[bookmark: _Hlk212547567]The Value of Ex Ante Auditor Disclosure: Evidence from China

Purpose: This study examines whether and why ex ante disclosure of detailed auditor information influences investor decisions. Prior research focuses solely on ex post disclosure of auditor names, which is often embedded in annual reports, arrives too late, and conveys too little. China’s 2020 reform mandates pre-engagement disclosure of comprehensive auditor backgrounds, allowing us to test whether timely, granular disclosure reduces information acquisition costs and enables quality differentiation. The study shifts the audit disclosure debate from ex post verification to ex ante expectation formation, addressing when, what, and how auditor information matters.
Design/methodology/approach: Using an event study approach, we first examine investor reactions to post-reform announcements containing auditor identity information. We then compare these reactions to pre-reform announcements without such disclosure to isolate the causal effect of ex ante auditor information. We further test how information acquisition costs moderate investors’ differentiation of auditor quality and examine the roles of analyst coverage and media attention.
Findings: Ex ante disclosure of auditor identity elicits positive market reactions, moderated by information acquisition costs. Responses to high-quality auditors, especially audit partners, are strongest when directly disclosed, weaken with low-cost search, and vanish under high-cost inference. This cost gradient confirms information accessibility as the key mechanism. Analyst coverage and media attention amplify reactions by interpreting and disseminating information, thereby reducing investors’ processing costs.
Originality/value: This study contributes by identifying information acquisition costs as the key mechanism linking ex ante disclosure to investor decisions, a mechanism overlooked in ex post settings. It provides direct evidence on audit partners’ relative importance and offers regulatory insights showing that mandated pre-engagement disclosure of structured auditor backgrounds reduces information frictions and enables quality differentiation.
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1. Introduction
The essential function of auditing is to provide independent assurance on corporate financial reports, thereby enhancing their credibility. This assurance mechanism helps alleviate information asymmetry and promotes more efficient capital allocation. The “black box” characteristics of the audit process have long affected external investors’ confidence in the fairness and authenticity of audits (Sirois et al., 2018). This concern is especially pertinent to the engagement auditor, who serves as the key executor of the audit (Gul et al., 2013; Li et al., 2017; Pittman et al., 2023; Dekeyser et al., 2024; Maksymov et al., 2024; Rousseau and Zehms, 2024). In response to the market’s demand for audit transparency, regulators in some jurisdictions have, in recent years, successively required the disclosure of auditors’ personal identities in order to help investors “see” who performs the audit. But, whether and how such information should be disclosed to the market to reduce investors’ expectation uncertainty remains an important yet unresolved issue in both academic research and regulatory practice. Addressing this question is crucial not only for deepening the theoretical understanding of the individual auditor’s role in auditing but also has direct policy implications for the ongoing global reforms in audit transparency.
A handful of pioneering studies examine the market effects of disclosing auditor identity information, yet their conclusions remain inconsistent. For instance, Aobdia et al. (2015) examine publicly listed companies in the Taiwan region of China and find that high-quality audit partners are associated with a significantly higher earnings response coefficient (ERC). However, their study faces a fundamental identification challenge: the auditor’s name is embedded within the annual report. As a result, the observed market reaction may reflect a response to the annual report as a whole, making it difficult to isolate and attribute the effect specifically to the individual auditor. In contrast, Doxey et al. (2021) examine the Form AP regime implemented by the PCAOB in the U.S., which requires audit firms to separately disclose the names of the engagement partners after the audit report is issued. Although this setting appears more straightforward in design, the study does not detect a significant market reaction.
Existing research exhibits notable limitations. First, the scope is confined to ex post disclosure. Both studies focus on information released after the audit is completed. However, the value of disclosing auditor identity before the audit work is performed remains a theoretical gap. This timing is critical because it corresponds to the point when investors form expectations about audit quality. The potential functions of such ex ante disclosure, such as expectation formation rather than ex post verification, have yet to be empirically tested. 
Second, the content of disclosure is limited to the auditor’s name. Current practice provides only the auditor’s name, which is a weak signal. To infer professional competence or risk propensity from a name alone, investors must bear high costs for tracking and processing information, for example, by locating the name in lengthy annual reports or querying specialized regulatory platforms. This identity without context model effectively imposes a high barrier to information acquisition, which likely dampens effective market pricing and contributes to the mixed findings in prior literature. Consequently, whether and how information acquisition costs systematically moderate the value of disclosure has not been placed at the core of theoretical inquiry, nor has it been directly tested.
China’s regulatory reform in 2020 provides a near-ideal research setting for addressing the aforementioned issues. Since March 1, 2020, the Shanghai and Shenzhen Stock Exchanges have mandated that listed companies adopt a new, standardized announcement template for disclosing the proposed appointment of their audit firms.[footnoteRef:1] This reform represents a pivotal shift from merely disclosing the audit firm’s name to requiring detailed public disclosure of the identity and professional experience of the key audit personnel, namely the audit partners, the other signing CPA, and quality control reviewers, prior to the shareholder vote on the appointment.  [1:  On February 28, 2020, the Shanghai and Shenzhen Stock Exchanges issued notices mandating that listed companies implement the revised format for announcements regarding the proposed appointment of audit firms, effective from March 1, 2020. For details, please refer to the following websites:
https://company.cnstock.com/company/scp_gsxw/202002/4496825.htm
https://www.szse.cn/disclosure/notice/general/t20200228_574656.html.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk203745904]This institutional framework offers two key advantages that directly address the gaps in existing research. First, it introduces ex ante timing of disclosure. The information is released before the audit work commences, providing a clean setting to examine the expectation-shaping function of pre-engagement disclosure. Second, it ensures direct accessibility and low cost of content. The disclosed information goes beyond the auditor’s name to include granular background details that can be used directly for evaluation, substantially reducing investors’ direct cost of acquiring essential information. Thus, with its ex ante, detailed, and low-cost disclosure features, the Chinese institutional setting provides a distinct and powerful context for examining the value of ex ante auditor information disclosure and its interaction with information processing costs.
This study employs an event-study methodology to examine the market reaction to the ex ante disclosure of auditors’ personal information. Using non-event days as the benchmark, we find that audit firm appointment announcements issued after the 2020 regulatory reform elicit a significantly positive market reaction, whereas announcements released before the reform do not produce such an effect. This indicates that investors value the ex ante disclosure of auditor information.
To investigate the role of information acquisition costs, we construct a three-tier analytical framework based on the difficulty of obtaining and processing information: (1) information directly disclosed in the announcement, such as the auditor’s years of practice; (2) information that requires tracking but entails relatively low cost, such as the history of client financial restatements; and (3) information that demands complex inference and involves high cost, such as the level of earnings management in clients’ financial reports. The results show that the market reacts significantly to the first category of information, reacts weakly to the second, and does not react significantly to the third. These findings support the view that information cost is a key mechanism influencing the value of disclosure. Furthermore, firms with greater analyst coverage and higher media attention exhibit stronger market reactions to the disclosure of auditor information. This finding suggests that information intermediaries play an important role in the value realization of auditor information disclosure.
[bookmark: _Hlk212380910]Our study makes several contributions as follows. First, our findings directly shed light on the decision usefulness of ex ante audit information. Therefore, this study makes a valuable contribution to the literature on the value of auditor identity disclosure. The existing literature predominantly examines the value of disclosing auditors’ personal identities from an ex post perspective. However, such information is often entangled with financial data in annual reports. Moreover, its delayed release can introduce significant noise due to information friction. Using the regulatory change in China that mandated separate disclosure of individual auditors in listed companies beginning in 2020, we examine for the first time the incremental information effect of such disclosure on investor decision-making from an ex ante perspective. This design isolates the effect from concurrent events and circumvents the observation bias inherent in ex post disclosure, thereby enabling a cleaner identification of the value of auditors’ personal identity information. We document a significant investor pricing response to the disclosure of auditors’ personal information, which is contingent on the ability to identify high-quality auditors, a process heavily dependent on the costs of acquiring and processing such information. 
[bookmark: _Hlk212380955]Second, our study shifts the research perspective from prior audit information awareness to post-disclosure information processing frictions, thereby enriching the theoretical framework for explaining the economic consequences of audit disclosure. Audit-related information that conveys discernible signals of audit quality should, in theory, influence investors’ decision-making, but the existing literature has not empirically observed a significant market reaction to such disclosures as key audit matters. Lennox et al. (2023) attribute this mainly to the fact that the disclosure content has been known to investors in advance. By contrast, this study examines the mandatory ex ante disclosure of auditors’ personal identities. It demonstrates that even information entirely unknown to investors prior to its release is not automatically incorporated into prices; rather, its effective assimilation is contingent upon the relative ease with which investors can collect, integrate, and process it. Our findings identify the difficulty of information acquisition and processing as a key mechanism influencing the usefulness of audit information. 
[bookmark: _Hlk212020047]Third, from the perspective of investor perception, our study verifies the dominant role of audit partners in shaping audit outputs, thereby offering valuable guidance for future research on individual auditors in China and other jurisdictions with mandatory double-signature systems. A large number of studies on individual auditors use China as the research scenario. Since the regulatory authorities in China require the simultaneous disclosure of information about the audit partner and another signing certified public accountant, the division of roles between the two in the audit process and their different responsibilities in the firm have led to the question of who can lead the audit quality. The audit partner, leading the audit team, has deeper qualifications, undertakes the final review, and is highly bound to the audit firm’s interests, whereas the other signing certified public accountant, typically serving as the project manager, is directly responsible for performing the audit procedures. 
Based on this, the existing literature has diverged in identifying “key auditors”, either based on audit partners (Lennox et al., 2020) or the other signing accountants (Wang et al., 2015; Song et al., 2023). This study finds that investors significantly price the individual quality of audit partners but do not correspondingly price the quality of the other signing accountants. This suggests that investors perceive the audit partner as having a greater influence on audit quality. Therefore, our study offers valuable insights for future research seeking to examine the impact of individual auditor characteristics on audit quality.
[bookmark: _Hlk212380981]Our research also provides some references for the institutional construction of auditor identity information disclosure around the world. Ex ante detailed disclosure of individual auditor information in the audit firm’s appointment announcement provides decision-making usefulness for investors. Therefore, policymakers in other jurisdictions could consider both the timing and the content of disclosure as key factors when formulating standards for auditor identity information.
[bookmark: _Hlk178777435][bookmark: _Hlk178777453]2. Institutional background and hypothesis development
2.1. Institutional background
Under China’s auditing standards, the audit report must disclose the name of the audit firm and be signed by two certified public accountants, both of whom share responsibility for the report. Since the role of the signing auditor in China is similar to that of the audit partner in other markets, a large number of studies on the signing auditor in the Chinese audit market use the term audit partner to define it. This dual-signature mechanism establishes a structured audit team with complementary responsibilities. 
[bookmark: _Hlk221707999]However, in practice, the two signing auditors hold different levels of seniority within the audit firm and play distinct roles in the audit engagement. One of the signing certified public accountants, the audit partner, bears ultimate responsibility for the engagement. The partner typically possesses deeper qualifications and maintains stronger alignment with the audit firm’s interests. This role involves conducting a comprehensive review of the audit work, exercising final judgment on key audit matters, and providing overall direction and supervision to ensure audit quality. The other signing accountant, commonly serving as the engagement manager, plays a crucial role in coordinating team activities and managing project execution, thereby bridging strategic oversight with operational implementation. 
In Chinese listed companies, the appointment of an audit firm is initiated by the audit committee and then submitted to the board of directors for a vote. Upon approval, the resolution is publicly announced and is subsequently presented to the shareholders’ meeting for final review and voting. Given the highly concentrated ownership structure prevalent in Chinese listed companies (Lennox and Wu, 2022), the appointment of an audit firm faces only a remote possibility of being rejected by the shareholders’ meeting. 
The 2020 revision of China’s Securities Law transitioned the regulation of audit firms providing securities services from a “qualification approval” system to a “filing management” framework, significantly lowering market entry barriers. To further enhance auditor selection and audit information transparency, the Shanghai and Shenzhen Stock Exchanges introduced a standardized template for audit firm appointment announcements effective March 1, 2020. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Before this reform, appointment announcements disclosed only the audit firm’s name, keeping the identities and professional backgrounds of signing auditors non-public and creating an information black box. Investors could access the names of signing auditors only months later, upon the release of the annual report after audit completion.
Under the new regime, listed companies are required to disclose structured background information about the audit engagement team in the appointment announcement prior to the start of audit work. This includes the names, years of practice, and key project experience of the signing auditors and the quality control reviewer.[footnoteRef:2] The quality control reviewer serves as an independent partner who is not responsible for the audit report and does not sign it, thereby providing an additional layer of oversight. Such information provides clear incremental value to investors, offering key signals that facilitate the assessment of an individual auditor’s professional competence and experience. [2:  For instance, Shenzhen Energy Group Co., Ltd. (Stock Code: 000027) disclosed detailed information pertaining to the individual engagement auditors in its 2022 “Announcement on the Appointment of the Audit Firm”. The full announcement is available at: http://static.cninfo.com.cn/finalpage/2022-08-24/1214369946.PDF.] 

This policy constitutes a significant institutional innovation by mandating separate, ex ante disclosure of auditors’ personal information. By establishing this distinct institutional framework, the Chinese capital market provides a valuable research setting for investigating the market implications of pre-disclosed auditor information.
This study considers the potential influence of the contemporaneous revision of China’s Securities Law. It should be noted that the law was announced on December 28, 2019, and the market response was largely concentrated within the announcement window. In contrast, the audit disclosure events examined in this study occur after March 2020. The timing gap between these two core reaction periods reduces the likelihood of direct interference.
If the market reaction were broadly driven by the macro environment shaped by the Securities Law, one would expect a homogeneous response pattern across different firm characteristics. However, our results show that the positive reaction is highly concentrated in subsamples where information acquisition costs are lower, and disclosure content is more directly accessible. This pattern of heterogeneity aligns closely with the predictions of information cost theory and provides strong evidence that what we capture is the pricing effect of auditor-specific information itself, rather than a generalized impact of the macro‑environment.
2.2. Hypothesis development
We posit that the ex ante disclosure of auditor information can cause investors to react. Audit services are fundamentally a professional credence good whose core value lies in enhancing the credibility of financial information. Although audit quality is critical, it cannot be directly observed by external investors, creating a classic “credence goods” market in which signaling mechanisms play a key role (Spence, 1978). Although audit firms have a unified quality control system, since the audit work is completed by auditors and their audit teams, personal characteristics such as auditor experience and industry expertise have an important impact on audit quality (Goodwin and Wu, 2014; Christensen et al., 2016; Chen et al., 2017; Che et al., 2018). These individual characteristics thus represent the most direct and granular source of signals regarding audit quality. However, under traditional disclosure regimes, the transmission of this critical signal has been subject to significant delay and attenuation.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK7]Because, prior to 2020, the absence of auditor personal information (even merely the names of the signing auditors) in audit firm appointment announcements meant that investors, particularly retail investors who constitute the majority in China’s capital market, had no practical means to access such information before the audit report was released, even if they recognized its importance. This results in a dual deficiency in the signaling process. First, there is a timing mismatch. When investors access the signal, the audit work is already completed, rendering the signal useful only for ex post verification and depriving it of the forward-looking role of guiding market expectations during the early stages of audit risk formation. Second, the cost is prohibitively high. Investors must search through hundreds of pages of annual reports just to find the names of the signing auditors and additionally trace their professional history to interpret the signal’s meaning. The elevated search and processing costs create a material barrier to signal transmission, substantially diluting the net information content of the signal.
The 2020 regulatory reform systematically reshaped the signaling process by mandating the detailed disclosure of auditor names and structured practice histories in appointment announcements before audit work begins. This has significantly improved transparency and sustainably lowered information acquisition costs for market participants (Chen et al., 2022; Hou et al., 2024). From a signaling theory perspective, this change brings about two fundamental shifts.
First, the release of signals shifts from ex post to ex ante. By disclosing information at the critical juncture of audit contract formation, the function of the signal transitions from “reporting quality outcomes” to “anchoring quality expectations.” Individual auditor characteristics, such as extensive industry experience, become credible forward-looking commitment signals. These signals allow investors to evaluate audit quality (Park, 2021), thereby strengthening the credibility of the financial statements on which forecasts of future performance are based. 
Second, the acquisition of signals shifts from high cost to low cost. The disclosure of auditor names together with structured practice histories reduces the overall cost of acquiring and processing information. While structured details (e.g., years of experience) lower interpretation costs, the names themselves lower search costs by facilitating access to historical quality indicators like client financial restatements. According to information economics theory, when the cost of transmitting high-quality signals is sufficiently low, effective separation and pricing can be achieved in market equilibrium.
Access to auditors’ personal information thus enables investors to form a more comprehensive assessment of the audit firm’s quality (Park, 2021), thereby influencing their investment decisions. Therefore, based on the above analysis, we propose the following hypothesis:
H1: Ex ante disclosure of auditors’ personal information will induce a positive investor reaction.
3. Sample and research design
3.1. Sample and data
We select A-share listed companies on the Shanghai and Shenzhen Stock Exchanges in China from 2020 to 2024 as our initial sample. The sample period begins in 2020 to account for the mandatory adoption of a new announcement template for the appointment of audit firms, which included the disclosure of auditor personal information, effective March 1, 2020. Table 1 outlines the sample selection procedure, including the criteria and results at each stage. Our sample selection procedure is as follows. 
First, we exclude observations from ST firms and the financial industry due to the distinct characteristics of their stock price movements and regulatory environments. Subsequently, to calculate cumulative abnormal returns using the [0, 1] event window, we remove firms with missing stock price data during this period surrounding the announcement of audit firm appointments. Accordingly, to prevent confounding effects from other concurrent events during the event window, we excluded samples that also announced financial restatements, seasoned equity offerings, executive changes, mergers and acquisitions, litigation, arbitration, or compliance violations within the same event window. Finally, we eliminate observations with any missing data for the control variables. This procedure yields a final sample of 8,941 firm-year observations. 
To strengthen causal inference, we conduct a pre- and post-policy comparative analysis. The pre-policy sample covers the period from 2010 to 2019, as Chinese listed companies began disclosing audit firm appointment announcements in 2010. By comparing investor reactions to post-reform announcements containing auditor identity information with pre-reform announcements without such disclosure, we isolate the effect of ex ante auditor information while using the pre-reform period as a benchmark. The data for this study are compiled from multiple sources. The announcements of audit firm appointments are manually collected from the Juchao Information Network, the official information disclosure website designated by the CSRC. From these announcements, we extract detailed information on individual auditor characteristics. Furthermore, stock prices and financial data are sourced from the China Stock Market and Accounting Research Database (CSMAR).
[bookmark: _Hlk212466212]In Panel B of Table 1, we present descriptive statistics on the personal information of auditors we collect. Panel B of Table 1 shows the audit experience information (EXPERIENCE) of the entire audit project team and the audit experience information of the audit partner (PATRNER_EX), the other signing CPA (SIGN_EX). The analysis of service years across different auditor roles reveals a clear hierarchy. The average years of professional experience for audit partners (n=6,939) and the other signing CPAs (n=6,824) are 18.01 years and 10 years, respectively. Among 7,325 audit observation samples, the average service tenure is 13.14 years. The research results indicate that audit partners generally have more professional experience than the other signing CPAs.
[Insert Table 1 around here]
3.2. Measurement of market responses
Following Chen and Conaway (2022), this study employs a short-window event study methodology to evaluate market reactions to the announcement, using the market model and market-adjusted model as the primary estimation methods in our main tests. Investor response is captured through cumulative abnormal returns (CAR) derived from two distinct models. The first measure, the cumulative market-adjusted return (CMAR), is defined as the sum of the differences between individual stock returns and market returns over the [0,1] event window. We refer to the study by Wu and Zhang (2014) and adopt the [0, 1] trading day window as the event period. We also select [-1, 1] and [0, 2] windows around the event date as alternative windows in robustness tests, and the conclusions remain unchanged. The second measure, the cumulative beta-adjusted return (CBAR), is constructed using a market model framework. Following Chen and Conaway (2022), expected returns are estimated for each firm and event day using a rolling one-year estimation window (excluding the event period itself), generating firm-day-specific beta coefficients. The CBAR is then calculated as the cumulative difference between actual returns and these model-predicted expected returns during the event window. 
3.3. Model specification
To examine investor market reactions to the disclosure of a company’s appointed auditor information, this study adopts the methodology of Chen and Conaway (2022) and specifies the following empirical model:


  (1)
Where we use CMAR and CBAR to capture CAR. The event dummy variable, EVENT, is set to one for listed companies that announce the appointment of an audit firm on the announcement date, and to zero for all non-event dates during the 2020–2024 period. Following Masulis et al. (2007), Reid et al. (2017), and Chen and Conaway (2022), we include a set of control variables measured in the year prior to the event announcement. These include total assets (SIZE), market-to-assets ratio (MTA), return on assets (ROA), debt-to-asset ratio (LEV), sales growth rate (GROWTH), and institutional shareholding ratio (INS). The model also incorporates firm and year fixed effects to account for time-invariant firm heterogeneity and common temporal shocks. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level, and all continuous variables are winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentiles.
4. Main results 
4.1. Baseline results
To test H1, which posits that the ex ante disclosure of auditor identity information elicits a positive market reaction, we first present descriptive statistics of the key variables and univariate test results, as shown in Tables 2-3, respectively. The univariate analysis shows that appointment announcements containing detailed auditor information and issued after the implementation of the 2020 policy generate significantly positive mean cumulative abnormal returns. These returns are also statistically higher than the returns observed on non-event days. In contrast, announcements released prior to 2020 do not trigger a significant market response. These preliminary findings align with the prediction of H1.
[Insert Tables 2-3 around here]
Next, we proceed to formally test H1 by estimating a multivariate regression model of investor reactions to audit firm appointment announcements that disclose auditor personal information. Table 4 Columns (1) and (3) report the regression results. The coefficients on EVENT are 0.0016 and 0.0017, respectively, and both are statistically significant at the 1% level. These results indicate that the disclosure of audit firm appointment announcements containing auditor-specific information elicits a positive market reaction. This finding is consistent with our research hypothesis H1 and supports the view that ex ante disclosure of auditor information reduces information acquisition costs and delivers positive value to the market. The results are also economically meaningful, as the estimated coefficients translate to an increase in stock returns of approximately 0.16% and 0.17%, respectively.
To verify whether the observed investor reaction is attributable to the disclosure of auditor-specific information rather than merely the audit firm identity, we further examine market responses to the announcements of proposed audit firm appointments in the pre-policy period. Columns (2) and (4) report the regression results. The regression coefficients for EVENT are statistically insignificant. These results indicate that prior to the mandatory disclosure of individual auditor information, announcements regarding audit firm appointments by listed companies do not capture significant investor attention. Therefore, our results further confirm that disclosing individual auditor information in audit firm appointment announcements elicits a positive investor response. Regarding model fit, we note that the adjusted R² values remain relatively low. This pattern is nevertheless consistent with prior research. Specifically, Chen and Conaway (2022) report an adjusted R² of 0.001 in their study of market reactions to auditor information disclosure in the U.S. market. Furthermore, the results for our control variables are generally aligned with those in their study.
[Insert Table 4 around here]
4.2. Robustness test
To ensure the reliability of our primary findings, we conduct a series of robustness checks. First, we vary the event window used to calculate cumulative abnormal returns, adopting windows of [−1, +1] and [0, +2] trading days. As reported in Panel A of Table 5, the market reaction to post‑2020 appointment announcements remains significantly positive across all alternative windows. In contrast, announcements issued before 2020 continue to show no statistically significant reaction. The differences in coefficients between the pre- and post-2020 periods are statistically significant, reinforcing that the observed effect stems from the new disclosure requirements rather than general announcement timing.
Second, we adjust the model used to estimate abnormal returns, employing both the Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) and the Fama-French Three-Factor Model. As shown in Panels B of Table 5, the key results remain unchanged: post-2020 announcements elicit a positive and significant market response, whereas pre-2020 announcements do not. The coefficient differences between the two periods remain statistically significant.
These robustness tests confirm that the positive market reaction documented in our baseline analysis is not sensitive to alternative event windows or return models, thereby strengthening the validity of our conclusion that the ex ante disclosure of auditor information enhances market valuation.
[Insert Table 5 around here]
5. Additional analyses
The preceding analysis demonstrates that when individual auditor information is disclosed ex ante, investors react positively to announcements of audit firm appointments by listed companies. This finding confirms the importance of auditor-specific information in facilitating investment decisions. If the reduction of information acquisition costs is the core mechanism, the intensity of market reactions should vary systematically along a corresponding cost gradient. To test this, we develop a multidimensional framework that categorizes information accessibility into three distinct tiers with increasing acquisition costs. The first tier consists of directly accessible auditor quality information. The second tier comprises undisclosed auditor quality information obtainable through a low-cost search. The third tier involves undisclosed auditor quality information requiring high-cost search and inference. We predict a monotonic decline in investors’ ability to discriminate across auditor quality levels as information acquisition costs increase.
5.1. Tier 1: directly accessible auditor quality information 
The first tier, directly accessible auditor quality information, is explicitly and structurally disclosed in the appointment announcement and requires no external search effort, representing the lowest level of information acquisition cost. An auditor’s cumulative years of practice largely reflect professional experience, which constitutes a well-established determinant of audit quality. Extensive research documents a significant positive correlation between auditor experience and audit quality, and investors value such experience (Chi et al., 2011; Huang et al., 2021; Dekeyser et al., 2024). Since the 2020 reform requires listed companies to disclose individual auditors’ years of practice in appointment announcements, we use this directly observable personal information as the proxy for the first tier. A longer practice history signals greater experience and a more established professional reputation, offering an intuitive and readily available quality signal. We therefore predict a stronger positive market reaction to auditors with more years of practice.
[bookmark: _Hlk221801425]We take the two signing auditors as the audit team and use the average of their years of practice as our proxy measure. To effectively identify auditors with the most extensive experience, we adopt the extreme grouping approach of Che et al. (2018), using the annual industry-specific top 25th percentile as the cutoff for classifying audit experience. The relationship between audit experience and audit quality is non-linear. The marginal contribution of experience exhibits diminishing returns, with significant improvements in the early stages leveling off after a certain threshold. Using the mean or median as the cutoff may conflate moderately experienced auditors with highly experienced ones, leading to an underestimation of the treatment effect at the extreme tail of the experience distribution. The 25th percentile extreme grouping approach allows for a more precise differentiation of auditors across experience levels. Therefore, audit teams with an average year of practice above the annual industry-specific top 25th percentile are classified as having extensive audit experience. They are categorized as having limited audit experience otherwise. 
To examine how investors react to the appointment of auditors with varying levels of experience, we partition the EVENT variable into EVENT_A for more experienced auditors and EVENT_D for less experienced auditors. Columns (1) and (2) of Table 6 report the regression results. The coefficients on EVENT_A are 0.0033 and 0.0032, both significant at the 1% level, while those on EVENT_D are 0.0011 and 0.0013, significant at the 10% and 5% levels, respectively. The market reaction to more experienced audit teams is approximately three times larger than that to less experienced ones. Although investors also respond positively to appointments involving less experienced auditors, the magnitude of the response is substantially weaker, highlighting a clear differentiation based on auditor experience as a key piece of directly accessible auditor quality information.
While the previous analysis documents that investors differentiate audit teams based on their average experience levels, it remains unclear whether this differentiation is driven equally by both types of signing auditors. Audit partners, as team leaders, have a greater impact on audit quality and thus may attract more investor attention (Lennox et al., 2020). We test this by examining market reactions to the experience levels of the two types of signing auditors.
As shown in Columns (3) and (4) of Table 6, the coefficients for experienced audit partners (EVENT_PA) are 0.0025 and 0.0026 (p<0.01), while those for less experienced partners (EVENT_PD) are 0.0006 and 0.0008. The significant differences indicate that investors respond more strongly to partner experience. In contrast, Columns (5) and (6) show that for the other signing certified public accountants, the coefficients for both experienced (EVENT_SA) and less experienced (EVENT_SD) groups are significantly positive, but the differences are not significant. This suggests that investors do not systematically differentiate based on the experience of the other signing accountants.
[Insert Table 6 around here]
[bookmark: _Hlk221719273]5.2. Tier 2: Undisclosed audit quality information obtainable through a low-cost search
[bookmark: _Hlk221801187]The second tier, undisclosed auditor quality information obtainable through low-cost search, consists of information not stated in the announcement but verifiable through low-cost public channels, representing a moderate level of information acquisition cost. Prior research shows that financial restatements of client companies largely indicate audit quality deficiencies (DeFond and Zhang, 2014; Zimmerman et al., 2023; Aobdia et al., 2025). We measure this tier by whether an auditor’s past clients experience financial restatements. Although not disclosed in appointment announcements, investors can readily search for an auditor’s practice history by name via the internet or commercial databases at relatively low cost and effort. Accordingly, we expect the differential market response between high-quality auditors (those without restatement history) and low-quality auditors to be weak.
Following the approach of Brazel and Schmidt (2019) and Tan et al. (2025), we use whether the auditor has experienced a financial restatement in the past three years as a proxy for auditor quality. EVENT_HAR identifies audit teams with no client financial restatements in the past three years for either signing auditor, while EVENT_LAR identifies those where at least one signing auditor had a restatement. Columns (1) and (2) of Table 7 present the regression results. The coefficients on EVENT_HAR are 0.0018 and 0.0020, both significant at the 1% level, whereas those on EVENT_LAR are -0.0012 and -0.0017 and statistically insignificant, indicating that investors do not respond positively to audit teams with a restatement history. The difference between EVENT_HAR and EVENT_LAR is insignificant in Column (1) but becomes significant in Column (2). This modest differentiation stands in contrast to the strong and consistent differentiation observed for directly accessible auditor experience, consistent with the view that information acquisition costs moderate the extent to which investors incorporate auditor quality signals into their decisions.
[bookmark: _Hlk221801695][bookmark: _Hlk203056786]We further examine investor market reactions to the quality of audit partners and the other signing auditors separately. As shown in Columns (3) and (4) of Table 7, investors respond positively to high-quality audit partners but not to low-quality ones, with the difference being significant in one of two specifications. This provides limited evidence that investors differentiate audit partner quality when information acquisition costs are moderate. In contrast, for the other signing accountants, the differences between high-quality and low-quality groups are not significant in any specification, indicating that investors do not differentiate based on their quality.
[Insert Table 7 around here]
5.3. Tier 3: undisclosed audit quality information requiring high-cost search and inference  
[bookmark: _Hlk221801229]The third tier, undisclosed auditor quality information requiring high-cost search and inference, encompasses information that, despite the availability of the auditor’s identity, demands complex professional analysis and inference, thereby representing the highest level of information acquisition cost. Earnings management, often used in academic research as a measure of audit quality (DeFond and Zhang, 2014; Huang et al., 2015), also reflects auditor competence. Nevertheless, detecting earnings management requires substantial professional expertise, making it challenging for most investors to evaluate directly (Bartov et al., 2000; Michels, 2025). We measure this tier using the level of earnings management in an auditor’s historical clientele, following Aobdia et al. (2015). Although auditor identity is disclosed, this information is not directly provided in appointment announcements and requires complex professional analysis and inference to derive. Obtaining and interpreting such measures demands specialized expertise and significant effort, representing the highest level of information acquisition cost. Accordingly, we expect that the differential market response between high-quality auditors and low-quality auditors will be either insignificant or substantially weaker than that observed for the lower-cost tiers.
We estimate auditor quality using a regression model based on discretionary accruals derived from the Jones model, controlling for auditor, audit firm, client company, and year fixed effects, along with a set of control variables. Auditor quality is measured as the estimated coefficient of the individual auditor fixed effect from this regression. Specifically, we first estimate auditor quality using data from the 2010-2019 period. We then merge the resulting quality measures with the manually collected auditor identity data. Finally, we categorize auditors into groups based on their estimated quality levels to examine differences in market reactions. The following model is employed to estimate auditor quality:
     (2)   
In model (2), DA represents the absolute value of the client company’s discretionary accruals. The vector X comprises a set of control variables following Aobdia et al. (2015), including: current-year loss status (LOSS), leverage ratio (LEV), return on assets (ROA), firm size (TOTAL_S), book-to-market ratio (BTM), cash flow volatility (STDCFO), operating cash flow (CFO), market-adjusted abnormal return (BMS), audit firm tenure (TENURE), industry-level market share of the audit firm (INDMAF) and auditor (INDMEP), industry client concentration of the audit firm (INDPAF) and auditor (INDPEP), audit firm size (SIZE_AF), client importance at the audit firm level (CI_AF), auditor size (SIZE_EP), and client importance at the auditor level (CI_EP). The model also incorporates year (Year), audit office (OFFICE), client firm (FIRM), and auditor (AUDITOR) fixed effects. Our primary focus is on the auditor fixed effect, whose estimated coefficient serves as the measure of auditor quality. We multiply the estimated auditor fixed effect by -1 such that a higher value corresponds to higher auditor quality.
[bookmark: _Hlk221801392]Audit teams with an average quality score above the annual industry-specific top 25th percentile are classified as high-quality, and those below as low-quality. To examine how investors react to the appointment of auditors with varying quality levels under high information acquisition costs, we partition the EVENT variable into EVENT_HAQ for high-quality audit teams and EVENT_LAQ for low-quality audit teams. Columns (1) and (2) of Table 8 report the regression results. The coefficients on EVENT_HAQ are 0.0018 in both specifications, significant at the 10% level, while those on EVENT_LAQ are 0.0018 and 0.0019, both significant at the 1% level. The differences between the coefficients of EVENT_HAQ and EVENT_LAQ are not statistically significant. This result implies that when acquiring such information entails high search costs, investors do not differentiate their market reactions based on the quality level of the auditors.
[bookmark: _Hlk221801672]We further examine investor reactions to the audit quality of audit partners and the other signing auditors separately. As shown in Columns (3) through (6) of Table 8, the market reaction is positive and statistically significant for engagement partners, regardless of their quality being high or low. For the other signing accountants, no significant positive market reaction is observed for those of high quality; in contrast, a positive and significant market reaction is documented for their low-quality counterparts. However, the differences between high and low quality groups are not significant in any specification. These results indicate that when information acquisition costs are sufficiently high, investors fail to differentiate based on audit quality for either type of auditor.
This section demonstrates that ex ante disclosure of individual auditor information generates positive market reactions by reducing investors’ information acquisition costs. When information is directly accessible, investors exhibit the strongest differentiation in response to auditor quality. When information requires a low-cost search, the differentiation weakens. When information demands high-cost search and inference, investors fail to distinguish across quality levels altogether. This gradient pattern is consistent with the information cost hypothesis. Moreover, investors’ attention and differentiation are concentrated primarily on audit partners rather than the other signing auditors.
[Insert Table 8 around here]
6. Cross-sectional analysis
[bookmark: _Hlk221970861]We conduct a cross-sectional analysis of market reactions to the ex ante disclosure of auditors’ personal identities, focusing on variations across different levels of analyst coverage and media attention. This analysis strengthens our identification strategy by exploiting cross-sectional differences in the intensity of information intermediation. Having established that ex ante auditor identity disclosure reduces investors’ information acquisition costs, we further examine whether this effect is amplified through information intermediaries. 
The theoretical logic rests on the role of analysts and media as key information intermediaries. By enhancing the interpretation, tracking, and dissemination of auditors’ personal information, they amplify market reactions to its disclosure (Lock, 2024; Cheng et al., 2025; Ji and Rozenbaum, 2025). Specifically, analysts reduce investors’ information acquisition costs through professional evaluation of auditors’ practice trajectories and audit quality. Media, in turn, lower investors’ search costs by disseminating auditor information to a broader investor base. These intermediaries magnify the impact of ex ante auditor identity disclosure on market responses.
If the disclosure effect operates through reducing information acquisition costs, it should be more pronounced where information intermediaries are more active, as they further enhance the accessibility and interpretability of the disclosed information.
To verify this conjecture, we construct the following model to test:



   (3)
[bookmark: _Hlk221969796][bookmark: _Hlk221970898]To examine the moderating effect of information intermediary attention on the disclosure effect of auditor identity information, we introduce the continuous variables analyst coverage (LANA) and media attention (MED) into the baseline model (1) and construct their interaction terms with the experimental variable (EVENT), respectively. Furthermore, to mitigate alternative explanations arising from omitted variables, we further control confounding factors that may simultaneously influence information intermediary activity and market reaction efficiency. These factors include stock liquidity (proxied by turnover rate), return volatility, and corporate governance (CEO duality, proportion of independent directors, and board size). By incorporating these variables, we can more cleanly isolate the incremental moderating effect of information intermediaries on auditor identity information, rather than attributing the results to the firm’s inherent information environment or contemporaneous noise. As presented in Table 9, the coefficients for EVENT×LANA and EVENT×MED are 0.0030 and 0.0028, and 0.0021 and 0.0019, respectively. All are positive and statistically significant at the 5% level, confirming the moderating role of analyst and media attention.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Lin et al. (2018) find that firms at the top of the Russell 2000 Index exhibit a significantly improved information environment. To rule out the alternative explanation that the moderating effects are driven solely by firms’ high visibility, we conduct a cross-sectional test. Using inclusion in the MSCI Index before March 1, 2020, as a proxy for firm visibility, we divide the sample into a high-visibility group and a low-visibility group. If high visibility itself drives the moderating effects, the impact of information intermediaries should be concentrated primarily in high-visibility firms. The coefficients of EVENT×LANA and EVENT×MED are either significant in both groups and significant only in the low-visibility group, but the differences in coefficients between the two groups are not statistically significant. This pattern thus validates their role as information intermediaries rather than merely reflecting firm visibility. Results are not tabulated for brevity.] 

[Insert Table 9 around here]
7. Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk212380676]The disclosure of auditors’ personal information has attracted increasing attention from regulators and academics worldwide in recent years. Departing from the prevailing literature that primarily examines ex post disclosure of auditor information, this study investigates market reactions to the ex ante disclosure of auditors’ personal information within China’s distinctive institutional context. Our results reveal that investors respond more positively to the ex ante disclosure of auditors’ identity information. This reaction is contingent upon the costs associated with obtaining and processing auditor quality information. Investor responses to high-quality auditors, particularly audit partners, are strongest when information is directly disclosed, weaken when information requires low-cost search, and disappear entirely when high-cost inference is needed.
[bookmark: _Hlk212380687][bookmark: _Hlk221879183]Additionally, we find that firms with greater analyst coverage and higher media attention generate more pronounced market reactions to auditor identity disclosures. This indicates that analysts and media enhance investor understanding of auditor identity information through their interpretation and dissemination roles, thereby facilitating more informed investment decisions. 
Beyond these empirical findings, this study offers three contributions to ongoing audit disclosure debates. First, we shift the focus from whether auditor information matters to when it matters. By showing that ex ante disclosure triggers significant market reactions, we establish disclosure timing as a key dimension of information value and reconcile prior mixed findings. Second, we identify information acquisition cost as the underlying mechanism through which disclosure influences investor decisions. The gradient we document, strong differentiation under low cost, weak under moderate cost, and none under high cost, reveals that even public signals fail when acquisition costs exceed processing thresholds. This challenges the implicit assumption of costless information processing. Third, we provide direct evidence on the relative importance of audit partners. Investors rationally anchor on the engagement partner who bears ultimate responsibility, not on the other signing accountant. This confirms that partner-specific information carries incremental value beyond firm-level reputation. Collectively, the value of auditor identification depends on when it is disclosed, how much it costs to acquire, and which auditor is identified.
This study offers four practical implications. For regulators, strengthening ex ante disclosure and adopting more granular templates, such as requiring auditors’ industry expertise and client portfolios, can further reduce information acquisition costs and enhance decision usefulness. For audit firms, the market’s focus on individual partners underscores the need to strengthen partner branding, accountability, and expertise aligned with engagement assignments in response to market pricing. For audit committees, appointing experienced auditors signals strong governance and generates positive market feedback, providing a measurable benchmark for selection decisions. For information intermediaries, analysts, and media significantly amplify disclosure effects. Regulators should foster a healthy intermediary ecosystem, and investors can rely on their professional interpretation to lower information processing costs.
We recognize several limitations in this study that merit attention. First, our reliance on event study methodology captures short-term market reactions but cannot completely eliminate potential confounding effects from unobserved contemporaneous events. Future research could complement our findings with long-term performance analysis or experimental designs to examine the enduring governance effects of ex ante disclosure and the cognitive processes of individual investors.
Second, our study is conducted in the context of China’s capital market, where retail investors dominate and exhibit relatively weaker information acquisition capabilities. This unique institutional environment and market structure may limit the generalizability of our conclusions. Future research could enhance external validity by incorporating more diverse country samples or conducting cross-national comparisons to test the robustness of these findings across different institutional settings, subject to data availability in other markets. In addition, while we employ multiple proxy variables to capture information acquisition costs, these measures remain indirect. Future research could develop more direct measurement approaches, such as survey-based or experimental instruments, to further validate the mechanisms documented in this study.
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Appendix A: Variable definitions
	Explanatory variables:
	

	EVENT
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK3]This indicator variable is assigned a value of one on the date when a listed company announces the appointment of an audit firm, and zero on other non-event days.

	Explained variables:

	CMAR
	The cumulative abnormal return over the [0,1] day period surrounding the event date is derived based on the market adjustment model, with the model’s formula provided as follows:

 and  denote the returns of stock i and the market investment portfolio in period t (both incorporating cash dividends reinvested), respectively. We then calculate the cumulative abnormal return over the event window [t1, t2].


	CBAR
	First, the beta coefficient is estimated using the market adjustment model, and this coefficient is used to predict the return of individual stocks; second, the difference between the actual return and the aforementioned predicted return of individual stocks is calculated to obtain the abnormal return; finally, the abnormal returns within the [0,1] trading day window are summed up, which is the cumulative abnormal return. The market model is as follows:

Among them,  and  are the returns of stock i and the market portfolio in period t, respectively (both taking into account cash dividend reinvestment). After estimating the beta coefficient using a rolling one-year window (excluding event dates), the daily abnormal return is then calculated based on the following model.

The following formula is used to calculate the cumulative abnormal return within the event window [t1, t2]:


	CPAR
	First, the beta coefficient is estimated using the CAPM, and this coefficient is used to predict the return of individual stocks; second, the difference between the actual return and the aforementioned predicted return of individual stocks is calculated to obtain the abnormal return; finally, the abnormal returns within the different trading day window are summed up, which is the cumulative abnormal return. The Capital Asset Pricing Model is as follows:

Among them,  and  are the returns of stock i and the market portfolio in period t, respectively (both taking into account cash dividend reinvestment). stands for the risk-free rate. After estimating the beta coefficient using a rolling one-year window (excluding event dates), the daily abnormal return is then calculated based on the following model.

represents the predicted return calculated via the CAPM. The following formula is used to calculate the cumulative abnormal return within the event window [t1, t2]:


	CFAR
	First, the beta coefficient is estimated using the Fama-French three-factor model, and this coefficient is used to predict the return of individual stocks; second, the difference between the actual return and the aforementioned predicted return of individual stocks is calculated to obtain the abnormal return; finally, the abnormal returns within the different trading day window are summed up, which is the cumulative abnormal return. The Fama-French three-factor model is as follows:

Among them,  is the returns of stock i (taking into account cash dividend reinvestment). stands for the risk-free rate. Risk premium, SMB, and HML represent the market risk premium factor, the size factor, and the book-to-market ratio factor, respectively. After estimating the beta coefficient using a rolling one-year window (excluding event dates), the daily abnormal return is then calculated based on the following model.

represents the predicted return calculated via the Fama-French three-factor model. The following formula is used to calculate the cumulative abnormal return within the event window [t1, t2]:


	Baseline model control variables:

	GROWTH
	The growth rate of sales revenue in the year prior to the event.

	LEV
	Total liabilities divided by total assets in the year prior to the event.

	MTA
	The market value of the company is divided by total assets in the year prior to the event.

	ROA
	Return on assets for the fiscal year ending immediately prior to the event

	INS
	Institutional shareholding ratio in the year prior to the event.

	SIZE
	The logarithm of total assets in the year prior to the event.

	Auditor characteristic variables:

	EXPERENCE
	The average number of years of audit experience of the entire audit team (audit partner and the other signing accountant).

	PATRNER_EX
	The number of years of audit experience of the audit partner.

	SIGN_EX
	The number of years of audit experience of the other signing accountant.

	Moderator variables:

	EVENT_A
	Indicator variable, measuring the market reaction of audit teams with rich audit experience. If the audit team’s average audit experience is in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, the variable is assigned a value of one; otherwise, it is zero.

	EVENT_D
	Indicator variable, measuring the market reaction of audit teams with insufficient audit experience. If the average audit experience of the audit team is not in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, the value is one, otherwise it is zero.

	EVENT_PA
	Indicator variable, measuring the market reaction of audit partners with rich audit experience. The value is one if the average audit experience of the audit partners is in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, and zero otherwise.

	EVENT_PD
	An indicator variable measuring the market reaction of audit partners with less audit experience. If the average audit experience of the audit partners is not in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, the value is one, otherwise it is zero.

	EVENT_SA
	An indicator variable, measuring the market reaction to signing accountants with rich audit experience. If the average audit experience of the signing accountant is in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, the value is one, otherwise it is zero.

	EVENT_SD
	An indicator variable, measuring the market reaction to signing accountants with insufficient audit experience. If the average audit experience of the other signing accountant is not in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, the value is one, otherwise it is zero.

	EVENT_HAR
	The indicator variable is one if the audit report issued by the audit partner or the other signing accountant within 3 years before the announcement does not contain financial restatements and is on the announcement date, otherwise it is zero.

	EVENT_LAR
	The indicator variable is one if the audit report issued by the audit partner or signing accountant within 3 years before the announcement has financial restatements and is on the announcement date, otherwise it is zero.

	EVENT_HPR
	The indicator variable is one if the audit report issued by the audit partner within 3 years before the announcement does not contain financial restatements and is on the announcement date of the event, and zero otherwise.

	EVENT_LPR
	The indicator variable is one if the audit report issued by the audit partner within 3 years before the announcement has financial restatements and is on the announcement date, otherwise it is zero.

	EVENT_HSR
	The indicator variable is one if the audit report issued by the other signing accountant within 3 years before the announcement does not contain financial restatements and is on the announcement date, otherwise it is zero.

	EVENT_LSR
	The indicator variable is one if the audit report issued by the other signing accountant within 3 years before the announcement has financial restatements and is on the announcement date, otherwise it is zero.

	EVENT_HAQ
	The indicator variable, the average auditor quality of the audit partners and signing accountants, is one if it is in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, and zero otherwise.

	EVENT_LAQ
	The indicator variable, the average auditor quality of the audit partners and signing accountants, is not in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, and is one, and zero otherwise.

	EVENT_HPAQ
	The indicator variable equals one if the value of the audit partners whose average auditor quality is in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, and zero otherwise.

	EVENT_LPAQ
	The indicator variable equals one if the value if the average auditor quality of the audit partners is not in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, and zero otherwise.

	EVENT_HSAQ
	The indicator variable, which takes the value of one if the auditor quality of the signing accountant is in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, and zero otherwise.

	EVENT_LSAQ
	The indicator variable, which takes the value of one if the auditor quality of the signing accountant is not in the top 25% of its industry in the event announcement year, and zero otherwise.

	LANA
	Natural logarithm of one plus the number of analysts covering the firm.

	MED
	Number of media reports plus 1, then take the natural logarithm.

	TOVEROS
	Daily turnover rate of individual stocks.

	VOL
	Daily return volatility of individual stocks.

	DUAL
	The indicator variable that equals 1 if the roles of chairman and CEO are combined, and 0 otherwise.

	BOARD
	Total number of directors on the board.

	INDR
	Proportion of independent directors.

	The regression-based variables measure auditor quality:

	BMS
	Indicator variable that equals one if the firm’s maximum monthly market-adjusted abnormal return during the year is greater than 20%, and zero otherwise.

	BTM
	Shareholders’ equity is divided by market capitalization.

	CFO
	Cash flow from operating activities divided by total assets.

	SIZE_AF
	The size of an accounting firm is calculated based on the total assets of the clients audited by the accounting firm.

	SIZE_EP
	The size of the business auditor is measured by the sum of total client assets audited by the business auditor.

	CI_AF
	The importance of the client at the audit firm level is measured by the client’s total assets divided by SIZE_AF.

	CI_EP
	The importance of the client at the project partner level, measured by the client’s total assets divided by SIZE_EP.

	DA
	The absolute value of discretionary accruals is calculated using the modified Jones model.

	LEV
	A company’s total liabilities are divided by its total assets.

	LOSS
	Indicator variable, the value is one if the earnings before special items are greater than zero, and zero otherwise.

	INDMAF
	The audit firm’s market share in an industry is defined as the audit firm’s total client revenue in an industry divided by the total revenue of the industry.

	INDMEP
	The auditor’s market share in the industry is defined as the auditor’s total client revenue in a particular industry divided by the total revenue of the industry.

	INDPAF
	The concentration of an audit firm’s client portfolio in a particular industry is defined as the total revenue of an audit firm’s clients in a particular industry divided by the total revenue of all the audit firm’s clients.

	INDPEP
	The concentration of an auditor’s client portfolio in a particular industry is defined as the auditor’s total revenue from clients in a particular industry divided by the auditor’s total revenue from all of its clients.

	TOTAL_S
	The natural logarithm of the company’s total assets.

	STDCFO
	The standard deviation of cash flows from operations was reduced by lagged total assets for the current year and the prior four years.

	TURNOVER
	Net sales are divided by total assets.

	TENURE
	The number of consecutive years the audit firm has served the client.



















Table 1: Sample Selection and Auditor Characteristics 
	Panel A: Sample selection

	
	2020-2024 

	Initial sample (firm-year observations)
	19,955

	Delete ST and financial industry companies
	(1,234)

	Delete samples without stock price information on the announcement date
	(3,537)

	Delete samples that lack stock price information within [0,1] days of the announcement date
	(4,134)

	Delete samples of other significant corporate events announced within [0,1] days of the announcement date (including financial restatements, seasoned equity offerings, executive changes, mergers and acquisitions, litigation, arbitration, and compliance violations)
	(988)

	Remove samples with missing financial data for control variables
	(1,121)

	Final Sample
	8,941

	Panel B: Auditor Characteristics 

	
	N
	Mean
	Sd
	Min
	Max

	EXPERENCE
	7,325
	13.14
	4.56
	0
	31.5

	PATRNER_EX
	6,939
	18.01
	5.57
	0
	35

	SIGN_EX
	6,824
	10.00
	4.64
	0
	34


Notes: Panel A of Table 1 presents the sample selection. Panel B of Table 1 shows descriptive statistical results on auditors’ audit experience. For definitions of EXPERIENCE, PARTNER_EX, and SIGN_EX, see the Appendix.


Table 2: Descriptive Statistics 
	Variables 
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Median
	Min
	Max

	CMAR
	8,941
	0.0010
	0.0435
	-0.0026
	-0.0857
	0.1191

	CBAR
	8,941
	0.0016
	0.0435
	-0.0016
	-0.0873
	0.1189

	SIZE
	8,941
	22.2946
	1.2794
	22.0734
	19.7341
	26.2979

	ROA
	8,941
	0.0393
	0.0706
	0.0403
	-0.2605
	0.2269

	LEV
	8,941
	0.4094
	0.1947
	0.4047
	0.0594
	0.9444

	GROWTH
	8,941
	0.1520
	0.4127
	0.0907
	-0.6080
	2.8089

	MTB
	8,941
	2.0512
	1.3840
	1.6095
	0.8310
	9.1666

	INS
	8,941
	0.4088
	0.2505
	0.4088
	0.0034
	0.9086


Notes: Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of the main variables for model (1). All variables are defined in Appendix A.


Table 3: Univariate Test
	
	(1) 
	(2) 
	(3)
	(4)

	
	post-policy
	pre-policy
	post-policy
	pre-policy

	
	CMAR
	CMAR
	CBAR
	CBAR

	Mean (EVENT=1)
	0.0010
	-0.0011
	0.0016
	-0.0005

	Mean (EVENT=0)
	-0.0005
	-0.0008
	-0.0002
	-0.0002

	t stat v. 0
	 2.2651**
	-1.0975
	3.4561***
	-0.4636

	t stat v. non-event
	-4.4406***
	0.3731
	-5.0084***
	0.3674

	p-value
	0.0786*
	0.0938*


Notes: In Table 3, Columns (1) and (3) present the average CMAR and CBAR values of listed companies that implemented the new policy in 2020 on event days and non-event days; Columns (2) and (4) present the average market reactions on event days and non-event days before 2020. Detailed definitions of all variables are provided in Appendix A. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.















Table 4: Baseline Result
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	post-policy
	pre-policy
	post-policy
	pre-policy 

	
	CMAR
	CMAR
	CBAR
	CBAR

	EVENT
	0.0016***
	-0.0005
	0.0017***
	-0.0004

	
	(3.50)
	(-0.55)
	(3.70)
	(-0.44)

	Empirical p-value
	0.0460**
	0.0481**

	SIZE
	-0.0037***
	-0.0017***
	-0.0011***
	-0.0003***

	
	(-22.37)
	(-21.90)
	(-9.01)
	(-3.82)

	ROA
	-0.0008
	-0.0002
	-0.0038***
	-0.0051***

	
	(-1.56)
	(-0.35)
	(-7.15)
	(-5.69)

	LEV
	0.0031***
	0.0024***
	-0.0002
	-0.0005**

	
	(7.57)
	(8.92)
	(-0.62)
	(-2.05)

	GROWTH
	-0.0000
	-0.0000
	-0.0003***
	-0.0003***

	
	(-0.14)
	(-0.15)
	(-4.15)
	(-4.43)

	MTA
	-0.0011***
	-0.0008***
	-0.0013***
	-0.0008***

	
	(-23.48)
	(-22.55)
	(-24.97)
	(-19.32)

	INS
	-0.0023***
	-0.0003
	-0.0035***
	-0.0022***

	
	(-4.83)
	(-1.08)
	(-8.33)
	(-7.77)

	_cons
	0.0833***
	0.0379***
	0.0281***
	0.0104***

	
	(22.94)
	(22.14)
	(10.81)
	(5.50)

	Firm FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	3,475,729
	3,302,358
	3,475,729
	3,302,358

	Adj_R2
	0.0012
	0.0014
	0.0004
	0.0010


Notes: Table 4 presents investors’ market reactions to audit firm appointment announcements before and after the policy using Model (1). Columns (1) and (2) measure market reactions by CMAR, while Columns (3) and (4) use CBAR. Columns (1) and (3) present the results of investors’ market reactions after the requirement for disclosing auditors’ information was imposed, and Columns (2) and (4) show the results before this disclosure requirement. Detailed definitions of all variables are provided in Appendix A. The values in parentheses are t-statistics, with standard errors clustered at the firm level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

Table 5: The Results of Robustness Tests
	Panel A: Change event window

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	
	post-policy
	pre-policy
	post-policy
	pre-policy
	post-policy
	pre-policy
	post-policy
	pre-policy

	
	CMAR[-1,1]
	CMAR[-1,1]
	CBAR[-1,1]
	CBAR[-1,1]
	CMAR[0,2]
	CMAR[0,2]
	CBAR[0,2]
	CBAR[0,2]

	EVENT
	0.0035***
	0.0011
	0.0037***
	0.0013
	0.0026***
	-0.0004
	0.0028***
	-0.0001

	
	(6.27)
	(0.95)
	(6.62)
	(1.04)
	(3.92)
	(-0.30)
	(4.16)
	(-0.10)

	Empirical p-value
	0.0758*
	0.0660*
	0.0500**
	0.0623*

	SIZE
	-0.0057***
	-0.0026***
	-0.0018***
	-0.0005***
	-0.0058***
	-0.0026***
	-0.0017***
	-0.0005***

	
	(-22.15)
	(-21.29)
	(-9.20)
	(-3.96)
	(-20.94)
	(-19.59)
	(-8.32)
	(-3.17)

	ROA
	-0.0013
	-0.0009
	-0.0056***
	-0.0074***
	-0.0011
	-0.0015*
	-0.0051***
	-0.0082***

	
	(-1.54)
	(-1.08)
	(-6.52)
	(-6.52)
	(-1.20)
	(-1.69)
	(-5.50)
	(-5.52)

	LEV
	0.0050***
	0.0037***
	-0.0000
	-0.0007*
	0.0048***
	0.0036***
	0.0000
	-0.0007

	
	(7.83)
	(9.02)
	(-0.06)
	(-1.69)
	(6.93)
	(8.09)
	(0.07)
	(-1.50)

	GROWTH
	-0.0001
	0.0000
	-0.0005***
	-0.0005***
	-0.0001
	0.0000
	-0.0006***
	-0.0005***

	
	(-0.60)
	(0.44)
	(-4.33)
	(-4.21)
	(-0.65)
	(0.32)
	(-4.84)
	(-3.66)

	MTA
	-0.0016***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0019***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0016***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0019***
	-0.0012***

	
	(-21.58)
	(-21.88)
	(-23.37)
	(-19.16)
	(-20.47)
	(-20.10)
	(-21.70)
	(-17.23)

	INS
	-0.0038***
	-0.0003
	-0.0053***
	-0.0031***
	-0.0035***
	-0.0004
	-0.0052***
	-0.0035***

	
	(-4.93)
	(-0.56)
	(-7.71)
	(-6.74)
	(-4.29)
	(-0.89)
	(-7.00)
	(-6.82)

	_cons
	0.1302***
	0.0564***
	0.0457***
	0.0157***
	0.1316***
	0.0573***
	0.0445***
	0.0149***

	
	(22.66)
	(21.48)
	(10.82)
	(5.50)
	(21.40)
	(19.82)
	(9.79)
	(4.62)

	Firm FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	2,482,811
	 2,347,361
	2,482,811
	2,347,361
	2,174,956
	2,043,192
	2,174,956
	2,043,192

	Adj_R2
	0.0021
	0.0025
	0.0010
	0.0019
	0.0021
	0.0026
	0.0011
	0.0020

	Panel B: Calculate abnormal returns using the Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) and the Fama-French Three-Factor Model

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	post-policy
	pre-policy
	post-policy
	pre-policy

	
	CPAR[0,1]
	CPAR[0,1]
	CFAR[0,1]
	CFAR[0,1]

	EVENT
	0.0017***
	-0.0004
	0.0017***
	-0.0002

	
	(3.66)
	(-0.45)
	(3.74)
	(-0.18)

	Empirical p-value
	0.0485**
	0.0804*

	SIZE
	-0.0010***
	-0.0003***
	-0.0010***
	-0.0002**

	
	(-8.73)
	(-3.86)
	(-8.86)
	(-2.31)

	ROA
	-0.0037***
	-0.0050***
	-0.0033***
	-0.0052***

	
	(-6.96)
	(-5.65)
	(-6.36)
	(-6.63)

	LEV
	-0.0003
	-0.0005**
	-0.0001
	-0.0006***

	
	(-0.73)
	(-2.15)
	(-0.35)
	(-2.69)

	GROWTH
	-0.0003***
	-0.0003***
	-0.0002***
	-0.0003***

	
	(-4.22)
	(-4.38)
	(-3.74)
	(-4.70)

	MTA
	-0.0013***
	-0.0008***
	-0.0013***
	-0.0006***

	
	(-25.13)
	(-19.40)
	(-24.61)
	(-17.25)

	INS
	-0.0035***
	-0.0022***
	-0.0031***
	-0.0019***

	
	(-8.23)
	(-7.79)
	(-7.45)
	(-7.12)

	_cons
	0.0274***
	0.0101***
	0.0273***
	0.0071***

	
	(10.49)
	(5.38)
	(10.51)
	(3.93)

	Firm FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	3,475,729
	3,302,358
	3,438,968
	3,246,896

	Adj_R2
	0.0006
	0.0032
	0.0004
	0.0013


Notes: Table 5 presents the results of robustness tests. In Panel A, Columns (1) to (4) replace the event window for calculating cumulative abnormal returns with [-1, 1] around the event date, while Columns (5) to (8) replace it with [0, 2]. Columns (1), (3), (5), and (7) show the results of investors’ market reactions to audit firm appointment announcements after the policy; Columns (2), (4), (6), and (8) show the market reaction results before the policy. In Panel B, abnormal returns on the event day (0, 1) are estimated using both the Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) and the Fama-French Three-Factor Model, and the results remain robust. Detailed definitions of all variables are provided in Appendix A. The values in parentheses are t-statistics, with standard errors clustered at the firm level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.




Table 6: The Differential Market Reaction to Auditor Experience
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	
	CMAR
	CBAR
	CMAR
	CBAR
	CMAR
	CBAR

	EVENT_A
	0.0033***
	0.0032***
	
	
	
	

	
	(3.16)
	(3.14)
	
	
	
	

	EVENT_D
	0.0011*
	0.0013**
	
	
	
	

	
	(1.80)
	(2.06)
	
	
	
	

	EVENT_PA
	
	
	0.0025***
	0.0026***
	
	

	
	
	
	(3.33)
	(3.40)
	
	

	EVENT_PD
	
	
	0.0006
	0.0008
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.83)
	(1.07)
	
	

	EVENT_SA
	
	
	
	
	0.0019***
	0.0020***

	
	
	
	
	
	(2.60)
	(2.68)

	EVENT_SD
	
	
	
	
	0.0017**
	0.0019**

	
	
	
	
	
	(2.13)
	(2.33)

	EVENT_RA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EVENT_RD
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Coefficient difference test (p-value)
	0.0703*
	0.0968*
	0.0772*
	 0.0987*
	0.8615
	0.9348

	SIZE
	-0.0040***
	-0.0011***
	-0.0040***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0040***
	-0.0011***

	
	(-22.18)
	(-8.92)
	(-21.91)
	(-8.89)
	(-21.63)
	(-8.64)

	ROA
	-0.0016***
	-0.0042***
	-0.0016***
	-0.0042***
	-0.0016***
	-0.0040***

	
	(-2.68)
	(-7.38)
	(-2.58)
	(-7.16)
	(-2.67)
	(-6.88)

	LEV
	0.0034***
	-0.0004
	0.0035***
	-0.0004
	0.0033***
	-0.0004

	
	(7.24)
	(-0.98)
	(7.36)
	(-0.88)
	(7.06)
	(-0.86)

	GROWTH
	0.0001
	-0.0003***
	0.0000
	-0.0003***
	0.0001
	-0.0003***

	
	(0.64)
	(-3.80)
	(0.45)
	(-3.67)
	(0.64)
	(-4.12)

	MTA
	-0.0012***
	-0.0014***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0014***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0014***

	
	(-22.89)
	(-24.48)
	(-22.61)
	(-24.12)
	(-22.28)
	(-23.96)

	INS
	-0.0021***
	-0.0033***
	-0.0021***
	-0.0033***
	-0.0022***
	-0.0034***

	
	(-4.11)
	(-7.58)
	(-4.12)
	(-7.50)
	(-4.35)
	(-7.62)

	_cons
	0.0910***
	0.0299***
	0.0914***
	0.0304***
	0.0906***
	0.0297***

	
	(22.70)
	(10.61)
	(22.42)
	(10.56)
	(22.16)
	(10.31)

	Firm FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	3,053,722
	3,053,722
	2,966,573
	2,966,573
	2,946,413
	2,946,413

	Adj_R2
	0.0011
	0.0004
	0.0012
	0.0004
	0.0012
	0.0004


[bookmark: _Hlk212546983]Notes: In Table 6, Columns (1) and (2) present the differences in investors’ market reactions to audit teams with different levels of audit experience. Columns (3) and (4) present the differences in investors’ market reactions to audit partners with different levels of audit experience. Columns (5) and (6) present the differences in investors’ market reactions to the other signing auditors with different levels of audit experience. Detailed definitions of all variables are provided in Appendix A. The values in parentheses are t-statistics, with standard errors clustered at the firm level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.






Table 7: The Market Reaction to Auditor Quality Based on Financial Restatement
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	
	CMAR
	CBAR
	CMAR
	CBAR
	CMAR
	CBAR

	EVENT_HAR
	0.0018***
	0.0020***
	
	
	
	

	
	(3.73)
	(4.01)
	
	
	
	

	EVENT_LAR
	-0.0012
	-0.0017
	
	
	
	

	
	(-0.60)
	(-0.82)
	
	
	
	

	EVENT_HPR
	
	
	0.0019***
	0.0020***
	
	

	
	
	
	(3.78)
	(4.05)
	
	

	EVENT_LPR
	
	
	-0.0012
	-0.0017
	
	

	
	
	
	(-0.59)
	(-0.82)
	
	

	EVENT_HSR
	
	
	
	
	0.0017***
	0.0018***

	
	
	
	
	
	(3.57)
	(3.78)

	EVENT_LSR
	
	
	
	
	0.0001
	0.0002

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.02)
	(0.04)

	Coefficient difference test (p-value)
	0.1524
	0.0873*
	0.1488
	0.0853*
	 0.7277
	0.7279

	SIZE
	-0.0038***
	-0.0011***
	-0.0038***
	-0.0011***
	-0.0038***
	-0.0011***

	
	(-22.80)
	(-9.40)
	(-22.80)
	(-9.44)
	(-22.77)
	(-9.38)

	ROA
	-0.0011**
	-0.0039***
	-0.0011**
	-0.0038***
	-0.0012**
	-0.0039***

	
	(-2.05)
	(-7.26)
	(-2.03)
	(-7.19)
	(-2.10)
	(-7.27)

	LEV
	0.0033***
	-0.0003
	0.0033***
	-0.0003
	0.0032***
	-0.0003

	
	(7.62)
	(-0.76)
	(7.61)
	(-0.70)
	(7.57)
	(-0.77)

	GROWTH
	-0.0000
	-0.0003***
	-0.0000
	-0.0003***
	-0.0000
	-0.0003***

	
	(-0.13)
	(-4.17)
	(-0.12)
	(-4.19)
	(-0.11)
	(-4.15)

	MTA
	-0.0012***
	-0.0014***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0014***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0014***

	
	(-24.27)
	(-25.86)
	(-24.43)
	(-25.90)
	(-24.24)
	(-25.84)

	INS
	-0.0020***
	-0.0032***
	-0.0020***
	-0.0032***
	-0.0020***
	-0.0033***

	
	(-4.24)
	(-7.66)
	(-4.22)
	(-7.61)
	(-4.20)
	(-7.68)

	_cons
	0.0872***
	0.0298***
	0.0873***
	0.0299***
	0.0872***
	0.0298***

	
	(23.34)
	(11.19)
	(23.35)
	(11.23)
	(23.31)
	(11.18)

	Firm FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	3,384,372
	3,384,372
	3,379,563
	3,379,563
	3,372,543
	3,372,543

	Adj_R2
	0.0011
	0.0004
	0.0011
	0.0004
	0.0011
	0.0004


[bookmark: _Hlk212546926][bookmark: _Hlk212547408]Notes: In Table 7, Columns (1) and (2) present the test of whether the market reaction to auditor (team) quality is moderated by audited clients’ restatements; Columns (3) and (4) present the test of whether the market reaction to auditor (partner) quality is moderated by audited clients’ restatements; Columns (5) and (6) present the test of whether the market reaction to auditor (the other signing auditor ) quality is moderated by audited clients’ restatements. Detailed definitions of all variables are provided in Appendix A. The values in parentheses are t-statistics, with standard errors clustered at the firm level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.










Table 8: The Differential Market Reaction to Auditor Quality Based on Earnings Management
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	
	CMAR
	CBAR
	CMAR
	CBAR
	CMAR
	CBAR

	EVENT_HAQ
	0.0018*
	0.0018*
	
	
	
	

	
	(1.84)
	(1.90)
	
	
	
	

	EVENT_LAQ
	0.0018***
	0.0019***
	
	
	
	

	
	(3.12)
	(3.34)
	
	
	
	

	EVENT_HPAQ
	
	
	0.0023**
	0.0023**
	
	

	
	
	
	(2.33)
	(2.37)
	
	

	EVENT_LPAQ
	
	
	0.0018***
	0.0019***
	
	

	
	
	
	(3.00)
	(3.16)
	
	

	EVENT_HSAQ
	
	
	
	
	0.0015
	0.0015

	
	
	
	
	
	(1.16)
	(1.16)

	EVENT_LSAQ
	
	
	
	
	0.0023***
	0.0024***

	
	
	
	
	
	(2.95)
	(2.98)

	Coefficient difference test (p-value)
	0.9873
	 0.9441
	0.6570
	0.6854
	0.5889
	0.5906

	SIZE
	-0.0039***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0039***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0039***
	-0.0012***

	
	(-22.66)
	(-9.64)
	(-22.42)
	(-9.62)
	(-19.52)
	(-8.15)

	ROA
	-0.0008
	-0.0037***
	-0.0007
	-0.0035***
	-0.0014**
	-0.0034***

	
	(-1.38)
	(-6.81)
	(-1.20)
	(-6.35)
	(-2.06)
	(-5.40)

	LEV
	0.0036***
	0.0001
	0.0036***
	0.0002
	0.0036***
	0.0006

	
	(8.33)
	(0.20)
	(8.33)
	(0.39)
	(6.82)
	(1.38)

	GROWTH
	-0.0000
	-0.0003***
	-0.0000
	-0.0004***
	0.0001
	-0.0003***

	
	(-0.29)
	(-4.53)
	(-0.41)
	(-4.85)
	(0.95)
	(-3.10)

	MTA
	-0.0012***
	-0.0014***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0014***
	-0.0013***
	-0.0015***

	
	(-24.54)
	(-26.31)
	(-24.28)
	(-26.07)
	(-21.54)
	(-22.12)

	INS
	-0.0019***
	-0.0030***
	-0.0018***
	-0.0030***
	-0.0015***
	-0.0026***

	
	(-3.83)
	(-7.22)
	(-3.66)
	(-7.16)
	(-2.60)
	(-5.17)

	_cons
	0.0883***
	0.0306***
	0.0888***
	0.0309***
	0.0896***
	0.0313***

	
	(23.15)
	(11.35)
	(22.90)
	(11.29)
	(19.97)
	(9.51)

	Firm FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	3,271,484
	3,271,484
	3,193,194
	3,193,194
	2,169,965
	2,169,965

	Adj_R2
	0.0011
	0.0004
	0.0011
	0.0004
	0.0011
	0.0004


Notes: In Table 8, Columns (1) and (2) present the differences in investors’ market reactions to differing levels of audit team quality, proxied by accrual-based earnings management in audited clients. Columns (3) and (4) present the differences in investors’ market reactions to differing levels of audit partner quality, proxied by accrual-based earnings management in audited clients. Columns (5) and (6) present the differences in investors’ market reactions to differing levels of the other signing auditor quality, proxied by accrual-based earnings management in audited clients. Detailed definitions of all variables are provided in Appendix A. The values in parentheses are t-statistics, with standard errors clustered at the firm level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.







Table 9: Cross-Sectional Tests
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	CMAR
	CBAR
	CMAR
	CBAR

	EVENT
	-0.0022***
	-0.0019***
	-0.0076***
	-0.0068***

	
	(-3.56)
	(-3.05)
	(-2.92)
	(-2.65)

	LANA
	-0.0004***
	0.0001***
	
	

	
	(-8.32)
	(3.42)
	
	

	MED
	
	
	-0.0001
	0.0006***

	
	
	
	(-0.98)
	(10.03)

	[bookmark: _Hlk221970446]EVENT×LANA
	0.0030***
	0.0028***
	
	

	
	(7.12)
	(6.84)
	
	

	EVENT×MED
	
	
	0.0021***
	0.0019***

	
	
	
	(3.45)
	(3.23)

	SIZE
	-0.0030***
	-0.0012***
	-0.0032***
	-0.0013***

	
	(-18.18)
	(-9.50)
	(-18.78)
	(-9.54)

	ROA
	-0.0011**
	-0.0060***
	-0.0018***
	-0.0061***

	
	(-2.00)
	(-10.78)
	(-2.99)
	(-10.41)

	LEV
	0.0036***
	0.0014***
	0.0037***
	0.0015***

	
	(8.50)
	(3.53)
	(8.00)
	(3.54)

	GROWTH
	0.0000
	-0.0002**
	-0.0000
	-0.0002**

	
	(0.20)
	(-2.16)
	(-0.21)
	(-2.46)

	MTB
	-0.0005***
	-0.0005***
	-0.0005***
	-0.0005***

	
	(-10.46)
	(-10.32)
	(-9.72)
	(-9.85)

	INS
	-0.0008
	-0.0016***
	-0.0012**
	-0.0013***

	
	(-1.54)
	(-3.84)
	(-2.25)
	(-2.97)

	TOVEROS
	0.0010***
	0.0009***
	0.0011***
	0.0009***

	
	(59.72)
	(51.76)
	(59.06)
	(51.42)

	VOL
	-0.0160***
	-0.0285***
	-0.0164***
	-0.0297***

	
	(-53.21)
	(-81.46)
	(-51.09)
	(-78.92)

	DUAL
	-0.0000
	-0.0000
	-0.0000
	-0.0000

	
	(-0.83)
	(-0.37)
	(-0.66)
	(-0.31)

	BOARD
	-0.0000
	0.0000
	-0.0000
	-0.0000

	
	(-1.35)
	(0.04)
	(-1.20)
	(-0.22)

	INDR
	0.0725***
	0.0389***
	0.0775***
	0.0382***

	
	(19.85)
	(13.78)
	(20.47)
	(12.96)

	_cons
	0.0010***
	0.0009***
	0.0011***
	0.0009***

	
	(59.72)
	(51.76)
	(59.06)
	(51.42)

	Firm FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	3,274,126
	3,274,126
	 3,037,630
	3,037,630

	Adj_R2
	0.0074
	0.0074
	0.0077
	0.0077


Notes: Table 9 presents the moderating effects of analysts and media as information intermediaries. Columns (1) and (2) report the moderating effect of analysts, and Columns (3) and (4) report the moderating effect of the media. Detailed definitions of all variables are provided in Appendix A. The values in parentheses are t-statistics, with standard errors clustered at the firm level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.



