of R&D or the time it takes for
R&D spending to generate profit. The difference in perception should be eliminated through the
randomization process when we randomly assigned participants into four different groups.

Our result above where no difference in ratings is present in the pre-stage provides preliminary
evidence that the randomization process was successful. We asked three additional questions
related to R&D perception at the end of our experiment to better understand if a difference in
priors exists and the magnitude of the difference.. Table 6 illustrates our results. We find no
statistically significant differences in the priors among participants in different treatment groups
using a one-way ANOVA.

6. Conclusion

IFRS permits firms to report income statements in either by function or by nature format.
In this paper, we use an experiment to test whether the absence or presence of R&D as a separate
line item on the income statement affects financial statement users’ perception of a firm’s
innovation and future profitability. Our results show some evidence that financial statement users’
evaluation of a firm’s innovation is affected by the presentation format. However, we do not find
any results of the evaluation of future profitability.

The results of this paper contribute to the ongoing debate related to financial statement
presentation formats. One recurring discussion that standard setters such as the IASB engage in
relates to financial statement presentation formats. Our results suggest the presence of some
(unintended) consequences that may be informative to financial statement users or preparers. In
addition, the results of this paper contribute to the presentation format literature, and literature
related to R&D.

Our study has some limitations. First, expense line items and allocation differ across by
function and by nature format. The line items on the income statement differ under each format
(e.g., staff expenses are by nature expenses and distribution expenses are by function expenses).
Hence, expenses allocated to common expense items across the two formats, such as other
operating expenses, would also differ under the two formats, while sales and net profit would
remain constant. As such, the focal firm presented to the participants differs not just concerning
the absence or presence of R&D as a line item. This may add noise to our measure. However, we
believe this noise biases us against finding results.

Second, in our experiment, participants provide their ratings for each stage individually
and they are not permitted to adjust their previous ratings. Further, we also do not remind them of
their previous ratings. As a result, participants may be forced to guess their previous ratings. This
may explain some of the results we observe.
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Lastly, we focused on one feature related to the two income statement presentation
formats. Other features related to by function and by nature presentation format may also be of
interest. For example, gross profit is (usually) only present under the by function presentation
format. One related research question could be “Does the presence of gross profit help mitigate
the fixation on net income?”’. We leave this question for future researchers to answer.
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Appendix A

Al — Pre-Stage Information

Please read the following scenario and answer all the questions below.

You have recently joined an investment bank as an analyst. As part of your on-boarding training, your supervisor has
asked you to evaluate two software firms described below.

Quantum and Digiware are two different European software firms specializing in cybersecurity. Both Quantum and
Digiware were incorporated 10 years ago. The client bases for the two firms are similar, as both Quantum’s and
Digiware’s main clients are financial institutions, such as banks and brokerage houses. Quantum and Digiware are also
similar in terms of size. Since the two firms operate in the same industry and serve similar clients, each firm considers
the other firm to be its main competitor, and analysts consider the two firms to be in the same peer group.

The European Union has strict requirements of internet security for firms operating in the financial industry. As a result,
both Quantum and Digiware have been profitable since their incorporation.

A2 — Scenario with R&D Expense Greater than Competitor
Please read the following scenario and answer all the questions below.
Both Quantum and Digiware have their own research and development (R&D) department that focuses on improving current and developing
new algorithm used in the firms’ products. The R&D department is also responsible for fixing any issues with software and ensures all software
are updated in time. Given the importance of the R&D department, both firms have substantial R&D expenses, which they fully expense. For

the fiscal year ended 2021, Digiware's R&D expense equaled to 2% of total sales.

To better evaluate the two software firms, as a first step, your supervisor has provided you the following income statement excerpt for
Quantum for the fiscal year ended 2021.

A3 — Scenario with R&D Expense Less than Competitor
Please read the following scenario and answer all the questions below.

Both Quantum and Digiware have their own research and development (R&D) department that focuses on improving current and developing
new algorithm used in the firms’ products. The R&D department is also responsible for fixing any issues with software and ensures all software
are updated in time. Given the importance of the R&D department, both firms have substantial R&D expenses, which they fully expense. For
the fiscal year ended 2021, Digiware's R&D expense equaled to 8% of total sales.

To better evaluate the two software firms, as a first step, your supervisor has provided you the following income statement excerpt for
Quantum for the fiscal year ended 2021.
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A4 — Income Statement Excerpt in By Function Format

Quantum - In EUR thousands 2021
(€) (%)

Sales 1000 100.00%
Cost of Sales 730 73.00%
Gross Profit 270 27.00%
Selling, General, and Administration Costs 198 19.80%
Research and Development Costs 48 4.80%
Other Operating Revenue -16 -1.60%
Net Income 40 4.00%

AS — Income Statement Excerpt in By Nature Format

Quantum - In EUR thousands 2021
(€) (%)

Sales 1000 100%
Cost of Sales 480 48.00%
Gross Profit 520 52.00%
Staff Expenses 280 28.00%
Depreciation of PPE 38 3.80%
Other Operating Expenses 162 16.20%

Net Income 40 4.00%
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Figure 1: Comparison of By Function and By Nature Format
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Figure 2: Hypothesis Illustration
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Figure 3: Mean Ratings for Innovativeness
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Figure 4: Mean Ratings for Future Profitability
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Table 1: Treatment Group Distribution

Table 1 illustrates the distribution of 111 (out of 123) participants who answered both of our check questions correctly
across our four treatment groups. Participants are assigned to the Function (F) (Nature (N)) group if they are first
presented with the income statement excerpt in the by function (by nature) format. Participants are assigned to the
Exceed (E) (Below (B)) group if the focal firm invests more (less) in R&D compared with the competitor. As a result,
we have four different treatment groups — FE, FB, NE, and NB.

Group N
Function — Exceed (FE) 27
Function — Below (FB) 25

Nature — Exceed (NE) 30
Nature — Below (NB) 29
Total 111
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Table 2 illustrates the results from a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) for the participants’ mean rating for the
focal firm’s innovativeness and future profitability. Participants rate the focal firm’s innovativeness (future
profitability) for the first time before they are assigned to any treatment group, and the mean ratings are recorded
under the columns “Pre-Stage”. Participants are then randomly assigned to one of the four treatment groups (see
Table 1) where they observe the income statement excerpt in the first format (i.e. either by function or by nature),
and the mean ratings are recorded under the columns “Stage 1”. Finally, participants are shown the income statement
excerpt in the alternative format (e.g. if participants observed by function format first, they are presented with by
nature format), and the mean ratings are recorded under the columns “Stage 2”. In all stages, innovativeness (future
profitability) is rated on a scale from 1 — 100, where we label 1 as “Not Innovative” (“Not Profitable”) and 100 as

Table 2: One-Way ANOVA

“Very Innovative” (“Very Profitable”).

Innovativeness Future Profitability

Group Pre-Stage Stage 1 Stage 2 Pre-Stage Stage 1 Stage 2
FE 58.67 60.26 52.33 64.11 58.96 52.74
FB 55.36 48.68 52.08 56.96 48.96 53.68
NE 55.53 51.87 54.63 61.57 50.93 52.43
NB 59.52 56.79 47.62 60.79 54.86 47.41
F 0.45 2.37 0.9 0.69 1.4 0.68
p-value 0.72 0.07 0.44 0.56 0.25 0.57
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Table 3: Within-Subject Differences

Table 3 illustrates the results of testing within-subject differences for our four treatment groups (See Table 1). In
Panel A (B), columns 1 through 3 summarize the participants’ mean ratings for the focal firm’s innovativeness
(future profitability) in the Pre-Stage, Stage 1, and Stage 2 respectively. In both Panels A and B, column 4 presents
the difference in participants’ mean ratings between Stage 1 and Pre-Stage. Column 5 reveals the difference in
participants’ mean ratings between Stage 2 and Stage 1 and lastly, Column 6 reveals the difference in participants’
mean ratings between Stage 2 and Pre-Stage. The t-statistic for the null hypothesis that the difference in mean
ratings is zero is presented in parentheses.

Panel A: Mean Ratings for Focal Firm’s Innovativeness

Mean Ratings Difference
Group Pre-Stage Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 1 Stage 2 Pre-Stage

FE 58.67 60.26 52.33 1.59 -7.93 -6.34
(0.59) (-2.32) (-2.23)

FB 55.36 48.68 52.08 -6.68 34 -3.28
(-1.36) (1.10) (-0.80)

NE 55.53 51.87 54.63 -3.66 2.76 -0.9
(-1.406) (1.01) (-0.28)

NB 59.52 56.79 47.62 -2.73 -9.17 -11.9
(-0.79) (-3.59) (-3.02)

Panel B: Mean Ratings for Focal Firm’s Future Profitability

Mean Ratings Difference
Group Pre-Stage Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 1 Stage 2 Pre-Stage

FE 64.11 58.96 52.74 -5.15 -6.22 -11.37
(-1.34) (-2.14) (-3.8)

FB 56.96 48.96 53.68 -8 4.72 -3.28
(-2.09) (1.93) (-0.79)

NE 61.57 50.93 52.43 -10.64 1.5 -9.14
(-3.03) (0.77) (-2.75)

NB 60.79 54.86 47.41 -5.93 -7.45 -13.38
(-1.56) (-3.14) (-3.68)

73



Table 4: Across-Subjects Differences

Table 4 illustrates the results of testing across-subject differences. In Panel A (B), we hold constant the R&D spending
of the focal firm to be greater (less) than the competitor such that we only examine the mean ratings of participants
in the “Exceed (E)” (“Below (B)”) treatment group. In Panel A and B, Column 1 (4) presents the “Function (F)”
treatment group participants ‘mean rating for the focal firm’s innovativeness (future profitability). Column 2 (5)
presents the “Nature (N)” treatment group participants ‘mean rating for the focal firm’s innovativeness (future
profitability). Column 3 (6) reveals the difference in mean ratings for the focal firm’s innovativeness (future
profitability). The t-statistic for the null hypothesis that the difference in mean ratings is zero is presented in
parenthesis. In Panel C (D), we hold constant the presentation format of the first income statement excerpt that
participants observe to be by function (by nature) such that we only examine mean ratings of participants in the
“Function (F)” (“Nature (N)”) treatment group. In Panel C and D, Column 1 (4) presents the “Below (B)” treatment
group participants ‘mean rating for the focal firm’s innovativeness (future profitability). Column 2 (5) illustrates the
“Exceed (E)” treatment group participants ‘mean rating for the focal firm’s innovativeness (future profitability).
Column 3 (6) reveals the difference in mean ratings for the focal firm’s innovativeness (future profitability). The t-
statistic for the null hypothesis that the difference in mean ratings is zero is presented in parenthesis.
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Panel A: Mean ratings across presentation formats (R&D expense is greater than competitor)

Innovativeness Future Profitability
Stage Function Nature Difference Function Nature Difference

Pre-Stage 58.67 55.53 3.14 64.11 61.57 2.54
(0.78) (0.55)

Stage 1 60.26 51.87 8.39 58.96 50.93 8.03
(1.90) (1.56)

Stage 2 52.33 54.63 -2.30 52.74 5243 0.31
(-0.58) (0.07)

Panel B: Mean ratings across presentation formats (R&D expense is less than competitor)

Innovativeness Future Profitability
Stage Function Nature Difference Function Nature Difference

Pre-Stage 55.36 59.52 -4.16 56.96 60.79 -3.83
(-0.84) (-0.76)

Stage 1 48.68 56.79 -8.11 48.96 54.86 -5.90
(-1.68) (-1.13)

Stage 2 52.08 47.62 4.46 53.68 47.41 6.27
(0.89) (1.15)

Panel C: Mean ratings across R&D spending (presentation format is by function)

Innovativeness Future Profitability
Stage Below Exceed Difference Below Exceed Difference

Pre-Stage 55.36 58.67 -3.31 56.96 64.11 -7.15
(-0.67) (-1.38)
Stage 1 48.68 60.26 -11.58 48.96 58.96 -10.00
(-2.62) (-1.75)

Stage 2 52.08 52.33 -0.25 53.68 52.74 0.94
(-0.06) (0.17)

Panel D: Mean ratings across R&D spending (presentation format is by nature)

Innovativeness Future Profitability
Stage Below Exceed Difference Below Exceed Difference

Pre-Stage 59.52 55.53 3.98 60.79 61.57 -0.77
0.97) (-0.17)

Stage 1 56.79 51.87 4.93 54.86 50.93 3.93
(1.04) (0.83)

Stage 2 47.62 54.63 -7.01 47.41 52.43 -5.02
(-1.55) (-1.19)
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Table S: Difference in Change in Ratings

Table 5 illustrates the results of testing differences in change in ratings. Specifically, we test the change in ratings
compared with the previous round. In Panel A (B), we hold constant the R&D spending of the focal firm to be greater
(less) than the competitor such that we only examine the mean ratings of participants in the “Exceed (E)” (“Below
(B)”) treatment groups. In both Panels A and B, the row “Stage 1” (“Stage 2”) presents the change in ratings between
Stage 1 and the Pre-Stage (“Stage 2 and Stage 17). In Panel A and B, column 1 (4) presents the change in rating for
the focal firm’s innovativeness (future profitability) of participants that observe the income statement excerpt in by
function format first and by nature format second (i.e. treatment group “Function(F)”). Similarly, column 2 (5)
presents the change in rating for the focal firm’s innovativeness (future profitability) of participants that observe the
income statement excerpt in by nature format first and by function format second (i.e. treatment group “Function(F)”).
Columns 3 and 6 reveal the difference in change in ratings between the two treatment groups. The t-statistic for the
null hypothesis that the difference in change in ratings is zero is presented in parenthesis.

Panel A: R&D expense is greater than the competitor

Innovativeness Future Profitability
Function Nature Difference Function Nature Difference
Stage 1 1.59 2.77 -1.17 -5.15 1.50 -6.65
(-0.31) (-1.59)
Stage 2 -7.93 -3.67 -4.26 -6.22 -10.63 441
(-1.02) (0.96)

Panel B: R&D expense is less than the competitor

Innovativeness Future Profitability
Function Nature Difference Function Nature Difference
Stage 1 -6.68 -9.17 2.49 -8.00 -7.45 -0.55
(0.47) (-0.13)
Stage 2 3.40 -2.72 6.12 4.72 -5.93 10.65
(1.30) (2.38)
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Table 6: Perception of R&D

Table 6 illustrates the results from a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) for the three additional questions related
to R&D we ask our participants after the experiment to better understand their priors related to R&D. “R&D Q17 is
“How does R&D affect a software firm's current profitability?”’; “R&D Q2” is “How does R&D affect a software
firm's future profitability?” and “R&D Q3” is “How long (number of years) do you think it takes R&D expense to
translate into profitability for a software firm?”. “R&D Q1" and “R&D Q2” are rated on a scale from 1 — 9, where
we label 1 (9) as “Negatively affect profitability” (“Positively affect profitability””). We also label 5 as “No Effect”.
Therefore, for “R&D Q1” and “R&D Q2”, a score above (below) 5 means participants perceive a positive (negative)
relationship. The unit for “R&D Q3” is the number of years.

Group R&D Q1 R&D Q2 R&D Q3
FE 4.15 7.56 4.15
FB 3.32 7.88 4.76
NE 3.97 7.77 4.53
NB 4.48 7.31 4.03

Mean 4.00 7.62 4.36

F 1.19 2.01 0.93

p-value 0.32 0.12 0.43
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Chapter 3

How Similar are CAMs and KAMs? Evidence from Twin
Audit Matters”

Co-Authored with Brian Burnett and Bjorn N. Jorgensen

Abstract

We investigate the similarity of key audit matters (KAMs) and critical audit matters (CAMs)
holding fixed underlying transactions. Specifically, we study U.S.-listed firms that are domiciled
in the European Union (EU) and therefore must report KAMs to their home-country securities
regulator and CAMs to the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). While the EU
requires that these firms report consolidated financial statements using International Financial
Reporting Standards (IFRS), some of them report two separate annual reports each fiscal year,
one with KAMs based on IFRS and the other with CAMs based on U.S. Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles (U.S. GAAP). For firms reporting only under IFRS, we find more extensive
KAM than CAM disclosure, differences in the word count, and similarity scores between 60%
and 82%. For firms reporting under both IFRS and U.S. GAAP, we find even more extensive
differences consistent with accounting standards’ influence on audit matter disclosures. For
example, similarity scores are between 40% and 70%. Our empirical-archival evidence is
consistent with experimental evidence that the level of precision of an accounting standard
influences audit matter disclosure.

* We gratefully acknowledge helpful comments and suggestions from Kirstin Becker, Elena Bozhkova, Jeppe
Christoffersen, Jenny Chu, Joachim Gassen, Tim Gray, Lauren Matkaluk (Discussant), Maximilian Miiller, Jeff Ng,
Thomas Plenborg, Thomas Poulsen, Michael Shen (Discussant), Dennis Sundvik (Discussant), Haiyan Zhou
(Discussant), conference participants at the 2023 Nordic Accounting Conference, 2024 Hawaii Accounting Research
Conference, 2024 Auditing Section Midyear Meeting, 2024 International Accounting Section Midyear Meeting, and
seminar participants at Copenhagen Business School, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, The
University of North Carolina at Charlotte, and Warwick Business School. We thank Joanna Leary, Greg Niebylski,
and Matin Zafiryadis for their excellent research assistance. The authors’ emails are brian.burnett@charlotte.edu,
suhu.acc@cbs.dk, and bnj.acc@cbs.dk, respectively.
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1. Introduction

For the past 50 years, the U. S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) has grappled
with the appropriate disclosure requirements for foreign issuers cross-listed in the U.S. Its
approach aims to encourage foreign firms to access U.S. capital markets while protecting U.S.
investors. Towards this end, the SEC permits exemptions from some disclosure and governance
requirements and permits foreign private issuers to follow their home country requirements (SEC
1979). The main justification for the exemptions is that the disclosure and governance
requirements are of sufficient quality to protect investors.! Using similar reasoning, in 2007 the
SEC eliminated the U.S. GAAP reconciliation requirement for foreign private issuers reporting
using IFRS, stating that IFRS and U.S. GAAP are of comparable quality. Our paper provides
evidence about the SEC’s approach regarding a relatively new disclosure — audit matters. The
SEC currently requires auditors of foreign issuers to report critical audit matters (CAMs) even
though the auditors of most of these firms already report key audit matters (KAMs) in their home
country disclosures.

The SEC’s approach assumes that KAMs and CAMs are substantially different and do not
provide comparable insights into the most difficult aspects of the audit or the auditor’s response
to these issues. Given the recency and substantial nature of the disclosure, the SEC’s approach
makes sense and is similar to its initial requirement that firms adopting IFRS in 2005 (and earlier)
continue to reconcile to U.S. GAAP. We aim to provide evidence about whether KAMs and
CAMs are substantially similar and whether the SEC could consider accepting KAMs in lieu of
CAMs. Audit matters may differ across firms and between countries for multiple reasons
including accounting standards, audit standards, enforcement, and litigation risk.

To analyze the similarity of KAMs and CAMSs, we identify and compare two samples of
EU-domiciled firms that disclose both KAMs and CAMs for the same underlying economic
transactions.” First, we identify a set of EU-domiciled firms that publicly disclose two sets of
financial statements in the same fiscal year. These firms file consolidated financial statements
prepared in accordance with U.S. Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (U.S. GAAP) with
the SEC and also file consolidated financial statements prepared in accordance with International
Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) and IFRS Interpretations Committee (IFRIC) as adopted by
the European Union (EU). The KAMs are based on IFRS and the CAMs are based on U.S. GAAP,
holding fixed the underlying economic transactions.> The audit matters in this sample differ in
terms of audit standards, enforcement, litigation risk, and most notably accounting standards. We
label these as “IFRS-USGAAP” firms. Second, we identify a set of EU-domiciled firms that file
IFRS financial statements both in the EU and the U.S. Therefore, these EU firms are required to

! For example, in 1991, the U.S. and Canada adopted the Multi-Jurisdictional Disclosure System (MJDS) where each
country could access the other country’s capital markets using their home country disclosures on the premise that the
disclosures in both countries were substantially comparable.

2 We follow Christensen, Hail and Leuz (2013) and consider firms from European countries that are members of the
European Union, adding Iceland and Norway which have similar regulations. We verify that our firms are domiciled
in these countries based on their annual report disclosures.

3 We verify that these firms have the same cash and cash equivalents balance across the two sets of financial
statements, which suggests the underlying consolidated entity is the same.
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disclose KAMs in the EU and CAMs in the U.S. Each pair of audit matters in this sample differ

In an influential econometrics book, Angrist and Pischke (2009) argue persuasively in
favor of using matched samples in research.* Our research design is inspired by disciplines that
achieve matching by using twins as subjects, including medicine, where this is the gold standard
for research design. The reason is that identical twins allow the researcher to control individual
characteristics with much fewer observations needed to achieve statistical power to make causal
inferences. Although empirical research in other disciplines also uses twin observations, the use
of twins is limited in social sciences (Froot and Dabora 1999). A notable exception is Ashenfelter
and Krueger (1994) who use twins to illustrate that omitted ability variables do not bias estimated
returns to schooling upward, but that measurement error likely results in downward bias. As a
result, they estimate a higher return to schooling than documented in prior studies. Accounting
often permits a research design that is similar in spirit to “twins” because different accounting
disclosures/treatments for the same underlying transactions can occur. For example, Berger and
Hann (2003, 2007) cleverly exploit that some accounting standards in their adoption year require
restatement of the prior year “as if” the new standard had been applied to the previous year.
Because the previous year used the replaced accounting standard, this setting allows comparisons
in the year prior to adoption while holding fixed the underlying transactions for the entity that is
being measured.’

We observe “twin” audit matters for the firms in our two samples. That is, we observe the
KAMs and CAMs holding fixed the underlying economic transactions. Hrubec and Robinette
(1984) classify medical twin studies into two categories: those that examine genetic contributions
to disease and those aimed at assessing environmental contributions while controlling for genetic
variation. In spirit, our study falls into the latter category where holding the underlying economic
transactions fixed is akin to holding the genetic variation fixed allowing us to assess the
environmental contributions to audit matters. For our sample of firms that report under both IFRS
and U.S. GAAP (IFRS-USGAAP sample), we also observe “twin” financial statements in addition
to “twin” audit matters.

Our research question is whether KAMs are substantially similar to CAMs for foreign
issuers in the U.S. To analyze the similarity of the audit matters, we compare the number and topics
of the audit matters. We then perform textual analysis to examine the similarity of KAMs and CAMs
when the audit matters topics are the same. We find material differences for the [IFRS-USGAAP
sample of firms. The auditors disclose 43% more KAMs than CAMs. Further examination reveals
that KAMs are much more likely to cover non-accounting audit matters (e.g., Brexit and COVID-
19) with 21% of firm-years listing a non-accounting KAM while auditors never disclose a non-

4 For example, they state (page 69): “Matching estimators are appealingly simple: at bottom, matching amounts to
covariate-specific treatment-control comparisons, weighted together to produce a single overall average treatment
effect,” and “an attractive feature of matching strategies is that they are typically accompanied by an explicit statement
of the conditional independence assumption required to give matching estimates a causal estimation.”

5 Berger and Hann (2003) exclude firms with large changes in the entity in the year prior to adoption due to
acquisitions or divestitures, among other reasons.
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accounting CAM. Auditors disclose 28% more accounting-related audit matters as KAMs than
CAMs consistent with accounting standards potentially playing a significant role in the differences.

Our textual analysis reveals significant differences consistent with the differences between
IFRS and U.S. GAAP, even when auditors disclose the same audit matters as KAMs and CAMs.
Each audit matter must provide a description section (the identification of the audit matter) and a
response section (the procedures taken by the auditor to address that audit matter). The rules-based
nature of U.S. GAAP suggests that the auditor’s description of the audit matter will be more
detailed under U.S. GAAP than IFRS. The rules-based nature of U.S. GAAP, however, is likely
to make auditing U.S. GAAP financial statements more straightforward than IFRS, where auditors
will likely exercise more judgment in applying IFRS to transactions and determining appropriate
audit tests. Consistent with this expectation, we find the description section uses 9-10% fewer words
for KAMs than CAMs while the response section uses 12-13% more words for KAMs than CAMS.
Our semantic analysis of the similarity of the description and response sections finds that auditors’
disclosures of audit matters as KAMs and CAMs are significantly different. The similarity ratios of
the description and response sections are 0.69-0.70, which suggests that even though the audit
matters between the KAMs and CAMs are the same the disclosures contain only 69-70% of
common vocabulary. As an additional test of similarity, we identify the top five keywords in the
KAM and CAM. Our analysis finds that on average only two keywords among the top five are the
same between KAMs and CAMs, which suggests a similarity of 40%. Thus, for the twin audit matter
firms that report under different standards, we find major differences between KAMs and CAMs,
even when the audit matters are the same.

We next analyze twin audit matter firms that report in the U.S. and the EU using the same
accounting standard, IFRS (IFRS-IFRS sample). Because experimental literature such as
Kachelmeier, Rimkus, Schmidt, and Valentine (2020) suggests the nature of accounting standards,
in particular measurement uncertainty, affects the disclosure of audit matters, we use propensity
score matching (PSM) to match firms with twin audit matters that report under IFRS and U.S.
GAAP (IFRS-USGAAP sample) to firms with twin audit matters that report only under IFRS
(IFRS-IFRS sample). This matched sample enables us to perform a difference-in-differences (DD)
analysis that isolates the effects of accounting standards on audit matters.® For these PSM-
matched twin audit matter firms that report only under IFRS, we find that KAMs and CAMs
exhibit differences. Auditors disclose 16% more KAMs than CAMs, mainly due to differences in
accounting-related topics. Further, the differences in this sample are entirely due to more extensive
KAM disclosures (that is, every CAM is also disclosed as a KAM). Our textual analysis when the
audit matters are the same between KAMs and CAMs reveals that on average the description
section contains 10% fewer words in the KAM than the CAM while the response section contains
5-8% more words in the KAM than the CAM. In our semantic tests, we find a similarity ratio of
0.76 in the description section and a ratio of 0.81 in the response section. Additionally, we find

6 Propensity score matching has been used extensively in auditing and accounting research in recent years, see surveys
by DeFond and Zhang (2014) and Shipman, Swanquist, and Whited (2017), respectively. Lawrence, Minutti-Meza,
and Zhang (2011) and DeFond, Erkens, and Zhang (2017) employ the technique to investigate whether client
characteristics explain differences in audit quality between Big Four and other audit firms. In our difference-in-
differences analysis, we rely on propensity score matching to match IFRS-USGAAP firms with IFRS-IFRS firms.
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that on average three keywords of the top five keywords are the same, which is 60% similarity
(40% difference). Thus, even when firms report under the same accounting standard other factors
such as audit standards, the definition of KAMs and CAMs, enforcement, and litigation risk affect
auditors’ audit matters disclosures. This is consistent with prior literature documenting these
institutional differences affecting disclosures and earnings quality (e.g., Ball, Kothari, and Robin
2000; Guenther and Young 2000; Bushman, Piotroski, and Smith 2004; among many others).

Lastly, we perform a difference-in-differences analysis between twin audit matter firms
that report under different accounting standards in the U.S. and the EU (IFRS-USGAAP sample)
to those that report under the same standard (IFRS-IFRS sample). Because both sets of twin audit
matter firms are subject to the same factors influencing auditors’ audit matter disclosures except
for accounting standards, this analysis should primarily isolate the influence of accounting
standards on audit matter disclosures. We find the number of differences between KAMs and
CAMs is greater for firms in the IFRS-USGAAP sample. When the audit matters are the same,
we find that the word count difference in the response section is greater for firms reporting under
different standards with approximately 63% of the difference being attributable to accounting
standards. The text similarity and keyword differences for both the description and response
sections are statistically significantly different with firms reporting under different standards
having 20-30% lower similarity than firms that report only under IFRS.

We contribute to the understanding of the difference between KAMs and CAMs in
practice. Studies have focused on either KAMs or CAMs. In contrast, we consider a setting where
the same firm discloses both KAMs and CAMs separately for the same fiscal year and exploits
variation in the accounting standard. A concern about the new audit matter disclosures is that they
could become boilerplate (e.g., Brasel, Doxey, Grenier, and Reffett 2016). Our results suggest
auditors put unique effort and thought into their disclosures. Even when the audit matter topic and
the accounting standard are the same, we find disclosures under KAMs and CAMs are 10-40%
different depending on the similarity measure. This is not consistent with boilerplate disclosures
by auditors.

Our study should be of interest to the U.S. SEC. In 2007, it decided to accept financial
statements prepared under IFRS without reconciliation to U.S. GAAP from foreign private issuers
cross-listed in the U.S. capital markets. Thus, a natural question is whether the SEC should accept
KAM disclosures that auditors make in foreign issuers’ home countries. Our results suggest there
are differences between KAMs and CAMs for firms reporting under IFRS to both the SEC and
their home country regulator (IFRS-IFRS sample), but that the KAM reporting is more extensive
and would be unlikely to harm U.S. investors. In contrast, for our European firms reporting under
U.S. GAAP to the SEC and IFRS to their home country regulator (IFRS-USGAAP sample), the
differences between CAMs and KAMs are more substantive and reflect the differences between
U.S. GAAP and IFRS. More principles-based standards that require more managerial discretion
influence the amount of audit matters and their reporting. This suggests the U.S. SEC should likely
continue to require these firms to report both CAMs and KAMs. We believe that standard setters
and regulators can be informed by the implementation of similar standards, rules, and regulations
in different jurisdictions. We also offer a methodological contribution to researchers in accounting
and auditing by identifying a sample of firms with twin audit matters where ceteris paribus
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empirical analyses are arguably more compelling than the more common empirical archival
analyses using regressions.
2. Background of KAMs and CAMs

Key audit matters were developed by the International Audit and Assurance Standards
Board (IAASB) and became required for audits of financial statements for periods ending on or
after December 15, 2016.” According to the IAASB, KAMs are defined as “those matters that, in
the auditor’s professional judgment, were of most significance in the audit of the financial
statements of the current period. Key audit matters are selected from matters communicated with
those charged with governance” (IAASB 2015).

CAMs were developed by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB)
and became required for audits of financial statements for periods ending on or after June 30,
2019.% According to the PCAOB, CAMs are defined as “any matter arising from the audit of the
financial statements that was communicated or required to be communicated to the audit
committee and that: (1) relates to accounts or disclosures that are material to the financial

statements and (2) involved especially challenging, subjective, or complex auditor judgement”
(PCAOB 2017).

While both KAMs and CAMs were developed with the common goal of improving the
transparency and informativeness of audit reports, the definitions of audit matters suggest
differences arise in terms of identifying audit matters. Specifically, KAMs are audit matters that
are “of most significance,” whereas CAMs are audit matters that are “material.” The benefit of
our difference-in-differences analysis comparing IFRS-USGAAP firms to IFRS-IFRS firms is
that we can isolate the effect of accounting standards separate from the auditing standards (i.e.,
the slight difference between KAM and CAM definitions).’

3. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

The purpose of the introduction of CAM and KAM reporting was to make the auditor’s
report more relevant, useful, and informative to investors (Schilder 2015; Doty 2017). Auditors
expend considerable effort and resources to gather evidence and form an opinion on whether their
clients’ financial statements materially comply with the applicable accounting standard. Many felt
that the binary pass/fail audit opinion with standardized language did not convey enough
information from the auditor to investors about the quality of clients’ financial reporting. They
argued that investor confidence in auditing could be enhanced by an auditor report that
communicated more information about the judgements made by auditor during the audit.

7 Some countries, such as the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, introduced key audit matters before IAASB’s
disclosure requirement became mandated.

8 The exact disclosure requirement date depends on the public float of the firms. Disclosure of CAMs became required
for large accelerate filers for fiscal years ending on or after June 30, 2019. For all other firms to which the disclosure
requirement applies, CAMs disclosure became required for fiscal years ending on or after December 15, 2020. Some
firms, such as growth companies, are permitted but not required to disclose CAMs. See AS 3101 for details.

° Appendix 1 illustrates KAMs and CAMs for an IFRS-IFRS firm that reports using IFRS to the U.S. SEC.
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Experimental studies explore the role of the nature of accounting standards on auditor
liability for CAM disclosures and investors’ perceptions of the level of assurance provided by
these disclosures. Gimbar, Hansen, and Ozlanski (2016) hypothesize that a CAM related to a
litigated accounting treatment will highlight judgments and estimates related to the application of
the standard. This could increase assessments of the auditor’s responsibility for CAM-related
accounting. They argue that this will be true even for precise accounting standards that are
typically perceived to constrain auditors’ influence over the financial statements. Using an
experiment of lease classification as an operating or capital lease (a standard with precise rules
for determination), Gimbar et al. (2016) find CAM disclosure increases the extent to which
participants find the auditor to be responsible for the misclassified lease.

In contrast, Brasel et al. (2016) posit that, under certain conditions, investors interpret
CAM disclosures as a form of risk disclosure, where auditors report factors that increase the risk
of failing to detect a material misstatement and making it less likely the auditor will be held
accountable for the material misstatement. Their experimental evidence supports this theory, and
they express concern that CAM disclosures may become boilerplate and lose their intended
impact.

To the extent that audit matter disclosures become boilerplate, we would expect audit
matters disclosed as KAMs and CAMs to be substantially the same, particularly when the audit
matter topic is the same. A substantial literature examining disclosures and earnings quality,
however, finds that differences in factors such as public enforcement, private enforcement,
strength of the legal system, auditing standards, and accounting standards between the U.S. and
other countries influence financial reporting outcomes (Ball et al. 2000; Guenther and Young
2000; Bushman et al. 2004). This leads to our first hypothesis in null form:

H1: Ceteris paribus, audit matters will not be different for KAMs and CAMs.

In the experimental literature, a significant focus is placed on the influence of the nature
of accounting on audit matters. Kachelmeier et al. (2020) reconcile the seemingly contradictory
results of Gimbar et al. (2020) and Brasel et al. (2016) by focusing on the nature of accounting.
They find that CAM disclosures involving greater measurement uncertainty (less precision)
reduce auditor culpability and investor confidence in the financial statement area disclosed in a
CAM. They find the opposite for CAM disclosures involving categorical determinations (more
precision).

Our study continues this line of inquiry but uses our unique setting to investigate whether
accounting standards influence the disclosure of KAM or CAM and the nature of those
disclosures. IFRS is more principles-based, while U.S. GAAP is more rules-based (i.e., more
bright-line thresholds, scope exceptions, implementation guidance, and details).!® Thus broad
agreement exists that IFRS permits more discretion than U.S. GAAP (Hail, Leuz, and Wysocki
2010). Therefore reporting under IFRS requires more judgment and estimates, which in turn

10 See Table 1 Panel B on p. 1257 of Donelson, Mclnnis, and Mergenthaler (2012) for a detailed comparison of the
principles-based versus rules-based nature of IFRS and U.S. GAAP.
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should require auditors to make more judgments than under U.S. GAAP. This leads to our second
hypothesis in alternative form.

H2: Ceteris paribus, auditors will report more audit matters for IFRS than U.S. GAAP.

We hypothesize that audit matters may differ for firms that report under different
accounting standards. For example, IFRS permits capitalization of internal R&D more broadly
than U.S. GAAP. The choice of whether to capitalize R&D or expense it as incurred involves
discretion. Nevertheless, we expect that auditing is easier when R&D is expensed as incurred,
since this accounting treatment likely involves less discretion once chosen. Similarly,
contingencies are treated differently when probable. IFRS defines probable to mean more likely
than not, implying a 50% probability threshold. In contrast, probable has a higher implied
probability threshold in U.S. GAAP. As a result, more contingencies may be recognized rather
than disclosed under IFRS relative to U.S. GAAP. Ceteris paribus, auditors would therefore have
different accruals to consider when doing the audit, depending on the choice of accounting
standard. We test this hypothesis in a unique setting where we can hold fixed all underlying
transactions.

Audit matter reporting requires a description of the audit matter as well as the auditor’s
response detailing the auditors’ actions to address the audit matter. The rules-based nature of U.S.
GAAP (more detailed and precise standards) suggests that the auditor’s description of the audit
matter will be more detailed under U.S. GAAP than IFRS. The rules-based nature of U.S. GAAP,
however, is likely to make auditing U.S. GAAP financial statements more straightforward than
IFRS where auditors will likely need to apply more judgment in applying IFRS to the underlying
transactions and determining appropriate audit tests for accounting standards that are less precise.
This leads to our third hypotheses in alternative forms.

H3a: Ceteris paribus, the audit matter description will be more detailed for U.S. GAAP
than IFRS.

H3b: Ceteris paribus, the audit matter response will be more detailed for IFRS than U.S.
GAAP.

4. Sample and Research Design

Our initial sample focuses on twin audit matter firms that report using IFRS in the EU and
U.S. GAAP in the U.S. (IFRS-USGAAP firms). To identify this sample, we start with all EU-
domiciled firms that filed annual reports with the SEC at least once from 2019 through 2022. We
focus on this period because CAM disclosures became required for large accelerated filers and
accelerated filers. KAM disclosures became required in the EU for fiscal years ending December
15, 2016, and onward. We require that firms in our sample disclose both KAMs and CAMs for
the same fiscal year, and our sample period therefore starts in 2019. We then manually verify the
basis of preparation for these firms and keep in our sample those that file financial statements
prepared in accordance with U.S. GAAP. Next, we search for financial statements prepared in
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accordance with IFRS for the same firms, which they report to their European securities
regulator.!! We exclude firms from two regulated industries, banking and utilities.

To ensure that the consolidated entity remains unchanged across the two accounting
standards, we check for differences in cash and cash equivalent balance under IFRS and U.S.
GAAP.'?> We remove firms with unequal balances across accounting standards. Our final sample
of twin audit matter firms reporting under different standards consists of 85 firm-year observations
from 31 firms. The 85 firm-year observations consist of 171 KAMs and 120 CAMs (See Table
3). Table 1 summarizes our sample selection criteria. Note that the number of firms and firm-year
observations are identical under U.S. GAAP and IFRS since we collect data on firms that each
year simultaneously disclose under both accounting standards.

For this sample, we hand collect all variables related to KAMs and CAMs as well as all
accounting variables from IFRS filings. We use Compustat North America to obtain accounting
variables for U.S. GAAP filings, which we supplement with hand collection when missing. To
ensure any observed difference between IFRS and U.S. GAAP is not caused by a data errors, we
verify the financial accounting data from Compustat with SEC filings.

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for audit matters, along with accounting
variables. Two observations are in order. First, the number of audit matters under IFRS (KAMs)
is on average 43% higher than the number of audit matters under U.S. GAAP (CAMs) within a
firm-year and the difference is statistically significant (Z = 5.58, p-value = 0.00).'* This supports
rejecting the null hypothesis in HI. Second, the difference in the cash balance under IFRS and
U.S. GAAP within a firm-year is statistically insignificant (Z = -0.62, p-value = 0.44).
Theoretically, we should not be able to calculate the sign rank test statistic for cash balance given
that firms in the IFRS-USGAAP sample were required to have the same cash balance within each
firm-year observation. However, we can compute the statistic because 71 firm-year observations
have the same cash balance, while the remaining firm-year observations have a small difference
in cash balance due to currency conversion.'* This in turn affects the calculation of the test

! First, we inspected the audit report in the financial statements filed with the SEC to verify that all firms in our
sample report using U.S. GAAP. Second, we require that our sample firms be domiciled in the EU, file a separate
annual report to an EU securities regulator where its audit report confirms that the consolidated financial statements
are prepared using IFRS. In this paper, IFRS refers to IFRS as endorsed by the EU, with the exception that, post-
Brexit, UK firms instead use the label “international accounting standards” or “endorsed IFRS.”

12 Cash and cash equivalent balance does not have any accrual component and therefore is largely unaffected by
accounting standard choice. However, the balance for cash and cash equivalent must be the same provided the
underlying consolidated entity is the same across accounting standards. Further, we include firms with cash
equivalents and restricted cash if these items are of the same magnitude but merely classified differently under IFRS
and U.S. GAAP.

13 We use the Wilcoxon signed rank test, which is a nonparametric statistical hypothesis test and does not require any
assumptions about the distribution of the data. Moreover, the Wilcoxon test is more powerful in small samples, where
the asymptotic normality assumption may not hold. Nevertheless, our results are qualitatively similar when we use
the paired Student’s t-test. The Wilcoxon signed rank is used in all our tests for differences across paired observations
unless otherwise specified.

4 We add error with our currency conversion required because presentation currency may vary with the accounting
standard.
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statistic. Nevertheless, the underlying consolidated entity across the two accounting standards is
the same within each firm-year by construction. '

5. Empirical Results
5.1 IFRS-USGAAP Sample: Comparison of the number of audit matters

Table 3 Panel A presents the number of KAMs and CAMs for our 85 firm-year
observations from the IFRS-USGAAP sample. Consistent with the result in Table 2, we observe
that the number of KAMs exceeds the number of CAMs. The number of KAMs is dramatically
higher than the number of CAMs; the number of KAMs is 171, which is 43% higher than the
number of CAMs at 120. This supports the rejection of the null in H1.

Panel B of Table 3 presents a comparison of the number of KAMs versus the number of
CAMs for the same firm year.'¢ The diagonal reveals that 43 firm-year observations, 51%, have
the same number of audit matters across IFRS and U.S. GAAP filings, while the remaining 42
firm-year observations (i.e., 49%) report a different number of audit matters.!” The number of
CAMs exceeds the number of KAMs (observations above the diagonal) only three times, whereas
the number of KAMs exceeds the number of CAMs (observations below the diagonal) 39 times
(93% of differences). Panel B supports the rejection of the null in H1.

5.2 IFRS-USGAAP Sample: Comparison of the audit matter topics

Table 4 presents the audit matter subject classifications. We manually classify our audit
matters into different topics following Burke et al. (2023). The classification with the most audit
matters across IFRS and U.S. GAAP filings is revenue from customer contracts (KAMs 37, CAMs
22) with significantly more KAMs than CAMs. Goodwill is an audit matter for 20 firm-years for
KAMs and 23 firm-years for CAMs. The number of KAMs related to accounting topics is 153,
while the number of CAMs related to accounting topics is 22% lower at 120. This again supports
the rejection of the null in H1. Another stark difference between KAMs and CAMs is that 18
KAMs relate to non-accounting topics in contrast to zero CAMs. Table 4 Panel B presents the
frequency with which a KAM topic in the IFRS filing coincides with a CAM topic in the U.S.
GAAP filing for the same firm-year observation. That is, an audit matter is classified as coinciding
when both KAM and CAM identify the same audit issue in the same firm-year observation (e.g.,
goodwill is identified both as KAM and as CAM). Seventy-four firm-year observations have
either one or two coinciding audit matter topics. In total, 107 (62%) audit matters coincide
between KAMs and CAMs, while 64 (38%) differ.

15 Within each firm-year observation, the audit firms are the same for 82 out of 85 firm-year observations. All results
are robust to eliminating these three firm-year observations. Further, the audit office and audit engagement partner
are the same for 20 out of 85 firm-year observations. Again we find qualitatively similar results for this subsample.
Our ability to reject null hypotheses for surprisingly low sample sizes (20) arises from our research design choice of
studying twin audit matter firms.

16 The topics mentioned in their audit matters may differ, which we examine in Panel C of Table 4.

17 Same number of KAMs and CAMs within each firm year observation does not imply the topic of the audit
matters are the same across KAMs and CAMs. See Table 4 Panel B for details.
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Panel C of Table 4 focuses on the latter group and reveals the audit matter classification
for those 64 audit matter topics that appear as either a KAM or CAM but not both. Revenue-
related differences stand out as the main difference with 16 of the 64 differences (25%) exhibiting
a KAM related to revenues under IFRS that is not reported as a CAM under U.S. GAAP. The
difference in deferred and capitalized costs is the second largest difference related to an
accounting topic with nine of the 61 differences (14%). Of the 64 differences in audit matters
between KAMs and CAMs, 46 (72%) relate to accounting topics, while 18 (38%) do not. Of the
46 related to accounting topics, 31 (86%) are reported as a KAM but not as a CAM. This supports
H2 that accounting standards influence audit matter reporting and is consistent with increased
measurement uncertainty under IFRS requiring more auditor judgment.
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5.3 IFRS-USGAAP Sample: Comparison of the characteristics of the audit matter
disclosures

The 107 coinciding audit matter pairs presented in Table 4 Panel B permit us to test for
differences in the characteristics of the information disclosed in KAMs and CAMs while holding
the audit matter and the underlying transactions constant. We analyze the actual text of these audit
matters.'® Specifically, we examine the description and response sections by (i) counting the
number of words, (i) comparing the semantic similarity of the KAM and CAM texts, and (iii)
extracting keywords from KAMs and CAMs.!"” The word count proxies for the level of detail,
while the semantic similarity test and keyword extraction proxies for similarity between KAMs
and CAMs. In all analyses, we apply common preprocessing techniques to convert raw text to

processed text.?

18 See Bochkay, Brown, Leone, and Tucker (2023) for a recent survey.

19 We use Python’s natural language toolKit (NLTK) library in our textual analysis, which is a popular open-source
natural language processing package (documentation: https:/www.nltk.org/). We calculate the similarity between
texts of KAMs and CAMs using the Levenshtein library in  Python (documentation:
https://maxbachmann.github.io/Levenshtein/levenshtein.html). The Levenshtein distance calculates the minimum
number of insertions, deletions, and substitutions required to change one sequence into the other according to
Levenshtein with custom costs for insertion, deletion, and substitution. We calculate similarity using the ratio which
returns the normalized between the range [0,1] where one (zero) indicates the two pieces of text are completely
identical (different). We extract keywords from the texts using the Yet Another Keyword Extractor (YAKE) library
in Python (documentation: https:/github.com/LIAAD/yake). YAKE is a lightweight unsupervised keyword
extraction method that relies on text statistical features extracted from single documents to identify the most important
keywords of a text. YAKE does not need to be trained on a particular set of documents and is not dependent on
dictionaries. We first extract five keywords from KAMs and CAMs. Next, we calculate the number of identical
keywords between the two audit matters. The maximum (minimum) possible number of identical keywords is five
(zero). The text of the audit matters is more (less) similar if they have a higher (lower) identical keyword count. Since
we are applying the same analysis to both KAMs and CAMS within each firm for each year, our results are insensitive
to the choice of analysis tool.

20 We perform the following procedures to process the raw text:

(1) Tokenization breaks raw text into separate words (e.g., the sentence “I am an accountant” would be broken into
“I,” “am,” “an,” and “accountant”).

(2) Removal of “stop words,” which refer to words that may be essential in human communication but do not

contribute to computerized language processing (e.g., “a”, “an”, and “the”; we use NLTK’s English stop word list,
as all our audit matters are in English, https://pythonspot.com/nltk-stop-words/).

(3) Normalization, specifically the lemmatization technique, instead of stemming, as the former retains more
information (lemmatization reduces a word to its root form, also known as a lemma. For example, the verb “check”
may appear as “check,” “checking,” or “checked”).

(4) We join the processed text back into a sentence. Note that we manually coded audit matters as they are presented
in the auditor’s report, along with the correct punctuation marks to indicate the continuation or end of a sentence.
However, our textual analysis is insensitive to punctuation marks.
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Table 5 presents the results from our textual analysis of the IFRS-USGAAP firm sample.
Panel A reports the results of word count analysis. For the description section of the audit matters,
the word count is 8% lower for KAMs than CAMs in the raw texts (Z = -1.94, p-value = 0.05)
and 10% lower for processed texts (Z = - 2.32, p-value = 0.02), consistent with U.S. GAAP being
more detailed. For the response section of audit matters, the word count is 13% greater for KAMs
than CAMs in the raw texts (Z = 3.46, p-value = 0.00) and 12% greater for processed texts (Z =
3.18, p-value = 0.00), consistent with auditors exercising more judgments in applying IFRS
standards and designing appropriate audit tests of less precise standards. Taken together, the
results from Table 5 Panel A support H3a and H3b and suggest that, for the same audit matter,
holding underlying transactions constant, CAMs are more detailed (in terms of word count) in the
description section, while KAMs are more detailed in the response section.

Table 5 Panel B reveals the results of text similarity analysis. We use the Levenshtein ratio
to calculate the similarity between the texts of KAMs and CAMs. A ratio of one (zero) indicates
that the two pieces of text are completely identical (different). The similarity ratio is calculated
using texts of both KAM and CAM and hence we cannot compare differences. Instead, we test if
the similarity score equals one (i.e. completely identical texts). We find that the Levenshtein ratio
equals 0.70 (0.69) for raw (processed) text of the description section. The Levenshtein ratio equals
0.70 for both the raw and processed text of the response section. In all four scenarios, the
Levenshtein ratio is statistically significantly different than one.

Table 5 Panel C reveals the results of keyword extraction analysis. We extract five
keywords from both the description and response section of KAMs and CAMs. We then calculate
the number of identical keywords between KAMs and CAMS. The maximum (minimum) possible
number of identical keywords is five (zero). The text of the audit matters is more (less) similar if
they have a higher (lower) identical keyword count. The number of identical keywords is
calculated using texts of both KAM and CAM and hence we cannot compare differences. Instead,
we test if the number of identical keywords score equals five (i.e. completely identical texts). We
find that the number of identical keywords is two for both raw and processed texts of the
description and response section, suggesting a 40% similarity. We also find that the number of
identical keywords is statistically significantly different from five for both raw and processed texts
of the description and response section.

In summary, our analysis of twin audit matter firms reporting under different accounting
standards, U.S. GAAP and IFRS, exhibit substantial differences in the number of audit matters,
audit matter topics, and textual characteristics. This provides convincing evidence in favor of
rejecting the null of H1. The evidence is also consistent with accounting standards influencing
audit matters where more precision under U.S. GAAP leads to more detailed descriptions of audit
matters and more uncertainty under IFRS leads to more thorough response sections. However, the
differences in KAMs and CAMs for this sample are the joint outcome of accounting standards
and other factors, and further analysis using a difference-in-differences research design is
necessary to better assess the influence of accounting standards on audit matters.

91



5.4 Twin audit matter firms reporting under the same accounting standard

To identify a matched sample of EU firms reporting under the same accounting standard
(IFRS-IFRS sample), we start with all EU-domiciled firms that filed with the SEC using IFRS
from 2019 to 2022. Since most EU-domiciled firms also have to report KAMs in the EU, there
exists firms that report both KAMs for IFRS and CAMs for IFRS for the same underlying
transactions in the same fiscal year.?! Next, we obtain industry classification and total assets from
Compustat North America. We then manually search for the IFRS filing to the EU securities
regulator for the remaining firms to obtain auditor reports with KAMs for the same fiscal year.
We also verify that financial statements in the SEC and EU filings are the same. We exclude firms
with non-English auditor reports and financial statements with IFRS carve-outs. We use the
remaining observations to match our twin audit matter firm-years with different accounting
standards (IFRS-USGAAP sample) to twin audit matter firm-years reporting only under IFRS
(IFRS-IFRS sample) using propensity scores.?? Table 6 summarizes our sample selection criteria
for the sensitivity analysis. Our sample of firms filing KAMs in the EU and CAMs in the U.S.
while reporting using IFRS consists of 75 firm-year observations from 32 firms. The 75 firm-year
observations consist of 163 KAMs and 141 CAMs (See Table 7). Any differences in audit matters
in this sample arise from audit standards and other factors that may affect KAMs and CAMs, but
not accounting standards.

5.4.1 IFRS-IFRS Sample: Comparison of the number of audit matters

Table 7 Panel A presents the number of KAMs and CAMs for the 75 firm-year
observations where the accounting standard is held constant as IFRS. The number of KAMs
exceeds the number of CAMs by 16%. This supports rejecting the null of H1. Differences in
auditing standards, enforcement, litigation risk, and other factors affect the audit matter
disclosures. Panel B of Table 7 again presents the number of KAMs and CAMs. The diagonal
suggests that 58 firm-year observations (i.e., 77%) have an equal number of KAMs and CAMs,
while 17 firm-year observations (i.e., 23%) have a different number of KAMs and CAMs. The
number of KAMs exceeds CAMs (observations below the diagonal) in all these 17 firm-year
observations. That is, all of the differences between KAMs and CAMs are from more extensive
KAM disclosure.

2l For example, Nobes and Stadler (2023) note that EU 4% directive exempts firms listed on a non-EU regulated stock
exchange from applying IFRS for their consolidated financial statements. Therefore these firms may not have KAMs
in their auditor report.

22 We use one-to-one propensity score matching. We restrict our matches to those that match exactly on fiscal year

and two-digit GIC industry classification. We do not match exactly based on country following the recommendation
of Ecker, Francis, Olson, and Schipper (2013). The propensity scores are calculated based on total assets (in US
dollars). Since our IFRS-IFRS firms prepare their consolidated financial statements in accordance with IFRS, we use
the value of total assets (in US dollars) from the IFRS filings of our twin firms to ensure consistency. We use one
nearest neighbor matching without replacement. To ensure the matching is as close as possible, we also restrict the
range of observations that are treated as potential matches to be within the common range of propensity scores.
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5.4.2 IFRS-IFRS Sample: Comparison of the audit matter topics

Table 8 Panel A presents the audit matter topics. The two most frequent audit matters for
both KAMs and CAMs are revenue from customer contracts and goodwill. Table 8 Panel B
reveals that all 141 CAMs coincide with a KAM. That is, all CAMs are also reported as KAM:s.
Not surprisingly then, Panel C of Table 8 reveals that the 23 audit matters that do not coincide are
all KAMs that are not reported as CAMs.

5.4.3 IFRS-IFRS Sample: Comparison of the characteristics of the audit matter disclosures

The twin audit matter sample reporting under the same accounting standard provides us
with 140 pairs of coinciding audit matters that we can analyze, holding fixed all underlying
transactions and the accounting standards (IFRS).?* As with our IFRS-USGAAP sample, we
analyze the actual text of the audit matters. If auditors engage in boilerplate-type disclosures, a
strong expectation would be that the audit matter disclosures would be nearly identical.

Table 9 presents the results from our textual analysis of the IFRS-IFRS sample. Panel A
reveals the results of word count analysis. For the description section of the audit matters, the
word count is 10% lower for KAMs than CAMs in the raw texts (Z = -2.19, p-value = 0.03) and
11% lower for processed text (Z =-2.57, p-value = 0.01). For the response section, the word count
is 8% greater for KAMs than CAMs in the raw (Z = 3.36, p-value = 0.00) and 5% for the processed
text (Z = 2.72, p-value = 0.01). Taken together, the results suggest that CAMs are more detailed
in the description section, whereas KAMs are more detailed in the response section.

Table 9 Panel B reveals our results of text similarity analysis. We use the Levenshtein ratio
to calculate the similarity between the texts of KAMs and CAMs. A ratio of one (zero) indicates
that the two pieces of text are completely identical (different). The similarity ratio is calculated
using texts of both KAM and CAM and hence we cannot compare differences. Instead, we test if
the similarity score equals one (i.e. completely identical texts). The Levenshtein ratio equals 0.76
for both raw and processed text of the description sections of KAMs and CAMs. The Levenshtein
ratio equals 0.81 for both raw and processed text of the response sections of KAMs and CAMs.
We also find that all Levenshtein ratios are statistically significantly different from one.

Table 9 Panel C reveals the results of keyword extraction analysis. We extract five
keywords from both KAMs and CAMs. We then calculate the number of identical keywords
between KAMs and CAMS. The maximum (minimum) possible number of identical keywords is
five (zero). The text of the audit matters is more (less) similar if they have a higher (lower)
identical keyword count. The number of identical keywords is calculated using texts of both KAM
and CAM and hence we cannot compare differences. Instead, we test if the number of identical
keywords score equals five (i.e. completely identical texts). The number of identical keywords
equals three for both the raw and processed text of the description sections of KAMs and CAMs.
The number of identical keywords equals three for both raw and processed text of the response

2 For our textual analysis, 140 pairs of audit matters (not 141) are available for analysis from 75 firm-year
observations because the KAM does not provide a description or a response section for one firm-year observation.
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sections of KAMs and CAMs, suggesting a 60% similarity. We find that all numbers of identical
keywords are statistically significantly different five.

Collectively, the analysis of twin audit matter firms in Tables 7-9, where the accounting
standard (IFRS) is held constant while the auditing standard (and other factors) varies, provides
evidence consistent with auditing standards (and other factors) affecting the number, topic, and
textual characteristics of audit matters. Auditors do not merely copy the audit matter disclosures
even when the audit matter topic is the same. This is inconsistent with auditors engaging in
boilerplate-type disclosure and overall supports rejecting the null of H1. This also raises the
possibility that the differences documented for our twin audit matter firms that report under
different standards (IFRS-USGAAP sample) are not due to accounting standards. To address this
concern, we perform a difference-in-differences analysis to isolate the effect of accounting
standards on audit matters.

5.5 Difference-in-differences analysis

The primary difference between the two sets of audit matter twin firms is that one reports
under two accounting standards and the other does not, which permits us to do a difference-in-
differences analysis to better isolate the effects of accounting standards on audit matter
disclosures.

Table 10 presents the difference-in-differences results for the average number of audit
matters. The IFRS-USGAAP (IFRS-IFRS) sample has on average two (two) KAMs. The
difference in the average number of KAMs is statistically insignificant (Z =-0.81, p-value = 0.43).
The IFRS-USGAAP (IFRS-IFRS) firm sample has on average one (two) CAMs. The difference
in the average number of CAMs is statistically significant (Z = -3.40, p-value = 0.00). The last
row captures the difference in the differences in the number of KAMs and CAMs. We test and
find that the difference-in-differences is statistically significant (Z = 2.26, p-value = 0.02).?* This
provides evidence in support of H2.

Table 11 presents the difference-in-differences results from textual analysis. The total
number of observations is 69 (instead of 75) because two (three) firm-year observations from the
IFRS-USGAAP (IFRS-IFRS) firm sample have zero pairs of coinciding audit matters and one
firm-year observation from the Same firm sample has no description and response sections for
KAMs.

Table 11 Panel A reveals the results from word count analysis. The average word count
difference is calculated as the average word count of KAMs minus the average word count of
CAMs for each pair of coinciding audit matters within a firm-year observation. For the description

24 Alternatively, we find that the IFRS-USGAAP firm sample has on average 2.56 pairs of coinciding audit matter
topics, while the IFRS-IFRS firm sample has 3.72 pairs of coinciding audit matter topics. The difference in the
average number of coinciding audit matter topics is statistically significant (Z = -4.07, p-value = 0.00). As a
measure of the frequency of non-coinciding audit matters, we test and find that the difference between (i) the
highest number of audit matters (i.c., the maximum number of KAMs and CAMs for each firm-year) and (ii) the
number of coinciding audit matters is statistically significantly greater for IFRS-USGAAP firms than for IFRS-
IFRS firms (Z = 3.32, p-value = 0.00).
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section, the word count in KAMs is less than in CAMs for both the IFRS-USGAAP firm sample
and the IFRS-IFRS firm sample. However, we fail to find a statistically significant difference-in-
differences and fail to find support for H3a. For the response section, the word count in KAMs is
greater than in CAMs for both the IFRS-USGAAP firm sample and the IFRS-IFRS sample. The
difference-in-differences is statistically significant only for processed text (Z = 1.78, p-value =
0.08).

Table 11 Panel B presents the results of the text similarity analysis. We use the
Levenshtein ratio to calculate the similarity between the texts of KAMs and CAMs. A ratio of one
(zero) indicates that the two pieces of text are completely identical (different). For the description
section of the audit matters, the Levenshtein ratio is lower for IFRS-USGAAP sample firms than
IFRS-IFRS sample firms in the raw texts (Z = -2.48, p-value = 0.01) and processed text (Z = -
2.54, p-value = 0.01). For the response section of the audit matters, the Levenshtein ratio is also
lower for IFRS-USGAAP sample firms than IFRS-IFRS sample firms in the raw texts (Z = -3.69,
p-value = 0.00) and the processed text (Z = -3.77, p-value = 0.00). With a ratio of 1.0 indicating
perfect similarly, the differences in similarity suggest that the audit matter disclosures in the IFRS-
USGAAP sample are approximately 50% more dissimilar than the audit matter disclosures in the
IFRS-IFRS sample.

Table 11 Panel C reveals the results from keyword extraction analysis. We extract five
keywords from both KAMs and CAMs. We then calculate the number of identical keywords
between KAMs and CAMS. The maximum (minimum) possible number of identical keywords is
five (zero). The text of the audit matters is more (less) similar if they have a higher (lower)
identical keyword count. For the description section of the audit matters, the number of identical
keywords is lower for [FRS-USGAAP sample firms than IFRS-IFRS sample firms in the raw texts
(Z=-3.15, p-value = 0.00) and processed text (Z = - 2.85, p-value = 0.00). For the response section
of the audit matters, the number of identical keywords is also lower for IFRS-USGAAP sample
firms than IFRS-IFRS sample firms in the raw texts (Z = 3.26, p-value = 0.00) and the processed
text (Z = -3.57, p-value = 0.00). The IFRS-USGAAP sample firms exhibit 40% similarity in
keywords compared to IFRS-IFRS sample firms which exhibit 60% similarity in keywords.

Taken together, Table 11 suggests that the length (a proxy for detail) of audit matters does
not differ between the IFRS-USGAAP firm sample and the IFRS-IFRS firm sample. However,
the text (for both sections of the audit matters, and both raw and processed text) of KAMs and
CAMs are more similar for the IFRS-IFRS firm sample compared with the IFRS-USGAAP firm
sample. This magnitude of the differences suggests a strong influence of accounting standards on

audit matters disclosures consistent with the experimental evidence from Kachelmeier et al.
(2020).
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6. Conclusion

We identify a novel sample of European twin audit matter firms that prepare and publicly
disclose two separate audit matter disclosures (KAMs and CAMs) for the same fiscal year. Some
of these firms report under two different accounting standards, IFRS for KAMs and U.S. GAAP
for CAMs, while others report only under IFRS. For both sets of firms, we compare and contrast
the KAMs and CAMs reported for the same fiscal year. For firms reporting under different
accounting standards, we find that the number of KAMs under IFRS exceeds the number of CAMs
under U.S. GAAP. Further, we classify the audit matter topics under both IFRS and U.S. GAAP
and document that they differ. Even when the audit matter is the same, textual analysis reveals
differences consistent with the uncertainty and lack of precision of in IFRS relative to U.S. GAAP
influencing the audit matter disclosures. Collectively, these results support the idea that
accounting standards affect audit matter disclosures after controlling for the underlying
transactions. For firms reporting under the same accounting standard, IFRS, we find that KAMs
and CAMs differ in the number of audit matters, the topics, and exhibit textual differences.
Importantly, the number of KAMs exceeds the number of CAMs, and all CAMs are also always
reported as KAMs.

To better isolate the influence of accounting standards on audit matter disclosure, we
perform a difference-in-differences analysis comparing the two sets of firms. We document
differences in audit matter topics (comparing KAMs and CAMs) between twin audit matter firms
with two financial statements reporting under different accounting standards (IFRS and U.S.
GAAP) and twin audit matter firms that exclusively file IFRS.? This supports the idea that
accounting standards impact audit matter disclosures in our twin audit matter firms.

Future research could investigate the effect of audit matter disclosures on audit fees. First,
one could investigate whether audit fees increase from 2018 to 2019 for twin audit matter firms
that disclosed two financial statements (IFRS and U.S. GAAP) but only KAMs in 2018 and then
began disclosing CAMs the following year in 2019. As a benchmark, one could use the change in
audit fees from 2017 to 2018 or from 2019 to 2020. Relative to this benchmark, increased audit
fee changes are therefore likely attributable to the introduction of CAMs. Second, future research
could compare the difference in audit fees between firms that report under IFRS and U.S. GAAP
to firms that report only under IFRS as a measure of the differential effect of two audit matters
from (i) reporting financial statements based on two accounting standards compared to (ii)
reporting exclusively under IFRS.

25 An alternative benchmark might be EU-domiciled firms that report a single set of financial statements using U.S.
GAAP but with two separate audit reports with KAMs in EU filings and CAMs in the US SEC filings. See James
Hardie plc in 2021 as an example. We acknowledge our benchmark firms may be biased in their reporting of KAMs
and CAMs because they exclusively report using IFRS. For example, KAMs under IFRS might allow auditors to
more easily present the underlying risks of material misstatement due to their experience.
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Table 1: IFRS-USGAAP Firm Sample Selection Criteria

Table 1 presents our sample selection criteria for our sample of firms that report under both accounting standards —
IFRS and U.S. GAAP. Our initial sample consists of EU-domiciled firms in industries that publish twin consolidated
financial statements for the fiscal year at least once between 2019 and 2022 and omit firms from two regulated
industries, banks and utilities. That is, our initial sample consists of firms that file with the SEC using U.S. GAAP
while they file consolidated financial statements using IFRS to their European securities regulator. Next, we exclude
observations without both KAM and CAM auditor report available, which occurs for the fiscal year 2019 as
accelerated filers were not required to disclose CAMs until fiscal year 2020. We then check the balance sheet for cash
and cash equivalents differences under IFRS and U.S. GAAP. We exclude firms with unequal balances across
accounting standards (after correcting for differences in reporting currency) as these firms do not have the same
underlying consolidated entity in their IFRS and U.S. GAAP filings. We present the number of firms and firm-year
observations for both accounting standards. Note that the number of observations are the same by construction since
we have a sample each IFRS filing must have a corresponding U.S. GAAP filing for the same fiscal year. The 85
firm-year observations consist of 171 KAMs and 120 CAMs (See Table 3).

IFRS U.S. GAAP
Criteria Firm Firm-Year Firm Firm-Year
Non-regulated firms that published twin consolidated
financial statements for fiscal years between 2019 and
2022 41 113 41 113
Less: Firms without both KAM and CAM auditor report
available -8 -12 -8 -12
Less: Firms without matching balances of cash and cash
equivalents across accounting standards -2 -16 -2 -16
IFRS-USGAAP firm sample 31 85 31 85
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for the IFRS-USGAAP Firm Sample
Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for audit matters, along with accounting variables for our sample of firms
that report under both IFRS and U.S. GAAP. The “IFRS” and “U.S. GAAP” columns present the statistics for IFRS
and U.S. GAAP information, respectively. Therefore, “Audit Matters” under the “IFRS” and “U.S. GAAP” columns
refer to Key Audit Matters (KAMs) and Critical Audit Matters (CAMs), respectively. We test for differences across
the two accounting standards using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present Z-scores and their corresponding p-
values in the last two columns.

p-value
0.00
0.44
0.14
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.15
0.69
0.00

Signed-rank test

76

6.57

Y4
5.58
-0.62
-1.48
4.36
5.

1.65
1.46
-0.41

0.7
2,141
2,398
13,918
10,534
5,081
6,390
2331
2,071

Median
1.0
590
350
5,236
2,252
1,618
2,212
14
352

U.S. GAAP

1.4
1,425
1,487
10,858
7,289
3,805
5,046
702
1,133

Mean

Obs
1.1 85
2,141 85
2,380 85
14,696 85
10,559 8
5,479 85
6,591 85
2432 85
2,237 85

590
195

17
439

2.0
5,264

Median
2,801
1,607
2,212

IFRS

1,424
1,478
11,494

Mean
2.0
7,393
4,058
5,078
721
1,271

Obs
85
85
85
85
85
8
85
85
85

Total Shareholders’ Equity

Revenue
Operating Cash Flow

Audit Matters
Cash

Total Assets
Total Liabilities
Net Income

Variables
PPE (Net)
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Table 3: Audit Matter Distribution for the IFRS-USGAAP Firm Sample

Table 3 presents the distribution of audit matters for our sample of firms that report under both IFRS and U.S. GAAP.
For each firm-year observation, we document the number of KAMs and CAMs. Panel A reveals the number of audit
matters in IFRS filings and U.S. GAAP filings. Panel B elaborates on the number of audit matters, where the diagonal
represents the number of observations with an equal number of KAMs and CAMs. Note an equal number of audit
matters does not necessarily correspond to coinciding audit matter topics.

Panel A: Comparison of the Number of Audit Matters between IFRS and U.S. GAAP

IFRS U.S. GAAP
Number of Audit Firm-Year Firm-Year
Matters Obs. KAMs Obs. CAMs
0 0 0 2 0
1 37 37 54 54
2 23 46 21 42
3 14 42 8 24
4 9 36 0 0
5 2 10 0 0
Total 85 171 85 120

Panel B: Comparison of the Number of Audit Matters within Each Firm-Year

Number of CAMs
0 1 2 3 4 5 Total
KAMs
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 33 2 0 0 0 37
Number
of 2 0 14 8 1 0 0 23
KAMs 3 0 3 9 2 0 0 14
4 0 4 2 3 0 0 9
5 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
Total 2 54 21 8 0 0 85
CAMs
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Table 4: Audit Matter Topics of IFRS-USGAAP Firm Sample

Table 4 presents the audit matter topics in our sample of firms that report under both IFRS and U.S. GAAP. Panel A
presents the distribution of topics for both KAMs and CAMs. We follow Burke et al. (2023) and classify audit matters
into topics. We supplement their list of topics by creating a topic for audit matters that appear several times but could
not be included in any existing category (e.g. COVID-19). Panel B presents the distribution of audit matters that
coincide across IFRS filings and U.S. GAAP filings. An audit matter pair is classified as coinciding if KAM and
CAM have the same topic within a firm-year observation. The 96 coinciding audit matters permit us to conduct textual
analysis of the actual text of the audit matters. Panel C presents the distribution of topics for those audit matters that
did not have a coinciding audit matter within a firm-year observation. The topic classification is the same as in Panel
A.

Panel A: Audit Matter Topics

KAMs CAMs
Topic Obs. % Obs. %
Accounting Topics
Business combinations 4 2% 4 3%
Other contingent liabilities 2 1% 3 3%
Deferred and capitalized costs 16 9% 7 6%
Goodwill 20 12% 23 19%
Other intangible assets 9 5% 9 8%
Other income taxes 4 2% 1 1%
Deferred income taxes 9 5% 9 8%
Uncertain tax positions 13 8% 12 10%
Other revenue 4 2% 0 0%
Property, plant, and equipment 3 2% 2 2%
Revenue from customer contracts 37 22% 22 18%
Sales return and allowances 6 4% 6 5%
Equity investments and joint ventures 3 2% 2 2%
Leases 2 1% 1 1%
Long-lived assets 0 0% 4 3%
Others 21 2% 15 3%
Accounting Topics 153 77% 120 100%
Non-Accounting Topics
Brexit 1 1% 0 0%
COVID - 19 10 6% 0 0%
U.S. GAAP to IFRS Conversion 4 2% 0 0%
Going Concern 3 2% 0 0%
Non-Accounting Topics 18 23% 0 0%
All Topics 171 100% 120 100%
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Panel B: Number of Coinciding Audit Matters

IFRS USGAAP
Coinciding Pairs of Audit Matters Obs. KAMs Obs. CAMs

0 6 0 6 0

1 56 56 56 56

2 18 36 18 36

3 5 15 5 15

Total 85 107 85 107
Panel C: Non-coinciding Audit Matter Topics
KAMs CAMs
Topic Obs. % Obs. %

Accounting Topics
Other contingent liabilities 1 2% 2 15%
Deferred and capitalized costs 9 14% 0 0%
Goodwill 0 0% 3 23%
Other income taxes 3 5% 0 0%
Uncertain tax positions 1 2% 0 0%
Other revenue 4 6% 0 0%
Property, plant and equipment 1 2% 0 0%
Revenue from customer contracts 16 25% 1 8%
Equity investments and joint ventures 1 2% 0 0%
Leases 1 2% 0 0%
Long-lived assets 0 0% 4 31%
Others 9 14% 3 23%
Non-Accounting Topics
Brexit 1 2% 0 0%
CovVID - 19 10 16% 0 0%
U.S. GAAP to IFRS Conversion 4 6% 0 0%
Going Concern 3 5% 0 0%
All Topics 64 100% 13 100%
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Table S: Textual Analysis of IFRS-USGAAP Firm Sample

Table 5 presents the results from the textual analysis for our sample of firms that report under both IFRS and U.S.
GAAP. Our sample is the 107 coinciding audit matters presented in Panel B of Table 4. We perform textual analysis
on the description and on the response section of each audit matter. For both sections of the audit matters, we perform
analysis using the raw text as well as the processed text, which we obtain after applying common textual analysis
preprocessing techniques. Panel A illustrates the results from our word count analysis. We count the number of words
in both the description and the response section of each audit matter. The “Word Count” columns present the average
word count for KAMs and CAMs. We then test differences in average word count across the two audit matters using
the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the Z-scores and their corresponding p-values in the last two columns.
Panel B illustrates the results from our text similarity analysis. We calculate the similarity between KAMs and CAMs
using the Levenshtein ratio, where a ratio of one (zero) indicates the two pieces of text are completely identical
(different). The “Ratio” column presents the average Levenshtein ratio. We test if the Levenshtein ratio equals one
(i.e. completely identical) using the single-sample Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the Z-scores and their
corresponding p-values in the last two columns. Panel C illustrates the results from our keyword extraction analysis.
We first extract keywords from the text of the audit matters using YAKE. We set the maximum number of keywords
to five. Next, for each pair of coinciding matters, we tabulate the number of identical keywords. The minimum
(maximum) number of identical keywords is zero (five). The “Keywords” column presents the average number of
identical keywords. We test if the number of identical keywords equals five (i.e. all keywords are identical) using the
single-sample Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the Z-scores and their corresponding p-values in the last two
columns.

Panel A: Word Count Analysis

Word Count Signed-rank test

Obs. KAMs CAMs Z p-value
Description - Raw 107 166 181 -1.94 0.05
Description - Processed 107 99 110 -2.32 0.02
Response - Raw 107 208 184 3.46 0.00
Response - Processed 107 125 112 3.18 0.00

Panel B: Text Similarity Analysis

Signed-rank test

Obs. Ratio Z p-value
Description - Raw 107 0.70 -8.98 0.00
Description - Processed 107 0.69 -8.98 0.00
Response - Raw 107 0.70 -8.98 0.00
Response - Processed 107 0.70 -8.98 0.00

Panel C: Keyword Extraction Analysis

Signed-rank test

Obs. Keywords Z p-value
Description - Raw 107 2 -8.99 0.00
Description - Processed 107 2 -8.96 0.00
Response - Raw 107 2 -9.03 0.00
Response - Processed 107 2 -8.99 0.00
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Table 6: IFRS-IFRS Firm Sample Selection Criteria

Table 6 presents our sample selection criteria for our sample of firms that report under IFRS to both the EU and the
U.S._SEC. Our initial sample consists of EU-domiciled firms that filed using IFRS with the U.S. SEC at least once
for the fiscal year between 2019 and 2022. We then exclude firms without two separate auditor reports with KAMs
and CAMs for their I[FRS filings. Next, we exclude firms with non-English auditor reports to ensure consistency in
our sample and we exclude firms that adopt IFRS with carve out(s). We then remove firm-year observations from
regulated industries such as banks. We then obtain for the remaining firms the two-digit GIC industry classification
and total assets using Compustat North America. We exclude firms with missing information on Compustat. Finally,
we match (one-to-one without replacement) the remaining firm with our twin audit matter sample firms that reports
under IFRS and U.S. GAAP using propensity scores. We present the number of firms and firm-year observations.
Note that for each of the remaining 75 IFRS-IFRS firm-year observations, we can observe both KAMs and CAMs
for the same fiscal year, while holding fixed all underlying transactions and accounting standard constant as IFRS.
The 75 firm-year observations consist of 163 KAMs and 141 CAMs (See Table 7).

Obs.
Criteria Firm Firm-Year
EU-domiciled firms that filed with the U.S. SEC for fiscal years between
2019 through 2022 115 357
Less: Firms without both KAM and CAM auditor reports available -29 -79
Less: Observations with non-English auditor reports -2 -6
Less: Observations with IFRS carve out(s) 0 2
Less: Observations from regulated industries -6 -25
Less: Observations with missing industry classification or total assets on
Compustat North America -8 -15
Number of observations available for propensity score matching (PSM) 70 230
Less: Observations without a suitable match -38 -155
IFRS-IFRS firm sample 32 75
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Table 7: Audit Matter Distribution for the IFRS-IFRS Firm Sample

Table 7 presents the distribution of audit matters for our sample of firms that report under IFRS to both the EU and
the U.S. SEC. For each IFRS-IFRS firm-year observation, we document the number of KAMs and CAMs. Panel A
reveals the number of audit matters in auditor reports with KAMs and auditor reports with CAMs. Panel B elaborates
on the number of audit matters, where the diagonal represents the number of observations with an equal number of
KAMs and CAMs. Note an equal number of audit matters does not necessarily correspond to coinciding audit matter
topics.

Panel A: Comparison of the Number of Audit Matters

Auditor Report with KAMs Auditor Report with CAMs
Number of Audit Matters Firm-Year Obs. Firm-Year Obs.
1 26 26 30 30
2 26 52 31 62
3 12 36 8 24
4 9 36 5 20
5 0 0 1 5
6 | 6 0
7 1 0
Total 75 163 75 141
Panel B: Comparison of the Number of Audit Matters within Each Firm-Year
Number of CAMs
Total
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 KAMs
1 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
2 3 23 0 0 0 0 0 26
Number 3 0 7 5 0 0 0 0 12
of 4 1 1 3 4 0 0 0 9
KAMs 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Total
CAMs 30 31 8 5 1 0 0 75
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Table 8: Audit Matter Topics of IFRS-IFRS Firm Sample

Table 8 presents the audit matter topics in our sample of firms that report under IFRS to both the EU and the U.S.
SEC. Panel A presents the distribution of topics for both KAMs and CAMs. We follow Burke et al. (2023) and
classify audit matters into topics. We supplement their list of topics by creating a topic for audit matters that appear
several times but could not be included in any existing category (e.g. COVID-19). Panel B reveals the distribution of
audit matters that coincide across auditor reports with KAMs and auditor report reports with CAMs. An audit matter
pair is classified as coinciding if KAM and CAM have the same topic within a IFRS-IFRS firm-year observation.
118 out of 119 coinciding audit matters permit us to conduct textual analysis of the actual text of the audit matters.
The difference is due to one IFRS-IFRS firm year observation with no description and response section of KAM.
Panel C presents the distribution of topics for those audit matters that did not have a coinciding audit matter within a
IFRS-IFRS firm-year observation. The topic classification is the same as in Panel A.

Panel A: Audit Matter Topics

KAMs CAMs
Topic Obs. % Obs. %
Accounting Topics
Accounts/loans receivable 1 1% 1 1%
Business combinations 9 6% 8 6%
Other contingent liabilities 4 2% 4 3%
Depreciation and amortization 4 2% 4 3%
Goodwill 18 11% 17 12%
Goodwill and intangible assets 2 1% 2 1%
Other intangible assets 11 7% 11 8%
Deferred income taxes 4 2% 4 3%
Uncertain tax positions 13 8% 12 9%
Warranty liabilities 4 2% 4 3%
Other revenue 3 2% 0 0%
Property, plant, and equipment 7 4% 7 5%
Revenue from customer contracts 40 25% 31 22%
Sales return and allowances 6 4% 6 4%
Allowance for credit losses 4 2% 4 3%
Equity investments and joint ventures 3 2% 3 2%
Leases 1 1% 1 1%
Long-lived assets 5 3% 5 4%
Others 21 13% 15 11%
Accounting Topics 160 98% 139 99%
Non-Accounting Topics
COVID - 19 1 1% 0 0%
Going Concern 2 1% 2 1%
Non-Accounting Topics 3 2% 2 1%
All Topics 163 100% 141 100%
All Topics 163 100% 141 100%
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Hereof:

Coinciding audit matter pairs (Panel B) 141 87% 141 100%
Audit matters that did not have a coinciding audit
matter within a [IFRS-USGAAP firm-year
observation (Panel C) 22 13% 0 0%
Panel B: Coinciding Audit Matter Topics
Auditor Reports with Auditor Reports with
CAMs
Coinciding Pairs of Audit Matters Obs. KAMs Obs. CAMs
1 30 30 30 30
2 31 62 31 62
3 8 24 8 24
4 5 20 5 20
5 1 5 1 5
Total 75 141 75 141
Panel C: Non-coinciding Audit Matter Topics
CAMs
Topic Obs. % Obs. %
Accounting Topics
Business Combinations 1 5% 0 0%
Goodwill 1 5% 0 0%
Uncertain tax positions 1 5% 0 0%
Other revenue 3 14% 0 0%
Revenue from customer contracts 9 41% 0 0%
Others 6 27% 0 0%
Non-Accounting Topics
COVID - 19 1 5% 0 0%
All Topics 22 100% 0 0%
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Table 9: Textual Analysis of IFRS-IFRS Firm Sample

Table 9 presents the results from the textual analysis for our sample of firms that report under IFRS to both the EU
and the U.S. SEC. Our sample is the 140 coinciding audit matters presented in Panel B of Table 9. We perform textual
analysis on both the description and the response section of each audit matter. For both sections of the audit matters,
we perform analysis using the raw text as well as the processed text, which we obtain after applying common textual
analysis preprocessing techniques. Panel A illustrates the results from our word count analysis. We count the number
of words in both the description and the response section of each audit matter. The “Word Count” columns present
the average word count for KAMs and CAMs. We then test differences in average word count across the two audit
matters using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the Z-scores and their corresponding p-values in the last two
columns. Panel B illustrates the results from our text similarity analysis. We calculate the similarity between KAMs
and CAMs using the Levenshtein ratio, where a ratio of one (zero) indicates the two pieces of text are completely
identical (different). The “Ratio” column presents the average Levenshtein ratio. We test if the Levenshtein ratio
equals one (i.e. completely identical) using the single-sample Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the Z-scores and
their corresponding p-values in the last two columns. Panel C illustrates the results from our keyword extraction
analysis. We first extract keywords from the text of the audit matters using YAKE. We set the maximum number of
keywords to five. Next, for each pair of coinciding matters, we tabulate the number of identical keywords. The
minimum (maximum) number of identical keywords is zero (five). The “Keywords” column presents the average
number of identical keywords. We test if the number of identical keywords equals five (i.e. all keywords are identical)
using the single-sample Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the Z-scores and their corresponding p-values in the
last two columns.

Panel A: Word Count Analysis

Word Count Signed-rank test

Obs. KAMs CAMs Z p-value
Description - Raw 140 187 208 -2.19 0.03
Description - Processed 140 111 124 -2.57 0.01
Response - Raw 140 199 184 3.36 0.00
Response - Processed 140 116 110 2.72 0.01

Panel B: Text Similarity Analysis

Signed-rank test

Obs. Ratio Z p-value
Description - Raw 140 0.76 -10.26 0.00
Description - Processed 104 0.76 -10.25 0.00
Response - Raw 140 0.81 -10.26 0.00
Response - Processed 140 0.81 -10.21 0.00

Panel C: Keyword Extraction Analysis

Signed-rank test

Obs. Keywords Z p-value
Description - Raw 140 3 -9.69 0.00
Description - Processed 140 3 -9.62 0.00
Response - Raw 140 3 -9.79 0.00
Response - Processed 140 3 -9.29 0.00
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Table 10: Comparison of IFRS-USGAAP and IFRS-IFRS Sample Firms — Audit Matters

Table 10 presents the results from comparing differences in the number of coinciding audit matters for propensity
score-matched (PSM) firm-year pairs of twin audit matter firms reporting under different accounting standards (IFRS-
USGAAP sample) to those reporting under the same standard (IFRS-IFRS sample). Our sample is the 75 pairs of
differences in coinciding audit matters based on Tables 7. The “Average” column presents the average number of the
variable mentioned in the left column. We test for differences-in-differences (DD) in number of audit matters, that
is, we compare IFRS-USGAAP and IFRS-IFRS sample firms’ differences between KAMs and CAMs in (i) the
highest number of audit matters (i.e., the maximum of the number of KAMs and CAMs for each firm-year) and (ii)
the number of coinciding audit matters using Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the Z-scores and their
corresponding p-values in the last column. The last row represents the difference between (i) and (ii).

Average Signed-rank test
IFRS- IFRS-
Obs. USGAAP IFRS Z p-value
Number of KAMs 75 2 2 -0.81 0.43
Number of CAMs 75 1 2 3.40 0.00
Difference between (i) and (ii) 75 1 0 2.26 0.02
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Table 11: Comparison of IFRS-USGAAP and IFRS-IFRS Sample Firms —
Textual Analysis

Table 11 presents the results from comparing differences in the textual analysis properties for propensity score-matched
(PSM) firm-year pairs of twin audit matter firms reporting under different accounting standards (IFRS-USGAAP
sample) to those reporting under the same standard (IFRS-IFRS sample). Our sample is the 69 pairs of differences in
coinciding audit matters based on Panel B of Tables 4 and 9. We compare the differences in textual analysis properties
of both the description and the response section of each audit matter. For both sections of the audit matters, we compare
differences in textual properties of the raw text as well as the processed text, which we obtain after applying common
textual analysis preprocessing techniques. Panel A illustrates our results for comparison of word count differences.
The “Word count difference” column presents the difference in the average word count for KAMs and CAMs. We test
for differences-in-differences (DD) in word count, that is, we compare IFRS-USGAAP and IFRS-IFRS sample firms’
differences in the averages across their two audit matters using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the Z-scores
and their corresponding p-values in the last column. Panel B illustrates our results for comparison of textual analysis.
We calculate the similarity between KAMs and CAMs using the Levenshtein ratio, where a ratio of one (zero) indicates
the two pieces of text are completely identical (different). The “Similarity” column presents the average Levenshtein
ratio for the IFRS-USGAAP and IFRS-IFRS sample firms. We then test for differences in the Levenshtein ratio across
the two samples using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the Z-scores and their corresponding p-values in the
last column. We first extract keywords from the text of the audit matters using YAKE. We set the maximum number
of keywords to five. Next, for each pair of coinciding matters, we tabulate the number of identical keywords. The
minimum (maximum) number of identical keywords is zero (five). The “Keywords” column presents the average
number of identical keywords for the IFRS-USGAAP and IFRS-IFRS sample firms.. We then test for differences in
the average number of identical keywords across the two samples using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and present the
Z-scores and their corresponding p-values in the last column.

Panel A: Differences in Word Count

Word count difference Signed-rank test
IFRS- IFRS-
Obs. USGAAP IFRS Z p-value
Description — Raw 69 -14 -14 -0.24 0.81
Description - Processed 69 -10 -10 -0.28 0.78
Response — Raw 69 33 16 1.44 0.15
Response - Processed 69 19 7 1.78 0.08
Panel B: Differences in Text Similarity
Similarity Signed-rank test
IFRS- IFRS-
Obs. USGAAP IFRS Z p-value
Description — Raw 69 0.70 0.79 -2.48 0.01
Description - Processed 69 0.70 0.79 -2.54 0.01
Response — Raw 69 0.70 0.81 -3.69 0.00
Response - Processed 69 0.70 0.82 -3.77 0.00
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Panel C: Differences in Keyword Extraction

Keywords Signed-rank test
IFRS- IFRS-
Obs. USGAAP IFRS Z p-value
Description — Raw 69 2 3 -3.15 0.00
Description - Processed 69 2 3 -2.85 0.00
Response — Raw 69 2 3 -3.26 0.00
Response - Processed 69 2 3 -3.57 0.00
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Appendix 1 — Illustration of KAM and CAM
We illustrate the difference (similarity) between KAMs and CAMs using Nokia Oyj

(NYSE: NOK) as an example. Nokia Oyj is a renowned European telecommunications
corporation with its headquarters and incorporation in Finland. Nokia Oyj is listed on NASDAQ
Nordic and the New York Stock Exchange. As a result, Nokia Oyj files a form 20-F in accordance
with IFRS to the U.S. SEC. Nokia Oyj is also required to file to its home country’s securities
regulator using IFRS, as NASDAQ Nordic is an EU-regulated stock exchange. Therefore, we
observe both KAMs and CAMs for Nokia Oyj for the same fiscal year, holding accounting
standards constant as IFRS.

In the 2021 EU filing, Nokia Oyj discloses one KAM — “Revenue Recognition —
Accounting for significant and complex contracts”. The KAM is separated into two parts. The
first part describes and justifies the audit matter. The second part describes procedures taken by
the auditor to address the audit matter.* In 2021 Form 20-F, Nokia Oyj discloses one CAM —
“Revenue Recognition — Accounting for significant and complex contracts”. The CAM is
separated into two parts. The first part describes and justifies the audit matter. The second part
describes procedures taken by the auditor to address the audit matter.

Two observations are in order. First, we would classify Nokia Oyj in 2021 as having one
coinciding audit matter as the KAM and CAM are related to the same audit matter. Second, the

actual texts of the KAMs and CAMs are uncannily similar.

4 Some firms may have an additional part of KAM known as “Key Observations”. This additional part describes the
key observations the auditor made related to the audit matter. Some firms may include key observations in the
response section of key audit matters instead. For CAMs, the key observation is seldom disclosed separately. Our
results in word count are not sensitive to key observations of KAMs being disclosed separately as most KAMs do not
have a separate key observation section. Moreover, the key observations section is usually no longer than one sentence.
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Key audit matter How our audit addressed the key audit matter

Revenue recognition — Accounting for significant and Our audit procedures related to the determination of the appropriateness of
complex contracts the accounting for significant and complex contracts included the following,
Refer to Notes 2 and 6 to the financial statements among others

The Company recognises revenue in accordance with m \We assessed management’s accounting policy in relation to the areas of
International Financial Reporting Standard 15 Revenue from complexity identified in all significant and complex contracts to determine
Contracts with Customers from contracts. compliance of the policy with IFRS 15;

Anumber of the contracts that the Company enters into are We tested the operating effectiveness of controls over revenue
particularly significant in value, and contain highly complex terms recognition of significant and complex contracts, specifically focusing
and conditions which impact revenue recognition. on controls relating to the areas of accounting complexity;

Such complexities included the assessment of whether to We utilised data analytics to identify those contracts with higher levels
combine two contracts entered into at similar times, accounting of risk based on size and complexity;

for modifications to existing contracts and accounting for
contractual discounts.

We analysed the terms and conditions of significant and complex
contracts, and obtained and read the Company’s accounting paper setting
Given the level of complexity and management judgement out management’s accounting conclusions;

involved in the accounting for significant and complex contracts,

performing audit procedures to evaluate the reasonableness of = We met with sen?or_n?anagement in the finance and opera’_[ions_ ’Feams

these accounting judgements required a high degree of auditor relevarjnt to the 5|gn|_f|cant and complex c_ontra;ts to make inquiries

judgement, and there was a significant audit effort in obtaining regarding commercial and financial considerations relating to those

sufficient audit evidence. contracts,

This matter is a significant risk of material misstatement referred | We COHSUIteq with our revenue recognition accc_:uvting experts (o assess

toin EU Regulation No 537/2014, point (¢) of Article 10(2). the accounting for certain complex elements within these contracts; and
B We assessed whether management’s conclusions were in accordance

with the terms and conditions of the contract and compliant with IFRS 15.

There are no significant risks of material misstatement referred to in EU regulation No 537/2014, point (c) of Article 10(2) relating to the parent
company’s financial statements.

Source: Nokia Oyj 2021 IFRS Filing in EU

Link to filing: https://www.nokia.com/system/files/2022-03/nokia-ar21-en.pdf

Revenue recognition - Accounting for significant and complex contracts — Refer to Notes 2 and 6 to the financial statements

Critical Audit Matter Description

The Company recognises revenue in accordance with Intemational Financial Reporting Standard 15 Revenus from Gontracts with Gustomers from contracts

Anumber of the contracts that the Company enters into are particularly significant in value, and contain highiy compiex terms and conditions which impact revenue recognition

‘Such complexiies ineluded the assessment of whether to combine two coniraels entered into at similar fimes, accounting for modifications o existing contracts and acceunting for contractual discounts.

Given the level of complexity and management judgement involved in the accounfing for significant and complex contracts, performing audit procedures to evaluate the reasanableness of these accounting judgements required  high degree of auditor judgement, and there was a significant audt efortin
obtaining suficient augit evidence.

How the Critical Audit Matter Was Addressed in the Audit
Our audit procedures refated to the determination of the apprapriateness of the accounting for significant and complex contracts included the following, among others:
* We assessed management's accounting policy in relation to the: areas of complexity identfied in all signficant and compiex contracts to detemiing compliance of the poiicy with IFRS 15;
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= U tested the operating effectiveness of controls over revenue recognition of significant and complex contracts, specifically focusing on controls relating to the areas of accounting complexty;

= We utlised data analytics to identify those contracts with higher levels of risk based on size and complesty

= We analysed the terms and conditions of significant and complex contracts, and obtained and read the Company's accounting paper sefting out management's accounting conclusions;

* We met with senior management in the finance and operations teams félevant to the signficant and compiex contracts to maks inquiries regarding commercial and financial considerations félating 1o thase contracts;
= We consulted with our revenue recognition accounting experts to assess the accounting for certain complex elements within these contracts; and

® e assessed whether management's conclusions were in accordance with the terms and conditiens of the contract and compliant with IFRS 15.

Source: Nokia Ojy 2021 IFRS Filing in Form 20-F

Link to filing: https://www.sec.gov/ix?doc=/Archives/edgar/data/924613/000155837022002758/nok-
20211231x20f.htm
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Hans Peter Olsen

Hybrid Governance of Standardized
States

Causes and Contours of the Global

Regulation of Government Auditing

Lars Bage Sgrensen
Risk Management in the Supply Chain

Peter Aagaard

Det unikkes dynamikker

De institutionelle mulighedsbetingel-
ser bag den individuelle udforskning i
professionelt og frivilligt arbejde

Yun Mi Antorini

Brand Community Innovation

An Intrinsic Case Study of the Adult
Fans of LEGO Community

Joachim Lynggaard Boll

Labor Related Corporate Social Perfor-
mance in Denmark

Organizational and Institutional Per-
spectives

Frederik Christian Vinten
Essays on Private Equity

Jesper Clement
Visual Influence of Packaging Design
on In-Store Buying Decisions

10.

11.

Marius Brostrgm Kousgaard

Tid til kvalitetsmaling?

— Studier af indrulleringsprocesser i
forbindelse med introduktionen af
kliniske kvalitetsdatabaser i specialloe-
gepraksissektoren

Irene Skovgaard Smith
Management Consulting in Action
Value creation and ambiguity in
client-consultant relations

Anders Rom

Management accounting and inte-
grated information systems

How to exploit the potential for ma-
nagement accounting of information
technology

Marina Candi

Aesthetic Design as an Element of
Service Innovation in New Technology-
based Firms

Morten Schnack

Teknologi og tveerfaglighed

—en analyse af diskussionen omkring
indfarelse af EPJ pa en hospitalsafde-
ling

Helene Balslev Clausen

Juntos pero no revueltos — un estudio
sobre emigrantes norteamericanos en
un pueblo mexicano

Lise Justesen

Kunsten at skrive revisionsrapporter.
En beretning om forvaltningsrevisio-
nens beretninger

Michael E. Hansen

The politics of corporate responsibility:
CSR and the governance of child labor
and core labor rights in the 1990s

Anne Roepstorff

Holdning for handling — en etnologisk
underseqgelse af Virksomheders Sociale
Ansvar/CSR
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Essays on Credit Risk and
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The Performative Power of Competen-
ce —an Inquiry into Subjectivity and
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Green and Fragile

A Study on Markets and the Natural
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Corporate Governance in Banking
A European Study
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Change: Innovation, Imitation & Busi-
ness Models

The Winning Hybrid: A case study of
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Foreign market entry in transition eco-
nomies: Entry timing and mode choice

Jakob Elming
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chine translation
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brium Models for Denmark

Three papers laying the foundation for
regional CGE models with agglomera-
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The Motivational Foundations of
Knowledge Sharing

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

2009

Frederikke Krogh-Meibom

The Co-Evolution of Institutions and
Technology

— A Neo-Institutional Understanding of
Change Processes within the Business
Press — the Case Study of Financial
Times

Peter D. @rberg Jensen

OFFSHORING OF ADVANCED AND
HIGH-VALUE TECHNICAL SERVICES:
ANTECEDENTS, PROCESS DYNAMICS
AND FIRMLEVEL IMPACTS

Pham Thi Song Hanh

Functional Upgrading, Relational
Capability and Export Performance of
Vietnamese Wood Furniture Producers

Mads Vangkilde

Why wait?

An Exploration of first-mover advanta-
ges among Danish e-grocers through a
resource perspective

Hubert Buch-Hansen

Rethinking the History of European
Level Merger Control

A Critical Political Economy Perspective

Vivian Lindhardsen

From Independent Ratings to Commu-
nal Ratings: A Study of CWA Raters’
Decision-Making Behaviours

Gudrid Weihe
Public-Private Partnerships: Meaning
and Practice

Chris Ngkkentved

Enabling Supply Networks with Colla-
borative Information Infrastructures
An Empirical Investigation of Business
Model Innovation in Supplier Relation-
ship Management

Sara Louise Muhr
Wound, Interrupted — On the Vulner-
ability of Diversity Management



10.

11.

12.

13.

Christine Sestoft
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the production of the stress-fit self-
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Position and Reposition in Networks

— Exemplified by the Transformation of
the Danish Pine Furniture Manu-
facturers

Jens Forssbaeck
Essays on market discipline in
commercial and central banking

Tine Murphy

Sense from Silence — A Basis for Orga-
nised Action

How do Sensemaking Processes with
Minimal Sharing Relate to the Repro-
duction of Organised Action?

Sara Malou Strandvad

Inspirations for a new sociology of art:
A sociomaterial study of development
processes in the Danish film industry

Nicolaas Mouton

On the evolution of social scientific
metaphors:

A cognitive-historical enquiry into the
divergent trajectories of the idea that
collective entities — states and societies,
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organisms.

Lars Andreas Knutsen
Mobile Data Services:
Shaping of user engagements
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Information Exchange and Behavior
A Multi-method Inquiry on Online
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Jens Albaek

Forestillinger om kvalitet og tveerfaglig-
hed pa sygehuse

— skabelse af forestillinger i leege- og
plejegrupperne angaende relevans af
nye idéer om kvalitetsudvikling gen-
nem tolkningsprocesser

Maja Lotz
The Business of Co-Creation — and the
Co-Creation of Business

Gitte P. Jakobsen

Narrative Construction of Leader Iden-
tity in a Leader Development Program
Context

Dorte Hermansen

“Living the brand” som en brandorien-
teret dialogisk praxis:

Om udvikling af medarbejdernes
brandorienterede demmekraft

Aseem Kinra
Supply Chain (logistics) Environmental
Complexity

Michael Ngrager

How to manage SMEs through the
transformation from non innovative to
innovative?

Kristin Wallevik
Corporate Governance in Family Firms
The Norwegian Maritime Sector

Bo Hansen Hansen
Beyond the Process
Enriching Software Process Improve-
ment with Knowledge Management

Annemette Skot-Hansen

Franske adjektivisk afledte adverbier,
der tager praepositionssyntagmer ind-
ledt med preepositionen a som arqu-
menter

En valensgrammatisk undersegelse

Line Gry Knudsen
Collaborative R&D Capabilities
In Search of Micro-Foundations
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Christian Scheuer
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Essays on sorting and globalization

Rasmus Johnsen

The Great Health of Melancholy

A Study of the Pathologies of Perfor-
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Ha Thi Van Pham

Internationalization, Competitiveness
Enhancement and Export Performance
of Emerging Market Firms:

Evidence from Vietnam

Henriette Balieu

Kontrolbegrebets betydning for kausa-
tivalternationen i spansk

En kognitiv-typologisk analyse

Yen Tran

Organizing Innovationin Turbulent
Fashion Market

Four papers on how fashion firms crea-
te and appropriate innovation value

Anders Raastrup Kristensen
Metaphysical Labour

Flexibility, Performance and Commit-
ment in Work-Life Management

Margrét Sigrun Sigurdardottir
Dependently independent
Co-existence of institutional logics in
the recorded music industry

Asta Dis Oladéttir

Internationalization from a small do-
mestic base:

An empirical analysis of Economics and
Management

Christine Secher

E-deltagelse i praksis — politikernes og
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konsekvenserne heraf

Marianne Stang Valand
What we talk about when we talk
about space:
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End User Participation between Proces-
ses of Organizational and Architectural
Design

Rex Degnegaard

Strategic Change Management
Change Management Challenges in
the Danish Police Reform

Ulrik Schultz Brix

Veerdi i rekruttering — den sikre beslut-
ning

En pragmatisk analyse af perception
og synliggarelse af veerdi i rekrutte-
rings- og udveelgelsesarbejdet

Jan Ole Simila

Kontraktsledelse

Relasjonen mellom virksomhetsledelse
og kontraktshandtering, belyst via fire
norske virksomheter

Susanne Boch Waldorff

Emerging Organizations: In between
local translation, institutional logics
and discourse

Brian Kane

Performance Talk

Next Generation Management of
Organizational Performance

Lars Ohnemus

Brand Thrust: Strategic Branding and
Shareholder Value

An Empirical Reconciliation of two
Critical Concepts
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Handtering af usikkerhed i film- og
byggeprojekter

Tommy Moesby-Jensen

Det faktiske livs forbindtlighed
Farsokratisk informeret, ny-aristotelisk
NBoc-teenkning hos Martin Heidegger

Christian Fich

Two Nations Divided by Common
Values

French National Habitus and the
Rejection of American Power
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Peter Beyer
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forleb i fire virksomheder

Adam Buchhorn

Markets of Good Intentions
Constructing and Organizing
Biogas Markets Amid Fraqility
and Controversy

Cecilie K. Moesby-Jensen

Social leering og feelles praksis

Et mixed method studie, der belyser
leeringskonsekvenser af et lederkursus
for et praksisfeellesskab af offentlige
mellemledere

Heidi Boye

Fadevarer og sundhed i sen-
modernismen

— En indsigt i hyggefaeenomenet og
de relaterede fadevarepraksisser

Kristine Munkgard Pedersen
Flygtige forbindelser og midlertidige
mobiliseringer

Om kulturel produktion pa Roskilde
Festival

Oliver Jacob Weber

Causes of Intercompany Harmony in
Business Markets — An Empirical Inve-
stigation from a Dyad Perspective

Susanne Ekman

Authority and Autonomy
Paradoxes of Modern Knowledge
Work

Anette Frey Larsen

Kvalitetsledelse pa danske hospitaler

— Ledelsernes indflydelse pa introduk-
tion og vedligeholdelse af kvalitetsstra-
tegier i det danske sundhedsvaesen
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Performativity and Discourse: Japanese
Advertisements on the Aesthetic Edu-
cation of Desire
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Kenneth Brinch Jensen

Identifying the Last Planner System
Lean management in the construction
industry

Javier Busquets
Orchestrating Network Behavior
for Innovation

Luke Patey

The Power of Resistance: India’s Na-
tional Oil Company and International
Activism in Sudan

Mette Vedel

Value Creation in Triadic Business Rela-
tionships. Interaction, Interconnection
and Position

Kristian Tarning
Knowledge Management Systems in
Practice — A Work Place Study

Qingxin Shi

An Empirical Study of Thinking Aloud
Usability Testing from a Cultural
Perspective

Tanja Juul Christiansen
Corporate blogging: Medarbejderes
kommunikative handlekraft

Malgorzata Ciesielska

Hybrid Organisations.

A study of the Open Source — business
setting

Jens Dick-Nielsen
Three Essays on Corporate Bond
Market Liquidity

Sabrina Speiermann

Modstandens Politik
Kampagnestyring i Velfeerdsstaten.

En diskussion af trafikkampagners sty-
ringspotentiale

Julie Uldam

Fickle Commitment. Fostering political
engagement in 'the flighty world of
online activism’
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Annegrete Juul Nielsen
Traveling technologies and
transformations in health care

Athur Muhlen-Schulte

Organising Development

Power and Organisational Reform in
the United Nations Development
Programme

Louise Rygaard Jonas

Branding pa butiksgulvet

Et case-studie af kultur- og identitets-
arbejdet i Kvickly

Stefan Fraenkel

Key Success Factors for Sales Force
Readiness during New Product Launch
A Study of Product Launches in the
Swedlish Pharmaceutical Industry

Christian Plesner Rossing
International Transfer Pricing in Theory
and Practice

Tobias Dam Hede

Samtalekunst og ledelsesdisciplin

— en analyse af coachingsdiskursens
genealogi og governmentality

Kim Pettersson
Essays on Audit Quality, Auditor Choi-
ce, and Equity Valuation

Henrik Merkelsen

The expert-lay controversy in risk
research and management. Effects of
institutional distances. Studies of risk
definitions, perceptions, management
and communication

Simon S. Torp

Employee Stock Ownership:

Effect on Strategic Management and
Performance

Mie Harder
Internal Antecedents of Management
Innovation
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Ole Helby Petersen

Public-Private Partnerships: Policy and
Regulation — With Comparative and
Multi-level Case Studies from Denmark
and Ireland

Morten Krogh Petersen
‘Good’ Outcomes. Handling Multipli-
city in Government Communication

Kristian Tangsgaard Hvelplund
Allocation of cognitive resources in
translation - an eye-tracking and key-
logging study

Moshe Yonatany
The Internationalization Process of
Digital Service Providers

Anne Vestergaard

Distance and Suffering

Humanitarian Discourse in the age of
Mediatization

Thorsten Mikkelsen
Personligsheds indflydelse pa forret-
ningsrelationer

Jane Thostrup Jagd

Hvorfor fortseetter fusionsbalgen ud-
over “the tipping point”?

— en empirisk analyse af information
og kognitioner om fusioner

Gregory Gimpel

Value-driven Adoption and Consump-
tion of Technology: Understanding
Technology Decision Making

Thomas Stengade Sgnderskov

Den nye mulighed

Social innovation i en forretningsmeaes-
sig kontekst

Jeppe Christoffersen
Donor supported strateqic alliances in
developing countries

Vibeke Vad Baunsgaard
Dominant Ideological Modes of
Rationality: Cross functional
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integration in the process of product
innovation

Throstur Olaf Sigurjonsson
Governance Failure and Icelands’s
Financial Collapse

Allan Sall Tang Andersen
Essays on the modeling of risks in
interest-rate and inflation markets

Heidi Tscherning
Mobile Devices in Social Contexts

Birgitte Gorm Hansen

Adapting in the Knowledge Economy
Lateral Strategies for Scientists and
Those Who Study Them

Kristina Vaarst Andersen

Optimal Levels of Embeddedness
The Contingent Value of Networked
Collaboration

Justine Grgnbaek Pors

Noisy Management

A History of Danish School Governing
from 1970-2010

Stefan Linder

Micro-foundations of Strategic
Entrepreneurship

Essays on Autonomous Strategic Action

Xin Li

Toward an Integrative Framework of
National Competitiveness

An application to China

Rune Thorbjarn Clausen

Veerdifuld arkitektur

Et eksplorativt studie af bygningers
rolle i viksomheders vaerdiskabelse

Monica Viken
Markedsundersakelser som bevis i
varemerke- og markedsfaringsrett

Christian Wymann

Tattooing

The Economic and Artistic Constitution
of a Social Phenomenon
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Sanne Frandsen

Productive Incoherence

A Case Study of Branding and
Identity Struggles in a Low-Prestige
Organization

Mads Stenbo Nielsen
Essays on Correlation Modelling

lvan Hauser

Falelse og sprog

Etablering af en ekspressiv kategori,
eksemplificeret pa russisk

Sebastian Schwenen
Security of Supply in Electricity Markets

Peter Holm Andreasen

The Dynamics of Procurement
Management

- A Complexity Approach

Martin Haulrich
Data-Driven Bitext Dependency
Parsing and Alignment

Line Kirkegaard

Konsulenten i den anden nat
En undersegelse af det intense
arbejdsliv

Tonny Stenheim
Decision usefulness of goodwill
under IFRS

Morten Lind Larsen
Produktivitet, vaekst og velfeerd
Industriradet og efterkrigstidens
Danmark 1945 - 1958

Petter Berg
Cartel Damages and Cost Asymmetries

Lynn Kahle

Experiential Discourse in Marketing
A methodical inquiry into practice
and theory

Anne Roelsgaard Obling
Management of Emotions
in Accelerated Medical Relationships
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Thomas Frandsen
Managing Modularity of
Service Processes Architecture

Carina Christine Skovmgiller

CSR som noget seerligt

Et casestudie om styring og menings-
skabelse i relation til CSR ud fra en
intern optik

Michael Tell

Fradragsbeskaering af selskabers
finansieringsudgifter

En skatteretlig analyse af SEL §§ 11,
11Bog 11C

Morten Holm

Customer Profitability Measurement
Models

Their Merits and Sophistication
across Contexts

Katja Joo Dyppel
Beskatning af derivater
En analyse af dansk skatteret

Esben Anton Schultz
Essays in Labor Economics
Evidence from Danish Micro Data

Carina Risvig Hansen
“Contracts not covered, or not fully
covered, by the Public Sector Directive”

Anja Svejgaard Pors

Ivaerksaettelse af kommunikation

- patientfigurer i hospitalets strateqgiske
kommunikation

Frans Bévort

Making sense of management with
logics

An ethnographic study of accountants
who become managers

René Kallestrup
The Dynamics of Bank and Sovereign
Credit Risk

Brett Crawford

Revisiting the Phenomenon of Interests
in Organizational Institutionalism

The Case of U.S. Chambers of
Commerce
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Mario Daniele Amore
Essays on Empirical Corporate Finance

Arne Stjernholm Madsen

The evolution of innovation strateqy
Studied in the context of medical
device activities at the pharmaceutical
company Novo Nordisk A/S in the
period 1980-2008

Jacob Holm Hansen

Is Social Integration Necessary for
Corporate Branding?

A study of corporate branding
strategies at Novo Nordisk

Stuart Webber
Corporate Profit Shifting and the
Multinational Enterprise

Helene Ratner

Promises of Reflexivity
Managing and Researching
Inclusive Schools

Therese Strand
The Owners and the Power: Insights
from Annual General Meetings

Robert Gavin Strand
In Praise of Corporate Social
Responsibility Bureaucracy

Nina Sormunen

Auditor’s going-concern reporting
Reporting decision and content of the
report

John Bang Mathiasen

Learning within a product development
working practice:

- an understanding anchored

in pragmatism

Philip Holst Riis
Understanding Role-Oriented Enterprise
Systems: From Vendors to Customers

Marie Lisa Dacanay

Social Enterprises and the Poor
Enhancing Social Entrepreneurship and
Stakeholder Theory
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Fumiko Kano Gluckstad

Bridging Remote Cultures: Cross-lingual
concept mapping based on the
information receiver’s prior-knowledge

Henrik Barslund Fosse
Empirical Essays in International Trade

Peter Alexander Albrecht
Foundational hybridity and its
reproduction

Security sector reform in Sierra Leone

Maja Rosenstock

CSR - hvor sveert kan det vaere?
Kulturanalytisk casestudie om
udfordringer og dilemmaer med at
forankre Coops CSR-strategi

Jeanette Rasmussen

Tweens, medier og forbrug

Et studie af 10-12 arige danske barns
brug af internettet, opfattelse og for-
staelse af markedstfering og forbrug

Ib Tunby Gulbrandsen

‘This page is not intended for a
US Audience’

A five-act spectacle on online
communication, collaboration
& organization.

Kasper Aalling Teilmann
Interactive Approaches to
Rural Development

Mette Mogensen

The Organization(s) of Well-being

and Productivity

(Re)assembling work in the Danish Post

Sgren Friis Mgller

From Disinterestedness to Engagement
Towards Relational Leadership In the
Cultural Sector

Nico Peter Berhausen

Management Control, Innovation and
Strategic Objectives — Interactions and
Convergence in Product Development
Networks
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Balder Onarheim

Creativity under Constraints
Creativity as Balancing
‘Constrainedness’

Haoyong Zhou
Essays on Family Firms

Elisabeth Naima Mikkelsen

Making sense of organisational conflict
An empirical study of enacted sense-
making in everyday conflict at work

Jacob Lyngsie
Entrepreneurship in an Organizational
Context

Signe Groth-Brodersen

Fra ledelse til selvet

En socialpsykologisk analyse af
forholdet imellem selvledelse, ledelse
og stress i det moderne arbejdsliv

Nis Hayrup Christensen

Shaping Markets: A Neoinstitutional
Analysis of the Emerging
Organizational Field of Renewable
Energy in China

Christian Edelvold Berg

As a matter of size

THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITICAL
MASS AND THE CONSEQUENCES OF
SCARCITY FOR TELEVISION MARKETS

Christine D. Isakson

Coworker Influence and Labor Mobility
Essays on Turnover, Entrepreneurship
and Location Choice in the Danish
Maritime Industry

Niels Joseph Jerne Lennon
Accounting Qualities in Practice
Rhizomatic stories of representational
faithfulness, decision making and
control

Shannon O’Donnell

Making Ensemble Possible

How special groups organize for
collaborative creativity in conditions
of spatial variability and distance
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Robert W. D. Veitch

Access Decisions in a

Partly-Digital World

Comparing Digital Piracy and Legal
Modes for Film and Music

Marie Mathiesen
Making Strateqy Work
An Organizational Ethnography

Arisa Shollo
The role of business intelligence in
organizational decision-making

Mia Kaspersen
The construction of social and
environmental reporting

Marcus Mgller Larsen
The organizational design of offshoring

Mette Ohm Rgrdam

EU Law on Food Naming

The prohibition against misleading
names in an internal market context

Hans Peter Rasmussen

GIV EN GED!

Kan giver-idealtyper forklare stotte
til velgerenhed og understotte
relationsopbygning?

Ruben Schachtenhaufen
Fonetisk reduktion i dansk

Peter Koerver Schmidt

Dansk CFC-beskatning

| et internationalt og komparativt
perspektiv

Morten Froholdt

Strateqi i den offentlige sektor

En kortlaegning af styringsmaessig
kontekst, strategisk tilgang, samt
anvendte redskaber og teknologier for
udvalgte danske statslige styrelser

Annette Camilla Sjgrup
Cognitive effort in metaphor translation
An eye-tracking and key-logqging study
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Tamara Stucchi

The Internationalization
of Emerging Market Firms:
A Context-Specific Study

Thomas Lopdrup-Hjorth
“Let’s Go Outside”:
The Value of Co-Creation

Ana Alacovska

Genre and Autonomy in Cultural
Production

The case of travel guidebook
production

Marius Gudmand-Hgyer
Stemningssindssygdommenes historie

i det 19. arhundrede

Omtydningen af melankolien og
manien som bipoleere stemningslidelser
i dansk sammenhaeng under hensyn til
dannelsen af det moderne faolelseslivs
relative autonomi.

En problematiserings- og erfarings-
analytisk undersogelse

Lichen Alex Yu

Fabricating an S&OP Process
Circulating References and Matters
of Concern

Esben Alfort
The Expression of a Need
Understanding search

Trine Pallesen

Assembling Markets for Wind Power
An Inquiry into the Making of
Market Devices

Anders Koed Madsen

Web-Visions

Repurposing digital traces to organize
social attention

Leerke Hgjgaard Christiansen
BREWING ORGANIZATIONAL
RESPONSES TO INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS

Tommy Kjaer Lassen

EGENTLIG SELVLEDELSE

En ledelsestilosofisk athandling om
selvledelsens paradoksale dynamik og
eksistentielle engagement
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Morten Rossing
Local Adaption and Meaning Creation
in Performance Appraisal

Sgren Obed Madsen

Lederen som overseetter

Et oversaettelsesteoretisk perspektiv
pa strategisk arbejde

Thomas Hggenhaven
Open Government Communities
Does Design Affect Participation?

Kirstine Zinck Pedersen
Failsafe Organizing?
A Pragmatic Stance on Patient Safety

Anne Petersen

Hverdagslogikker i psykiatrisk arbejde
En institutionsetnografisk undersegelse
af hverdagen i psykiatriske
organisationer

Didde Maria Humle
Forteellinger om arbejde

Mark Holst-Mikkelsen
Strategieksekvering i praksis
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Malek Maalouf
Sustaining lean

Strateqgies for dealing with
organizational paradoxes

Nicolaj Tofte Brenneche

Systemic Innovation In The Making
The Social Productivity of
Cartographic Crisis and Transitions
in the Case of SEEIT

Morten Gylling
The Structure of Discourse
A Corpus-Based Cross-Linguistic Study

Binzhang YANG

Urban Green Spaces for Quality Life

- Case Study: the landscape
architecture for people in Copenhagen
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Michael Friis Pedersen

Finance and Organization:

The Implications for Whole Farm
Risk Management

Even Fallan
Issues on supply and demand for
environmental accounting information

Ather Nawaz

Website user experience

A cross-cultural study of the relation
between users” cognitive style, context
of use, and information architecture
of local websites

Karin Beukel
The Determinants for Creating
Valuable Inventions

Arjan Markus

External Knowledge Sourcing
and Firm Innovation

Essays on the Micro-Foundations
of Firms’ Search for Innovation

Solon Moreira
Four Essays on Technology Licensing
and Firm Innovation

Karin Strzeletz Ivertsen
Partnership Drift in Innovation
Processes

A study of the Think City electric
car development

Kathrine Hoffmann Pii
Responsibility Flows in Patient-centred
Prevention

Jane Bjgrn Vedel

Managing Strategic Research

An empirical analysis of
science-industry collaboration in a
pharmaceutical company

Martin Gylling

Processuel strateqi i organisationer
Monografi om dobbeltheden i
taenkning af strateqgi, dels som
vidensfelt i organisationsteori, dels
som kunstnerisk tilgang til at skabe
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