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Abstract For more than two decades, the reporting of so-called ‘alternative per-
formance measures’ (APMs) has been a common phenomenon in external finan-
cial reporting. APMs are voluntarily disclosed and generally unaudited performance
measures. Typically, APMs modify earnings measures calculated in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) by (subjectively) adjusting certain
earnings components. In the academic literature, with the information motive on the
one hand and the motive of (adversarial) investor influence on the other hand, two
alternative explanations for the voluntary reporting of alternative performance mea-
sures are discussed, which are difficult, if not impossible, for external stakeholders to
disentangle. Taking into account the recent developments in more than 250 published
articles in the last decade, this paper critically reviews a wide range of literature from
the United States (U.S.), Europe and, to a less extent, Australia/Asia. In particular,
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we analyse a comprehensive sample of more than 400 research papers published in
academic and professional journals as well as other publications which are important
in the academic discourse. The purpose of this paper is to identify relevant research
gaps that provide starting points for future research. For this purpose, our method-
ological approach strictly follows structured literature review (SLR) methodology
in order to minimise researcher idiosyncrasies. Thus, our SLR facilitates a decided
derivation of research gaps based on a reliable and valid analytical framework which
has been deductively derived from previous research.

Keywords Alternative performance measures · Non-GAAP (financial) measures ·
Pro forma earnings · Street earnings · Adjusted earnings · Structured literature
review

JEL-Classification M40 · M41

1 Introduction

In the U.S., the publication of APMs has already been a common phenomenon
for more than two decades (Pizzo 2020). APMs, also referred to as ‘non-GAAP
(financial) measures’ (e.g., Moscariello and Pizzo 2020; Marques 2010) or ‘pro
forma earnings’1 (e.g., Bhattacharya et al. 2003; Hillebrandt and Sellhorn 2002),2

are financial performance measures voluntarily published by companies. Typically,
APMs modify an earnings measure calculated in accordance with GAAP by exclud-
ing certain earnings components. Already in 1973, the U.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC 1973) warned against possible investor confusion through the use
of financial performance measures not regulated by law. Nevertheless, in subsequent
years the frequency and scope of reporting APMs by companies increased signif-
icantly with the beginning of the 1990s, especially in the last two decades (e.g.,
Pizzo 2020; Baumker et al. 2014). In addition, APM reporting has historically been
favoured by a relatively low level of regulation, resulting in significant degrees of
freedom (Henry et al. 2020b).

Besides the capital markets in the U.S., European companies also joined the ‘pro
forma canon’ of the capital markets from the beginning of the 2000s (e.g., Lorson and
Schedler 2002; Küting and Heiden 2003). Already since then, the academic literature
has been dealing with this phenomenon (e.g., Fields et al. 1998; Bradshaw and Sloan
2002). The main focus in the academic literature is on whether management uses
APM reporting to provide external stakeholders with decision-useful information or
to positively influence their perception of companies’ earnings performance. Taken

1 APMs are to be strictly distinguished from so-called ‘pro forma financial statements’ used by companies
to present the effects, for example, of corporate transactions or changes in accounting methods in form of
an ‘as-if’ view in order to exclude discontinuities in accounting. Such statutory pro forma disclosures will
not be discussed further in the following. For a detailed distinction, see Heiden (2006).
2 In Europe, these types of performance measures are commonly referred to as ‘alternative performance
measures’, while in the U.S., for example, they are known as ‘non-GAAP measures’, in Australia as ‘non-
IFRS financial information’ and in South Africa as ‘headline earnings’ (Marques 2017).
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together, early empirical evidence seems to suggest that APMs can be decision-
useful for capital markets (e.g., Bhattacharya et al. 2003; Bradshaw and Sloan 2002).
However, there also seem to be cases where investors are misled by APM reporting
(e.g., Johnson et al. 2014; Dilla et al. 2013; Frederickson and Miller 2004). Such
concerns about investors potentially being misled eventually led to regulatory action,
beginning in the U.S. with Regulation G (Reg. G). Since 2003, listed U.S. companies
have been required, inter alia, to reconcile disclosed APMs to the respective directly
comparable GAAP measure (SEC 2002). Similar regulations exist in Europe since
2016 with the Guidelines on Alternative Performance Measures (ESMA guidelines)
issued by the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA 2015).

Taking into account the recent developments during the last decade, in particular
the regulatory initiative at the European level and the liberalisation of Reg. G rules
in the U.S., the research goal of this paper is to find out how new regulations,
definitions and guidance from standard setters may have opened up new perspectives
for APM research. For this purpose, we conduct a SLR following the methodology
proposed by Massaro et al. (2016). Our SLR builds essentially upon the findings of
the previous literature review by Hitz (2010a). We draw our motivation from more
than 250 research papers on APMs that have been published since 2010, including
over 100 articles in academic journals. Our paper aims to critically review this
research, covering a wide range of U.S., European and, to a less extent, Australian/
Asian literature. In particular, we analyse a comprehensive sample of more than
400 research papers in order to contribute to the synthesis of previous findings and
identify promising future research paths. In line with SLR methodology, we intend
to answer the following three core research questions:

� RQ1: How has the literature on APMs developed so far?
� RQ2: What is the focus and critique of APM literature?
� RQ3: What is the future for APM research?

Our SLR is novel and contributes to the findings of previous literature reviews on
APMs in at least four dimensions. First, to the best of our knowledge, we analyse
the most comprehensive and recent sample of APM research papers, covering more
than 400 articles.3 When analysing our sample, a particular focus is on reviewing the
recent developments in more than 250 articles since the publication of the (traditional
authorship) literature review by Hitz (2010a). Based on our comprehensive sample,
we provide a thorough analysis of APM research and reveal how the literature on
APMs has evolved in more than two decades since the late 1990s.

Second, in contrast to previous literature reviews (e.g., Arena et al. 2021;
Catuogno and Arena 2020; Marques 2017; Hitz 2010a), our SLR provides for
a broader coverage of APM literature. Since accounting research traditionally also
takes place in other types of publications (Carmona 2006), we do not limit our sam-
ple only on articles published in renowned double-blind peer-reviewed academic
journals. Instead, our SLR covers a wide range of different literature on APMs.

3 In this paper, we use the term ‘article’ synonymously to refer both to journal articles and to other types
of publications, such as contributions to collective works, working papers or monographs. When we need
to make the distinction between different types of publications, we use the exact terms.
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Undisputedly, peer-reviewed academic journals are the most important medium for
scientific publications in accounting research (Fülbier and Weller 2011; Raffournier
and Schatt 2010; Easterby-Smith et al. 2012). However, according to the previous lit-
erature non-peer-reviewed publications are also of crucial importance for academic
discourse (e.g., Carmona 2006; Fülbier and Weller 2011, 2008; Wagenhofer 2006).
This is particularly true for (applied) research published in professional journals
(Fülbier and Weller 2011; Fülbier and Gassen 2011), which allows to draw attention
to undesirable developments in legislation and jurisdiction at an early stage and even
prospectively due to shorter publication processes (Kußmaul et al. 2017; Küting
et al. 2013). Like professional journals, monographs, contributions to collective
works, commentaries, jurisdictional sources and textbooks can also be of crucial
importance for the academic discourse (Fülbier and Weller 2011; Wagenhofer 2006;
Küpper and Mattessich 2005; Schäffer et al. 2006). For these reasons, we also take
into account non-peer-reviewed literature such as articles in professional journals,
monographs, contributions to collective works and working/discussion/conference
papers. However, due to language limitations, we only include articles written in
English or German. Thereby, our SLR opens up a new perspective to the interna-
tional readership by providing insights into German-language APM research. In
order to counterbalance the tendencies that may arise from the incorporation of
articles written in German and the inclusion of research articles not published in
academic journals, we provide scenario analyses when presenting the results of our
SLR (see Table 1). In these scenario analyses, we clearly highlight how the findings
would change if the sample did not include any articles written in German (e.g.,
regarding the research location) or if the sample did not include other research than
articles published in academic journals (e.g., regarding the research method).

Another third dimension in which our SLR extends previous literature reviews
is the strict adherence of a transparent and intersubjective process for evaluating
the identified APM literature. In contrast to previous rather subjective traditional
authorship reviews, the SLR methodology applied in our paper follows a replicable
procedure for the systematic in-depth analysis of a defined body of APM literature
that follows predefined steps, including reliability tests as well as measures to ensure
validity (Massaro et al. 2016). Therefore, SLR methodology allows to minimise
researcher idiosyncrasies and thus facilitates a decided derivation of research gaps
based on a reliable and valid analytical framework.

Fourth, in contrast to previous literature reviews, we place further analytical
emphasis on research subjects such as the research location, accounting regimes,
different types of APMs and data collection methods. Moreover, when evaluating
the 410 articles identified in the literature search, we use a comprehensive analyti-
cal framework which is essentially based on similar analytical frameworks already
proven in other (structured) literature reviews in accounting research (e.g., Massaro
et al. 2015; Serenko and Dumay 2015; Dumay and Garanina 2013). In order to facil-
itate a decided derivation of future research paths, we test our analytical framework
for reliability and establish measures to ensure validity. This approach enables us to
draw conclusions not only on the content, but also on the quantitative distribution
of the articles on the different research topics analysed. And finally, unlike other
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literature reviews, in our SLR on APMs we also analyse bibliographic aspects such
as ‘citation classics’ or the ‘superstar’ (‘Mathew’) effect.

The results of our SLR show that in the last decade a substantial amount of
research has been conducted and published in the field of APM research. In partic-
ular, since 2010, the number of published articles on APMs has increased sharply
reaching an all-time high in 2020 and 2021, indicating that the relevance of APM
research has increased substantially over the last decade. Moreover, our SLR pro-
vides evidence that the phenomenon of voluntary reporting APMs has been the
subject of numerous research articles in academic journals as well as professional
journals, with a focus on U.S. GAAP data in the North American region (‘U.S.
setting’). Previous studies in the APM field draw their motivation in particular from
the different economic explanations for the voluntary reporting of APMs (‘informa-
tive’ vs. ‘strategic’ reporting). Accordingly, the research focus of these studies is
on the investigation of management motives for voluntary disclosure of APMs as
well as their perception by external stakeholders (e.g., analysts or non-professional
investors). However, in recent years, an increasing number of studies on regulation
of APM reporting, particularly in the U.S., have been published. With regard to the
research methods applied, the results show a high concentration on empirical meth-
ods, in particular archival (database or archive) research, whereas other empirical
methods are used much less frequently. In addition, the classification of the articles
according to the types of APMs shows that a major focus of previous research has
been on the analysis of company-reported APMs, including unaudited voluntary
APM disclosures by companies on the one hand and APM disclosures in mandatory
financial reports on the other. By contrast, the use of street earnings as a proxy for
company-reported APMs has declined in recent years. Finally, the classification ac-
cording to the data collection method reveals that both manual data collection (i.e.,
hand-collection of APMs disclosed in company publications) as well as database
queries play a significant role in APM research.

In line with the objective of our SLR, as key takeaways we would like to empha-
sise three research topics for future APM research. First, we suggest more research
on APM disclosures by companies in Europe, especially in light of ESMA’s recent
regulatory initiatives, and the Asian region, mainly because of its increased eco-
nomic power over the last two decades. Second, we recommend more research on
APM reporting in the IFRS accounting regime (‘IFRS setting’). From the analysis
of APMs in an IFRS setting conclusions can be drawn for their further development,
in particular with regard to the current regulatory initiative of the International Ac-
counting Standards Board (IASB) on the presentation of a company’s performance
in the income statement and the disclosures of so-called ‘management performance
measures’ (MPMs) in the accompanying notes according to ED/2019/7 General
Presentation and Disclosures (ED/2019/7) (IASB 2019). Third, we propose to syn-
thesise the previous findings of APM research. Two interesting methods that we
believe are particularly useful for synthesising the previous research findings in the
field of APM are meta-analyses and co-citation analyses.

Our SLR on APMs is structured as follows. Sect. 2 is devoted to the theoretical
background of APM reporting. This includes a definition and delimitation of APMs
(Sect. 2.1), a short discussion of the economic explanations for voluntary APM
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disclosures (Sect. 2.2) and a brief outline of the regulatory requirements for APM
reporting in the U.S. and in Europe (Sect. 2.3). Sect. 3 provides a description of the
SLR methodology applied in this paper. Sect. 4 presents the findings of our SLR. In
Sect. 5 we discuss future research paths and in the following Sect. 6, we draw our
conclusions. Finally, Sect. 7 describes the limitations inherent in SLR methodology,
which must be considered when interpreting our results.

2 Theoretical Background

2.1 Definition and Delimitation of APMs

There is no universal and conclusive definition of APMs, but usually the voluntary
nature of their disclosure is used to distinguish APMs from GAAP measures (Aubert
and Grudnitski 2014; Hitz 2010a). This differentiation of APMs from statutory ac-
counting is expressed in their characterisation as so-called ‘non-GAAP’ (financial)
information (U.S. Congress 2002). Typically, APMs are published outside statutory
financial reporting and generally not subject to mandatory audit (Bini et al. 2020;
Aubert and Grudnitski 2020). The objective of calculating APMs is, at least su-
perficially, to transform a GAAP earnings measure (e.g., line items of the income
statement) into a performance measure which exceeds or at least supplements the in-
formation content of the respective GAAP measure by excluding certain components
(usually expenses) (Hitz 2010a; Hitz and Jenniges 2008). For this purpose, GAAP
earnings measures are presented ‘pro forma’ as if certain income and expenses had
not been incurred in the income statement (Andersson and Hellman 2007; Heiden
2006).4 This typically involves adjusting GAAP earnings for non-recurring, unusual
or non-operating components in order to obtain a persistent earnings measure (Hitz
2010a; Bhattacharya et al. 2003; Schiff and Schiff 2003). In addition, cash-effec-
tiveness is sometimes used as a criterion to adjust GAAP earnings for non-cash
transactions (Hitz 2010a; Entwistle et al. 2006b; Mulford and Comiskey 2005).

In the literature, various types of adjusted GAAP earnings measures are referred
to as APMs (Hitz 2010a).5 Differences exist in particular with regard to so-called
‘earnings before measures’ (EB measures), which are typically not considered as
original APMs (e.g., Black et al. 2017a; Bhattacharya et al. 2007; Allee et al. 2007).
For this reason, following Hitz (2010a), a distinction is made in the following
between APMs in the narrow sense and APMs in the broader sense.6 APMs in the
narrow sense are performance measures which adjust GAAP earnings for specific
earnings components based on management’s subjective assessments, sometimes

4 In this context, Heiden (2006) speaks of a performative ‘as if’ through which management retrospectively
establishes its own determination of ‘reality’.
5 For a comprehensive overview of the variety of performance measures found in financial reporting prac-
tice, see Pizzo (2020); Heiden (2006); Küting and Heiden (2003).
6 For a similar distinction, see Hitz (2010b); Hitz and Jenniges (2008); Sellhorn et al. (2014); Reimsbach
(2014). For a detailed systematisation of different types of APMs based on 17 characteristics, see Küting
and Heiden (2003).
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without following a standardised calculation scheme (Hitz 2010a; similarly Sellhorn
et al. 2014).7 Accordingly, it is typically not possible for external stakeholders to
fully comprehend the calculation of APMs in the narrow sense without additional
disclosures, such as reconciliations to the most directly comparable GAAP measure
(similarly Reimsbach 2014; Sellhorn et al. 2014; Hitz 2010a). Examples of APMs
in the narrow sense are ‘earnings before exceptional items’ or ‘adjusted operating
earnings’.

APMs in the broader sense also include EB measures which systematically ad-
just GAAP earnings for interest expenses or income (i), taxes (t), depreciation (d)
and/or amortisation (a) (Hitz 2010a; Sellhorn et al. 2014; Hummel and Beeler 2013).
The resulting earnings measures of the so-called ‘EBIT family’, such as EBT, EBIT,
EBITA or EBITDA, are well established, especially in external financial reporting of
large, listed companies (Ruhwedel et al. 2018; Hitz 2010a; Hitz and Jenniges 2008).
Sometimes EB measures, in particular EBT and EBIT, are disclosed as subtotals
on the face of the income statement or can at least be calculated by external stake-
holders based on the information provided in the accompanying notes to financial
statements. Thus, EB measures are to be regarded as part of statutory accounting
(Hitz 2010a; similarly Aubert and Grudnitski 2020; Sellhorn et al. 2014). However,
different interpretations and/or different ways of calculating, for example, with re-
gard to interests (e.g., adjustment of interest expenses only vs. adjustment of interest
expenses and income) or taxes (e.g., adjustment of income taxes only vs. adjustment
of income and other taxes), may lead to differently determined EB measures which
are not suitable for cross-company and possibly also for intertemporal comparability
(Reimsbach 2014). This is particularly the case if specific earnings components are
not adjusted uniformly (e.g., parity adjustment of expenses and income vs. imparity
adjustment of expenses only) (Küting and Heiden 2003).

Another difference exists between company-reported APMs and so-called ‘street
earnings’, which were originally used in early empirical studies as proxy for com-
pany-reported APMs (e.g., Bradshaw and Sloan 2002; Brown and Sivakumar 2003;
Doyle et al. 2003). Similar to APMs, street earnings are earnings measures which
modify GAAP earnings, but are provided by external service providers for financial
analysis rather than by the companies themselves (Hitz 2010a; Kolev et al. 2008;
Gu and Chen 2004). Typically, street earnings are calculated based on the combined
estimates of analysts covering a particular stock (so-called ‘consensus estimate’)
(Thomson Reuters 2009).8 Accordingly, street earnings represent independent per-
formance measures in the market which are to be explicitly distinguished from
company-reported APMs, particularly because analysts have a different level of
information compared to company insiders and are also subject to autonomous pub-
lication incentives (Barth et al. 2012; Hitz 2010a; Baik et al. 2009). Such publication
incentives of analysts are not discussed further. Instead, our SLR considers street
earnings solely in terms of their use as a proxy for company-reported APMs.

7 In this context, Aubert und Grudnitski (2014) refer to so-called ‘idiosyncratic’ adjustments by manage-
ment due to its access to company-internal (i.e., private) information.
8 For example, if the majority of analysts covering a particular company adjust stock option expenses,
those expenses would also be adjusted in I/B/E/S database (Thomson Reuters 2009).

K



396 Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451

2.2 Explanations for Voluntary APM Disclosures: Informative vs. Strategic
Reporting

As voluntary disclosures, APM reporting incurs additional costs and thus requires
explanation (Hitz 2010a). From previous APM literature, two alternative explana-
tions (i.e., motives) for voluntary APM reporting can be derived with the information
motive on the one hand (e.g., Entwistle et al. 2010; Lougee and Marquardt 2004;
Bhattacharya et al. 2003) and the strategic motive of (adverse) investor influence on
the other hand (e.g., Doyle et al. 2003; Frankel et al. 2011; Brown et al. 2012b),
which are difficult, if not impossible, for external stakeholders to disentangle (Miller
2014; similarly Gronewold and Sellhorn 2009). According to the information mo-
tive, management’s objective in voluntarily reporting APMs is to provide decision-
useful information to external stakeholders supplementing GAAP information. Fol-
lowing the information motive, the perceived deficit of GAAP earnings not, or not
sufficiently, fulfilling the objective of providing decision-useful information is to be
remedied by voluntary reporting of APMs (Hitz 2010a; see also Wagenhofer and
Dücker 2007; Schipper and Vincent 2003). Therefore, according to the information
motive, the objective of APM reporting is to calculate a consistent, predictable (i.e.,
extrapolatable) earnings measure which contains only components that are expected
to recur in future reporting periods (Hitz 2010a), such as ‘core earnings’ (e.g.,
Wieland et al. 2013; Bhattacharya et al. 2003) or ‘persistent earnings’ (e.g., Venter
et al. 2013; Choi et al. 2007). This is particularly the case because such earnings
measures are assumed to be more comparable between companies and across report-
ing periods (Hitz 2010a; Andersson and Hellman 2007; Bhattacharya et al. 2004).
Furthermore, it is assumed that APMs provided by management are of higher quality
due to existing information asymmetries, since management as a company insider
has an information advantage (i.e., ‘private’ information) regarding the persistence
of certain earnings components compared to external stakeholders (Bradshaw and
Sloan 2002).

The ‘dark side’ of APM reporting consists in the motive of (adversely) influencing
investors (Sellhorn et al. 2014; Hitz 2010a). This motive is reflected in management’s
intention to negatively (i.e., purposefully one-sided) influence investors’ assessment
of a company’s earnings situation (Curtis et al. 2014; Hitz 2010a; Entwistle et al.
2006b). Among the instruments of aggressively (i.e., strategically) motivated APM
reporting discussed in the literature are, for example, the exclusion of predominantly
negative earnings components (Gronewold and Sellhorn 2009) and the emphasis of
APMs relative to GAAP earnings (Allee et al. 2007; Bowen et al. 2005). Possible
(mis)incentives to deliberately influence investors may arise in particular from the
share-based compensation of management (Hitz 2010a). With the voluntary, unau-
dited reporting of APMs, management may have a potential instrument to strate-
gically manage the perceived earnings performance and thus negatively influence
investors (Hitz 2010a). This is the reason that has earned APMs epithets such as
“Everything but Bad Stuff” (Turner 2000; similarly White 2015).

However, as already pointed out by Hitz (2010a), the two motives for APM
reporting discussed in the literature are obviously not free of overlap even on a the-
oretical level, since, for example, the orientation of company-reported APMs on the
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calculation schemes of analysts’ street earnings forecasts is in line with an investor-
oriented, value-enhancing reporting strategy, but nevertheless leads to a potential
suppression of value-relevant private information by management. However, pre-
vious empirical studies find evidence suggesting that “both motives likely co-exist
with the particular driver varying across firms and time conditional on prevailing
reporting incentives” (Young 2014). Therefore, from a regulatory perspective, the
dilemma for standard setters and regulators is to reduce information asymmetries
by allowing management a certain degree of freedom in reporting APMs, while at
the same time restricting this degree of freedom in reporting in a way that prevents
aggressive APM disclosures (Young 2014; similarly Henry et al. 2020b).

2.3 Regulation of APM Reporting

2.3.1 United States

In light of concerns regarding the quality of external financial reporting arising from
accounting scandals and in response to numerous concerns about the potential for
abuse (e.g., Turner 2000), first regulatory measures on the reporting of non-GAAP
financial measures (NGFMs) were enacted in the U.S. in the early 2000s. In July
2002, the U.S. Congress approved the Sarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX) aiming to disci-
pline the reporting of NGFMs (U.S. Congress 2002). Through Sect. 401(b) of SOX,
the SEC was mandated to develop regulations for the reporting of NGFMs in order
to limit its potential for abuse. Thereupon, in January 2003, the SEC issued a regula-
tory package consisting of Reg. G as well as amendments to Regulation S-K (Reg. S-
K) and the Exchange Act Form 20-F (Form 20-F) (SEC 2002). Reg. G governs the
use of NGFMs in reporting by companies listed on U.S. stock exchanges and applies
whenever a company discloses (material) information containing NGFMs, such as
investor presentations or other documents provided on the investor relations website,
including oral reporting (e.g., telephone conferences, TV or radio broadcasts) (SEC
2002). The regulatory content of Reg. G essentially consists of a specific recon-
ciliation requirement that requires companies to reconcile the differences between
disclosed NGFMs and the respective directly comparable GAAP measure, prefer-
ring a quantitative reconciliation statement (SEC 2002). In contrast to Reg. G, the
amendments to Item 10(e) of Reg. S-K and Form 20-F are more comprehensive,
detailed and specifically govern the reporting of NGFMs in SEC filings (SEC 2002).
For example, Reg. S-K and Form 20-F specifically require that the GAAP measures
most directly comparable to the disclosed NGFMs must be presented with equal or
greater prominence (SEC 2002). In addition, management must justify the decision
to report NGFMs and explain in detail the reasons why the reported NGFMs provide
investors with useful information about a company’s financial condition and results
of operations (SEC 2002).9

Following the implementation of Reg. G, the SEC continued to regulate the re-
porting of NGFMs. In June 2003, the SEC published Frequently Asked Questions

9 Regarding the regulatory requirements in the U.S. for reporting NGFMs, see in detail Di Fabio and
Roncagliolo (2020).
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Regarding the Use of Non-GAAP Financial Measures (FAQs) which are intended to
further contribute to disciplining the reporting of NGFMs (SEC 2003). Besides the
answers to frequently asked application questions, the FAQs contain advice on the
practical interpretation of the Reg. G rules (SEC 2003). In this practical interpreta-
tion, the SEC took a relatively rigorous approach which initially seemed to discour-
age companies from reporting NGFMs in SEC filings (Di Fabio and Roncagliolo
2020; similarly Marques 2006; Entwistle et al. 2006b). Nevertheless, companies
continued to make extensive use of NGFMs in publications other than SEC fil-
ings, especially in rather unregulated publications such as (earnings) press releases
(Black et al. 2012). In order to encourage the use of NGFMs in SEC filings, the
SEC sought to increase the flexibility of the regulatory requirements by publish-
ing Compliance and Disclosure Interpretations on Non-GAAP Financial Measures
(C&DIs) in January 2010, that replaced the FAQs published in 2003 (SEC 2018).
The C&DIs clarify, for example, that companies are permitted to adjust for recurring
earnings components when calculating NGFMs, provided that management deems
such adjustments to be appropriate (SEC 2018). Following this liberalisation of the
Reg. G rules and the resulting increase in aggressive presentation and inconsistent
calculation of NGFMs in subsequent years, the C&DIs were revised repeatedly
and published (most recently in April 2018) in updated versions (so-called ‘up-
dated C&DIs’) (SEC 2018). The updated C&DIs clarify, for example, that NGFMs
must be reported consistently over time and that asymmetric policies to exclude
only expenses of a non-recurring, infrequent or unusual nature while not excluding
comparable income are not permitted (SEC 2018).

Besides the SEC, the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) is also
closely monitoring the NGFM reporting practices and considers the way in which
U.S. companies report NGFMs as a starting point for improving U.S. GAAP (Golden
2017). For example, certain non-GAAP adjustments might help the FASB to iden-
tify where improvements of U.S. GAAP could be considered (Golden 2017). One
way for the FASB to learn from companies’ NGFM reporting is to identify cases
where changes to U.S. GAAP would render the need for non-GAAP reporting ob-
solete (Golden 2017). This should also be seen in light of the fact that companies
disclose some NGFM because investors actively request and shape such voluntary
disclosures (Golden 2017). In this respect, a change in U.S. GAAP may in these
cases potentially contribute to the development of a standardised approach which is
more consistent with common reporting practices that investors find useful (Golden
2017). In other words, it would improve the decision-usefulness of financial report-
ing (Golden 2017). Against this background, the FASB initiated a research project
on financial performance reporting that is specifically focused on evaluating differ-
ent alternatives for requiring more subtotals or more disaggregation in the income
statement (FASB 2021; Golden 2017). However, in December 2019, the FASB has
directed the staff to pause work on this project to monitor the progress of FASB’s
segment reporting project and the IASB’s primary financial statements project (see
in detail Sect. 2.3.2), but it will remain on the FASB’s active technical agenda (FASB
2021).
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2.3.2 Europe

In Europe, according to Art. 4 of the so-called ‘IAS Regulation’,10 listed companies
are obliged to prepare and publish consolidated financial statements in accordance
with the International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) endorsed by the Eu-
ropean Commission. In IFRS accounting, the disclosure of APMs is of particular
relevance, since international accounting standards contain numerous degrees of
freedom with regard to the presentation and disclosure requirements, especially in
the income statement (Pizzo 2020; Young 2014; Hitz and Jenniges 2008). In fact,
IAS 1 Presentation of Financial Statements (IAS 1) does not specify a uniform
structure, but only prescribes certain line items that shall be included in the income
statement without specifically defining them (IAS 1.82). This minimum classifica-
tion scheme shall be extended to include additional line items (such as headings,
subtotals and disaggregated line items), only if such presentation is relevant to an
understanding of a company’s financial performance (IAS 1.85) and is therefore
essentially at the discretion of management (Hitz and Jenniges 2008).11 Thus, at
least formally, IFRS allow the reporting of certain EB measures on the face of the
statutory income statement (Lüdenbach et al. 2020; Hitz and Jenniges 2008).12 Be-
sides EB measures, IAS 33 Earnings per Share (IAS 33) permits the presentation of
non-GAAP earnings per share (EPS) measures on the face of the income statement
or in the accompanying notes under certain conditions (IAS 33.73). In addition to
the income statement, APMs are often found in segment reporting as part of the
accompanying notes, since under IFRS 8 Operating Segments (IFRS 8) segment
reporting is based on the ‘management approach’, which requires the segment re-
sult to be reported on the basis of internal organisation and reporting (IFRS 8.23;
see in detail Schulz-Danso 2020; Lüdenbach et al. 2020). Furthermore, APMs are
often reported in group management reports, which supplement IFRS consolidated
financial statements. In Germany, for example, according to national regulations,
a group management report must contain an analysis of the most significant finan-
cial performance indicators which are also used for the internal management of
the group (‘management approach’; Sect. 290 (1) s. 1 HGB; GAS 20.102). Similar
regulations generally also exist in other European countries in accordance with the
EU’s competence to issue directives.

Due to the variety of APMs disclosed in IFRS financial statements and the ten-
dency of companies to adjust common GAAP earnings, the IASB is currently dis-
cussing the need to define performance measures within IFRS (IASB 2017). For this
purpose, IASB published ED/2019/7 in December 2019, which is intended to replace

10 Regulation (EC) No. 1606/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 July 2002,
OJ L 243/1.
11 The presentation of additional subtotals and disaggregated line items does not include the presentation
of any items of income or expense as extraordinary items, which is expressly prohibited in both the income
statement and the accompanying notes (IAS 1.87).
12 The presentation of the EB measure ‘EBITDA’ is not permissible if the income statement is structured
according to the cost-of-sales method, since its integration as a subtotal inevitably leads to an impermissible
mixing of the cost-of-sales method and the nature-of-expense method (IASB 2017).
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IAS 1 in the future (IASB 2019).13 The main focus of ED/2019/7 is on the presenta-
tion of a company’s performance in the income statement. According to ED/2019/7,
the minimum classification scheme of the income statement is to be supplemented
by four new categories ‘operating’, ‘integral associates and joint ventures’, ‘invest-
ing’ and ‘financing’ (IASB 2019). In addition, three new subtotals ‘operating profit
or loss’, ‘operating profit or loss and income and expenses from integral associates
and joint ventures’ and ‘profit or loss before financing and income tax’ shall be
presented in the income statement (IASB 2019). However, since the proposed struc-
ture severely restricts the disclosure of individual company performance measures
in the income statement, ED/2019/7 provides for mandatory disclosures of MPMs in
a single note to the financial statements (IASB 2019).14 In addition to the disclosure
of MPMs, further information must be provided in the accompanying notes. This,
for example, includes a reconciliation between the MPMs disclosed and the most
directly comparable (sub)total of the income statement (IASB 2019). These planned
amendments to IAS 1 are expected to be applied from the financial year 2023 at the
earliest (IASB 2019; Grimm and Heintges 2020).

Besides periodic financial reporting, APM reporting also takes place in event
publicity, such as ad-hoc disclosures. In Europe, ESMA is responsible for regulat-
ing voluntary APM reporting of listed companies in publication media other than
(consolidated) financial statements (Bini et al. 2020). Already in 2005, ESMA’s
predecessor institution, the Committee of European Securities Regulators (CESR),
issued recommendations on the reporting of APMs by listed companies as a first
measure to regulate APM reporting in Europe (CESR 2005). However, these rec-
ommendations were replaced by the ESMA guidelines in October 2015 (ESMA
2015). The ESMA guidelines are to be applied since July 2016 for the reporting of
APMs disclosed by issuers or persons responsible for the prospectus when publish-
ing regulated information and prospectuses (ESMA 2015). As examples of regulated
information, the ESMA guidelines mention management reports that must be dis-
closed under the Transparency Directive15 and publications under the Market Abuse
Regulation,16 such as ad-hoc disclosures including financial earnings results (ESMA
2015). However, the ESMA guidelines explicitly do not apply to APM reporting in
(half-year) consolidated financial statements and other additional regular financial
information (ESMA 2015), meaning that a large proportion of the published APMs
does not fall within the scope of the ESMA guidelines (Dinh et al. 2018). This
exemption from the scope of the ESMA guidelines is due to the IASB’s planned
amendments to IAS 1, which are intended to address the issue related to APM re-
porting (IASB 2019; see in detail Kleinmanns 2016). Essentially, the material scope

13 Regarding ED/2019/7 in general, see in detail Grimm and Heintges (2020); Heintges and Naumann
(2020); Bach and Berger (2020). Regarding the predicted practical consequences, see in detail Grote and
von Keitz (2020); Kirsch (2020a, b).
14 The disclosure of MPMs as subtotals on the face of the income statement is explicitly prohibited (IASB
2019).
15 Directive (EC) No. 2004/109 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 December 2004,
OJ L 390/38.
16 Regulation (EU) No 596/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 April 2014,
OJ L 173/1.
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of the ESMA guidelines is reduced to (group) management reports (ESMA 2015;
see also Lüdenbach et al. 2020).

In terms of content, the ESMA guidelines show similarities to Reg. G. For ex-
ample, according to the ESMA guidelines, companies shall disclose a reconciliation
statement from the disclosed APMs to the most directly reconcilable line item,
subtotal or total presented in the financial statements, separately disclosing and ex-
plaining the material reconciling items (ESMA 2015). Also, companies shall explain
why reported APMs are considered useful and must not give APMs priority over
GAAP measures in terms of their prominence, emphasis or authority (ESMA 2015).
Besides the ESMA guidelines, in 2017 ESMA published Questions and answers on
ESMA Guidelines on Alternative Performance Measures (Q&As) to answer ques-
tions from the public and competent authorities on the practical application of the
ESMA guidelines to contribute to its consistent application (ESMA 2017). More
recently, in April 2020, ESMA issued Q&As to provide guidance to companies on
the application of ESMA guidelines in context of the COVID-19 pandemic (ESMA
2020).

Being defined as ‘guidelines’ under Art. 16 of the so-called ‘ESMA regulation’,17

the ESMA guidelines in themselves generally do not have a binding legal charac-
ter. However, the intention to develop a binding legal character can be deducted
both from the specific characteristics on the one hand and from the wording of the
ESMA guidelines on the other (European Commission 2014; Van Rijsbergen 2014).
Moreover, the ESMA guidelines are in line with the European System of Financial
Supervision (ESFS), the supervisory structure at the European level that promotes
supervisory practices and ensures consistent and uniform application of European
law (Bini et al. 2020). Under this mechanism, Art. 16(3) of the ESMA regulation
requires the national enforcement authorities of the European Member States to
inform ESMA whether they comply or intend to comply with each guideline or
recommendation issued by ESMA that applies to them within two months of the is-
suance of the respective guideline or recommendation (ESMA 2022). If a competent
authority does not comply or does not intend to comply with the relevant ESMA
guidelines or recommendations, it must inform ESMA of the reasons and ESMA
then decides on a case-by-case basis whether to publish those reasons (ESMA 2022).
As of January 2022, all 27 European Member States as well as the three so-called
‘EEA EFTA States’ (Norway, Liechtenstein and Iceland) confirmed to ESMA that
they will monitor compliance of listed companies with ESMA guidelines (ESMA
2022).

17 Regulation (EU) No 1095/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 November 2010,
OJ L 331/84.

K



402 Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451

3 Research Method

3.1 Structured Literature Review Methodology

In this paper, we apply SLR methodology according to Massaro et al. (2016). To
develop our SLR on APMs, we use the (slightly modified) 10-step process proposed
by Massaro et al. (2016), as shown in Fig. 1. According to this 10-step process,
a research protocol was developed as a first step in order to ensure replicability of
the SLR (Tranfield et al. 2003).18 In a second step, the three core research questions
were defined (see Fig. 1), which draw upon the three tasks of critical research
(‘insights’, ‘critique’ and ‘transformative redefinition’) according to Alvesson and
Deetz (2000). In a third step, a comprehensive literature search was conducted (see
in detail Sect. 3.2).

The fourth step of the SLR is the citation analysis. For measuring the impact of
the identified articles, authors and journals, we use ‘citations’ (CI) and ‘citations per
year’ (CPY) following Dumay (2014). Thereafter, CIs “are the total citation for the
article ... on a specific day” (Massaro et al. 2016) and CPY “is citations divided by
the number of the years between the current year of analysis and publication year”
(Massaro et al. 2016).19 Like Dumay (2014), we use citation data from Google
Scholar (as opposed to ISI Web of Science or Scopus) for two reasons. First, because
“Google Scholar ... indexes all categories of publications, and counts citations from
non-peer-reviewed works, such as practitioner journals, government documents, and
newspapers” (Serenko and Bontis 2013; see also Dumay 2014). Second, because
“Google Scholar is currently considered a leading tool in citation analysis” (Serenko
and Bontis 2013; see also Harzing and van der Wal 2008). For these reasons, we
downloaded the articles’ citation data from Google Scholar on 29 January 2022.
Like in previous SLRs, the articles published within the period just before the SLR
was conducted (2021) were excluded from all individual CPY scores because there
was not enough time to cite the articles (see in detail Sect. 4.1 and Annex 5).

Since a SLR is essentially “a form of content analysis” (Massaro et al. 2015),
the fifth step is to define categories which are embedded in an analytical framework.
As advocated by Massaro et al. (2016), we develop a specific analytical framework,
which is essentially derived from analytical frameworks that have already proven
successful in other (structured) literature reviews in accounting research (e.g., Mas-
saro et al. 2015; Serenko and Dumay 2015; Dumay and Garanina 2013). In order
to ensure a precise delineation between the variables of the categories and a precise
assignment of the articles, the analytical framework was subjected to a pre-test (sim-
ilarly Broadbent and Guthrie 2008; Guthrie et al. 2012; Guthrie and Murthy 2009).
During this pre-test, the 20 most cited articles were coded by one of the authors,
resulting in a slightly modified analytical framework.20 Based on the modified ana-
lytical framework, the sixth step was the coding of the articles. In the coding process,

18 The essential contents of our research protocol are presented in detail in Annex 1.
19 For the purpose of this paper CPY=CI / (2021– publication year) for articles published before 2020
(similarly Dumay and Cai 2014). For articles published in 2021, CPY equals CI.
20 A detailed description of the analytical framework is provided in Annex 4.
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10. Future research Future research paths

9. Insights and cri�que Insights Cri�que

6. Coding Code papers using MAXQDA so�ware

Literature review protocol1. Research protocol

RQ1: How has the literature on APMs developed so far?
RQ2: What is the focus and cri�que of APM literature?
RQ3: What is the future for APM research?

2. Research ques�ons

4. Cita�on analysis
Total cita�on (CI) analysis

Cita�on per year (CPY) analysis

3. Literature search General 
requirements

Keyword search 
in databases

Inclusion 
criteria

Addi�onal 
checking 

procedure

5. Analy�cal framework

Data collec�on

Bibliographic data Research focus Research method 

Loca�on Accoun�ng 
regimes Types of APMs

7. Reliability

8. Validity Internal validity External validity Construct validity

Fig. 1 Structured literature review process according to Massaro et al. (2016)

one of the authors coded all articles based on the abstracts and, where necessary, the
full text of the articles, usingMAXQDA software. During this process, the categories
were only slightly modified. The resulting final analytical framework is presented
in Table 1 and individual categories will be explained in Sect. 4.

In order to ensure reliability of the analytical framework and the codes, we
conducted reliability tests in a seventh step. We use Krippendorff’s α (K-alpha)
as reliability measure because it is robust (Krippendorff 2013; Hayes and Krip-
pendorff 2007) and “can be used regardless of the number of observers, levels of
measurement, sample sizes, and presence or absence of missing data” (Hayes and
Krippendorff 2007). For the determination of Krippendorff’s α, the 382 articles
initially included in the sample (before the additional checking procedure) was di-
vided equally between two students enrolled in the master’s programme in ‘Service
Management’ at a German university and coded by them independently. Afterwards,
Krippendorff’s α was calculated for the independent data sets, resulting in the scores
as shown in Table 1. For all seven categories, the values are above, or with regard
to the categories ‘B. Research focus’ and ‘F. Types of APMs’ at least close to the
target reliability measure of Krippendorff’s α≥ 0.8. The average Krippendorff’s α is
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0.910. Therefore, we assume that the analytical framework and the assigned codes
can be considered reliable.

Besides reliability tests, we also establish measures to ensure validity in an eighth
step. In order to establish internal validity, we built on analytical frameworks that
have already proven successful in other (structured) literature reviews in accounting
research (e.g., Massaro et al. 2015; Serenko and Dumay 2015; Dumay and Garanina
2013). In addition, the systematic coding and continuous logging of the evaluation
process inMAXQDA ensures transparency and traceability and minimises researcher
idiosyncrasies (similarly Winschel and Stawinoga 2019). Furthermore, internal va-
lidity is promoted by pre-testing the analytical framework (similarly Winschel and
Stawinoga 2019). To establish external validity, the SLR on APMs strictly follows
the SLR methodology as proposed by Massaro et al. (2016). Moreover, since the
SLR took several months to complete, we implemented an additional checking pro-
cedure throughout the analysis, writing and peer-review process to further promote
external validity (similarly Winschel and Stawinoga 2019). Construct validity is
promoted by the structured approach for the derivation of study criteria as well as
for the collection and evaluation of articles. Furthermore, construct validity is sup-
ported by using a variety of different keywords and databases, defining inclusion
criteria to structure the data collection process and protocolising intermediate find-
ings in our research protocol as part of the evaluation process (similarly Winschel
and Stawinoga 2019).

3.2 Literature Search and Sampling Strategy

As third step of our SLR on APMs, we conducted a comprehensive literature search
in the five literature databases Scopus, EconBiz, Google Scholar, EBSCO Business
Source Premier and ISI Web of Science by searching for keywords within titles,
abstracts and keywords using phrase searches. The keywords used to search the
databases were identified in advance in a rudimentary literature search. When con-
ducting the literature search, the pre-determined keywords were supplemented with
additional keywords identified and the databases were then searched again based
on the newly identified keywords. Although in academic research, the peer-review
process may be considered synonymous with the quality of published research (East-
erby-Smith et al. 2012), according to Massaro et al. (2016) “other sources can be
equally valid to review a particular field and ... [t]hus, researchers should consider
not confining SLRs solely to journal articles”. Given the importance of other types
of publications in accounting research (e.g., Carmona 2006; Fülbier and Weller
2011, 2008; Wagenhofer 2006), we also take into account non-peer-reviewed liter-
ature. Thus, when searching the databases, we limited our selection criteria to the
source types ‘academic journals’, ‘professional/practitioner journals’, ‘books’, ‘book
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chapters’ and ‘working/discussion/conference papers’.21 Furthermore, we limit our
selection criteria to the relevant subject areas in the field of economics, as a search
in all subject areas returns too many thematically inappropriate search results that
do not substantively focus on APMs. In order to include all articles published by
31 December 2021 lately, no time limits were set. A complete list of the selected
keywords, the search strings used to search the databases (including the subject
areas) and the number of search results is provided in Annex 2.

Besides the international literature, we also include research papers written in
German, providing insights into German-language APM research. In order to coun-
terbalance the tendencies that may arise from the inclusion of articles written in
German and the inclusion of research articles not published in academic journals,
we provide scenario analyses when presenting the results of our SLR (see Table 1).
In this context, for the delineation between ‘academic journals’ and ‘professional
journals’, we refer to the VHB-JOURQUAL3, a ranking of German and interna-
tional journals from 2014, which is based on a survey of more than 1,100 members
of the German Academic Association of Business Research (VHB 2015). We con-
sider a journal as ‘academic journal’ if the respective journal is ranked at least ‘C’
by the VHB-JOURQUAL3 ranking (i.e., in categories ‘A+’ to ‘C’). Conversely, we
consider a journal as ‘professional journal’ if the respective journal is ranked ‘D’
or below (i.e., in categories ‘D’ to ‘E’). However, for articles published in an inter-
national journal not included in the VHB-JOURQUAL3 ranking, the classification
is based on the information provided on the respective journal’s website. In these
cases, we only classify a journal as ‘academic journal’ if the submission process
of the respective journal demonstrably includes an anonymised double-blind peer
review process.

To be included in our sample, the articles identified in the literature search must
fulfil some general requirements (inclusion criteria). First, the articles included in
the sample must be written in English or German. Second, the research topic of the
article must substantively focus on APMs. For the application of the second criterion,
the title, abstract and, where necessary, full text of the articles were reviewed in
detail to determine whether they address the research topic of APMs in terms of
content. Although typically not considered APMs in empirical studies (e.g., Black
et al. 2017a; Bhattacharya et al. 2007; Allee et al. 2007), our keyword search also
considers EB measures. First, because a clear distinction between EB measures
and APMs is not always possible, especially when APMs are determined based on
EB measures (e.g., ‘EBITDA before special items’ or ‘sustainable EBIT’). Second,
because we intend the SLR to contribute to the current debate of the IASB on
the reporting of performance measures (see Sect. 2.3.2). Articles not included in
the sample due to the application of the inclusion criteria were documented in
a Microsoft Excel file along with the reason for exclusion.

21 All other sources were left out of the literature search in the databases. For example, we do not consider
‘trade publications’, ‘magazines’, ‘newspapers’, ‘websites’, ‘market research reports’, ‘industry profiles’
or ‘country reports’. We also exclude working/discussion/conference papers identified in the literature
search from the sample if it was obvious that a published journal article based on the respective paper is
already included in the sample. Working/discussion/conference papers for which a more recent version
was obviously already included in the sample were also excluded.
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The literature search resulted in a total of 2,337 articles. Of these, 1,927 arti-
cles were removed from the sample due to the application of the inclusion criteria,
leaving a sample with a total of 410 articles.22 For all 410 articles included in the
sample a full version was obtained and stored in an EndNote database with complete
referencing details (similarly Guthrie et al. 2012; Guthrie and Murthy 2009; Broad-
bent and Guthrie 2008). Furthermore, in order to complete the sample, an additional
checking procedure was conducted in which the five databases were continuously
searched for newly published articles throughout the analysis, writing and peer-
review process (similarly Winschel and Stawinoga 2019), resulting in 52 articles
being added to the final sample of 410 articles.

4 Results: Insights and Critique

4.1 Evolution of the Literature on APMs (Articles, Years and Citation
Analysis)

In this Sect. 4.1, the findings on the evolution of APM literature are presented in
order to answer RQ1 (How has the literature on APMs developed so far?). To answer
this question, we use the findings on the number of articles, years and citation data.23

However, one problem that goes along with the use of CI is that “older articles have
a greater opportunity of being cited” (Aguinis et al. 2010). In order to counterbalance
this tendency, the citation analysis provided in this Sect. 4.1 is primarily based on
CPYs (similarly Dumay 2014; Massaro et al. 2015; Dumay et al. 2016).

The results of the literature search show an increase in the number of articles on
APMs, especially beginning from the 2000s onwards (see Fig. 2). Although there
is a decline in the following years, from 2010 onwards the number of articles rises
sharply, reaching a peak of 39 articles in 2020 and 43 articles in 2021. However,
of the 39 articles published in 2020, 16 articles are contributions from a single col-
lective work (Moscariello and Pizzo 2020). Across all years, a total of 410 articles
could be identified. Of these, almost two thirds (64.9%) were published after 2010,
indicating an increasing publication trend and thus an increased relevance of APM
research. This may be associated with various reasons. On the one hand, the in-
crease in impairment and restructuring charges included in GAAP earnings because
of the economic downturn during the global economic crisis from 2007 onwards
may have led to more companies reporting APMs, either to disguise poor earnings
performance or to better inform investors about the persistence of earnings during
the economic downturn (similarly Webber et al. 2013). On the other hand, com-
panies in the U.S. may be less concerned about SEC scrutiny, especially after the
liberalisation of Reg. G rules by the C&DIs in 2010 (similarly Webber et al. 2013).
These developments in APM reporting practice may be reflected in the number of
articles on APMs and the publication trend with a certain time lag, due to the period

22 A complete list of all 410 articles included in the sample is provided in Annex 3.
23 Supplementary analysis of the authors, institutions and journals is provided in Annex 6.
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Fig. 2 Number of articles on APMs and publication trend

from companies reporting APMs to the publication of articles in journals (e.g., for
time consuming data collection and analysis as well as the publication process).

Since 2001, articles in academic journals (‘academic articles’) and articles in
professional journals (‘professional articles’) have both been published in each year.
Across all years, about half of the sample is composed of academic articles (55.6%)
and professional articles (44.4%), indicating that besides academic research, the
APM topic is of particular interest to practitioners. Of all 182 non-academic arti-
cles, three fifths (60.4%) were published in professional journals, with the English-
language ‘CPA Journal’ (19 articles) having the highest number of published articles,
followed by the German-language ‘Zeitschrift für Internationale Rechnungslegung’
(IRZ; 17 articles). With regard to the remaining two fifths (39.6%) of all non-aca-
demic articles, these are hitherto unpublished working/discussion/conference papers
(18.2%), contributions to collective works (12.6%) and monographs (8.8%).

Among the sample, 25 articles have at least four times the arithmetic mean for
CPYs (see Table 2). For CIs, 21 articles have at least four times the arithmetic mean
(see Table 3). As can be seen from the two tables, there are 17 articles common
to both rankings (see the italicised articles in Tables 2 and 3). Consequently, these
frequently cited works may be considered ‘citations classics’ in the field of APM
research (Garfield 1989). Among these ‘citation classics’, the article by Hirshleifer
and Teoh (2003), which offers an approach to analytical modelling of financial
reporting and disclosure, stands out as having by far the highest number of citations
for both CPYs and CIs. Furthermore, when analysing CPYs, it becomes obvious
that more recent articles appear in Table 2 with highest CPYs. The CPY analysis
thus suggests that there is an interest among researchers to cite the latest articles on
APM research.24 In particular, the articles by Christensen et al. (2019) and Anilowski
Cain et al. (2020) are both included in the ‘top 25’ articles with the highest CPYs,

24 Supplementary analysis on CPY and CI is provided in Annex 5.
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despite being recently published. Besides the articles in Table 2, the articles by
Black et al. (2021a) and Curtis et al. (2021) have already been cited 56 times each.25

Given the time lag between submission until publication, it is extraordinary that
these two articles received this many citations shortly after publication, suggesting
that they have already had an impact on the academic debate. In terms of journal
ranking, 12 out of the 17 articles considered ‘citation classics’ were published in
academic journals with highest ranking (A+) according to the VHB-JOURQUAL3
ranking and are considered to be “excellent and global leading scientific journals in
business research” (VHB 2021). Among these journals, the ‘Accounting Review’
stands out, publishing two fifths (41.2%) of all articles considered ‘citation classics’,
suggesting that articles published in highly ranked journals according to the VHB-
JOURQUAL3 ranking tend to have a greater impact on the research field. In terms
of authors, Theodore E. Christensen sticks out, having co-authored more than a third
of all 25 articles (36.0%) with the highest CPYs.

4.2 Focus and Critique of the APM Literature

The structured approach of the SLR aims to answer specific pre-defined questions
rather than just summarising the entire body of knowledge (Petticrew and Roberts
2006). Therefore, Sect. 4.2 intends to answer RQ2 (What is the focus and critique
of APM literature?) by determining the focus of previous APM research. For this
purpose, the results in Table 1 are presented in detail.

4.2.1 Research Focus

The subcategories of the research focus category are based on the classification of
research articles on APM reporting according to Hitz (2010a). This categorisation
was revised inductively during the coding process and slightly adjusted. As shown
in Fig. 3, the focus of APM research activities to date has essentially been on three
basic interests: (i) cross-sectional and time series analyses of APMs, (ii) motives for
the reporting of APMs and (iii) regulation of APM reporting. Although the coding
is based on the primary research focus of the articles as stated by the authors, the
results on subordinate (i.e., secondary, tertiary, etc.) research foci are also considered
in the following.26

(i) Cross-Sectional and Time Series Analyses of APMs Cross-sectional and time
series analysis is addressed in 11.7% of the articles, especially in the early stages of
APM research. Specifically, these articles address questions of prevalence, quantita-
tive characteristics and the evolution of APMs over time. First-published articles in

25 These two articles are not included in the ‘top 25’ articles with the highest CPYs in Table 2, since
articles published within the period just before the SLR was conducted (2021) were excluded from all
individual CPY scores (see in detail Sect. 4.1 and Annex 5).
26 For example, Doyle et al. (2003) focus on both the adversarial investor influence as a motive via predic-
tive ability of earnings components excluded from APMs (here defined as primary research focus) as well
as the adversarial investor influence as a fact via capital market-based studies (here defined as secondary
research focus).
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this category are mainly focused on APM reporting in North America (2.7%), espe-
cially in the U.S. (2.2%). Overall, these studies for the North American region show
that the frequency and scope of APM reporting increased significantly beginning in
the early 1980s (e.g., Bhattacharya et al. 2004; Zhang and Zheng 2011). For exam-
ple, Entwistle et al. (2005) demonstrate that 77% of S&P 500 companies report pro
forma earnings in their year-end earnings press releases for financial years ending
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between February 2001 and January 2002. However, there is consistent evidence of
a significant decline in APM reporting after the introduction of Reg. G in 2003, but
this was rather short-term in nature and started to increase again in subsequent years
after Reg. G came into force, at the latest from the liberalisation of Reg. G rules by
the C&DIs in 2010 (see in detail the findings on (iii) regulation of APM reporting).

Besides the North American region, most of the 48 articles (11.7%) conducting
cross-sectional and time-series analysis deal with APM reporting in Europe (6.6%),
especially in Germany (3.7%). This, however, is mainly due to the inclusion of Ger-
man-language articles in our total sample. When looking at the subsample including
only international articles, the proportion of articles conducting cross-sectional and
time-series analysis for Germany would amount to only 1.0%. This is because of the
15 articles (3.7%) conducting cross-sectional and time-series analysis for Germany,
the vast majority (13 out of 15 articles) are written in German. Besides Germany,
there are only a few articles dealing with APM reporting in the European context,
namely in Switzerland (1.0%), Austria (0.5%) and the Czech Republic (0.2%). In
addition, six articles (1.5%) analyse APM reporting of European companies from
several countries, such as companies listed in the EURO STOXX 50 index (e.g., Kri-
ete et al. 2003). Similar to the findings for the North American region, descriptive
evidence from European companies supports the proposition that APM reporting is
a well-established part of capital market communication, especially among large,
listed companies (similarly Coulton et al. 2016).

Besides the two most studied regions, North America and Europe, there are
a handful of articles that conduct cross-sectional and time-series analyses for the
Australasian region (1.0%) and the United Kingdom (0.5%), most of which show
comparable results. For example, the CFA Society (2015) documents that the major-
ity of FTSE 100 companies uses IFRS-adjusted measures and that over the ten-year
period from 2005 to 2014, the aggregate adjusted net profit was 17% higher com-
pared to the IFRS equivalent. Furthermore, through a survey of its members (i.e.,
investment professionals), the CFA Society (2015) found that 61% of respondents
routinely use management-reported IFRS-adjusted measures for their analyses, al-
though at the same time around 60% of the respondents indicated that they have
more confidence in IFRS measures. With regards to Australia, Harrison and Mor-
ton (2010) find that adjusted EPS disclosures represent nearly one-third of all EPS
disclosures in annual reports and are disclosed voluntarily by more than one-third
of the 94 companies analysed. Moreover, analysis of ASX 500 companies’ full-
year profit announcements from 2000 to 2014 by Coulton et al. (2016) suggests that
the frequency of non-GAAP reporting experienced a significant upward trend fol-
lowing the implementation of IFRS in Australia in 2005. Regarding New Zealand,
Rainsbury et al. (2015) document that the proportion of listed companies reporting
GAAP-adjusted earnings measures was only 5% in 2004 and 2005, increasing in
subsequent years to reach a peak of 20% in 2011 and returning to 16% in 2012. In
a recent study, Carvajal et al. (2021) provide empirical evidence for the long-term
period 2004–2018, finding that the popularity of NGFMs in annual reports of listed
New Zealand companies on the NZX main board increased significantly from 2004
(below 33%) to 2012 (almost 59%), but then declined substantially again until 2018
(under 48%). Besides the United Kingdom and the Australasian region, there are
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only few articles conducting cross-sectional and time-series analysis of APMs for
other regions (1.0%), such as Brazil (Alcalde et al. 2013; Vasconcelos de Andrade
and Dal-Ri Murcia 2019).

(ii) Motives for the Reporting of APMs The main focus of APM research is
on the motives for APM reporting, being investigated by three fifths (38.5%) of the
410 articles. Of these 158 articles, 14.6% examine the potential of APM reporting as
an instrument for investor information, mostly (11.5%) by analysing capital market
reactions (i.e., capital market-based regression and correlation studies). Specifically,
these studies examine whether investors price the disclosure of (unexpected) APMs
into capital market reactions (i.e., information content and value relevance). The
information content of APMs is usually analysed by means of event studies, which
examine the capital market reaction to a certain new piece of information in a short
time window around the time of publication, seeking to isolate causal relationships
between APM reporting and capital market reactions (see in detail Hitz 2010a).
Early articles analysing the information content of APMs mostly provide evidence
that both company-reported APMs (e.g., Bhattacharya et al. 2003; Lougee and Mar-
quardt 2004) and analyst-reported street earnings (e.g., Brown and Sivakumar 2003;
Doyle et al. 2003; Gu and Chen 2004) appear to have higher (incremental) informa-
tion content compared to GAAP earnings. For example, in one of the first studies to
analyse both pro forma earnings and street earnings by examining “short-window
abnormal returns around earnings announcement dates”, Bhattacharya et al. (2003)
find “that pro forma earnings are significantly more informative to investors than
GAAP operating earnings” (similarly Lougee and Marquardt 2004). These findings
are extended by Bowen et al. (2005), whose overall results suggest that the (rel-
ative) form of presentation and emphasis of pro forma earnings figures influences
their information content, which is also supported by Allee et al. (2007). This early
evidence overwhelmingly suggesting that APMs have higher value relevance com-
pared to GAAP earnings, is also supported by more recent studies. For example,
Bradshaw et al. (2018) find evidence that “investors respond more strongly to non-
GAAP earnings relative to GAAP earnings” and that they “view non-GAAP earnings
as a more informative summary metric of firm performance”.

In contrast to the study of information content, the attribute of value relevance
merely refers to the association of these variables over longer time periods and
leaves open the question of whether the information reflected in share prices was
first transmitted to the market via accounting or via other, more timely information
channels (Hitz 2010a). The criterion of value relevance thus provides information on
whether the capital market prices in the information contained in financial statements
but leaves open whether periodic financial reporting is the appropriate vehicle for
this provision of information (see in detail Hitz 2010a). Studies analysing the value
relevance of APMs provide evidence that both company-reported APMs (e.g., Brad-
shaw and Sloan 2002; Brown and Sivakumar 2003; Venter et al. 2014) and analyst-
reported street earnings (e.g., Entwistle et al. 2010; Wieland et al. 2013) have rela-
tively higher value relevance compared to GAAP earnings. For example, Entwistle
et al. (2010) examine the value relevance of pro forma earnings, GAAP earnings
and street earnings obtained from Thomson Reuters’ I/B/E/S database (I/B/E/S earn-
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ings). They find that each of the earnings measures is value relevant, though their
“results indicate that pro forma earnings are more value relevant than I/B/E/S earn-
ings, which in turn is more value relevant than GAAP earnings”. More recently,
for example, for a sample of Australian ASX 500 companies voluntarily disclosing
NGFMs in their full-year profit announcements from 2000 to 2014, Ribeiro et al.
(2019), show that “[c]ompared to GAAP earnings, non-GAAP measures are more
persistent, more predictable, smoother, and more value relevant”.

Alongside capital market-based studies, 3.2% of the 410 articles examine the
potential of APM reporting as an instrument for investor information based on the
predictive ability, which is an immanent part of the decision-usefulness paradigm of
capital market-oriented accounting.27 Specifically, these studies address the question
of whether APMs are suitable for forecasting the amount and timing of expected
future cash surpluses or earnings (Hitz 2010a). This declared objective is taken up in
empirical studies by examining the predictive ability of APMs and their components
ex post based on time series of reported earnings variables with regard to future cash
surpluses or earnings (see in detail Hitz 2010a). In one of the first empirical studies
of this kind, Brown and Sivakumar (2003) find that I/B/E/S earnings are more
predictive than GAAP earnings (similarly Gu and Chen 2004; Doyle et al. 2003).
For company-reported APMs, Lougee and Marquardt (2004) provide first evidence
that pro forma earnings have (incremental) predictive ability for pro forma earnings
and GAAP earnings, but only when GAAP earnings informativeness is low and
there are no incentives for ‘opportunistic’ reporting (proxied by whether GAAP
earnings have not declined to the comparative period). More recently, for example,
Sinnewe et al. (2017) provide empirical evidence for the period from 2006 to 2011
suggesting that non-IFRS earnings contain important information about future cash
flow predictability.

Besides the articles analysing APM reporting as an instrument for investor infor-
mation, the majority (23.9%) of the 158 articles on APM reporting motives examine
APM reporting as an instrument of adversarial investor influence. About these arti-
cles, a fundamental distinction must be made between studies analysing adversarial
investor influence as motive and studies investigating adversarial investor influence
as a fact (similarly Hitz 2010a). Among the 98 articles analysing the motive of
adversarial investor influence, the majority (17.6%) analyse potential adversarial
investor influence as motive, while a minority (6.3%) examine adversarial investor
influence as a fact. The analysis of adversarial investor influence as motive is mainly
conducted by analysing determinants of APM reporting (15.6%), while only a few
articles examine the predictive ability of earnings components excluded from APMs
(2.0%). The research focus of the 64 articles analysing determinants of APM re-
porting is to examine company characteristics or framework conditions which show
a systematic relationship with management’s decision to voluntarily disclose APMs,
as well as the specific design of APMs (see in detail Hitz 2010a).

One of the first determinants studied is the achievement of strategic earnings
benchmarks such as GAAP earnings, analysts’ expectations or break-even (e.g., Ci-

27 E.g., CF 1.2 for accounting in accordance with IFRS or CON 1.37 for accounting in accordance with
U.S. GAAP.
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ccone 2002; Lougee and Marquardt 2004; Entwistle et al. 2005). Early evidence
for the pre-Reg. G period shows that U.S. companies missing earnings benchmarks
such as earnings decreases or consensus analyst forecasts are more likely to re-
port pro forma earnings (Lougee and Marquardt 2004). For the post-Reg. G period,
Yi (2012) finds that NGFM disclosures by companies with historically low return-
GAAP earnings ratios are more pronounced than in the pre-Reg. G period. A second
intensively studied determinant is management incentives such as (variable) manage-
ment compensation (e.g., Bansal et al. 2013; Grey et al. 2013; Isidro and Marques
2013; Islam et al. 2019). For example, Bansal et al. (2013) find evidence that man-
agers with higher risk incentives through stock-based compensation arrangements
are more likely to voluntarily disclose NGFMs. Islam et al. (2019) find that all three
components of CEO remuneration (i.e., base, short-term and long-term incentives)
have a significant impact on the decision to report NGFM in profit announcements.
More recently, Black et al. (2021b) found a negative association between long-
term incentive plan pay-outs and the likelihood and magnitude of aggressive NGFM
exclusions, indicating that managers tend to report NGFM information less aggres-
sively when they focus more on long-term rather than short-term value.

A third determinant analysed is industry affiliation, the analysis of which suggests
that APM disclosures cluster in certain industries and companies with specific char-
acteristics (similarly Coulton et al. 2016). For example, in a recent study, Isidro and
Marques (2021) examine the influence of industry-level product market competition
using traditional measures of industry competition (concentration, price-cost margin
and set up costs) on management’s NGFM disclosure decisions. They find that the
intensity of industry competition affects the likelihood of NGFM and the extent of
non-GAAP exclusions, but overall their findings suggest that industry competition
has a positive impact on non-GAAP disclosure transparency. Taken together, the
studies examining industry affiliation as a determinant suggest that APM reporters
tend to be young companies and companies which are concentrated in the tech,
high-tech and business services sector (e.g., Bhattacharya et al. 2003; Zhang and
Zheng 2011). A fourth determinant analysed intensively, is corporate governance
mechanisms. Studies on this determinant seem to support the proposition that com-
panies with weak corporate governance mechanisms (e.g., less board independence)
are more likely to optimistically report APMs, suggesting that strong corporate gov-
ernance protects investors from misleading APM disclosures (e.g., Jennings and
Marques 2011; Seetharaman et al. 2014). For example, in a recent study, Lee (2021)
finds evidence that companies where the chair of the independent audit committee
holds more external directorships have stronger monitoring and thus provide higher
quality NGFM disclosures.

Besides these four determinants, which have already been studied more inten-
sively, a particular focus in the APM literature is also placed on the following
determinants:

� the accounting standards applied such as IFRS accounting in general (Sek and
Taylor 2011; Solsma and Wilder 2015; Shibasaki and Toyokura 2020) as well as
fair value measurement (Malone et al. 2016) and accounting reporting complexity
(Brown et al. 2020) in particular;
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� countries’ institutional, economic and cultural factors (Isidro and Marques 2015;
Visani et al. 2020; Bini et al. 2020);

� equity valuation (Badertscher 2011; Hsieh 2010);
� company-size (Bouwens et al. 2019; Bini et al. 2020) and other company-specific

attributes (Charitou et al. 2018; D’Angelo et al. 2018);
� rounding phenomenon (He 2018; Wu et al. 2012);
� media attention (Koning et al. 2010);
� investor sentiment (Brown et al. 2012b);
� managerial reputation (Cheng 2017) and sentiment (Chen 2019);
� debt covenant violations (Christensen et al. 2019);
� CEO turnover (Jarva et al. 2019);
� analyst coverage (Christensen et al. 2021); and
� the CEO’s personal narcissism (Abdel-Meguid et al. 2021).

In contrast to articles analysing determinants of APM reporting, eight articles
(2.0%) examine the predictive ability of earnings components excluded from APMs.
Specifically, these articles address the question of whether components excluded
from GAAP earnings due to their supposedly non-recurring, unusual or non-opera-
tional nature do in fact not unfold predictive ability for future cash flows or earnings
(Hitz 2010a). In one of the first studies, Doyle et al. (2003) find that earnings compo-
nents excluded from I/B/E/S earnings have lower but still significant and substantial
predictive ability for future cash flows (similarly Kolev et al. 2008). Similarly, Yi
(2012) finds “that the negative association between income-increasing non-GAAP
adjustment and abnormal returns exists in the pre-Reg. G period”. However, the
results also show that for the post-Reg. G period, this tendency is no longer evi-
dent (Yi 2012). Overall, the empirical findings on the predictive ability of earnings
components excluded from APMs seem to indicate that companies tend to exclude
both transitory as well as recurring items (Coulton et al. 2016). On the one hand,
these findings can be attributed to management’s lack of competence in adjusting
earnings, but on the other hand, it can also be reconciled with the proposition of
strategically motivated adversarial investor influence, especially since the excluded
components have negative explanatory power for future cash flows (similarly Hitz
2010a).

The investigation of the motive of adversarial investor influence as a fact is exam-
ined in 6.3% of the 410 articles. Of these 26 articles, about half are capital market-
based studies (3.4%). Such studies generally do not question the findings of capital
market-based studies analysing the information content or value relevance of APMs,
but rather examine whether investor reactions to APM disclosures are appropriate
given the information content of voluntarily disclosed APMs. Specifically, based
on the aforementioned findings suggesting that earnings components excluded from
APMs have significant predictive ability for future cash flows or earnings, these
studies examine the extent to which this fact is reflected in capital market prices
(see in detail Hitz 2010a). For example, Landsman et al. (2007) find significant nega-
tive incremental explanatory power of street earnings exclusions through regression
of stock market value, suggesting that investors do not fully recognise negative
predictive ability (similarly Doyle et al. 2003). In addition, several studies exam-

K



Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451 421

ine systematic variations in investor reactions to APM reporting as determinants of
differentiated capital market reactions. These studies can be distinguished on the
company side into management incentives to strategically use APM reporting and
on the investor side into the perception of APMs by professional (i.e., institutional)
investors compared to non-professional (i.e., retail) investors (Hitz 2010a). Studies
on management incentives to strategically use APM reporting suggest that investors
assess the trustworthiness of APMs differentially regarding potentially strategic re-
porting motives of managers. For example, on the one hand, Brown et al. (2012a)
find that the strategic character of earnings announcement timing is recognised by
investors, while on the other hand Hsu and Kross (2011) provide an indication that
investors do not fully understand that APMs may be aggressively framed through
the inclusion or exclusion of special items. Capital market-based studies on the
perception of APMs by different investor groups, such as professional (i.e., institu-
tional) investors and non-professional (i.e., retail) investors, provide further insights
on the influencing potential of APMs. For example, Allee et al. (2007) find that
less-sophisticated investors trade incrementally more, while more-sophisticated in-
vestors actually trade less (or in the opposite direction) when a pro forma earnings
number is present. Similar evidence suggesting that non-sophisticated investors tend
to react more strongly to APMs is also provided, amongst others, by Bhattacharya
et al. (2007) and Jennings and Marques (2011). Accordingly, if one assumes that
professional investors deliberately do not trade around the publication date of APM
announcements due to their expertise, the empirical findings provide an indication of
a misjudgement of APMs by non-professional investors and thus document a possi-
ble potential to influence (similarly Hitz 2010a). Should aggressive APM disclosures
be practised by management primarily for self-serving reasons, an adverse influence
on non-professional investors could not be ruled out. Therefore, the perception of
APMs by professional investors compared to non-professional investors is also ex-
amined in detail in experimental studies.

Experiments investigating the motive of adversarial investor influence as a fact
are conducted in twelve articles (2.9%). Most of these experimental studies investi-
gate the influence of APM reporting on different investor groups by distinguishing
between professional investors (mostly represented by financial analysts) and non-
professional investors (mostly represented by M.B.A. students). Overall, the exper-
imental results support the empirical evidence that not only the mere presence of
APMs (Frederickson and Miller 2004), but also the emphasis (i.e., the graphical
display) that management places on APMs (Elliott 2006; Dilla et al. 2013; Johnson
et al. 2014) influences the judgements and decisions of non-professional investors
in particular. As the experimental evidence shows, non-professional investors tend
to overreact to the presence of APMs, especially when the corresponding GAAP
earnings are a loss (Andersson and Hellman 2007) or managers emphasise APMs.
In contrast, professional investors seem to understand that management strategically
uses APM disclosures (e.g., Reimsbach 2014). Moreover, previous experimental
studies provide evidence that APMs influence non-professional investors’ valuations
through unintended cognitive effects, as their information processing is influenced
by the presence of APMs (Frederickson and Miller 2004) or their emphasis (Elliott
2006). Also, experimental evidence suggests that non-professional investors should
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not be understood as a homogeneous group, but that the relative level of financial
reporting knowledge and information viewing behaviour have a significant impact
on their judgements and decisions (Dilla et al. 2014). In contrast to non-professional
investors, professional investors’ decisions do not appear to be significantly influ-
enced by the presence or emphasis of APMs. However, professional investors seem
to consider APMs more reliable when a GAAP earnings reconciliation is present
(Frederickson and Miller 2004).

(iii) Regulation of APM Reporting About one-tenth (11.2%) of the 410 articles
deal with the regulation of APM reporting, with the vast majority of 8.5% analysing
the regulatory activities in the U.S. Typically, these studies use the issuance of Reg. G
in 2003 and/or the issuance of the C&DIs in 2010 to examine how usage (i.e.,
frequency), presentation, quality of exclusions and market perception of NGFMs
have changed in response to the regulatory changes. Overall, it can be concluded
that Reg. G has led to a decline in (i) the frequency of NGFM reporting, (ii) the
relative proportion of NGFMs exceeding GAAP earnings and (iii) the average size
of non-GAAP exclusions. For example, Entwistle et al. (2006b) find that following
the introduction of Reg. G the proportion of S&P 500 companies reporting pro forma
earnings in annual earnings press releases declined by about 30% from 77% in 2001
to 54% in 2003 (similarly Nichols et al. 2005; Marques 2006; Heflin and Hsu 2008).
However, this decline in the frequency of NGFM reporting by listed U.S. companies
was rather short-term in nature and increased again in subsequent years after Reg. G
came into force, at the latest from the liberalisation of Reg. G rules by the C&DIs
in 2010 onwards. For example, Henry et al. (2020a) document that following the
C&DIs in 2010, the proportion of S&P 100 companies disclosing NGFMs increased
significantly, especially from 2010 (54%) to 2011 (66%) and from 2011 to 2012
(71%), before settling at a stable level between 72% and 75% from 2013 to 2016.

In terms of presentation of NGFMs, a significant reduction in the (relative) em-
phasis of NGFMs compared to GAAP earnings and a decrease in the use of poten-
tially misleading non-GAAP terminology can be observed. For example, Entwistle
et al. (2006b) find that under Reg. G by 2003 there are 44% fewer companies re-
porting NGFMs in the headline and 77% fewer companies discussing NGFMs in
a dominant manner in the full press release. Lastly, the regulatory interventions are
also associated with higher quality of exclusions, improved market perception and
appear to have led to more accurate pricing of securities, particularly due to the
requirement for reconciliation between NGFMs and GAAP earnings by Reg. G. For
example, Black et al. (2017a) provide evidence that after Reg. G came into force
“managers generally exclude fewer recurring items upon which analysts disagree
in the post-SOX regulatory period and that managers are also less likely to make
recurring exclusions to meet strategic earnings targets” (similarly Heflin and Hsu
2008; Shiah-Hou and Teng 2016). Moreover, Yi (2012) documents that incremental
information content of NGFM has increased after Reg. G, but the negative associ-
ations between earnings increasing non-GAAP exclusions and future returns have
decreased, mainly due to companies that stopped disclosing NGFMs after the SEC
intervention.
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In Europe, legislators have also responded to the increasing extent and frequency
of APM reporting. So far, the regulatory activities in Europe are analysed in ten
articles (2.4%), providing similar results as for U.S. regulation. For example, Magli
et al. (2017) conduct a survey of employees in investor relations departments of
Italian listed industrial companies regarding the impact that companies expect from
the first-time application of the ESMA guidelines in 2016. They find that “[t]he
entities do not expect significant changes because, in most cases (98%), the enti-
ties that use APMs already reconcile these with financial statements figures”. Also
before the ESMA guidelines came into force, Ruhwedel et al. (2017) analysed the
2015 annual reports of 72 non-financial DAX and MDAX companies with regard
to their need for adoption to the ESMA guidelines. In contrast to the results of the
survey of Italian companies by Magli et al. (2017), based on their descriptive evi-
dence, Ruhwedel et al. (2017) conclude that the ESMA guidelines imply a need for
adoption for many DAX and MDAX companies in their annual reports. In a follow-
up study, Ruhwedel et al. (2018) examine the effects of the first-time adoption of
the ESMA guidelines for financial years 2014 to 2016, also in annual reports of
DAX and MDAX companies. Their descriptive evidence shows that the disclosure
behaviour of companies has changed significantly following the implementation of
the ESMA guidelines, which is expressed in (i) a decline in the number of disclosed
APMs, (ii) an improved level of transparency and (iii) a reduced extent of earnings
modifications (Ruhwedel et al. 2018). Further evidence on the impact of the ESMA
guidelines on European companies is provided by Vinciguerra et al. (2020), who
find a slight decrease in the number of companies reporting APMs. Moreover, they
find that positive APM adjustments of expenses prevail when reconciling APMs to
GAAP earnings, which Vinciguerra et al. (2020) cautiously interpret as an indica-
tion that companies use APMs to communicate an improved earnings performance
compared to GAAP earnings performance.

Apart from the findings for the U.S. and Europe, there is only one article on the
regulation of APM reporting in Australasia, in which Rainsbury (2017) examines the
effects of the Guidance Note: Disclosing Non-GAAP Financial Information (FMA
guidance note) introduced by the New Zealand Financial Markets Authority (FMA)
in 2012. She finds evidence that, following the introduction of the FMA guidance
note, “companies reporting non-GAAP information are complying more with the
disclosure criteria and giving more emphasis to reporting GAAP earnings compared
with non-GAAP earnings” (Rainsbury 2017). Besides the aforementioned cross-
industry regulations, Baik et al. (2008) and Fortin et al. (2008) examine the impact
of regulatory measures in the real estate investment trust (REIT) industry in the U.S.,
where the reporting of sector-specific APMs, such as ‘funds from operations’ (FFO),
had existed for more than a decade in a rules-based self-regulatory environment (see
in detail Coulton et al. 2016).

(iv) Other The remaining 158 articles (38.5%) are predominantly articles that do
not mention a specific research focus. Essentially, these are 135 articles (32.9%)
without any indication of a specific research focus. In particular, these are articles
in practitioner and trade magazines (13.9%), commentaries and viewpoints (7.6%),
discussion and review articles (4.1%) and contributions to collective works (2.2%)
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not applying a scientific research methodology (see Fig. 3). The remaining 23 arti-
cles (5.6%) in the other category deal with research topics that do not fit into the
categories shown in Fig. 3. Particularly, these include studies analysing the impact
of APMs on investment decisions in general (e.g., Laurion 2020; Wong and Wong
2010; Fridson 1998), the relationship between earnings management and APMs
(e.g., Black et al. 2017b; Elshafie et al. 2010) and differences between APMs and
street earnings (e.g., Bentley et al. 2018; Batta and Muslu 2017).

Within our scenario analysis, when looking at the subsample that includes only
academic articles, we find a substantial shift in the focus of APM research towards
the analysis of themotives for APM reporting (+15.0%) and a moderate shift towards
the regulation of APM reporting (+2.8%; see Table 1). In turn, the proportion of arti-
cles that do not mention a specific research focus (particularly practitioner and trade
magazines, commentaries and viewpoints, discussion and review articles) decreases
substantially (–15.8%), and the proportion of articles that conduct cross-sectional
and time series analyses of APMs also decreases, but only moderately (–3.4%).
A similar shift in the focus of APM research towards the analysis of the motives for
APM reporting (+5.3%) also emerges when looking at the subsample that includes
only international articles, although this shift would be much more moderate com-
pared to the subsample including only academic articles. These shifts in the research
focus when looking at the two subsamples seem quite plausible insofar as both the
articles written in German as well as the professional articles included in our sample
are predominantly theoretical in nature (i.e., commentaries, viewpoints, discussion
and review articles).

In summary, from the classification of articles according to the research focus,
we can learn that the focus of APM research to date has been on the motives for
APM reporting, cross-sectional and time series analyses of APMs and the regula-
tion of APM reporting. Cross-sectional and time series analyses of APMs are mainly
conducted in the early stages of APM research for the North American region (and
here particularly the U.S.). Specifically, these articles address questions of preva-
lence, quantitative characteristics and the evolution of APMs over time. However,
the main focus of APM research is on the motives for the reporting of APMs. Here,
most of the articles analyse APM reporting as an instrument for investor information
particularly based on the analysis of capital market reactions, while APM reporting
as an instrument of adversarial investor influence is primarily examined by analysing
the determinants of APM reporting. A third research focus is the analysis of reg-
ulatory impacts on APM reporting, but again this focus is on the North American
region (especially the U.S.) and only a few studies are available for the European
and Australasian region.

4.2.2 Research Method

Based on the methodology according to the European Accounting Association (EAA
2019), the research methods applied in the 410 articles can be divided into three
main categories: empirical, non-empirical and other, which in turn can be further
divided into subcategories. As Fig. 4 shows, empirical methods are by far the most
frequently used research approaches, applied in two thirds (66.1%) of all 410 arti-
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cles analysed. Of these 271 empirical studies, the vast majority of more than half
(55.1%) of all 410 articles apply archival (database or archive) research. In these
226 articles, sophisticated statistical methods are used to infer relationships in the
population (also referred to as ‘inductive statistics’ or ‘inferential statistics’) (Smith
2017). Specifically, these articles apply methods that test hypotheses about relations
between variables in the population (methods of statistical hypothesis testing) and/or
estimate variables in the population (methods of statistical parameter estimation) to
data that has either been collected manually (i.e., by hand), particularly by document
analysis of company publications (e.g., annual reports, earnings announcements or
press releases) or machine-collected data obtained from commercial databases (e.g.,
analyst or company databases; see in detail Sect. 4.2.5).

The second most prevalent but much less frequently used empirical research
method, applied in 17 articles (4.1%), is case study research, which is concerned
with examining the role and tasks of accounting in its natural context (Smith 2017).
For example, Aselta and Engel (2018) develop a teaching case for understanding the
impact of NGFMs and related SEC regulations on the nature, derivation, usage and
regulation of NGFMs. Moreover, 14 articles (3.4%) apply experimental methods.
Experiments have the advantage over other empirical methods that the influence of
the variation of individual variables or characteristics can be examined in isolation
and thus controlled for other influencing factors (Döring and Bortz 2016). These
experiments on APMs address the motive of adverse investor influence as a fact,
in particular the perception of APMs and related (investment) decisions of profes-
sional and non-professional investors (see in detail Sect. 4.2.1). Another empirical
research method applied in ten articles (2.4%) is the descriptive-statistical analysis
of primary data which has been collected manually (i.e., hand-collected) through the
systematic analysis of information disclosed in corporate publications (e.g., earn-
ings announcements, press releases, quarterly and annual financial statements). In
these ten articles, different descriptive methods such as tables, charts or statistical
parameters (e.g., proportions, frequencies and measures of location and dispersion)
are used to organise, summarise and present the sample data (Blasius and Baur
2019). In contrast to archival (database or archive) research methods, however, the
findings obtained in these articles applying descriptive-statistical methods do not
allow for generalisation, but (merely) for a description of certain characteristics in
the sample and thus rather serve as a preliminary stage for hypothesis testing and
theory building (Blasius and Baur 2019; Häder 2015).

Of all empirical methods, survey research has so far been used least frequently,
in only four articles (1.0%). Generally, in this method, researchers ask a (usually
randomly selected) sample of people about their background, past experiences or
behaviour through questionnaires or interviews (Frankfort-Nachmias et al. 2015).
Specifically, of the articles using survey research, three studies use questionnaires
for data collection. For example, Magli et al. (2017) use questionnaires sent to the
investor relations departments of Italian listed industrial companies to evaluate the
expected impact of the first-time application of the ESMA guidelines. Papa et al.
(2016) use questionnaires to survey members of the CFA Institute, including port-
folio managers, buy-side and sell-side analysts. Moreover, the CFA Society (2015)
combines analysis of quantitative data taken from S&P Capital IQ with survey data
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Fig. 4 Research methods of the articles on APMs

of 292 CFA UK members. Interviews have so far only been used in one article
applying survey research, in which (expert) interviews with corporate finance spe-
cialists (2) and sell-side financial analysts (8) were conducted to collect data (Fülbier
et al. 2021). However, interviews are used in combination with other research meth-
ods in three other articles (use of multiple research methods). For example, Leibfried
et al. (2018) combine quantitative data analyses with semi-structured interviews of
accounting heads (4) and financial analysts (2). Similarly, Davern et al. (2018)
combine quantitative data analysis with semi-structured interviews of investors (7),
regulators (5) and practitioners (5). Also, Davern et al. (2019) combine archival
methods with field interviews of investors (7), regulators (5) and auditors (5).

Non-empirical methods are used in a third of the 410 articles analysed (32.7%).
Most of these articles (20.2%) are theoretical in nature and discuss the purpose, defi-
nitions and/or trends of APM reporting (e.g., Pizzo 2020; Sherman and Young 2018;
Papa 2017; Ciesielski and Henry 2017) or regulatory implications (e.g., Adams and
Meckfessel 2021; Di Fabio and Roncagliolo 2020; Parrino 2019), as far as possible,
from an objective perspective. These theoretical articles also include seven litera-
ture reviews (e.g., Arena et al. 2021; Catuogno and Arena 2020; Marques 2017).
In contrast to these (rather) objective theoretical articles, however, about one tenth
(12.2%) of the analysed sample are articles in which the authors present their sub-
jective opinion, for example on theoretical research aspects (e.g., discussion and
review articles) or practical aspects of APM reporting, such as current regulatory
initiatives by ESMA or IASB (e.g., commentaries and viewpoints). Most of these
articles are commentaries/viewpoints (8.3%) and a minority are discussion and re-
view articles (4.1%). Besides objective and subjective theoretical articles, analytical
methods have so far only been used in one article (0.2%). In this study, Hirshleifer
and Teoh (2003) derive their conclusions through an explicit analysis of a math-
ematical model that reflects both legitimate reasons for APM reporting and the
possibility of manipulating APM disclosures to exploit limited investor or analyst
attention. Interestingly, this analytical study by Hirshleifer and Teoh (2003) has both
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the highest CPYs and CIs (see Tables 2 and 3). The remaining five articles (1.2%) in
the other category apply multiple research methods. For example, Vinciguerra et al.
(2020) use a mixed method design, combining quantitative and qualitative methods
to analyse the impact of the ESMA guidelines on APM reporting behaviour of Eu-
ropean companies. Moreover, three articles combine quantitative data analyses with
interviews (Davern et al. 2019, 2018; Leibfried et al. 2018) and one article combines
analysis of quantitative with survey data (CFA Society 2015).

In summary, from the classification of the articles according to the research
method, we can learn that there is a high concentration on archival (database or
archive) research (55.1%), whereas other empirical methods are only used in about
one tenth (11.0%) of the 410 articles analysed. Moreover, the results show a con-
centration on theoretical (20.2%) and opinion articles (12.2%), which is mainly due
to the non-academic literature included in our sample. Thus, about two-thirds of the
theoretical articles (69.9%) and opinion articles (64.0%) are professional articles.
Accordingly, when looking at the subsample that includes only academic articles
within our scenario analysis, there is a substantial shift in the focus of APM research
from non-empirical methods, namely theoretical articles (–9.3%) and opinion ar-
ticles (–4.3%), to empirical methods, especially archival studies (+14.6%) and to
a much lesser extent to experimental studies (+1.8%). However, when looking at the
subsample that includes only international articles, this shift in the focus of APM
research is much more moderate. Specifically, for this subsample, there is a shift
towards archival studies (+3.0%) and, to a lesser extent, towards opinion articles
(+1.2%). In turn, the subsample of international articles contains lower proportions
of case studies (–1.6%), theoretical articles (–1.5%) and descriptive studies (–1.3%)
compared to the total sample. These shifts in the research focus when looking at
the two subsamples seem plausible insofar as the research focus in professional
journals, especially in professional articles written in German, tends to be on theo-
retical methods (i.e., theoretical and opinion articles) and rather less sophisticated
empirical methods, including case studies and descriptive analysis.

4.2.3 Research Location and Accounting Regimes

The results for the research location show that North America is by far the most
frequently analysed region, representing three-fifths (60.2%) of all 410 articles (see
Table 1). Almost all of these 247 articles deal with an analysis of NGFM reporting in
the U.S. (58.0%) and only a handful in Canada (2.2%) (see Fig. 5). The second most
analysed region is Europe (including Norway, Finland and Sweden), accounting for
more than two-fifths (22.2%) of all articles analysed, including Germany, which is
the European country with most articles (11.5%). This, however, is mainly due to
the inclusion of the articles written in German in our sample. Of all 47 articles
analysing APMs reported by German companies, 43 articles (10.5%) are written
in German. These 43 German-language articles are almost exclusively professional
articles. These findings are consistent with previous evidence, suggesting that non-
English-speaking researchers tend to publish their ‘best’ results in international
journals (Ellis 2010). Accordingly, when looking at the subsample that includes
only international articles within our scenario analysis, there is a substantial shift in
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Fig. 5 Research location of the articles on APMs

the focus of the analysed literature from Europe, particularly Germany (–11.0%),
to North America (+8.8%) and, to a lesser extent, the Australasian region (+1.5%).
A similar shift in the focus of APM research from Europe, particularly Germany
(–12.1%), to North America (+6.4%) and Australasia (+5.4%) also emerges when
looking at the subsample including only academic articles. Besides Germany, the
two European countries Italy (2.4%) and Switzerland (2.2%) are also examined
more intensively. However, eight out of the ten articles analysing APMs in an Italian
context are contributions from a single collective work (Moscariello and Pizzo 2020).
Following Europe, the third most studied region is Australasia, representing one
tenth (10.0%) of the 410 articles analysed. Most of these 41 articles focus on APM
reporting in Australia (3.7%), New Zealand (1.2%), Iran (1.0%) and Hong Kong
(0.7%). The least researched regions so far are the United Kingdom (3.4%) and
countries in the other category (4.1%) such as Brazil (1.0%) and South Africa
(0.7%).

Like the research location, the accounting regimes analysed in the 410 articles
show a concentration on the North American region. About half (50.2%) analyse
NGFMs in light of U.S. GAAP (see Fig. 6). Less than one sixth (14.9%) of the
sample examines APMs in the context of IFRS. Besides U.S. GAAP and IFRS,
another 11.7% deal with various accounting regimes. In particular, these include
studies analysing APM reporting in the period(s) before and after the first-time ap-
plication of IFRS in the respective countries (e.g., Isidro and Marques 2013; Venter
et al. 2014; Lont et al. 2020). Furthermore, 6.1% analyse APM reporting regard-
ing other, usually national, accounting regimes, particularly Australian Accounting
Standards (AAS; 2.7%), Generally Accepted Accounting Practice in the UK (UK
GAAP; 1.0%), New Zealand Generally Accepted Accounting Practice (NZ GAAP;
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Fig. 6 Accounting standards, types of APMs and data collection of the articles on APMs

0.7%) and the German Commercial Code (HGB; 0.5%). However, 17.1% of the
articles do not specify whether they focus on a specific accounting regime. Within
our scenario analysis regarding the accounting regimes analysed, we observe a shift
of the research focus from IFRS to U.S. GAAP, when looking at the subsamples
that include only academic articles or only international articles. In addition, there
would be slight shift from articles analysing various accounting regimes to other,
usually national, accounting regimes.

In summary, from the classification of the articles according to the research lo-
cation and the accounting regimes we can learn that there is a clear research focus
on the internationally relevant accounting regimes U.S. GAAP and IFRS. The ten-
dency of previous APM research to focus on U.S GAAP data becomes even clearer
when looking at the two subsamples that include only academic articles or only
international articles.

4.2.4 Types of APMs

The 410 articles analysed use different types of APMs and/or methods to approxi-
mate APMs. In this context, two fundamentally different types of earnings measures
need to be distinguished: APMs reported by companies (i.e., management) on the one
hand and street earnings reported by analysts on the other (see in detail Sect. 2.1).
With respect to the analysed sample, more than half of all 410 articles (54.4%)
analyse company-reported APMs (i.e., GAAP earnings adjusted by management).
Of these 223 articles, about half (29.5%) analyse unaudited voluntary APM dis-
closures by companies (e.g., in earnings announcements or press releases) and the
other half (24.9%) analyse APM disclosures in mandatory financial reports (e.g., fi-
nancial statements, especially the management discussion and analysis; see Fig. 6).
Regarding the specific types of APMs in these 223 articles analysing company-
reported APMs, about half (49.3%) examine several different APMs, while 28.3%
focus on EB measures such as EBIT (e.g., Wong and Wong 2010; Höllerschmid
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et al. 2005) or EBITDA (e.g., Cormier et al. 2017; Bouwens et al. 2019). Besides
these, the most frequently analysed company-reported APMs are adjusted EPS mea-
sures (9.4%; e.g., ‘non-GAAP EPS’), earnings exclusions (6.7%; e.g., ‘non-GAAP
exclusions’), funds from operations (FFO; 2.7%) and adjusted net income measures
(1.8%; e.g., ‘non-GAAP earnings’).

In addition to company-reported APMs, more than one-tenth of the articles
(13.2%) analyse analyst-reported street earnings. In these articles, ‘street EPS’
(7.1%) (i.e., analyst-adjusted EPS) and ‘street adjustments/exclusions’ (4.1%) (i.e.,
earnings components excluded by analysts) are the most commonly used street earn-
ings figures. Such analyst-reported street earnings were initially used as a proxy for
management-reported APMs (e.g., Bradshaw and Sloan 2002; Doyle et al. 2003; Gu
and Chen 2004). Accordingly, APMs and street earnings were initially considered as
one category of earnings measures and sometimes jointly referred to as APMs (sim-
ilarly Marques 2017; Bradshaw and Sloan 2002). For example, when analysing the
motives, earnings components excluded by analysts were used to examine whether
they are suitable for forecasting future earnings (e.g., Doyle et al. 2003; Kolev
et al. 2008; Landsman et al. 2007). Reasons for approximating company-reported
APMs by using analyst-reported street earnings are that street earnings are an easy-
to-access, machine-readable dataset provided by analyst databases (e.g., Thomson
Reuters’ I/B/E/S or First Call Research Data) in a timely and cost-saving manner,
allowing for the analysis of large samples (similarly Abdel-Meguid et al. 2021;
Hitz 2010a). Moreover, the definition and determination of analyst-reported street
earnings is often more consistent over time compared to company-reported APMs
(Landsman et al. 2007). However, the use of street earnings as proxy for company-
reported APMs may lead to potentially biased performance measures and there-
fore risks systematically underestimating the variation of APMs. This for example,
because analysts reject exclusions if they believe the exclusions are strategically
motivated and do not serve the purpose of informing investors (similarly Abdel-
Meguid et al. 2021). Moreover, Bentley et al. (2018) provide evidence that street
earnings sometimes differ from GAAP earnings when managers do not make any
exclusions at all, implying that street earnings do not (always) represent the exclu-
sions made by managers. Additionally, analysts are subject to specific incentives and
pursue individual motives when determining street earnings. For these reasons, we
believe that street earnings should be considered as a separate, independent category
of performance measures (similarly Hitz 2010a). Consequently, most recent studies
meanwhile explicitly distinguish between company-reported APMs and analyst-re-
ported street earnings in a way, so that street earnings are no longer used as a proxy
for company-reported APMs (similarly Marques 2017). However, besides these ar-
ticles that exclusively analyse either company-reported APMs or analyst-reported
street earnings, about one tenth (12.2%) of the sample analyses both categories of
earnings measures (i.e., APMs and street earnings) in combination. The remaining
20.2% of the 410 articles deal with APMs in general without mentioning a specific
type of APM.

In summary, from the classification of the articles according to the types of APMs,
we can learn that a major focus of previous research has been on the analysis of
company-reported APMs (54.4%). In this context, a distinction is to be made be-
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tween unaudited voluntary APM disclosures by companies on the one hand and APM
disclosures in mandatory financial reports on the other. Besides company-reported
APMs, some studies, especially earlier ones, use analyst-reported street earnings to
approximate company-reported APMs or analyse both categories of earnings mea-
sures (i.e., company-reported APMs and analyst-reported street earnings). A some-
what more differentiated picture emerges within our scenario analysiswhen looking
at the subsamples that include only academic articles and only international articles
respectively. If we include only academic articles in our analysis, there is a shift
in the research focus from APM disclosures in mandatory financial reports (–7.8%)
and articles dealing with APMs in general without mentioning a specific type of APM
(–10.6%) to voluntary APM disclosures by companies (+7.3%) and a more frequent
use of analyst-reported street earnings in the analysis. This is mainly because the
non-academic articles included in our sample are, on the one hand, theoretical and
opinion articles not referring to a specific type of APM and, on the other hand,
descriptive articles conducting cross-sectional and time-series analyses of APMs. In
contrast, sophisticated archival studies regularly found in academic journals more
often analyse unaudited voluntary APM disclosures by companies and analyst-re-
ported street earnings, since such studies examine larger samples and also regularly
use databases to collect data. A similar shift in the focus of the APM literature
analysed emerges when looking at the subsample that includes only international
articles (see Table 1).

4.2.5 Data Collection

The use of different types of APMs is accompanied by different methods of data
collection. With regard to the analysed sample, about two thirds (64.6%) of the
410 articles analyse APMs using empirical data (see Fig. 6). In these 265 arti-
cles, in 31.2% the empirical data are obtained by manual (i.e., hand) collection of
data (manually collected data). Specifically, in these articles the APMs analysed
are mainly obtained through document analysis of corporate publications such as
earnings announcements or press releases (13.2%) and mandatory annual reports
(11.0%). Such data, collected directly from company publications, is intended to
more accurately capture management-adjusted APMs. However, manual data col-
lection of APMs is typically both costly as well as time-consuming and also carries
the risk of discretionary data collection and analysis (similarly Hitz 2010a). About
one fifth (19.3%) of the 410 articles analysed use data obtained through database
queries (machine-collected data). The databases used here are, on the one hand,
analyst databases (6.8%), in particular Thomson Reuters’ I/B/E/S (6.1%). On the
other hand, databases in which financial (key) figures from corporate publications
are made available on a large scale and databases with which corporate publications
of a certain sample (e.g., via a selection index) can be systematically searched are
used to obtain empirical data (5.4%). The most commonly used databases for this
purpose are directEDGAR, LexisNexis and CRSP/Compustat Merged Database. Dif-
ferences arise here depending on the databases used and the search terms as well
as the evaluation level (i.e., whether only certain parts or the entire documents are
searched for APMs) (similarly Hitz 2010a). For example, Bhattacharya et al. (2007)
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search for APMs throughout the whole press releases, while Johnson and Schwartz
(2005) search for APMs only in the headlines and first paragraphs. A combination
of database queries in company and analyst databases to obtain empirical data is car-
ried out in 7.1% of the 410 articles analysed. In contrast, 12.4% of the 410 articles
analysed combine manually collected data (especially through document analysis
of company publications) with machine-collected data from analyst and company
databases (manually collected and machine-collected data). However, seven articles
(1.7%) do not specify how the empirical data analysed were obtained. The majority of
the 145 articles (35.4%) not examining empirical data are quite predominantly those
in which non-empirical (i.e., theoretical) methods are used (see in detail Sect. 4.2.2).

In summary, from the classification of the articles according to the method of data
collection, we can learn that both manual data collection as well as database queries
play a significant role in APM research so far. With regard to manually collected
data, the data has so far mainly been obtained through the analysis of company
publications (i.e., hand collected), while in terms of databases, analyst databases
play an important role (especially Thomson Reuters’ I/B/E/S). However, a somewhat
more differentiated picture emerges within our scenario analysis when looking at
the subsamples that include only academic articles and only international articles
respectively. If we include only academic articles in our analysis, there is a shift
in the focus of previous APM research from articles not examining empirical data
(–13.0%) to articles analysing machine-collected data (+7.0%) and articles exam-
ining both manually collected as well as machine-collected data (+5.5%). This is
mainly because articles published in non-academic journals are predominantly the-
oretical and opinion articles not analysing empirical data. In contrast, sophisticated
archival studies regularly published in academic journals usually use larger samples
and also make more frequent use of machine-collected data. A similar shift in the
focus of the APM literature emerges when looking at the subsample that includes
only international articles (see Table 1).

5 Discussion of Future Research Paths

In this Sect. 5, we identify future research paths to answer RQ3 (What is the future for
APM research?). To answer this question, we draw on the findings presented above
in order to facilitate a decided derivation of research gaps based on our reliable and
valid analytical framework.

5.1 Implication 1: Developing a Research Synthesis

Our results show a high concentration of the 410 articles analysed on three re-
search topics. So far, the focus of APM research is essentially on (i) motives for
APM reporting (38.5%), (ii) cross-sectional and time series analyses of reported
APMs (11.7%) and (iii) regulation of APM reporting (11.2%), indicating the need
for a research synthesis (Denyer and Tranfield 2006). So far, there is no research
that attempts to synthesise the results of several studies in a systematic manner.
According to Stanley (2001), research synthesis is an effective tool for “searching
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through mountains of potentially contradictory research to uncover the nuggets of
knowledge that lie buried underneath”. Depending on the epistemological position,
different approaches can be used to synthesise research results, such as meta-anal-
yses or co-citation analyses, which all have the objective in common to summarise
the results of a large number of empirical studies in a coherent manner (Tranfield
et al. 2003).

5.2 Implication 2: Studying New Research Topics

Besides research synthesis, we suggest scholars to focus on APM research topics
which, to the best of our knowledge, have not yet been researched or have been
researched only little.

a) Regulation of APM Reporting in Europe More research should be conducted
on the impact of the ESMA guidelines on APM reporting by European listed com-
panies (similarly Marques 2017; Magli et al. 2017). Compared to the empirical
evidence on the regulatory activities in the U.S., to date there is scarce empirical
evidence on the intended (and the potentially unintended) regulatory consequences
of the ESMA guidelines. Hitherto, the conducted empirical studies on the practi-
cal impact of ESMA guidelines are almost exclusively descriptive in nature (e.g.,
Ruhwedel et al. 2018). For these reasons, we call for archival (i.e., explanatory)
research to better assess the usefulness and economic consequences of the regula-
tory measures at the European level. In this context, it seems promising to replicate
previous methodologies from U.S. studies to draw comparisons between the reg-
ulatory impact in the U.S. and in Europe. Such comparative studies could be of
interest to scholars but also to practitioners, because comparisons between Reg. G
and ESMA guidelines could reveal insights that contribute to the mutual improve-
ment of both regulatory frameworks. Also, when analysing the impact of the ESMA
guidelines, scholars should consider including APMs in the broader sense such as
EB measures because, compared to SEC’s definition of NGFMs in Reg. G, the defi-
nition of APMs in the ESMA guidelines also includes EB measures (ESMA 2015).
Furthermore, similar studies on the impact of regulatory measures would also be
conceivable for Switzerland, regarding the Directive on the Use of Alternative Per-
formance Measures of SIX Swiss Exchange (SIX Swiss Exchange 2019; similarly
Oesch and Walser 2019) and the FMA guidance note in New Zealand (FMA 2017).

b) Determinants of APM Reporting We recommend deepening the analysis of
(potential) determinants of APM reporting that have not yet been explored or only to
a limited extent. For example, research by Bansal et al. (2013) suggests that CEOs
closer to retirement are less concerned about their reputation for transparent and
accurate voluntary financial disclosures. Thus, the interaction between a manager’s
age, disclosure incentives and disclosure policies may be a promising area for future
research. In addition, industry affiliation as a determinant of APM reporting has
been analysed in early studies, but overall industry-related effects still offer consid-
erable room for further investigation. For example, future studies could investigate
whether there are specific industry-related practices or characteristics that may influ-
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ence APM disclosures (similarly Marques 2017). Furthermore, we note that ethical
aspects of voluntary APM reporting have been addressed only rudimentarily in the
context of APM research (e.g., Black 2016). Therefore, we suggest that ethical as-
pects and their implications should be researched more intensively, in particular the
influence of corporate ethical aspects on APM reporting on the one hand as well
as the consequences of strategically motivated (aggressive) APM reporting on the
other (similarly Catuogno and Arena 2020).

c) Manager-Analyst Interactions We propose a more in-depth analysis of the
interaction between management and analysts (similarly Black et al. 2018). As pre-
vious studies suggest, managers and analysts often agree on the exclusion of specific
earnings components when determining APMs (or street earnings), but it has also
been found that managers’ and analysts’ decisions regarding the persistence of earn-
ings exclusions sometimes diverge, with various reasons for this being discussed
(e.g., Bentley et al. 2018; Bradshaw 2011; Berger 2005; Easton 2003). Thus, more
in-depth analysis of the differences between managers’ and analysts’ earnings ad-
justments and the reasons for them could help disentangle managers’ and analysts’
motives in publishing APMs (similarly Black et al. 2018). However, as already noted
by Beyer et al. (2010), one of the biggest challenges in this context is probably the
consideration of interactions between the different sources of information, since to
date little is known about the relationships between companies’ voluntary disclosure
policies, mandatory disclosure requirements and the information provided by ana-
lysts. To investigate these relationships, researchers need to consider the interactions
between the objectives of companies, managers, regulators, analysts, investors and
other stakeholders, as well as the incentives these stakeholders have in determining
the information environment observed in equilibrium (similarly Beyer et al. 2010).
Developing such a comprehensive theory of accounting choice would require un-
derstanding when and how accounting information is used and the incentives of
regulators, managers, analysts and other stakeholders. In addition, the development
of such a theory is complicated by the fact that the link between analytical and
empirical work on corporate information environment has so far been sparse. This
in particular, because the analytical models developed are often very focused and
detailed, while the empirical studies are often very broad in scope, making empirical
testing of the theoretical models difficult, if not impossible (similarly Beyer et al.
2010).

d) Impact of Current Phenomena on APM Reporting We encourage scholars
to explore the impact of current phenomena such as economic and societal mega-
trends (e.g., digitalisation, connectivity or neo-ecology) and the ongoing COVID-
19 pandemic on APM reporting. The latter applies in particular with regard to the
practical implementation of ESMA’s Q&As on the application of the ESMA guide-
lines in context of the COVID-19 pandemic issued in April 2020 (ESMA 2020)
as well as the Statement on Importance of Disclosure about COVID-19 issued by
the International Organization of Securities Commissions (IOSCO) in May 2020.
In their statements, ESMA and IOSCO encourage issuers to provide investors with
relevant and reliable information when making APM disclosures on the impact of
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the COVID-19 pandemic. In light of these statements, it would be interesting to find
out whether listed companies have made changes to the definition and calculation
of previously reported APMs in order to exclude (negative) earnings impacts due to
the COVID-19 pandemic or whether they have introduced new APMs in response to
the COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore, it would be of particular interest to find out
which types of earnings components are more frequently adjusted when determining
APM in financial years that have been affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.

5.3 Implication 3: Application of Alternative Research Methods

Our results show a high concentration on empirical research methods (66.1%). Be-
sides archival (database or archive) research (55.1%), other empirical methods are
used in about one tenth (11.0%) of the 410 articles analysed. Therefore, we con-
sider it desirable to apply and combine alternative research methods that have rarely
been used so far in order to achieve higher validity and reduce systematic errors
of research findings (similarly Catuogno and Arena 2020). First, we propose con-
ducting more survey research. On the managerial side, this may be a fruitful way
to disentangle the motives leading managers to voluntarily disclose APMs. On the
external stakeholder side, survey research may help to understand how analysts and
investors perceive, process and use APM disclosures. In survey research, however,
the difficulty arises from an empirical-methodological point of view that motives are
neither observable nor surveyable (similarly Hitz 2010a), but at best the potential to
mislead investors can be measured or observed (similarly Entwistle et al. 2006a).28

The empirical distinction of motives for APM reporting must therefore be based on
the identification of patterns in management’s reporting behaviour which are consis-
tent with the motives being discussed. This explains why, in previous research, the
empirical distinction of motives for APM reporting is primarily based on the identi-
fication of patterns in management’s reporting behaviour. Probably for this reason,
attempts to generalise the reporting behaviour of companies or to find a single dom-
inant explanation for voluntary APM disclosures have so far failed, since the two
motives of informative reporting and strategic disclosures are not mutually exclu-
sive. Instead, empirical evidence suggests that the two motives are likely to co-exist,
with the respective drivers of voluntary APM disclosures varying from company to
company and from time to time, depending on the prevailing reporting incentives
(similarly Young 2014). Accordingly, one of the greatest challenges for scholars is
to develop empirical methods capable of disentangling competing explanations for
APM reporting (similarly Young 2014).

This is why, second, we also suggest more experimental research, as this may
be a fruitful way to disentangle the different APM reporting motives. In previous
experimental research, to the best of our knowledge, no experiments have yet been
conducted using managers as research subjects. We believe that the experimental
study of managers could contribute to a better understanding of managers’ decisions
(not) to disclose APMs, although it may be difficult to find a sufficient number of

28 For example, as Attas (1999) states regarding advertisement, “[t]he misleadingness ... is not something
that can be determined empirically”.
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managers as research subjects to include in a sample. Third and finally, as already
mentioned by Hitz (2010a), we note that the analysis of publication media using
qualitative methods has hardly found any application (e.g., Guillamon-Saorin et al.
2017; Taylor and Keselj 2020). The use of qualitative methods such as content
analysis may allow, for example, the identification of semantic patterns in the pre-
sentation of APM disclosures and their determinants (similarly Hitz 2010a), “so that
investors are aware how different reporting practices of these measures can affect
their decisions and market outcomes” (Marques 2017).

5.4 Implication 4: Studying New Settings

The analysis of the research locations, origin of the authors and institutions shows
a clear picture of over- and underrepresented research locations worldwide. While
the North American region has already been extensively researched, other regions
such as Europe, Central and South America, Australia, Asia and Africa have been
little researched. As already noted by Catuogno and Arena (2020), most studies
analyse APM reporting in a U.S. setting. Another driver, besides the U.S. setting,
is the capital market orientation of companies reporting APMs, which, however, is
also likely to be traced back to U.S. companies. Moreover, the sample design in
the articles analysed is often based on selection indices such as the S&P 500 or the
EURO STOXX 50, which in terms of smaller countries raises the question of the
relevance of such companies of national importance. However, “the phenomenon of
non-GAAP earnings is not confined exclusively to the U.S.” (Catuogno and Arena
2020). Therefore, we suggest that more in-depth research should be conducted for
other regions. In this respect, the most interesting regions for research are likely to
be Europe, especially in light of ESMA’s recent regulatory initiatives and the Asian
region, particularly due to its increased economic power over the last two decades.
When conducting analyses of APMs in an European or Asian setting, it may be
promising to replicate the methods of previous studies on the North American region
and/or to conduct cross-national studies (similarly Hitz 2010a; Marques 2017).

Similar to the analysis of the research locations, a clear picture of overrepresented
and underrepresented accounting regimes emerges. While U.S. GAAP has already
been extensively researched, IFRS have been comparatively little researched so far.
One possible reason for the focus on U.S. GAAP may be that APMs historically
originated in the U.S., where the first regulatory measures were enacted in the early
2000s. Moreover, the focus of the literature on U.S. GAAP may be because capital
markets tend to play a greater role in the U.S., which is reflected, for example, in the
number of listed companies and stock market value. Besides these, however, a major
reason why much more research has been conducted on APMs using U.S. GAAP
data may be that data collection is much easier for U.S. GAAP compared to IFRS
due to the structured form and data. This is in particular due to the availability of
large and comprehensive datasets provided by company and analyst databases (e.g.,
Thomson Reuters’ I/B/E/S, S&P Compustat or directEDGAR), allowing for timely
and cost-saving collection of data. Furthermore, unlike U.S. GAAP data, IFRS data
is heterogeneous and diverse due to different national interpretations (‘dialects’) that
may arise from different interpretations resulting from national translations or the
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influences of national regulations. For example, previous research suggests that na-
tional culture could undermine a consistent application of IFRS across countries and
thus convergence of standards may not automatically lead to comparability in finan-
cial reporting (e.g., Tsakumis 2007; Doupnik and Richter 2004). According to this
research, cultural differences often lead to companies in different countries applying
and interpreting IFRS differently, particularly with regard to matters requiring pro-
fessional judgement or when exercising discretion (similarly Hellmann et al. 2019).
Taken together, these might be reasons why APMs in the IFRS regime have been less
researched so far. This is why we propose a more detailed investigation of APMs in
the context of IFRS, in particular because IFRS have gained increasing importance
since their mandatory introduction for group accounting of listed companies in Eu-
rope in 2005 and in several other countries (e.g., Asian countries such as China,
Japan or India). Regarding the analysis of European companies, the path taken by
the European Union and ESMA towards digitalised financial reporting in iXBRL
format in accordance with the European Single Electronic Format (ESEF) could
enable easier and faster data collection, as the use of uniform taxonomies should
significantly simplify and automate data collection processes. In terms of analysing
new settings, a focus of future analyses could also be on analysing national dif-
ferences in reporting APMs due to different national IFRS dialects. These findings
could be particularly valuable to IASB’s current regulatory initiative on the presen-
tation of a company’s performance in the income statement and the disclosures of
MPMs in the accompanying notes according to ED/2019/7 (IASB 2019).

5.5 Implication 5: Studying New Sources for APM Disclosures

The analysis of the data collection methods shows that the APMs studied so far
are mainly obtained through document analysis of corporate publications, especially
voluntary APM disclosures in earnings announcements or press releases (13.2%) and
APMs disclosed in mandatory annual reports (11.0%). In contrast, APMs reported
in other voluntary publications, such as speeches at the presentation of annual or
quarterly results or at annual general meetings, presentations at analyst conferences,
road shows, capital market days and other investor forums, conference calls with
investors and the business press as well as investor magazines or strategy papers,
have hardly been studied so far. Therefore, we suggest that, besides the publica-
tion media already intensively analysed, other publication media should also be
examined to determine whether it contains APMs and, if so, whether and how the
APM disclosures differ from those already intensively analysed. This analysis could
reveal, for example, which publication media is primarily used by companies for
reporting APMs (similarly Marques 2017) and also whether there are differences
in the reporting of APMs in voluntary and mandatory financial reports (similarly
Hitz 2010a). Another interesting medium for future analyses may be the financial
communication of companies on social media platforms such as Twitter, YouTube or
Instagram. This is particularly because corporate communication via social media
has become increasingly important in recent years (e.g., Blankespoor et al. 2014;
Jung et al. 2018; Bilinski 2019). Furthermore, compared to the analysis of other vol-
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untary publication media the collection of social media data is less time-consuming
due to the use of software solutions (e.g., MAXQDA software).

Another area of research that, to the best of our knowledge, has not yet been
studied is the analysis of the coverage of APMs in the business press. The publi-
cation media analysed in previous studies are almost exclusively financial reports
published by companies or street earnings made available in analyst databases, while
the reporting of APMs in the business press has not yet been analysed at all. In this
context, research questions arise regarding the diffusion and reception of APMs re-
ported by companies in financial press (similarly Hitz 2010a). In particular, it would
be interesting to find out whether APMs are viewed rather critically by the business
press or whether they are taken up and adopted uncritically in media coverage. Since
a search in renowned business newspapers such as the Financial Times or The Wall
Street Journal for terms such as ‘non-GAAP’ or ‘alternative performance measures’
returns many obvious negative examples of companies’ APM reporting behaviour,
one might assume that the coverage of APMs in the business press is (rather) nega-
tive. However, so far there is no scientific study that examines the media coverage
of APM reporting based on scientific standards in order to prove that the business
press is critical of companies’ APM reporting practices. In our view, the question
of the diffusion and reception of companies’ APM disclosures in financial press
is of particular interest because non-professional (i.e., retail) investors, for whom
the previous empirical and experimental evidence suggests that they are potentially
misled by APM reporting, probably often obtain their information from financial
press.

5.6 Implication 6: International Collaboration Between Authors

Looking at the total sample of 410 articles analysed in our SLR, the proportion
of international collaborations is rather low. On average, authors collaborate across
national borders in only one in ten articles (12.0%) and only four out of 410 articles
(1.0%) are the result of collaboration between authors from more than two coun-
tries. These international collaborations are almost exclusively articles in academic
journals (and sometimes working papers). In other words, international research
collaborations take place almost exclusively in articles published in academic jour-
nals. Thus, when looking at the subsample including only academic articles, the
proportion of international collaborations amounts to 15.8%. However, international
collaborations between authors frommore than two countries only take place in 1.8%
of the 228 articles. Since such contributions resulting from international research
collaborations are known to have a higher impact (measured by the number of av-
erage citations), such collaborations can stimulate the dialogue between researchers
from different regions and backgrounds, leading to unique research findings and
more creative research approaches (Nomaler et al. 2013).
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6 Concluding Remarks

The findings of our SLR suggest that APM reporting has become a well-established
phenomenon in global financial reporting practice since the late 1990s and has
been an internationally established component of financial communication for years,
especially in the capital market communication of large, listed companies. Our
analysis shows, that in the last decade a substantial amount of APM research has
been published. Since 2010 the number of published articles on APMs has increased
sharply reaching an all-time high in 2020 and 2021, indicating that the relevance
of APM research has increased substantially over the last decade. In light of this
increased relevance of APM research, in this paper we critically review the current
state of research in more than 400 articles published in the field of APMs. We
provide evidence that the phenomenon of voluntary APM reporting has been the
subject of numerous research articles in academic journals as well as professional
journals, with a focus on the North American region.

The purpose of our paper is to identify relevant research gaps that provide start-
ing points for future research. For this purpose, our methodological approach strictly
follows the SLR methodology proposed by Massaro et al. (2016) in order to min-
imise researcher idiosyncrasies and thus facilitate a decided derivation of research
gaps based on a reliable and valid analytical framework which has been deduc-
tively derived from previous research on APMs. For this purpose, in our SLR, we
present several future research paths which can be taken up and investigated in fu-
ture research projects. However, while we believe that all these research paths are
undoubtedly of great interest, some of them might be difficult or even impossible
to implement in a particular research design. In light of these difficulties, in the fol-
lowing as key takeaways we would like to emphasise three research topics which we
consider viable so that these can be researched directly without any major obstacles.

First, we suggest more research on companies’ APM disclosures in regions other
than North America. In this respect, the most interesting regions for research are
likely to be Europe, especially considering ESMA’s recent regulatory initiatives,
and the Asian region, mainly because of its increased economic power over the
last two decades. In particular, we propose more research on the impact of the
ESMA guidelines on APM reporting by European listed companies. In this context,
it seems promising to replicate previous methodologies from U.S. studies to draw
comparisons between the regulatory impact in the U.S. and in Europe.

Second, we recommend more research on APM reporting in the IFRS account-
ing regime. While U.S. GAAP have already been extensively researched, APMs in
the IFRS accounting regime have been less researched so far. For this reason, we
propose more research on APMs in the context of IFRS, in particular in light of
the IASB’s current regulatory initiative on the presentation of a company’s perfor-
mance in the income statement and the disclosures of MPMs in the accompanying
notes according to ED/2019/7 (IASB 2019). Such regulatory action by the IASB
requires critical analysis of the impact of future regulation on APM reporting and
the relationship of voluntarily disclosed APMs to mandatorily disclosed MPMs. For
example, one interesting question regarding the proposed amendments to IAS 1
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is whether these changes would affect investors demand for APMs and managers’
decisions to disclose APMs (similarly Black et al. 2018).

Third, we propose to synthesise previous research findings. Depending on the
epistemological position, different approaches can be used to synthesise research
findings which all have the objective in common to summarise the results of a large
number of empirical studies in a coherent manner (Tranfield et al. 2003). Two inter-
esting methods that we believe are particularly useful for synthesising the previous
research findings in the field of APM are meta-analyses and co-citation analyses.
For example, conducting a meta-analysis would be a promising way to estimate
the overall effects (e.g., in terms of determinants for APM reporting) and also to
detect moderator variables which are responsible for the overall effect (e.g., the fre-
quency of APM reporting and/or the quality of exclusions) being stronger or weaker.
Also, it would be valuable to conduct a document co-citation analysis, allowing to
map the interconnections between scientific publications and scholars using network
archival methods (e.g., Chen 2006). In this respect, the results of our SLR can serve
as a starting point for such research syntheses.29

7 Limitations

By its nature, our study has some limitations in terms of the SLR methodology
applied, which must be considered when interpreting the results. First of all, despite
the structured approach of the SLR it cannot be entirely ruled out that potentially
relevant articles were overlooked and the quality of the results could possibly be im-
proved by considering even more databases and keywords (sampling bias). Second,
our SLR considers only articles written in German and English. Therefore, it cannot
be ruled out that articles published in other languages might provide meaningful
insights for APM research (language bias). Third, while the SLR includes unpub-
lished work such as working/discussion/conference papers in the sample, which
leads to a more comprehensive coverage of the literature on APMs, it can also lead
to limitations (e.g., because preliminary conclusions in working papers may change).
Accordingly, the findings of our SLR represent a current snapshot of the literature
on APMs and do not necessarily reflect the conclusions that will emerge from fu-
ture revisions of these working papers (revision bias) (similarly Black et al. 2018).
Fourth, while citation analysis can provide information on the relative influence of
an article, it lacks the ability to identify networks of links between scholars (citation
bias) (similarly Üsdiken and Pasadeos 1995). Fifth, although the transparent SLR
process attempts to minimise subjective influence, author bias remains because au-
thors are never completely objective and their interpretations of the results depend
on the subjective knowledge of the APM discipline (author bias). Sixth, further lim-
itations may arise from a different classification of journals as ‘academic journals’
or ‘professional journals’ compared to the VHB-JOURQUAL3 ranking we apply in
our SLR (VHB 2015). Overall, when interpreting the results of our SLR on APMs,
it should be kept in mind “that structured literature reviews are not a panacea pro-

29 The complete list of all 410 articles included in our sample is provided in Annex 3.
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viding definitive answers, rather they aim to identify where research is currently
lacking and offer pathways for future research” (Massaro et al. 2015).

Supplementary Information The online version of this article (https://doi.org/10.1007/s41471-022-
00138-8) contains supplementary material, which is available to authorised users.

Acknowledgements We thank the editor, Professor Wagenhofer, and the two anonymous reviewers for
their insightful feedback, resulting in significant improvements to our manuscript. We would also like
to thank Dr. Ellen Haustein and Hans-Henning Schult from the University of Rostock for their helpful
comments and suggestions on our manuscript. Furthermore, the authors would like to thank Charlotte
Heberer and Morten Renner, both graduates of the master’s programme in ‘Service Management’ at the
University of Rostock, for their support in data coding in order to ensure reliability of our analytical
framework. We gratefully acknowledge the financial support received from the Open Access Publication
Fund of the University of Rostock (‘Projekt DEAL’) to finance the publication charges.

Funding For the financing of the publication charges, the authors received funding from the Open Access
Publication Fund of the University of Rostock.

Author Contribution Sascha B. Herr conceived of the presented idea, developed the analytical frame-
work, collected and analysed the data. Prof. Dr. Peter Lorson and Prof. Dr. Jochen Pilhofer were involved
in the planning, supervised the project and verified the methods applied. Sascha B. Herr took the lead in
writing the manuscript with input from Prof. Dr. Peter Lorson and Prof. Dr. Jochen Pilhofer. All authors
provided critical feedback, helped shape the research and contributed to the final version of the manuscript.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

Conflict of interest Sascha B. Herr, Prof. Dr. Peter Lorson and Prof. Dr. Jochen Pilhofer declare that they
have no competing interests.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.
0/.

References

Abdel-Meguid, Ahmed, Jared N. Jennings, Kari Joseph Olsen, and Mark T. Soliman. 2021. The impact of
the CEO’s personal narcissism on non-GAAP earnings. Accounting Review 96:1–25.

Adams, Mollie T., and Michele D. Meckfessel. 2021. Are all non-GAAP disclosures created equal? Busi-
ness Horizons 64:7–18.

Aguinis, Herman, Dan R. Dalton, Frank A. Bosco, Charles A. Pierce, and Catherine M. Dalton. 2010.
Meta-analytic choices and judgment calls: implications for theory building and testing, obtained ef-
fect sizes, and scholarly impact. Journal of Management 37:5–38.

Alcalde, Adriano, Luiz Paulo Lopes Fávero, and Renata Turola Takamatsu. 2013. EBITDA margin in
Brazilian companies—Variance decomposition and hierarchical effects. Contaduría y Administración
58:197–220.

Allee, Kristian D., Nilabhra Bhattacharya, Ervin L. Black, and Theodore E. Christensen. 2007. Pro forma
disclosure and investor sophistication: external validation of experimental evidence using archival
data. Accounting, Organizations and Society 32:201–222.

Alvesson, Mats, and Stanley Deetz. 2000. Doing Critical Management Research. London: SAGE.
Andersson, Patric, and Niclas Hellman. 2007. Does pro forma reporting bias analyst forecasts? European

Accounting Review 16:277–298.

K

https://doi.org/10.1007/s41471-022-00138-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41471-022-00138-8
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


442 Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451

Anilowski Cain, Carol, Kalin S. Kolev, and Sarah McVay. 2020. Detecting opportunistic special items.
Management Science 66:2099–2119.

Arena, Claudia, Simona Catuogno, and Nicola Moscariello. 2021. The unusual debate on non-GAAP re-
porting in the current standard practice. The lens of corporate governance. Journal of Management &
Governance 25:655–684.

Aselta, James, and Russell Paul Engel. 2018. Tesla, non-GAAP financial measures, and the securities
& exchange commission’s challenge: a case study illustration. The Accounting Educators’ Journal
28:235–255.

Attas, Daniel. 1999. What’s wrong with “deceptive” advertising? Journal of Business Ethics 21:49–59.
Aubert, François, and Gary Grudnitski. 2014. The role of reconciliation quality in limiting mispricing of

non-GAAP earnings announcements by EURO STOXX firms. Advances in Accounting 30:154–167.
Aubert, François, and Gary Grudnitski. 2020. Mispricing of non-GAAP earnings disclosures by European

firms: a Fama and French three-factor model approach. In Reporting non-GAAP financial measures,
ed. Nicola Moscariello, Michele Pizzo, 224–241. Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Bach, Heike, and Jens Berger. 2020. IASB-Vorschläge zur Neufassung von IAS 1 – großer Wurf oder nur
Kosmetik? Betriebs-Berater 75:619–623.

Badertscher, Brad A. 2011. Overvaluation and the choice of alternative earnings management mechanisms.
Accounting Review 86:1491–1518.

Baik, Bok, Bruce K. Billings, and Richard M. Morton. 2008. Reliability and transparency of non-GAAP
disclosures by real estate investment trusts (REITs). Accounting Review 83:271–301.

Baik, Bok, David B. Farber, and Kathy Petroni. 2009. Analysts’ incentives and street earnings. Journal of
Accounting Research 47:45–69.

Bansal, Naresh, Ananth Seetharaman, and Xu Wang. 2013. Managerial risk-taking incentives and non-
GAAP earnings disclosures. Journal of Contemporary Accounting & Economics 9:100–121.

Barth, Mary E., Ian D. Gow, and Daniel J. Taylor. 2012. Why do pro forma and Street earnings not reflect
changes in GAAP?—Evidence from SFAS 123R. Review of Accounting Studies 17:526–562.

Batta, George, and Volkan Muslu. 2017. Credit rating agency and equity analysts’ adjustments to GAAP
earnings. Contemporary Accounting Research 34:783–817.

Baumker, Michael, Philip Biggs, Sarah McVay, and Jeremy Pierce. 2014. The disclosure of non-GAAP
earnings following regulation G: an analysis of transitory gains. Accounting Horizons 28:77–92.

Bentley, Jeremiah W., Theodore E. Christensen, Kurt H. Gee, and Benjamin C. Whipple. 2018. Disentan-
gling managers’ and analysts’ non-GAAP reporting. Journal of Accounting Research 56:1039–1081.

Berger, Philip G. 2005. Discussion of “are investors misled by ‘pro forma’ earnings?”. Contemporary
Accounting Research 22:965–976.

Beyer, Anne, Daniel A. Cohen, Thomas Z. Lys, and Beverly R. Walther. 2010. The financial reporting
environment: review of the recent literature. Journal of Accounting and Economics 50:296–343.

Bhattacharya, Nilabhra, Ervin L. Black, Theodore E. Christensen, and Chad R. Larson. 2003. Assessing
the relative informativeness and permanence of pro forma earnings and GAAP operating earnings.
Journal of Accounting and Economics 36:285–319.

Bhattacharya, Nilabhra, Ervin L. Black, Theodore E. Christensen, and Richard D. Mergenthaler. 2004.
Empirical evidence on recent trends in pro forma reporting. Accounting Horizons 18:27–43.

Bhattacharya, Nilabhra, Ervin L. Black, Theodore E. Christensen, and Richard D. Mergenthaler. 2007.
Who trades on pro forma earnings information? Accounting Review 82:581–619.

Bilinski, Pawel. 2019. The battle of social media platforms: The use of Twitter, Youtube and Instagram
in corporate communication. Working Paper. London: City University of London. https://doi.org/10.
2139/ssrn.3311183.

Bini, Laura, Francesco Giunta, and Rebecca Miccini. 2020. The reliability of non-GAAP disclosure in
europe: an examination of presentational aspects. In Reporting non-GAAP financial measures, ed.
Nicola Moscariello, Michele Pizzo, 242–286. Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Black, Dirk E., and Theodore E. Christensen. 2009. US managers’ use of ‘pro forma’ adjustments to meet
strategic earnings targets. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting 36:297–326.

Black, Dirk E., Ervin L. Black, Theodore E. Christensen, and William G. Heninger. 2012. Has the regu-
lation of pro forma reporting in the US changed investors’ perceptions of pro forma earnings disclo-
sures? Journal of Business Finance & Accounting 39:876–904.

Black, Dirk E., Theodore E. Christensen, Jack T. Ciesielski, and Benjamin C. Whipple. 2018. Non-GAAP
reporting: evidence from academia and current practice. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting
45:259–294.

Black, Dirk E., Theodore E. Christensen, Jack T. Ciesielski, and Benjamin C. Whipple. 2021a. Non-GAAP
earnings: a consistency and comparability crisis? Contemporary Accounting Research 38:1712–1747.

K

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3311183
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3311183


Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451 443

Black, Dirk E., Ervin L. Black, Theodore E. Christensen, and Kurt H. Gee. 2021b. CEO pay components
and aggressive non-GAAP earnings disclosure. Journal of Accounting, Auditing & Finance https://
doi.org/10.1177/2F0148558X21989907.

Black, Ervin L. 2016. The ethical reporting of non-GAAP performance measures. Revista Contabilidade
& Finanças 27:7–11.

Black, Ervin L., Theodore E. Christensen, Paraskevi Vicky Kiosse, and Thomas D. Steffen. 2017a. Has the
regulation of non-GAAP disclosures influenced managers’ use of aggressive earnings exclusions?
Journal of Accounting, Auditing & Finance 32:209–240.

Black, Ervin L., Theodore E. Christensen, T. Taylor Joo, and Roy Schmardebeck. 2017b. The rela-
tion between earnings management and non-GAAP reporting. Contemporary Accounting Research
34:750–782.

Blankespoor, Elizabeth, Gregory S. Miller, and Hal D. White. 2014. The role of dissemination in market
liquidity: evidence from firms’ use of twitter. Accounting Review 89:79–112.

Blasius, Jörg, and Nina Baur. 2019. Multivariate Datenstrukturen. In Handbuch Methoden der empirischen
Sozialforschung, ed. Nina Baur, Jörg Blasius, 1379–1400. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Bouwens, Jan, Ties de Kok, and Arnt Verriest. 2019. The prevalence and validity of EBITDA as a perfor-
mance measure. Comptabilité Contrôle Audit 25:55–105.

Bowen, Robert M., K. Davis Angela, and Dawn A. Matsumoto. 2005. Emphasis on pro forma versus
GAAP earnings in quarterly press releases: determinants, SEC intervention, and market reactions.
Accounting Review 80:1011–1038.

Bradshaw, Mark T. 2011. A discussion of “Do managers use earnings guidance to influence street earnings
exclusions?”. Review of Accounting Studies 16:528–538.

Bradshaw, Mark T., and Richard G. Sloan. 2002. GAAP versus the street: an empirical assessment of two
alternative definitions of earnings. Journal of Accounting Research 40:41–66.

Bradshaw, Mark T., Theodore E. Christensen, Kurt H. Gee, and Benjamin C. Whipple. 2018. Analysts’
GAAP earnings forecasts and their implications for accounting research. Journal of Accounting and
Economics 66:46–66.

Broadbent, Jane, and James Guthrie. 2008. Public sector to public services: 20 years of “contextual” ac-
counting research. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 21:129–169.

Brown, Lawrence D., and Kumar Sivakumar. 2003. Comparing the value relevance of two operating in-
come measures. Review of Accounting Studies 8:561–572.

Brown, Nerissa C., Theodore E. Christensen, and W. Brooke Elliott. 2012a. The timing of quarterly ‘pro
forma’ earnings announcements. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting 39:315–359.

Brown, Nerissa C., Theodore E. Christensen, W. Brooke Elliott, and Richard D. Mergenthaler. 2012b.
Investor sentiment and pro forma earnings disclosures. Journal of Accounting Research 50:1–40.

Brown, Nerissa C., Adrienna A. Huffman, and Shira Cohen. 2020. Accounting reporting complexity and
non-GAAP earnings disclosure. Working paper. Urbana-Champaign: University of Illinois. https://
doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3224798.

Carmona, Salvador. 2006. Performance reviews, the impact of accounting research, and the role of publi-
cation forms. Advances in Accounting 22:241–267.

Carvajal, Matriela, David H. Lont, and Tom Scott. 2021. Non-GAAP earnings disclosure trends in New
Zealand. Australian Accounting Review https://doi.org/10.1111/auar.12358.

Catuogno, Simona, and Claudia Arena. 2020. Determinants and consequences of non-GAAP disclosure: a
review of the literature. In Reporting non-GAAP financial measures, ed. Nicola Moscariello, Michele
Pizzo, 38–65. Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

CESR. 2005. CESR recommendation on alternative performance measures. https://www.esma.europa.eu/
sites/default/files/library/2015/11/05_178b.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

CFA Society. 2015. Non-IFRS earnings and alternative performance measures: ensuring a level play-
ing field. https://www.cfauk.org/-/media/files/pdf/pdf/5-professionalism/3-research-and-position-
papers/non-ifrs-earnings-and-alternative-performance-measures.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

Charitou, Andreas, Nikolaos Floropoulos, Irene Karamanou, and George Loizides. 2018. Non-GAAP earn-
ings disclosures on the face of the income statement by UK firms: the effect on market liquidity. The
International Journal of Accounting 53:183–202.

Chen, Chaomei. 2006. CiteSpace II: detecting and visualizing emerging trends and transient patterns
in scientific literature. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology
57:359–377.

Chen, Xia. 2019. Managerial sentiment and non-GAAP earnings disclosure: evidence from terrorist
attacks. Asia-Pacific Journal of Accounting & Economics https://doi.org/10.1080/16081625.2019.
1673189.

K

https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0148558X21989907
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0148558X21989907
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3224798
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3224798
https://doi.org/10.1111/auar.12358
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/05_178b.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/05_178b.pdf
https://www.cfauk.org/-/media/files/pdf/pdf/5-professionalism/3-research-and-position-papers/non-ifrs-earnings-and-alternative-performance-measures.pdf
https://www.cfauk.org/-/media/files/pdf/pdf/5-professionalism/3-research-and-position-papers/non-ifrs-earnings-and-alternative-performance-measures.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/16081625.2019.1673189
https://doi.org/10.1080/16081625.2019.1673189


444 Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451

Cheng, Yun. 2017. Managerial reputation and the quality of non-GAAP earnings disclosures. Journal of
Accounting and Finance 17:117–134.

Choi, Young-Soo, Stephen Lin, Martin Walker, and Steven Young. 2007. Disagreement over the persistence
of earnings components: evidence on the properties of management-specific adjustments to GAAP
earnings. Review of Accounting Studies 12:595–622.

Christensen, Theodore E., Hang Pei, Spencer R. Pierce, and Liang Tan. 2019. Non-GAAP reporting fol-
lowing debt covenant violations. Review of Accounting Studies 24:629–664.

Christensen, Theodore E., Enrique Gomez, Matthew Ma, and Jing Pan. 2021. Analysts’ role in shaping
non-GAAP reporting: evidence from a natural experiment. Review of Accounting Studies 26:172–217.

Ciccone, Stephen John. 2002. GAAP versus street earnings: making earnings look higher and smoother.
Working paper. New Hampshire: University of New Hampshire. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.319320.

Ciesielski, Jack T., and Elaine Henry. 2017. Accounting’s Tower of Babel: key considerations in assessing
non-GAAP earnings. Financial Analysts Journal 73:34–50.

Cormier, Denis, Samira Demaria, and Michel Magnan. 2017. Beyond earnings: do EBITDA reporting and
governance matter for market participants? Managerial Finance 43:193–211.

Coulton, Jeff, Andrea Ribeiro, Shan Yaowen, and Stephen Taylor. 2016. The rise and rise of non-GAAP
disclosure. Sydney: University of New South Wales.

Curtis, Asher B., Sarah E. McVay, and Benjamin C. Whipple. 2014. The disclosure of non-GAAP earnings
information in the presence of transitory gains. Accounting Review 89:933–958.

Curtis, Asher, Valerie Li, and Paige H. Patrick. 2021. The use of adjusted earnings in performance evalua-
tion. Review of Accounting Studies 26:1290–1322.

D’Angelo, Thomas, Samir El-Gazzar, and Rudolph A. Jacob. 2018. Firm characteristics associated with
concurrent disclosure of GAAP-compliant financial statements with earnings announcements. Jour-
nal of Financial Regulation and Compliance 26:365–381.

Davern, Michael, Nikole Gyles, Dean Hanlon, and Matthew Pinnuck. 2018. Decision-usefulness in finan-
cial reports. Research report no. 2: relevance of alternative performance measures and non-financial
information for investor decision making in Australia. https://researchmgt.monash.edu/ws/portalfiles/
portal/282406038/281980837_oa.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022. University Melbourne, Melbourne.

Davern, Michael, Nikole Gyles, Dean Hanlon, and Matthew Pinnuck. 2019. Is financial reporting still
useful?—Australian evidence. Abacus 55:237–272.

Denyer, David, and David Tranfield. 2006. Using qualitative research synthesis to build an actionable
knowledge base. Management Decision 44:213–227.

Di Fabio, Constanza, and Elisa Roncagliolo. 2020. Security regulators’ requirements on non-GAAP dis-
closure. In Reporting non-GAAP financial measures, ed. Nicola Moscariello, Michele Pizzo, 68–93.
Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Dilla, William N., Diane J. Janvrin, and Cynthia Jeffrey. 2013. The impact of graphical displays of pro
forma earnings information on professional and nonprofessional investors’ earnings judgments. Be-
havioral Research in Accounting 25:37–60.

Dilla, William N., Diane J. Janvrin, and Cynthia Jeffrey. 2014. Pro forma accounting disclosures: the
effect of reconciliations and financial reporting knowledge on nonprofessional investors’ judgments.
Advances in Accounting 30:43–54.

Dinh, Tami, Wolfgang Schultze, and Chang Zhao. 2018. Alternative Performance Measures – Neueste
Entwicklungen und Erkenntnisse aus der internationalen Forschung. Zeitschrift für internationale
und kapitalmarktorientierte Rechnungslegung 18:460–466.

Döring, Nicola, and Jürgen Bortz. 2016. Forschungsmethoden und Evaluation in den Sozial- und Human-
wissenschaften. Berlin: Springer.

Doupnik, Timothy S., and Martin Richter. 2004. The impact of culture on the interpretation of “in context”
verbal probability expressions. Journal of International Accounting Research 3:1–20.

Doyle, Jeffrey T., Russell J. Lundholm, and Mark T. Soliman. 2003. The predictive value of expenses
excluded from pro forma earnings. Review of Accounting Studies 8:145–174.

Doyle, Jeffrey T., Jared N. Jennings, and Mark T. Soliman. 2013. Do managers define non-GAAP earnings
to meet or beat analyst forecasts? Journal of Accounting and Economics 56:40–56.

Dumay, John. 2014. 15 years of the Journal of Intellectual Capital and counting. Journal of Intellectual
Capital 15:2–37.

Dumay, John, and Linlin Cai. 2014. A review and critique of content analysis as a methodology for inquir-
ing into IC disclosure. Journal of Intellectual Capital 15:264–290.

Dumay, John, and Tatiana Garanina. 2013. Intellectual capital research: a critical examination of the third
stage. Journal of Intellectual Capital 14:10–25.

K

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.319320
https://researchmgt.monash.edu/ws/portalfiles/portal/282406038/281980837_oa.pdf
https://researchmgt.monash.edu/ws/portalfiles/portal/282406038/281980837_oa.pdf


Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451 445

Dumay, John, Cristiana Bernardi, James Guthrie, and Paola Demartini. 2016. Integrated reporting: a struc-
tured literature review. Accounting Forum 40:166–185.

EAA. 2019. Submission & review process. https://eaa2022.eaacongress.org/r/submission_review_process.
Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

Easterby-Smith, Mark, Richard Thorpe, and Paul Jackson. 2012. Management research. London: SAGE.
Easton, Peter. 2003. Discussion of “the predictive value of expenses excluded from pro forma earnings”.

Review of Accounting Studies 8:175–183.
Elliott, W. Brooke. 2006. Are investors influenced by pro forma emphasis and reconciliations in earnings

announcements? Accounting Review 81:113–133.
Ellis, Paul D. 2010. The essential guide to effect sizes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Elshafie, Essam, Ai -Ru Yen, and Minna Yu. 2010. The association between pro forma earnings and earn-

ings management. Review of Accounting and Finance 9:139–155.
Entwistle, Gary M., Glenn D. Feltham, and Chima Mbagwu. 2005. The voluntary disclosure of pro forma

earnings: a U.S.-Canada comparison. Journal of International Accounting Research 4:1–23.
Entwistle, Gary, Glenn Feltham, and Chima Mbagwu. 2006a. Misleading disclosure of pro forma earnings:

an empirical examination. Journal of Business Ethics 69:355–372.
Entwistle, Gary M., Glenn D. Feltham, and Chima Mbagwu. 2006b. Financial reporting regulation and the

reporting of pro forma earnings. Accounting Horizons 20:39–55.
Entwistle, Gary M., Glenn D. Feltham, and Chima Mbagwu. 2010. The value relevance of alternative

earnings measures: a comparison of pro forma, GAAP, and I/B/E/S earnings. Journal of Accounting,
Auditing & Finance 25:261–288.

ESMA. 2015. Guidelines on alternative performance measures. https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/
files/library/2015/11/2015-esma-1057_final_report_on_guidelines_on_alternative_performance_
measures.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

ESMA. 2017. Questions and answers—ESMA Guidelines on Alternative Performance Measures (APMs).
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma32-51-370_qas_on_esma_guidelines_
on_apms.pdf. Accessed 5 Sept 2020.

ESMA. 2020. Questions and answers—ESMA Guidelines on Alternative Performance Measures (APMs).
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma32-51-370_qas_on_esma_guidelines_
on_apms.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

ESMA. 2022. Guidelines compliance table—Guidelines on Alternative Performance Measures, ESMA/
2015/1415, ESMA32-67-184. https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma-32-67-
184_compliance_table_-_guidelines_on_apms.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

European Commission. 2014. Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Coun-
cil on the operation of the European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs) and the European System
of Financial Supervision (ESFS). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:52c42d53-1ef0-
11e4-8c3c-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

FASB. 2021. Financial performance reporting—disaggregation of performance information. https://www.
fasb.org/jsp/FASB/FASBContent_C/ProjectUpdateExpandPage&cid=1176170640702. Accessed 17
Jan 2022.

Fields, Thomas D., Srinivasan Rangan, and S. Ramu Thiagarajan. 1998. An Empirical Evaluation of the
Usefulness of Non-GAAP Accounting Measures in the Real Estate Investment Trust Industry. Review
of Accounting Studies 3:103–130.

FMA. 2017. Guidance note: disclosing non-GAAP financial information. https://www.fma.govt.nz/assets/
Guidance/120901-guidance-Disclosing-non-gaap-financial-information.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

Fortin, Steve, Peng Liu, and Desmond Tsang. 2008. SEC intervention and industry guidance: the effect
on non-GAAP financial disclosures. Working paper. Montreal: McGill University. https://doi.org/10.
2139/ssrn.1326992.

Frankel, Richard, Sarah McVay, and Mark Soliman. 2011. Non-GAAP earnings and board independence.
Review of Accounting Studies 16:719–744.

Frankfort-Nachmias, Chava, David Nachmias, and Jack DeWaard. 2015. Research methods in the social
sciences. New York: Worth.

Frederickson, James R., and Jeffrey S. Miller. 2004. The effects of pro forma earnings disclosures on ana-
lysts’ and nonprofessional investors’ equity valuation judgements. Accounting Review 79:667–686.

Fridson, Martin S. 1998. EBITDA is not King. Journal of Financial Statement Analysis 3:59–62.
Fülbier, Rolf Uwe, and Joachim Gassen. 2011. German accounting tradition. eaa newsletter 35:13–16.
Fülbier, Rolf Uwe, and Manuel Weller. 2008. Normative Rechnungslegungsforschung im Abseits? Einige

wissenschaftstheoretische Anmerkungen. Journal for General Philosophy of Science 39:351–382.

K

https://eaa2022.eaacongress.org/r/submission_review_process
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/2015-esma-1057_final_report_on_guidelines_on_alternative_performance_measures.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/2015-esma-1057_final_report_on_guidelines_on_alternative_performance_measures.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/2015-esma-1057_final_report_on_guidelines_on_alternative_performance_measures.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma32-51-370_qas_on_esma_guidelines_on_apms.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma32-51-370_qas_on_esma_guidelines_on_apms.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma32-51-370_qas_on_esma_guidelines_on_apms.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma32-51-370_qas_on_esma_guidelines_on_apms.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma-32-67-184_compliance_table_-_guidelines_on_apms.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma-32-67-184_compliance_table_-_guidelines_on_apms.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:52c42d53-1ef0-11e4-8c3c-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:52c42d53-1ef0-11e4-8c3c-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://www.fasb.org/jsp/FASB/FASBContent_C/ProjectUpdateExpandPage&cid=1176170640702
https://www.fasb.org/jsp/FASB/FASBContent_C/ProjectUpdateExpandPage&cid=1176170640702
https://www.fma.govt.nz/assets/Guidance/120901-guidance-Disclosing-non-gaap-financial-information.pdf
https://www.fma.govt.nz/assets/Guidance/120901-guidance-Disclosing-non-gaap-financial-information.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1326992
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1326992


446 Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451

Fülbier, Rolf Uwe, and Manuel Weller. 2011. A glance at German financial accounting research between
1950 and 2005: a publication and citation analysis. Schmalenbach Business Review 63:2–33.

Fülbier, Rolf Uwe, Klara E. Lösse, and Jens Kruse. 2021. IFRS, Non-GAAP-Measures und Non-Financials
aus Sicht von Finanzanalysten. Corporate Finance 12:1–7.

Garfield, Eugene. 1989. Citation classics and citation behavior revisited. Current Comments 12:30–35.
Golden, Russell G. 2017. Why the FASB cares about non-GAAP performance measures. https://www.fasb.

org/jsp/FASB/Page/SectionPage&cid=1176168752402&pf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.
Grey, Colette, Konstantinos Stathopoulos, and Martin Walker. 2013. The impact of executive pay on

the disclosure of alternative earnings per share figures. International Review of Financial Analysis
29:227–236.

Grimm, Alexandra, and Sebastian Heintges. 2020. ED/2019/7 „General Presentation and Disclosures“ –
Bessere Kommunikation in der Finanzberichterstattung. Zeitschrift für internationale und kapital-
marktorientierte Rechnungslegung 20:105–112.

Gronewold, Ulfert, and Thorsten Sellhorn. 2009. Pro forma earnings. Die Betriebswirtschaft 69:107–111.
Grote, Rainer, and Isabel von Keitz. 2020. Mögliche Auswirkungen durch ED/2019/7 für die Ergeb-

nisdarstellung in der GuV – Eine Analyse anhand der Konzernabschlüsse 2018 ausgewählter
deutscher IFRS-Bilanzierer. Zeitschrift für internationale und kapitalmarktorientierte Rechnungsle-
gung 20:204–211.

Gu, Zhaoyang, and Ting Chen. 2004. Analysts’ treatment of nonrecurring items in street earnings. Journal
of Accounting and Economics 38:129–170.

Guillamon-Saorin, Encarna, Helena Isidro, and Ana Marques. 2017. Impression management and
non-GAAP disclosure in earnings announcements. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting
44:448–479.

Guthrie, James, and Vijaya Murthy. 2009. Past, present and possible future developments in human capital
accounting. Journal of Human Resource Costing & Accounting 13:125–142.

Guthrie, James, Federica Ricceri, and John Dumay. 2012. Reflections and projections: a decade of intel-
lectual capital accounting research. The British Accounting Review 44:68–82.

Häder, Michael. 2015. Empirische Sozialforschung. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.
Harrison, Jennifer L., and Anja Morton. 2010. Adjusted earnings: an initial investigation of EPS disclosures

in annual reports. Euro-Mediterranean Economics and Finance Review 5:62–74.
Harzing, Anne-Wil K., and Ron van der Wal. 2008. Google Scholar as a new source for citation analysis.

Ethics in Science and Environmental Politics 8:61–73.
Hayes, Andrew F., and Klaus Krippendorff. 2007. Answering the call for a standard reliability measure for

coding data. Communication Methods and Measures 1:77–89.
He, Daoping. 2018. Empirical evidence of the rounding phenomenon in reported pro forma earnings.

International Journal of Business 23:301–311.
Heflin, Frank, and Charles Hsu. 2008. The impact of the SEC’s regulation of non-GAAP disclosures.

Journal of Accounting and Economics 46:349–365.
Heiden, Matthias. 2006. Pro-forma-Berichterstattung – Reporting zwischen Information und Täuschung.

Berlin: Erich Schmidt.
Heintges, Sebastian, and Maria Naumann. 2020. ED/2019/7 „General Presentation and Disclosures“ – Was

ist gut; was könnte besser sein? Der Betrieb 73:1521–1526.
Hellmann, Andreas, Hector Perera, and Chris Patel. 2019. Equivalence of IFRS across languages: transla-

tion issues from English to German. In Sixth Asia Pacific Interdisciplinary Research in Accounting
Conference.

Henry, Theresa F., Rob R. Weitz, and David A. Rosenthal. 2020a. The gap between GAAP and non-GAAP.
CPA Journal 90(2):60–65.

Henry, Theresa F., Rob R. Weitz, and David A. Rosenthal. 2020b. Non-GAAP earnings disclosure post
2010 SEC regulation change. Journal of Corporate Accounting & Finance 31:114–134.

Hillebrandt, Franca, and Thorsten Sellhorn. 2002. “Earnings before bad stuff”—Pro forma earnings dis-
closures in German annual reports. Discussion Paper 11/2002. Bochum: Ruhr-University Bochum.

Hirshleifer, David, and Siew Hong Teoh. 2003. Limited attention, information disclosure, and financial
reporting. Journal of Accounting and Economics 36:337–386.

Hitz, Jörg-Markus. 2010a. Information versus adverse Anlegerbeeinflussung: Befund und Implikationen
der empirischen Rechnungswesenforschung zur Publizität von Pro-forma-Ergebnisgrößen. Journal
für Betriebswirtschaft 60:127–161.

Hitz, Jörg-Markus. 2010b. Press release disclosure of ‘pro forma’ earnings metrics by large German cor-
porations—empirical evidence and regulatory recommendations. Accounting in Europe 7:63–86.

K

https://www.fasb.org/jsp/FASB/Page/SectionPage&cid=1176168752402&pf
https://www.fasb.org/jsp/FASB/Page/SectionPage&cid=1176168752402&pf


Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451 447

Hitz, Jörg-Markus, and Verena Jenniges. 2008. Publizität von Pro-forma-Ergebnisgrößen am deutschen
Kapitalmarkt – Empirischer Befund für die IFRS-Rechnungslegung großer deutscher Kapitalge-
sellschaften. Zeitschrift für internationale und kapitalmarktorientierte Rechnungslegung 8:236–245.

Höllerschmid, Christian, Daniela Maresch, and Alexander Schiebel. 2005. Earnings before Interest and
Tax (EBIT) – eine empirische Analyse. Zeitschrift für Recht und Rechnungswesen 53:179–183.

Hsieh, Hsin-Yi. 2010. Balancing investor’s information needs with accounting conservatism: the role of
voluntary disclosure of non-GAAP earnings. Dissertation University of Oklahoma.

Hsu, Charles, and William Kross. 2011. The market pricing of special items that are included in versus
excluded from street earnings. Contemporary Accounting Research 28:990–1017.

Hummel, Katrin, and Stefan Beeler. 2013. Pro-forma-Berichterstattung am Schweizer Kapitalmarkt. In
Finanz- und Rechnungswesen: Jahrbuch 2013, ed. Conrad Meyer, Dieter Pfaff, 157–186. Zurich:
WEKA.

IASB. 2017. Disclosure initiative—principles of disclosure, discussion paper DP/2017/1. https://www.ifrs.
org/-/media/project/disclosure-initative/disclosure-initiative-principles-of-disclosure/discussion-
paper/published-documents/discussion-paper-disclosure-initiative-principles-of-disclosure.pdf. Ac-
cessed 17 Jan 2022.

IASB. 2019. ED/2019/7 general presentation and disclosures. https://cdn.ifrs.org/-/media/project/primary-
financial-statements/exposure-draft/ed-general-presentation-disclosures.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

Isidro, Helena, and Ana Marques. 2013. The effects of compensation and board quality on non-GAAP
disclosures in europe. The International Journal of Accounting 48:289–317.

Isidro, Helena, and Ana Marques. 2015. The role of institutional and economic factors in the strategic use
of non-GAAP disclosures to Beat earnings benchmarks. European Accounting Review 24:95–128.

Isidro, Helena, and Ana Marques. 2021. Industry competition and non-GAAP disclosures. Accounting and
Business Research 25:156–184.

Islam, Nahid, John Evans, Greg White, and Mosharraf Hossain. 2019. Components of CEO remuneration
and non-GAAP disclosure. Australian Accounting Review 29:615–630.

Jarva, Henry, Juha-Pekka Kallunki, and Gilad Livne. 2019. Earnings performance measures and CEO
turnover: street versus GAAP earnings. Journal of Corporate Finance 56:249–266.

Jennings, Ross, and Ana Marques. 2011. The joint effects of corporate governance and regulation on
the disclosure of manager-adjusted non-GAAP earnings in the US. Journal of Business Finance &
Accounting 38:364–394.

Johnson, W. Bruce, and William C. Schwartz. 2005. Are investors misled by “pro forma” earnings? Con-
temporary Accounting Research 22:915–963.

Johnson, Amber, Majella Percy, Peta Stevenson-Clarke, and Robyn Cameron. 2014. The impact of the
disclosure of non-GAAP earnings in Australian annual reports on non-sophisticated users. Australian
Accounting Review 24:207–217.

Jung, Michael J., P. Naughton James, Ahmed Tahoun, and Clare Wang. 2018. Do firms strategically dis-
seminate? Evidence from corporate use of social media. Accounting Review 93:225–252.

Kirsch, Hanno. 2020a. Struktur der Abschlussinstrumente und GuV-bezogene Angabepflichten nach
ED/2019/7 – Teil 1: GuV und erfolgsbezogene Angaben. Zeitschrift für internationale und kapital-
marktorientierte Rechnungslegung 20:334–339.

Kirsch, Hanno. 2020b. Struktur der Abschlussinstrumente und GuV-bezogene Angabepflichten nach
ED/2019/7 – Teil 2: Kapitalflussrechnung und Bilanz. Zeitschrift für internationale und kapitalmark-
torientierte Rechnungslegung 20:400–406.

Kleinmanns, Hermann. 2016. ESMA veröffentlicht Leitlinien zu alternativen Leistungskennzahlen – ein
Schritt in die richtige Richtung? Zeitschrift für Internationale Rechnungslegung 11:131–136.

Kolev, Kalin, Carol A. Marquardt, and Sarah E. McVay. 2008. SEC scrutiny and the evolution of non-
GAAP reporting. Accounting Review 83:157–184.

Koning, Miriam, Gerard Mertens, and Peter Roosenboom. 2010. The impact of media attention on the use
of alternative earnings measures. Abacus 46:258–288.

Kriete, Thomas, Thomas Padberg, and Thomas Werner. 2003. Zur Verbreitung und Objektivierung von
„Earnings-before“-Kennzahlen in Europa. BBK Betrieb und Rechnungswesen 50:507–514.

Krippendorff, Klaus. 2013. Content analysis—an introduction to its methodology. Thousand Oaks: SAGE.
Küpper, Hans-Ulrich, and Richard Mattessich. 2005. Twentieth century accounting research in the German

language area. Accounting, Business & Financial History 15:345–410.
Kußmaul, Heinz, Hartmut Bieg, Claus-Peter Weber, Gerd Waschbusch, Alexander Baumeister, Wolfgang

Wegener, Michael Olbrich, Alois Paul Knobloch, René Schäfer, and Vassil Tcherveniachki. 2017.
Normative theorie- und praxisbezogene Betriebswirtschaftslehre – Methodenpluralismus am Beispiel
der Betriebswirtschaftlichen Steuerlehre und der Rechnungslegung. Der Betrieb 70:1337–1343.

K

https://www.ifrs.org/-/media/project/disclosure-initative/disclosure-initiative-principles-of-disclosure/discussion-paper/published-documents/discussion-paper-disclosure-initiative-principles-of-disclosure.pdf
https://www.ifrs.org/-/media/project/disclosure-initative/disclosure-initiative-principles-of-disclosure/discussion-paper/published-documents/discussion-paper-disclosure-initiative-principles-of-disclosure.pdf
https://www.ifrs.org/-/media/project/disclosure-initative/disclosure-initiative-principles-of-disclosure/discussion-paper/published-documents/discussion-paper-disclosure-initiative-principles-of-disclosure.pdf
https://cdn.ifrs.org/-/media/project/primary-financial-statements/exposure-draft/ed-general-presentation-disclosures.pdf
https://cdn.ifrs.org/-/media/project/primary-financial-statements/exposure-draft/ed-general-presentation-disclosures.pdf


448 Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451

Küting, Karlheinz, and Matthias Heiden. 2003. Zur Systematisierung von Pro-forma-Kennzahlen – Gle-
ichzeitig: Fortsetzung einer empirischen Bestandsaufnahme. Deutsches Steuerrecht 41:1544–1552.

Küting, Karlheinz, Heinz Kußmaul, Hartmut Bieg, Claus-Peter Weber, Gerd Waschbusch, Alexander
Baumeister, Wolfgang Wegener, Michael Olbrich, and Alois Paul Knobloch. 2013. Saarbrücker
Plädoyer für eine normative theorie- und praxisbezogene Betriebswirtschaftslehre. Der Betrieb
66:2097–2099.

Landsman, Wayne R., Bruce L.Miller, and Shu Yeh. 2007. Implications of components of income excluded
from pro forma earnings for future profitability and equity valuation. Journal of Business Finance &
Accounting 34:650–675.

Laurion, Henry. 2020. Implications of non-GAAP earnings for real activities and accounting choices. Jour-
nal of Accounting & Economics https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2020.101333.

Lee, Cheng-Hsun. 2021. Non-generally accepted accounting principles disclosures and audit committee
chairs’ external directorships. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting https://doi.org/10.1111/
jbfa.12566.

Leibfried, Peter, Karla Linden, Silvan Jurt, and Olivia Bischoff. 2018. Bridge the gaps—how to improve re-
porting of alternative performance measures. https://www.alexandria.unisg.ch/254352/1/bridge_the_
gaps_broschure_final.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

Leung, Edith, and David Veenman. 2018. Non-GAAP earnings disclosure in loss firms. Journal of Ac-
counting Research 56:1083–1137.

Lont, David H., Dinithi Ranasinghe, and Helen Roberts. 2020. Non-GAAP disclosures and CEO pay levels.
The International Journal of Accounting https://doi.org/10.1142/S109440602050016X.

Lorson, Peter, and Jens Schedler. 2002. Unternehmenswertorientierung von Unternehmensrechnung, Fi-
nanzberichterstattung und Jahresabschlussanalyse. In Das Rechnungswesen im Konzern – Vom Fi-
nancial Accounting zum Business Reporting, ed. Karlheinz Küting, 253–294. Stuttgart: Schäffer-
Poeschel.

Lougee, Barbara A., and Carol A. Marquardt. 2004. Earnings informativeness and strategic disclosure: an
empirical examination of “pro forma” earnings. Accounting Review 79:769–795.

Lüdenbach, Norbert, Wolf-Dieter Hoffmann, and Jens Freiberg. 2020. Haufe IFRS-Kommentar. Freiburg:
Haufe-Lexware.

Magli, Francesca, Alberto Nobolo, and Matteo Ogliari. 2017. Alternative performance measures and
ESMA guidelines: improving Stakeholders’ communication. International Journal of Business and
Management 12:15–28.

Malone, Lance, Ann Tarca, and Marvin Wee. 2016. IFRS non-GAAP earnings disclosures and fair value
measurement. Accounting & Finance 56:59–97.

Marques, Ana. 2006. SEC interventions and the frequency and usefulness of non-GAAP financial mea-
sures. Review of Accounting Studies 11:549–574.

Marques, Ana. 2010. Disclosure strategies among S&P 500 firms: Evidence on the disclosure of non-
GAAP financial measures and financial statements in earnings press releases. The British Accounting
Review 42:119–131.

Marques, Ana. 2017. Non-GAAP earnings: international overview and suggestions for future research.
Meditari Accountancy Research 25:318–335.

Massaro, Maurizio, John Dumay, and Andrea Garlatti. 2015. Public sector knowledge management:
a structured literature review. Journal of Knowledge Management 19:530–558.

Massaro, Maurizio, John Dumay, and James Guthrie. 2016. On the shoulders of giants: undertaking a struc-
tured literature review in accounting. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 29:767–801.

Miller, Gunnar. 2014. Discussion of ‘The drivers, consequences and policy implications of non-GAAP
earnings reporting’ by Steven Young (2014). Accounting and Business Research 44:466–468.

Moscariello, Nicola, and Michele Pizzo. 2020. Reporting non-GAAP financial measures: a theoretical and
empirical analysis in Europe. Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Mulford, Charles W., and Eugene E. Comiskey. 2005. The financial numbers game—detecting creative
accounting practices. Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons.

Nichols, Nancy B., J. Gray Sidney, and Donna L. Street. 2005. Pro forma adjustments to GAAP earnings:
bias, materiality, and SEC action. Research in Accounting Regulation 18:29–52.

Nomaler, Önder, Koen Frenken, and Gaston Heimeriks. 2013. Do more distant collaborations have more
citation impact? Journal of Informetrics 7:966–971.

Oesch, David, and Tanja Walser. 2019. Non-GAAP-Reporting kotierter Schweizer Firmen. In Finanz- und
Rechnungswesen: Jahrbuch 2019, ed. Reto Eberle, David Oesch, and Dieter Pfaff, 145–171. Zurich:
WEKA Business Media.

K

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2020.101333
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbfa.12566
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbfa.12566
https://www.alexandria.unisg.ch/254352/1/bridge_the_gaps_broschure_final.pdf
https://www.alexandria.unisg.ch/254352/1/bridge_the_gaps_broschure_final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1142/S109440602050016X


Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451 449

Palmrose, Zoe-Vonna, and Susan Scholz. 2004. The circumstances and legal consequences of non-GAAP
reporting: evidence from restatements. Contemporary Accounting Research 21:139–180.

Papa, Vincent. 2017. Non-GAAP reporting trends and investor expectations. Zeitschrift für Internationale
Rechnungslegung 12:221–227.

Papa, Vincent T., Sandra J. Peters, and Kurt Schacht. 2016. Investor uses, expectations and concerns on
non-GAAP financial measures. https://www.cfainstitute.org/-/media/documents/support/advocacy/
investor-uses-expectations-concerns-on-non-gaap.ashx. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

Parrino, Richard J. 2019. Bringing order to non-GAAP financial measures: SEC sues to enforce “equal-or-
greater-prominence” requirement. Journal of Investment Compliance 20:51–57.

Petticrew, Mark, and Helen Roberts. 2006. Systematic reviews in the social sciences. Malden: Blackwell.
Pizzo, Michele. 2020. Definitions and trends in non-GAAP measures and disclosure. In Reporting non-

GAAP financial measures, ed. Nicola Moscariello, Michele Pizzo, 2–17. Newcastle: Cambridge
Scholars Publishing.

Raffournier, Bernard, and Alain Schatt. 2010. Is European accounting research fairly reflected in academic
journals? An investigation of possible non-mainstream and language barrier biases. European Ac-
counting Review 19:161–190.

Rainsbury, Elizabeth A. 2017. The impact of the FMA guidelines on non-GAAP earnings disclosures.
Australian Accounting Review 27:480–493.

Rainsbury, Liz, Carol Hart, and Nonthipoth Buranavityawut. 2015. GAAP-adjusted earnings disclosures
by New Zealand companies. Pacific Accounting Review 27:329–352.

Reimsbach, Daniel. 2014. Pro forma earnings disclosure: the effects of non-GAAP earnings and earnings-
before on investors’ information processing. Journal of Business Economics 84:479–515.

Ribeiro, Andrea, Shan Yaowen, and Stephen Taylor. 2019. Non-GAAP earnings and the earnings quality
trade-off. Abacus 55:6–41.

Ruhwedel, Franca, Pascal Hemmersbach, and Philipp Mosch. 2017. Pro Forma-Ergebnisse im Value Re-
porting von DAX undMDAX – Änderungsbedarfe durch die neuen ESMA-Leitlinien zu Alternativen
Leistungskennzahlen? Controlling 29:19–26.

Ruhwedel, Franca, Fabian Hähn, and Marco Röper. 2018. Berichterstattung über Alternative Performance
Measures in DAX und MDAX nach Inkrafttreten der ESMA-Leitlinien. Zeitschrift für internationale
und kapitalmarktorientierte Rechnungslegung 18:508–515.

Schäffer, Utz, Christoph Binder, and Markus Gmür. 2006. Struktur und Entwicklung der Controlling-
forschung – Eine Zitations- und Kozitationsanalyse von Controllingbeiträgen in deutschsprachigen
wissenschaftlichen Zeitschriften von 1970 bis 2003. Zeitschrift für Betriebswirtschaft 76:395–440.

Schiff, Allen I., and Jonathan B. Schiff. 2003. In search of a pro forma earnings standard. Management
Accounting Quarterly 5:40–44.

Schipper, Katherine, and Linda Vincent. 2003. Earnings quality. Accounting Horizons 17:97–110.
Schulz-Danso, Martin. 2020. § 21. Segmentberichterstattung. In Beck’sches IFRS-Handbuch, ed. Jens

Brune, Dirk Driesch, Martin Schulz-Danso, and Thomas Senger. Munich: C.H. Beck.
SEC. 1973. Accounting series release no. 142, reporting cash flow and other related data. Release No. 33-

5337. 15 March 1973. Washington.
SEC. 2002. Final rule: conditions for use of non-GAAP financial measures. https://www.sec.gov/rules/

final/33-8176.htm. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.
SEC. 2003. Frequently asked questions regarding the use of non-GAAP financial measures. https://www.

sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/faqs/nongaapfaq.htm. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.
SEC. 2018. Compliance and disclosure interpretations on non-GAAP financial measures (C&dIs). https://

www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/guidance/nongaapinterp.htm. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.
Seetharaman, Ananth, XuWang, and Sanjian Zhang. 2014. An empirical analysis of the effects of account-

ing expertise in audit committees on non-GAAP earnings exclusions. Accounting Horizons 28:17–37.
Sek, Julie, and Stephen Taylor. 2011. Profit or prophet?—A case study of the reporting of non-GAAP

earnings by Australian banks. Australian Accounting Review 21:327–339.
Sellhorn, Thorsten, Katharina Hombach, and Christian Stier. 2014. Strategische Finanzberichterstattung

durch Pro forma-Kennzahlen und Finanzgrafiken – Herausforderung für die Abschlussanalyse. Düs-
seldorf: Hans-Böckler-Stiftung.

Serenko, Alexander, and Nick Bontis. 2013. Investigating the current state and impact of the intellectual
capital academic discipline. Journal of Intellectual Capital 14:476–500.

Serenko, Alexander, and John Dumay. 2015. Citation classics published in knowledge management jour-
nals. Part I: articles and their characteristics. Journal of Knowledge Management 19:401–431.

Sherman, H. David, and S. David Young. 2018. The Pitfalls of Non-GAAP Metrics. MIT Sloan Manage-
ment Review 59(2):57–63.

K

https://www.cfainstitute.org/-/media/documents/support/advocacy/investor-uses-expectations-concerns-on-non-gaap.ashx
https://www.cfainstitute.org/-/media/documents/support/advocacy/investor-uses-expectations-concerns-on-non-gaap.ashx
https://www.sec.gov/rules/final/33-8176.htm
https://www.sec.gov/rules/final/33-8176.htm
https://www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/faqs/nongaapfaq.htm
https://www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/faqs/nongaapfaq.htm
https://www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/guidance/nongaapinterp.htm
https://www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/guidance/nongaapinterp.htm


450 Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451

Shiah-Hou, Shin-Rong, and Yi -Yun Teng. 2016. The informativeness of non-GAAP earnings after Regu-
lation G? Finance Research Letters 18:184–192.

Shibasaki, Yuta, and Chikara Toyokura. 2020. The disclosure of non-GAAP performance measures and
the adoption of IFRS: evidence from Japanese firms’ experience. Monetary and Economic Studies
38:19–54.

Sinnewe, Elisabeth, Jennifer L. Harrison, and Albert Wijeweera. 2017. Future cash flow predictability of
non-IFRS earnings: Australian evidence. Australian Accounting Review 27:118–128.

Smith, Malcolm. 2017. Research methods in accounting. Los Angeles: SAGE.
Solsma, Lori, and W. Mark Wilder. 2015. Pro forma disclosure practices of firms applying IFRS. Interna-

tional Journal of Accounting and Information Management 23:383–403.
Stanley, T.D. 2001. Wheat from chaff: meta-analysis as quantitative literature review. Journal of Economic

Perspectives 15:131–150.
SIX Swiss Exchange. 2019. Directive on the use of alternative performance measures. https://www.ser-ag.

com/dam/downloads/regulation/listing/directives/DAPM-en.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.
Taylor, Stacey, and Vlado Keselj. 2020. Using extractive lexicon-based sentiment analysis to enhance

understanding of the impact of non-GAAP measures in financial reporting. In Second Workshop on
Financial Technology and Natural Language Processing in conjunction with IJCAI-PRICAI 2020.
Kyoto, 5 Jan 2021.

Thomson Reuters. 2009.Methodology for estimates—A guide to understand Thomson Reuters methodolo-
gies, terms, and policies for the first call and I/B/E/S estimates databases. Toronto: Thomson Reuters.

Tranfield, David, David Denyer, and Palminder Smart. 2003. Towards a methodology for developing evi-
dence-informed management knowledge by means of systematic review. British Journal of Manage-
ment 14:207–222.

Tsakumis, George T. 2007. The influence of culture on accountants’ application of financial reporting
rules. Abacus 43:27–48.

Turner, Lynn E. 2000. Speech by SEC Staff: Remarks to the 39th Annual Corporate Counsel Institute.
https://www.sec.gov/news/speech/spch418.htm. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

U.S. Congress. 2002. Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. Washington. Public Law 107–204. Approved 30 July
2002. 116 Stat. 745.

Üsdiken, Behlül, and Yorgo Pasadeos. 1995. Organizational analysis in North America and Europe: a
comparison of co-citation networks. Organization Studies 16:503–526.

Van Rijsbergen, Marloes. 2014. On the enforceability of EU agencies’ soft law at the national level: the
case of the European securities and markets authority. Utrecht Law Review 10:116–131.

Vasconcelos de Andrade, Gabriela, and Fernando Dal-Ri Murcia. 2019. A critical analysis on the addi-
tional adjustments considered in the disclosure of the non-GAAP “adjusted EBITDA” measure in the
reports of Brazilian listed companies. Journal of Education and Research in Accounting 13:477–494.

Venter, Elmar R., Steven F. Cahan, and David Emanuel. 2013. Mandatory earnings disaggregation and the
persistence and pricing of earnings components. The International Journal of Accounting 48:26–53.

Venter, Elmar R., David Emanuel, and Steven F. Cahan. 2014. The value relevance of mandatory non-
GAAP earnings. Abacus 50:1–24.

VHB. 2015. List of journals in VHB-JOURQUAL3. https://vhbonline.org/en/vhb4you/vhb-jourqual/vhb-
jourqual-3/complete-list. Accessed 17 Jan 2022.

VHB. 2021. VHB-JOURQUAL3. https://vhbonline.org/en/vhb4you/vhb-jourqual/vhb-jourqual-3. Ac-
cessed 17 Jan 2022.

Vinciguerra, R., F. Cappellieri, and A. Gravante. 2020. The effects of the ESMA guidelines on the be-
haviour of companies on non-GAAP disclosure in europe. In Reporting non-GAAP financial mea-
sures, ed. Nicola Moscariello, Michele Pizzo, 287–334. Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Visani, Franco, F. Marta L. Di Lascio, and Silvia Gardini. 2020. The impact of institutional and cul-
tural factors on the use of non-GAAP financial measures. International evidence from the oil and
gas industry. Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
intaccaudtax.2020.100334.

Wagenhofer, Alfred. 2006. Management accounting research in German-speaking countries. Journal of
Management Accounting Research 18:1–19.

Wagenhofer, Alfred, and Hannes Dücker. 2007. Die Messung von „Earnings“-Qualität. Journal für Be-
triebswirtschaft 57:263–297.

Webber, Sarah J., Nancy B. Nichols, Donna L. Street, and Sandra J. Cereola. 2013. Non-GAAP adjust-
ments to net income appearing in the earnings releases of the S&P 100: An analysis of frequency of
occurrence, materiality and rationale. Research in Accounting Regulation 25:236–251.

K

https://www.ser-ag.com/dam/downloads/regulation/listing/directives/DAPM-en.pdf
https://www.ser-ag.com/dam/downloads/regulation/listing/directives/DAPM-en.pdf
https://www.sec.gov/news/speech/spch418.htm
https://vhbonline.org/en/vhb4you/vhb-jourqual/vhb-jourqual-3/complete-list
https://vhbonline.org/en/vhb4you/vhb-jourqual/vhb-jourqual-3/complete-list
https://vhbonline.org/en/vhb4you/vhb-jourqual/vhb-jourqual-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2020.100334
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2020.100334


Schmalenbach Journal of Business Research (2022) 74:389–451 451

White, Mary Jo. 2015. Keynote address at the 2015 AICPA National Conference: maintaining high-quality,
reliable financial reporting. https://www.sec.gov/news/speech/keynote-2015-aicpa-white.html. Ac-
cessed 17 Jan 2022.

Wieland, Matthew M., Mark C. Dawkins, and Michael T. Dugan. 2013. The differential value relevance
of S&P’s core earnings versus GAAP earnings: the role of stock option expense. Journal of Business
Finance & Accounting 40:55–81.

Winschel, Julija, and Martin Stawinoga. 2019. Determinants and effects of sustainable CEO compensation:
a structured literature review of empirical evidence. Management Review Quarterly 69:265–328.

Wong, Jilnaught, and Norman Wong. 2010. Voluntary disclosure of operating income. Accounting & Fi-
nance 50:221–239.

Wu, Shih-Wei, Fengyi Lin, and Wenchang Fang. 2012. Earnings management and investor’s stock return.
Emerging Markets Finance and Trade 48(Supplement 3):129–140.

Yi, Han. 2012. Has regulation G improved the information quality of non-GAAP earnings disclosures?
Seoul Journal of Business 18:95–145.

Young, Steven. 2014. The drivers, consequences and policy implications of non-GAAP earnings reporting.
Accounting and Business Research 44:444–465.

Zhang, Huai, and Liu Zheng. 2011. The valuation impact of reconciling pro forma earnings to GAAP
earnings. Journal of Accounting and Economics 51:186–202.

K

https://www.sec.gov/news/speech/keynote-2015-aicpa-white.html

	Alternative Performance Measures: A Structured Literature Review of Research in Academic and Professional Journals
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical Background
	Definition and Delimitation of APMs
	Explanations for Voluntary APM Disclosures: Informative vs. Strategic Reporting
	Regulation of APM Reporting
	United States
	Europe


	Research Method
	Structured Literature Review Methodology
	Literature Search and Sampling Strategy

	Results: Insights and Critique
	Evolution of the Literature on APMs (Articles, Years and Citation Analysis)
	Focus and Critique of the APM Literature
	Research Focus
	Research Method
	Research Location and Accounting Regimes
	Types of APMs
	Data Collection


	Discussion of Future Research Paths
	Implication 1: Developing a Research Synthesis
	Implication 2: Studying New Research Topics
	Implication 3: Application of Alternative Research Methods
	Implication 4: Studying New Settings
	Implication 5: Studying New Sources for APM Disclosures
	Implication 6: International Collaboration Between Authors

	Concluding Remarks
	Limitations
	Supplementary Information
	References


