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Abstract

I build a model of neoclassical production to examine the capital market and

welfare effects of a uniform accounting standard (like IFRS). Firms vary in their

cost of compliance to the standard, and investors vary in their cost of learning

diverse standards for capital allocation. A uniform accounting standard increases

the quantity of capital in the economy and lowers the cost of capital. However,

uniform standards force diverse firms onto the same standard, which reduces

welfare. A regulator selects the optimal number and type of standard to balance

these competing effects. Uniform accounting standards are better than diverse

accounting standards when firm productivity and variation between investors is

large, but worse when the cost of investment and variation between firms is

large. I draw implications for IFRS/GAAP convergence, and the incentives versus

standards debate.
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1 Introduction

Over the last decade, the world has witnessed a slow but steady march toward convergence

of international accounting standards. Dozens of countries around the globe have already

shifted to the International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS), and the Securities

and Exchange Commission (SEC) has pledged to harmonize United States Generally

Accepting Accounting Principles (US GAAP) with IFRS. But are uniform accounting

standards desirable? While the academic community has long articulated some skepticism

of a single, uniform accounting standard (e.g., Ball 2006; Dye and Sunder 2001; Sunder

2002), only recently has this skepticism turned into concrete hesitation by accounting

regulators.1 I advance a simple theoretical framework for thinking about the costs

and benefits of uniform accounting standards. I show exactly how uniform accounting

standards lower the cost of capital, and under what conditions society is better off under a

single uniform accounting standard than under multiple diverse accounting standards. I

show that uniform accounting standards are better when firm productivity and variation

between investors is large, but diverse accounting standards are better when the cost

of investment and variation between firms is large. Ultimately, this paper builds on

Kothari, Ramanna, and Skinner (2009) to argue for competition between FASB and the

IASB in international accounting standards.

The measure of a “good” accounting standard stems from welfare economics, and

the objective of this paper is to aim for economic efficiency. In particular, a government

regulator selects accounting standards to maximize social welfare. Throughout, I consider

total surplus as the measure of social welfare, I assign equal Pareto weights to firms

and investors in the social welfare function.2 The regulator acts as a single entity,

and as such, the model abstracts away from strategic games and rent-seeking between

different accounting standard setting bodies. This is not to insinuate that different

bodies, like FASB and IASB, agree completely on accounting standards. But the

current movement to harmonize international accounting standards suggests that there

is substantial coordination between international accounting standard setters.

The model combines neoclassical production with Hotelling product choice. A continuum

of investors supplies capital in a competitive marketplace to a continuum of firms,

1See the testimony from the confirmation of Mary Schapiro, current Chairman of the SEC, January

27, 2009.
2Different Pareto weights will alter the social welfare function, but will force the regulator to shift

the accounting standards in favor of the party with the greater Pareto weight.
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and supply and demand dictate the market-clearing price and quantity of capital. A

government regulator selects an accounting standard that firms must adhere to in order

to attract capital. There is heterogeneity among both firms and investors with respect

to these accounting standards. Firms vary in their cost of compliance to the accounting

standards, and investors vary in their cost of interpreting and understanding diverse

accounting standards. The regulator acts as a benevolent dictator, and maximizes social

welfare.

The main tension in the model rests on the balance between the capital allocation

benefit of a uniform accounting standard against the social cost of forcing diverse firms

to adhere to the same rigid standard. A uniform standard allows investors to compare

investment opportunities across the economy more easily, since all financial reports are

expressed in the same “language.” This draws investors into the marketplace, thereby,

increasing the supply of capital in the economy and lowering the cost of capital for all

firms. However, a single standard is costly for firms because it fails to take advantage

of the variation among firms. Firms prefer to choose among diverse standards because

this lowers their cost of compliance. The regulator, knowing that the firms will choose

the standard that best fits them, optimally selects the number and type of standard

to minimize the social cost of compliance. The regulator balances the social cost of

compliance against the liquidity benefit of greater supply of capital under a single

standard.

This paper makes two main contributions. The first contribution is to adopt a

neoclassical approach to understand the economic consequences of a uniform accounting

standard. Policymakers have often discussed the greater transparency and investor

confidence as benefits of a single international accounting standard (e.g., Cox (2008)

and Schapiro (2009)), and the empirical accounting literature, reviewed below, often

tracks the effects of IFRS adoption on measures of market liquidity and the cost of

capital. However, there has been a vacuum of theory precisely explaining the economic

consequences of uniform standards. In particular, I show that the dominant intuition on

harmonizing international accounting standards is correct: uniform standards do lower

the cost of capital. My model argues not based on information asymmetry between

investors and firms, but rather shows that accounting standards shift the market supply

curve of capital.

This neoclassical approach focusing on supply and demand does not deny the existence

of information problems in financial reporting, but does deliver novel results in a simple
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and tractable framework. To arrive at implications for the cost of capital, I build on the

literature that connects stock returns to firm production functions.3 This “Q-theory”

of investment, initiated by Cochrane (1991), establishes a conceptual link between

the stock returns and the firm’s production function. I use this literature to show

what implications the equilibrium prices and quantities from a neoclassical production

problem have for the firm’s cost of capital. In particular, under decreasing returns to

scale, the cost of capital rises with the firm’s price of capital. Thus, when a uniform

standard increases the supply of capital, this lowers the equilibrium price of capital and

hence also the cost of capital.

The second contribution is to use the model to develop a number of comparative

statics that can guide policy or future empirical work. I ask under what conditions a

uniform accounting standard generates higher social welfare than under diverse accounting

standards. There are four implications. First, when variation between firms is large,

diverse standards are better. When firms are dispersed, the cost of complying with a

single standard is high, and society is better off with multiple standards that provide

better coverage of all types of firms. Second, when variation between investors is large,

uniform standards are better. Dispersion between investors means that fewer investors

are willing to bear the cost of transitioning to a new standard, thereby shrinking the

investor pool. The main benefit of the uniform standard is that it draws capital into the

marketplace, and therefore it has a larger benefit to society precisely when investors are

reluctant to enter the global capital marketplace. Third, when firm productivity is large,

uniform standards are better. A high marginal product of capital generates the most

returns when the capital level is high, and this occurs under a uniform standard, which

increases the supply of capital in the economy. Fourth, when the cost of investment is

large, diverse standards are better. Because investment overall is more expensive, this

3This literature initially sought to explain the optimal investment path of firms, and to establish

a relationship between Tobin’s Q and marginal Q, which falls out of the first-order conditions of the

firm’s investment problem. Jorgenson (1963) posed the problem, Hayashi (1982) showed that marginal

and average Q are equivalent under constant returns to scale, and Abel and Eberly (1994) showed

that they are proportional under decreasing returns to scale. Cochrane (1991) first establishes a link

between stock returns and investment returns using arbitrage arguments, while Restoy and Rockinger

(1994) and, more recently, Liu, Whited, and Zhang (2009) show that the equivalence of Tobin’s Q and

marginal Q under constant returns to scale is identical to the equivalence between stock returns and

investment returns. I build on Abel and Eberly (2008), who dispose of the controversial adjustment

costs function, and consider firms with decreasing returns to scale.
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erodes the benefit of the uniform standard, making diverse standards more beneficial to

society.

While the primary impetus and application for this paper is the current policy debate

on convergence of the two major accounting standards, IFRS and US GAAP, the theory

applies more broadly. This can also apply to variation in accounting standards within a

country, as well as between countries. In addition, the theory gives guidance on whether

a single accounting standard should have multiple dimensions within a single overarching

standard, like the separate rules for financial and nonfinancial firms within US GAAP. I

now review the debate over international accounting standards, the primary application

of the theory.

1.1 Policy and Academic Debate on International Accounting

Standards

The various policy bodies involved in international accounting standards have slowly

shifted toward a single standard over several years. The former chair of the US SEC,

Christopher Cox, spoke primarily of the comparability benefit of a single standard, which

would ultimately improve transparency of financial reporting and investor confidence.4

The current SEC chair Mary Schapiro has broadly supported convergence, though is

more skeptical, claiming that IFRS standards lack the detail of US standards, leave

much to interpretation, impose high transition costs, and rob the SEC of its oversight

of accounting standards.5 On top of all this, while the IASB and FASB still agree that

harmonization is an eventual target, the process of convergence remains slow, and they

keep postponing the timeline for eventual harmonization. This speaks not only to the

complexity of actually implementing a uniform standard, but also to latent concerns, if

not skepticism, on whether a single, international standard is even desirable.

The literature on international accounting standards is large and growing. These

papers examine the effects of international accounting standards on a wide variety

of market measures. The papers most relevant for my model are those that address

4In his 2008 address to IOSCO, Cox remarks that “An international language of disclosure and

transparency would significantly improve investor confidence in global capital markets. Investors could

more easily compare issuers’ disclosures, regardless of what country or jurisdiction they came from. They

could more easily weigh investment opportunities in their own country against competing opportunities

in other markets.”
5Testimony before Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, January 15, 2009.
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investment liquidity or cost of capital. The literature on IFRS adoption is split between

voluntary and involuntary adoption. The evidence on the capital market effects (market

liquidity, cost of capital) is mixed, though somewhat less so for voluntary adoption.

Some find that the capital market effects (liquidity or cost of capital) are positive (e.g.,

Leuz and Verrecchia 2000; Daske et al 2007; Platikanova 2007; Barth, Landsman, and

Lang 2008; Hail and Leuz 2006), some find they are neutral (e.g, Cuijpers and Buijink

2005; Leuz 2003), and some find they are negative (e.g. Daske 2006; Barth, Clinch,

and Shibano 1999). Mixed capital market effects provide an opportunity for theoretical

guidance, as the evidence establishes variation that can be explained with theory.

Despite the mixed empirical verdict on the capital market effects of an international

accounting standard, the broader evidence on lowering barriers to investment is more

conclusive (e.g., Aggarwal, Klapper, and Wysocki, 2005; Leuz et al 2008athis holds

when inverse). And improving the ability for foreign investment to a country improves

liquidity, lowers the cost of capital, and increases the pool of investor capital (e.g., Stulz

1981; Cooper and Kaplanis 1986), predictions that are all consistent with my model.

Bradshaw, Bushee, and Miller (2004), in fact, find direct evidence of the comparability

benefits of a uniform standard, showing that investors in the US prefer companies that

use accounting standards similar to US GAAP, because they are better able to interpret

and process data. This matches Christopher Cox’s rhetoric on the value of comparable

financial reports, and fits the steering assumption of my model.

A competing hypothesis in the academic debate on international accounting is the

importance of reporting incentives. This argument claims that accounting standards

are less important than the incentives firms face to make high quality financial reports,

which are determined by a wide variety of institutional and legal factors (e.g., Ball 2009;

Christensen, Lee, and Walker 2008; Ball et al 2000; Fan and Wong 2002; Leuz et al 2003;

Haw et al 2004; Burgstahler et al 2006). These studies show that even when firms adhere

to the same standards, there is significant variation in reporting practices across countries

(e.g., Ball et al 2003; Ball and Shivakumar 2005; Burgstahler et al 2006; Lang et al 2006).

While my model is one of accounting standards and does not contain an explicit incentive

problem for the firm, it does produce results that speak to this empirical literature. In

particular, the cost of investment in my model references all of the institutional and

legal constraints on investment, such as weak enforcement of financial reporting, poor

protection of property and shareholder rights, weak financial regulatory institutions —

any feature of the environment that raises the cost of investment. My theory predicts
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that when this cost is small, a uniform standard is better than diverse standards. In this

sense, a uniform standard and the institutional environment (captured by a low cost of

investment) are complements and reinforce one another. This follows from the theory

and is consistent with the literature on reporting incentives in international accounting.

The existing theoretical literature on international accounting standards is thin and

does not directly address whether a single standard is socially optimal. The closest is

Barth, Clinch, and Shibano (1999), who examine the effects of harmonizing domestic

with foreign accounting standards. Like my model, they assume investors must bear a

cost to learning a new (domestic) accounting standard, and they make predictions on

trading volume and the cost of capital. Unlike my paper, they consider the precision of

GAAP as a key component to determining when harmonization leads to lower cost of

capital. Though their model differs in many of the details, they do arrive at a similar

conclusion that harmonization is not necessarily the best option.6

Other work examines the issue of uniformity versus flexibility within a single accounting

standard (e.g., Dye and Verrecchia 1995; Dye and Sridharan 2008), addressing the wide

claim that IFRS allows more discretion and flexibility than US GAAP. While this is

an important issue, I focus on whether a uniform standard is socially optimal, rather

than the optimal structure of a single accounting standard. Finally, Lambert, Leuz, and

Verrecchia (2007) model the effects of accounting information on the cost of capital,

finding that an increase in the quality of a firm’s disclosure about its own future cash

flows has a direct effect on the assessed covariance with other firm’s cash flows, thereby

establishing that accounting disclosure can reduce the cost of capital. While their paper

certainly differs from mine in both setup and focus, it shares the goal of mapping the

relationship between the accounting system and the measure of cost of capital. They

argue accounting disclosure reduces information asymmetry between firms and investors,

lowering the cost of capital. I take a neoclassical approach, arguing that accounting

standards shift the market supply of capital, which lowers the cost of capital.

While the theoretical models on international accounting are scarce, there is a small

collection of policy pieces written by leading academics on the question of regulatory

6There is an unambiguous benefit from a uniform standard, namely that it lowers cost of capital

and increases liquidity. The question remains on whether the costs of a uniform standard outweigh

this unambiguous benefit. Barth et al. (1999) do not find that harmonization necessarily produces the

benefit of lower cost of capital and higher liquidity. In that sense, their paper takes more of a skeptical

view on uniform standards than this one does.

7



competition in accounting standards. Dye and Sunder (2001) run through many of the

arguments for and against regulatory competition, especially the concern for a “race to

the bottom” that plagues the economics of consumer product liability. Sunder (2002)

extends this discussion and argues that competition would improve the efficiency of

accounting standards because regulators would be forced to cater their standards to both

firms and investors. Kothari, Ramanna, and Skinner (2009) also defend competition

among accounting regulators, using the arguments of better economic innovation and

diversity in a world of regulatory competition. While monopolies may innovate less

than competitive firms, my focus here is on optimal diversity rather than optimal level

of innovation.

2 A Neoclassical Model

To model accounting standard setting, consider the real line as the space of all possible

accounting standards. The government regulator picks each accounting standard s ∈ R.

This accounting standard need not have any ordinal or cardinal interpretation, but is

simply a “location” in the universe of all possible accounting standards. In this sense,

this is model of horizontal, rather than vertical, product differentiation, a notion drawn

from the economic literature on industrial organization.

Firms and investors vary with respect to the accounting standards. In particular,

let x be the type of the firm distributed according to a symmetric probability density

function g, with mean µ and variance σ2, and with cumulative density function G. To

comply with an accounting standard s ∈ R, firm x bears a cost (s−x)2. Therefore, firms

vary in their cost of compliance with the accounting standard, and they bear a cost that

rises in their “distance” from the standard. For example, s may refer to the level of fair

value accounting, to which compliance is less costly for some firms (those with assets

whose value is easily reflected in market prices) than for others (firms with thinly-traded,

illiquid assets whose valuation is difficult to obtain). Since the distribution of firm types

rests on the same space as the universe of accounting standards, the differentiation

between firms is also horizontal, and not vertical.7

Each firm has a production function f which transforms capital k into output f(k).

7Namely, the distribution of firms with respect to their cost of compliance establishes that there is

variation between firms. This does not imply that any firm is any better or worse than another. It only

tracks their cost of compliance to the standard.
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The production function is non-negative, strictly increasing, and weakly concave. Each

firm selects a capital level k > 0, which the firm obtains in a competitive market for

capital at price r. Investors sell capital to the firm in the capital market, and firms

buy capital from investors at price r. Examples of capital include both real (like plants

and property) as well as financial (like debt and equity investments) assets. The price of

capital is a market price, not a price specific to the individual firm. Thus, the continuum

of firms and investors implies that all parties take prices as given, and no firm or investor

can move price on its own. Given an accounting standard s and price of capital r, a firm

of type x solves

max
k
f(k) − rk − (s− x)2 (1)

Solving this with respect to k gives the first order condition f ′(k) = r. The firm

selects capital level such that the marginal product of capital equals its marginal cost,

namely, the price r at which the firm buys capital. Because the firm’s concave production

function yields a diminishing marginal return to capital, lowering the price of capital r

leads the firm to buy more capital k in the marketplace. Thus, f ′ traces out the demand

for capital, taking the market price r as given. To be precise, f ′ is exactly the firm’s

inverse demand curve for capital, as it maps quantities into prices. The inverse of f ′

produces the firm’s demand for capital, mapping prices into quantities.

Investors supply capital to firms at price r and bear a cost of capital C(k). This

cost of capital is non-negative, strictly increasing, and weakly convex, reflecting the

investor’s own cost of funds (which includes the cost of financial distress) that rise

at an increasing rate with the amount of capital k. I limit attention to investors

who explicitly use accounting statements to evaluate firms to assist in their capital

allocation decisions.8 Thus, the investor in this model is a sophisticated investor who

reads accounting statements and then decides where to allocate capital in the economy.

Diverse accounting standards are costly because the investor must expend resources

to translate the two different accounting reports into a common language to value

different firms. For example, suppose an investor builds a valuation model to transform

8In practice, these investors are financial intermediaries, like hedge funds and mutual funds, who

acquire capital from a larger pool of outside investors (such as individuals, institutions, and so on).

Implicit is the assumption of some underlying cost of investing that causes the development of a market

for financial intermediation. Modeling the development of the financial intermediation market is outside

of the scope of the paper. Instead, I fuse together the sources of funds with the management of funds.

9



inputs from the financial reports into an output of firm value, which the investor then

uses to decide whether to buy or sell a firm’s stock. Firms under different accounting

regimes report different information to the capital market, which take the form of

different inputs into the investor’s valuation model. Therefore, if accounting standards

are widely different, firms reporting under these standards are not easily comparable.

More specifically, they are comparable, but at a cost, which the investor bears.

To model this cost, suppose each investor knows one accounting standard, but must

bear a cost t to translate and interpret each additional accounting standard. Thus

t is the incremental cost of learning each additional standard. Investors vary in this

transition cost t, so t follows a distribution h, which is symmetric and has mean µh and

variance σ2
h, and cumulative density H . Let n be the number of accounting standards

the regulator sets, so the investor bears a cost t for each additional (n − 1) accounting

standard. Given a market price r, an investor of type t earns revenue rk and bears a

cost of capital C(k) and the transition cost t(n− 1). So an investor of type t solves

max
k

rk − C(k) − t(n− 1) (2)

This leads to the first order condition C ′(k) = r. The investor supplies capital k,

such that the marginal cost of investor capital equals the marginal benefit r, the price

the investor earns from supplying capital to the market. Because of the convexity of

the investor’s cost of capital, the marginal cost of capital increases in k. As the price

r rises, investors supply more capital to the firm. Thus, C ′ traces out the supply of

capital that the investor provides to the firm. In particular, C ′ is the investor’s inverse

supply curve. Figure 1 plots the inverse demand and supply curves, given by the firms

marginal production function and the investor’s marginal cost of capital.

Firms select the quantity of capital to buy from investors, taking the price r given,

and investors select the quantity of capital to supply, also taking the price r as given. To

determine the equilibrium price and quantity simply requires building the market supply

and demand curves from the individual supply and demand curves. The necessary

equilibrium condition is that market demand equals market supply. This will deliver

equilibrium quantity k∗ and equilibrium price r∗ in the marketplace. Because there is a

continuum of firms and investors, an investor can supply capital to any number of firms

at price r. Thus, r is a price that equilibrates the supply and demand for capital; firms

take prices as given and select capital to purchase from the market, investors take price

as given and select capital to supply to the market, and supply and demand equilibrate,
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Figure 1: Individual Demand and Supply

yielding an equilibrium price r∗ and quantity k∗.

Because the primary concern of this paper is to understand international accounting

standards, the capital market in the model is the global capital market. In particular,

I do not model the domestic capital market. There are two reasons for this. First,

the majority of the rhetoric behind the push for international accounting standards

addresses almost exclusively the global capital market and the impact for better global

capital allocation. Second, a richer model that includes the domestic capital market

does not qualitatively change the main results of the paper, but does add additional

complexity that hinders key results. Specifically, if two separate capital markets exist,

then investors can supply, and firms can demand, both domestic and foreign capital.

A uniform accounting standard in this model will draw investors out of the domestic

market and into the foreign market, thereby lowering the cost of capital and increasing

the total (domestic and foreign) supply of capital, the same effect as in the simpler

model. While this additional result is novel, it comes at a high price. In the richer

model, it is impossible to solve for the equilibrium quantity and price of capital in closed

form, thereby eliminating the comparative statics and welfare analysis in section 5. As

such, I focus the model in this paper on the global capital market only, which eases

analysis and provides more results.9

The price of capital r is distinct from, but related to, the firm’s cost of capital.

Following the logic of the CAPM, a firm’s cost of capital is its expected stock return,

9Details on the richer model, with the dual domestic and foreign capital markets, are available upon

request.
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Figure 2: Timeline of Game

which itself captures the present and all future cash flows from the firm. To represent

these future cash flows requires an infinite horizon model. I provide such a model in the

Appendix in the proof of Proposition 2, which defines the expected stock return of the

firm, and shows that it increases in the price of capital. Thus, the cost of capital and

the price of capital r move together, and so equilibrium changes in the price of capital

also shift the cost of capital in the same direction. This proves relevant as the existing

empirical accounting literature measures the cost of capital. Finally, it is important not

to confuse the firm’s cost of capital with the investor’s cost of capital, C(k). Investors

themselves obtain funds from other sources. The convexity of the cost of capital function

refers to the increasing cost of financial distress and other costs that limit the investor’s

ability to obtain funds. These costs are exogenous, whereas the cost of capital r is

endogenous.

The timeline of the game runs as follows, as illustrated in Figure 2. First, the

regulator selects n, the number of accounting standards. Second, the regulator selects

the level of each accounting standard, si ∈ R. Third, each firm decides which accounting

standard to adopt if there are diverse standards available. Fourth, firms and investors

simultaneously select their capital levels k, and the market for capital clears. Fifth,

firms and investors both earn their payoffs based on this equilibrium price and quantity

of capital.

To ease analysis, I will first present the solution under a uniform standard and then

the solution under diverse standards. I will compute social welfare under both scenarios,

and then compare the two regimes to give conditions under which the regulator prefers

uniform over diverse standards.
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3 A Uniform Standard

Suppose the regulator selects a uniform accounting standard, so n = 1. To solve the

model, I will calculate social welfare under this regime. To do so, work backwards.

Begin with Stage 4, the penultimate market-clearing stage. Firms and investors both

take prices as given and select equilibrium quantities of capital, which gives rise to an

equilibrium price of capital. Given an accounting standard s and a price of capital r,

a firm of type x solves the firm’s problem ( 1), yielding first order condition f ′(k) = r.

This delivers the firm’s inverse demand for capital. Let d(r) be the firm’s demand for

capital, so

d(r) = f ′−1(r)

Market demand is the sum of the individual demand curves of each firm over the

distribution of firms. So the market demand is

D1(r) ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
d(r)g(x)dx = d(r),

where the subscript refers to n = 1. The term d(r) pulls out of the integral because

individual demand does not vary with x in this neoclassical model. Because the density

of firm types integrates to one, market demand and individual demand are the same. In

this sense, this is a “representative firm” model similar in spirit to the “representative

agent” model of macroeconomics. Because the firms vary in their compliance cost to the

accounting standard and not in their capital choice, the demand of the representative

firm is exactly market demand. Moreover, inverse market demand is simply the inverse

of individual demand d(r), which is f ′. Hence, the marginal production function f ′ is

the inverse market demand.10

Now consider the investor’s problem. Since there is a single accounting standard,

the investor does not bear an additional transition cost of translating one standard into

another. Therefore, given a price r, an investor of type t selects k to maximize rk−C(k).

The investor will choose capital, such that C ′(k) = r, yielding an investor’s individual

supply of capital, s(r) = C ′−1(r). Market supply under a uniform standard (n = 1)

aggregates these individual supply curves over all investors, and so is

10This is clear from the first-order condition and the fact that the production function is weakly

concave. As the price r falls, diminishing marginal productivity of capital leads the firm to buy more

capital in the market, so f ′ traces out the demand curve.
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S1(r) =

∫ ∞

−∞
s(r)h(t)dt=s(r).

Thus, the inverse market demand and supply curves are given by f ′ andC ′ respectively.

Equilibrium obtains when market supply equals market demand. Because there is only

one standard in Stage 3, every firm picks the single standard s. In Stage 2, the regulator

picks s to maximize social welfare, which is total surplus, the sum of the payoffs to all

firms and investors.

The equilibrium of this game obtains when firms select how much capital to buy in

the market, taking prices as given; investors select how much capital to supply to the

market, taking prices as given; market supply equals market demand; and the regulator

maximizes social welfare. Therefore, we have the following definition of our equilibrium.

Definition 1 A competitive equilibrium under a uniform standard is a triple (r∗, k∗, s∗)

such that

1. For each r, firms solvemaxk f(k) − rk − (s− x)2, yielding market demand D1(r).

2. For each r, investors solve maxk rk − C(k), yielding market supply S1(r).

3. Markets clear: k∗ ≡ S1(r
∗) = D1(r

∗).

4. The regulator chooses s∗ to maximize social welfare.

Under a uniform standard, recall that the market supply and demand curves are

equivalent to their individual supply and demand curves, since the density g of firms

and h of investors both integrate to one. This holds when inverse supply equals inverse

demand. Thus, the equilibrium price r∗ and quantity of capital k∗ will satisfy

r∗ = f ′(k∗) = C ′(k∗)

Equilibrium quantity k∗ equilibrates inverse supply and inverse demand, and therefore,

also market supply and market demand. The market clearing price is exactly r∗. At

the equilibrium price r∗ and equilibrium quantity of capital k∗, social welfare under a

uniform standard (n = 1) is the payoff of all firms and all investors, which is

SW1(s) =

∫ ∞

−∞
(f(k∗) − r∗k∗ − (s− x)2)g(x)dx+

∫ ∞

−∞
(r∗k∗ − C(k∗))h(t)dt
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The regulator will select an accounting standard s to maximize social welfare SW1.

But because the equilibrium price and quantity do not vary with the choice of standard

s, maximizing the social welfare is equivalent to minimizing the social cost of compliance.

This is the deadweight loss of complying with the accounting standard, namely the cost

for every firm to conform to the standard, integrated over all firms. This cost is

SC(s) =

∫ ∞

−∞
(s− x)2g(x)dx = s2 − 2sµ+ µ2 + σ2

since Ex2 = µ2 + σ2. Minimizing this social cost with respect to s shows that the

regulator will optimally select s∗ = µ. Intuitively, the regulator seeks to minimize the

social cost of compliance, and this involves selecting a standard that achieves the lowest

average social cost, so the regulator will choose a standard which is optimal for the

average firm. Collecting these results gives

Proposition 1 The competitive equilibrium under a uniform standard is a triple (r∗, k∗, s∗),

such that r∗ = f ′(k∗) = C ′(k∗) and s∗ = µ.

At this optimal standard s∗ = µ, the social cost of compliance becomes

SC(s∗) = µ2 − 2µ2 + µ2 + σ2 = σ2.

This confirms intuition that the social cost of compliance is identically equal to the

variance in the distribution of firm types. As the variance of the distribution increases,

firms are dispersed more widely in the economy, causing these firms to bear large losses

to comply with a single standard. Evaluating the social welfare at the optimal values,

r∗, k∗, and s∗, gives an expression for social welfare:

SW1(s
∗) = f(k∗) − C(k∗) − σ2

The social welfare function SW1 separates the real and financial components of

capital allocation. The first term f(k∗) − C(k∗) is the real productivity of capital,

namely, the value of output minus the cost of capital. This is the surplus from capital

allocation and net of transfer payments between the supply and demand sides of the

market.11 The second term σ2 represents the social cost from complying with accounting

standards. Observe, for example, that as the variance on firm distribution rises, this

11Note that the transfer payments r∗k∗ fall out of the total surplus calculation.
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reduces social welfare, possibly to the point where the losses from σ2 exceed the social

benefits of capital allocation f(k∗) − C(k∗).

4 Diverse Accounting Standards

Now suppose that the regulator selects diverse accounting standards. To ease computations,

we limit the number of standards n = 2. This not only reflects the current state of

affairs with two dominant global accounting standards (IFRS and US GAAP), but is

also without loss of generality, as standards with n > 2 do not qualitatively change the

results.

As before, work backwards. Diverse standards affect whether the firm will choose to

adhere to standard s1 or s2, but does not change the firm’s choice of capital. Therefore,

in the penultimate Stage 4, given a price r and a standard si, a firm of type x will select

capital such that f ′(k) = r. The inverse of this function delivers the individual demand

for capital, and averaging over all firms, gives the market demand for capital. This

analysis is unchanged from the prior section, and therefore the inverse market demand

for capital is given by f ′.

The investor’s problem is more complex. Facing two accounting standards, the

investor now bears a transition cost t > 0 of learning a new standard.12 Given price r,

an investor of type t solves

max
k

rk − C(k) − t

yielding the standard first order condition C ′(k) = r. As before, the investor’s

marginal cost of capital determines how much capital the investor will supply to the

market at different prices. Therefore, s(r) = C ′−1(r) is the investor’s individual supply

of capital. The presence of diverse standards does not change s(r), because the transition

cost is effectively a fixed cost with respect to capital choice. Once the investor bears

this fixed cost, there is no incremental cost from supplying more capital to the market.

However, the presence of diverse standards will affect market supply. Under a uniform

standard, every investor in the market was willing to supply capital to every firm in the

12Observe that these explicit transition costs land only on investors, not on firms. But firms also

bear costs of a uniform standard; variation among firms in the standard-space means firms are “farther

away” from the standard, inducing a compliance cost which I calculate later in the model. A uniform

standard also changes the equilibrium price and quantity of capital, which also affects firm profits.
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market because there was no incremental cost of learning a new standard. Now, when

such a cost exists, only some firms will supply capital to the entire market. In particular,

firms with low transition costs are able to finance the entire market, whereas firms with

high transitions costs are only able to finance part of the market (the part of the market

whose accounting standard they understand).

To be concrete, in a world where US GAAP and IFRS are different, investors

with high transition costs specialize in investing either in American or European firms,

whereas investors with low transition costs are able to finance firms globally. My concern

here is the global supply of capital, and imposing diverse accounting standards reduces

this supply, because it becomes excessively costly for some firms to learn the new

standard and apply capital to firms under the new standard. Thus, the market supply

of capital falls, because not all investors will supply capital in the global market. In

particular, investors will supply capital as long as the transition cost is sufficiently small

that the firm’s profit rk−C(k)− t is non-negative. Equivalently, if the investor does not

choose to enter the global capital market, he can collect an outside option, normalized to

zero. This outside option is a fixed quantity that can represent the investor’s alternative

payoff, either from exiting the market, or from the average payoff from investing in the

(unmodeled) domestic capital market.13 The investor enters the market if

t ≤ t∗(r) = rs(r) − C(s(r))

since the investor supplies capital s(r) to the market.

Figure 3 shows that the transition cost bounds the number of investors that will

enter the global market to supply capital to all firms. Under a single standard, every

investor was willing to finance every firm. But now, only investors with sufficiently low

transition costs are willing to supply capital to all firms. Investors with low transition

costs (t ≤ t∗(r)) will enter the global capital market, but investors with high transition

costs (t > t∗(r)) will not. These investors will, for example, finance firms that use the

accounting standards that the investors are more familiar with.14

13As mentioned earlier, a domestic capital market is possible to model with separate capital levels

kf for foreign capital and kd for domestic capital. However, this richer model does not alter the main

results of the simpler model, but does introduce additional complexity that prevents the comparative

statics and welfare analysis of section 5.
14The model does not specify whether these high (transition) cost investors will finance firms on

standard 1 or 2. Rather, the model states only that these investors will not finance all firms in the
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Figure 3: Investors willing to supply capital to all firms.

The individual investor’s inverse supply curve is given by C ′, so an investors’s

individual supply curve is the inverse of this, given by

s(r) = C ′−1(r).

To construct the market supply, it is necessary to aggregate over all investors that

enter the market. In this case, that is all investors with t ≤ t∗(r) for each price r. The

market supply under two standards is

S2(r) =

∫ t∗(r)

−∞
s(r)h(t)dt = s(r)H(t∗(r))

So H(t∗(r)) is the relative share of capital available in the market. Since only some

investors enter into the market rather than all investors, this market supply under diverse

standards is less than the market supply under a uniform standard for every price r.

Thus

economy. Investors in the model are not differentiated by a more primitive preference for a particular

standard. Rather, they simply vary in their costs of learning a new standard. Examining which firms

match with which investors is an interesting exercise, but not essential for determining the market

supply of capital and the equity cost of capital, which is the objective here.
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S2(r) = s(r)H(t∗(r)) < s(r) = S1(r). (3)

The transition cost of learning different accounting standards affects the extensive

but not the intensive supply of capital. Namely, it affects how many investors enter the

market rather than the amount of capital that any individual investor supplies. This

occurs because learning a new accounting standard is a fixed cost, but does not vary

with the amount of capital invested. As before, a competitive equilibrium will involve

firms buying an optimal amount of capital, taking prices as given; investors supplying

an optimal amount of capital, taking prices as given; markets clearing; and the regulator

maximizing social welfare. Therefore,

Definition 2 A competitive equilibrium under diverse accounting standards are a triple

(r̂, k̂, s∗i ), such that

1. For each r, firms solve maxk f(k)− rk− (si −x)2, yielding market demand D2(r).

2. For each r, investors solve maxk rk − C(k) − t, yielding market supply S2(r).

3. Markets clear: k̂ ≡ D2(r̂) = S2(r̂).

4. Regulator selects s∗i to maximize social welfare.

In a world with multiple standards, each firm selects at most one standard. The regulator

then chooses the standard s∗i optimally to maximize social welfare, which I write out

explicitly in the next subsection. Observe that under two accounting standards, the

demand curve is unchanged, but the supply curve shifts leftward (supply falls). This

is clear from (3), where the supply under diverse standards S2(r) is strictly less than

the supply under a uniform standard S1(r). Because the pool of available investors

shrinks, so does the supply of capital. Thus, under diverse accounting standards, the

capital market clears at a higher price and lower quantity than under uniform accounting

standards. The next proposition, proved in the appendix, links these changes in the price

of capital to the firm’s cost of capital.

Proposition 2 Relative to diverse accounting standards, uniform standards lower the

cost of capital and raise the quantity of capital in the economy.
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Figure 4: Market Demand and Supply

The logic behind Proposition 2 is simple. With diverse accounting standards, investors

bear a cost for translating the standards into a single language. Thus, there is a marginal

investor t∗(r) who is indifferent between entering and exiting the capital market. Investors

with higher transition costs will exit, whereas investors with lower transition costs will

enter. The net result is to decrease the supply of capital available in the economy.

As such, when the supply curve shifts leftward, the market clears at a higher price

in quantity. If r∗ and k∗ are the equilibrium price and quantity levels under a uniform

accounting regime and r̂ and k̂ are the price and quantity levels under diverse accounting

regimes, then Proposition 2 states that r̂ > r∗ and k̂ < k∗. Uniform accounting standards

have the benefit of increasing the supply of capital in the marketplace, and thereby

lowering the price of capital. Since the price of capital is equivalent to the cost of capital,

uniform accounting standards also have the benefit of lowering the cost of capital.

The main work in proving Proposition 2 is establishing a link between the cost of

capital and the price of capital r. Following the CAPM, the cost of capital is the expected

stock return. The proof of Proposition 2 establishes the infinite horizon version of the

capital allocation problem, which is necessary in order to define the expected stock

return. The infinite horizon model is the repetition of the static model, in which each

period the firm buys capital kt at price r. Consider a Cobb-Douglas production function
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f(kt) = At(k
α
t ), where the productivity parameter At follows a geometric Brownian

motion. Therefore, the firm adjusts its capital every period as its productivity increases

over time at stochastic growth rate µ. The cash flows from the firm are its operating

profits, πt = f(kt) − rkt, and the value of the firm Vt is the discounted sum of current

and all future cash flows of the firm. The cost of capital is the expected stock return,

based on the value of the firm Vt.

The infinite horizon model that links the cost of capital to the price of capital is

developed in detail in the appendix, and builds on Abel and Eberly (2008). While

the full proof establishing that cost of capital and the price of capital move together is

somewhat complex, the intuition is apparent from the decreasing returns to scale of the

Cobb-Douglas production function. Recall from the first-order condition that f ′(k∗) = r.

Under Cobb-Douglas production with parameter α < 1, the operating profit of the firm

π = f(kt)− rkt surely decreases in r, as does the optimal capital choice k∗. But observe

that the normalized cash flow, the operating profit per unit of capital, is

f(k∗)

k∗
− r = f ′(k∗)/α− r = r(

1 − α

α
)

since f ′(k)k = αf(k) under Cobb-Douglas production. It is easy to see that ∂[π/k]
∂r

=
1
α
− 1 > 0 since α < 1 because of decreasing returns to scale. Under Cobb-Douglas

production, the average output of the firm f(k)
k

is proportional to the marginal output

of the firm f ′(k), with a factor of proportionality α. And because at the optimal capital

choice the marginal output of the firm is exactly equal to the price of capital r, the

normalized cash flow π
k

is directly proportional to the price of capital. Thus, even

though capital and output both fall as the price rises, the decreasing returns to scale

means that the capital falls by a larger amount, causing the normalized cash flow π
k

to

rise. Thus, the normalized cash flows increase in r. Because the expected stock return is

the present and future discounted sum of all these cash flows, the expected stock return

also increases in r.

4.1 Choice of Accounting Standards

Now consider the game in Stage 3. Recall that a firm of type x bears a cost of compliance

(si − x)2 if it adheres to standard si. Because this loss function is quadratic, every firm

of type x will choose the “nearest” accounting standard, namely the standard which

minimizes its compliance cost.
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Observe that there will be at most one marginal firm x∗ that is indifferent between

s1 and s2. This marginal firm faces the same loss from both accounting standards.

Therefore, x∗ satisfies

(s1 − x∗)2 = (s2 − x∗)2

Solving this yields x∗ = (s1+s2)
2

, so the marginal firm is simply the midpoint between

the two standards. It is easy to see that all firms x < x∗ will chose s1, and all firms

x > x∗ will choose s2. Each firm selects the standard that minimizes its compliance

cost, and thus the universe of firms partitions into two pieces, with the marginal firm x∗

denoting the indifference point. The social cost of adhering to the standard is the sum

of the social cost for firms picking standard 1 and firms picking standard 2. All firms

with x < x∗ bear cost s1 − x, while all firms with x > x∗ bear cost s2 − x. Therefore,

the social cost under two standards is

SC2(s1, s2) =

∫ x∗

−∞
(s1 − x)2g(x)dx+

∫ ∞

x∗

(s2 − x)2g(x)dx

The first integral is the compliance cost for all firms adhering to s1, while the second

integral is the compliance cost of all firms adhering to s2. Furthermore, note that the

marginal firm x∗ is a function of s1 and s2. If the regulator increases s1, this is good

for firms x > s1 because it brings the standard closer to those firms, but bad for firms

x < s1 because it moves the standard farther away from those firms.

In Stage 2, the regulator chooses standards to maximize social welfare. As before,

social welfare is the profits of each firm, aggregated over all firms in the market, plus the

profit of each investor, aggregated over all investors that enter the market, evaluated at

equilibrium price r̂ and quantity k̂:

SW2(s1, s2) =

∫ x∗

−∞

(

f(k̂) − r̂k̂ − (s1 − x)2
)

g(x)dx+

∫ ∞

x∗

(

f(k̂) − r̂k̂ − (s2 − x)2
)

g(x)dx

+

∫ t∗(r̂)

−∞

(

r̂k̂ − C(k̂) − t
)

h(t)dt

Collecting terms, this simplifies to

SW2(s1, s2) = f(k̂) − r̂k̂ +
(

r̂k̂ − C(k̂)
)

H (t∗(r̂)) −
∫ t∗(r̂)

−∞
th(t)dt− SC(s1, s2)
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Figure 5: Optimal Standards

Observe that the choice of standards does not affect the amount of capital that firms

buy in the market, but only determines which standard the firm adheres to. Therefore,

it is clear from the expression for social welfare above that standards only affect the

social cost of compliance. Thus, to maximize social welfare, the planner will minimize

the social cost of compliance.

The optimal choice of s1 will balance these two competing costs and benefits, taking

into account the distribution of firms. Therefore, a similar logic applies to its choice

of s2. In Stage 2, the regulator selects the standards to maximize coverage, namely to

choose standards that minimizes the average social cost of compliance.

Consider the following quantities.

µ1 =

∫ µ

−∞
xg(x)dx and µ2 =

∫ ∞

µ

xg(x)dx

These terms are the left and right averages of the distribution. Observe that µ1+µ2 =

µ. Furthermore, let δ = µ2 − µ1 > 0. This term δ is the difference between the right

average and the left average. This measures the variation in the firm distribution, as

the next proposition establishes, and determines the optimal choice of standards.

Proposition 3 The regulator selects optimal standards s∗1 = 2µ1 and s∗2 = 2µ2.
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Observe that the average standard is simply (s1+s2)/2 = µ1+µ2 = µ. Therefore, the

regulator selects standards that, on average, are set equal to the average firm. Indeed,

the proof of Proposition 3, proved in the appendix, shows that the symmetry of the

density g makes the choice of standards symmetric around µ. Therefore, the regulator

simply chooses how far away the standard should be from the mean, taking into account

that narrow standards are good for firms close to the mean, but bad for outlier firms, and

wide standards have the reverse quality. Figure 5 shows the location of the standards

on a plot of the distribution of firm types. Observe that the standards are located

equidistant from the mean, and that they are a function of the left and right averages

of the distribution. There is self-sorting in the market place: firms with quality x < µ

choose standard s∗1 = 2µ1 while firms with quality x > µ choose standard s∗2 = 2µ2.

With these optimal standards s∗1 and s∗2, the proof of Proposition 3 shows that the

social cost evaluated at these optimal points is

SC2(s
∗
1, s

∗
2) = σ2 − (µ2 − µ1)

2

Therefore, social welfare is now

SW2 = f(k̂) − C(k̂)H(t∗(r̂))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Surplus

− (1 −H(t∗(r̂))) r̂k̂
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Investor Fees

−
∫ t∗(r̂)

−∞
th(t)dt

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Transition Costs

+ δ2
︸︷︷︸

Compliance Costs

−σ2

(4)

This expression for social welfare separates the real and financial consequences of

accounting rules. The first term is the surplus from capital allocation, and the second

is the pool of investor fees lost when investors t > t∗(r̂) stay out of the capital market.

With diverse accounting standards, the smaller pool of available capital is reflected in

H(t∗(r̂)) < 1. The integral in the expression above is the total social transition cost of

using diverse standards. Finally, diverse standards have an additional benefit of reducing

the cost of compliance, therefore δ = µ2 −µ1 measures this benefit of diverse accounting

standards.

4.2 Comparing Accounting Regimes

Finally, consider Stage 1, where the regulator selects either a uniform or diverse accounting

standard. From prior computations, we know that the social welfare under one, uniform

standard is
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SW1 = f(k∗) − C(k∗) − σ2 (5)

The regulator prefers one standard over two if SW1 > SW2. This occurs if

(Change in surplus) + (Investor fees) > (Transition costs) + (Compliance costs)

There are two costs of imposing a uniform standard, displayed on the right hand

side. The first is simply the transition cost of forcing all investors to learn the same

language. This is the incremental transition cost t integrated over all investors that

enter the marketplace, namely all investors t < t∗(r̂). The second cost is the compliance

cost, the cost of forcing all firms onto a single standard. Recall that doing so is costly

for firms at the tails of the distribution because there is “greater distance” in the type

space of firms.

There are two benefits of imposing a uniform standard, displayed on the left hand

side of the inequality. The Change in Surplus (f(k∗) − C(k∗)) − (f(k̂) − C(k̂)H(t∗(r̂)))

is the difference between surplus under a uniform standard and surplus under diverse

standard, and thus measures the real economic effect of a single standard. The investor

fees 1−H(t∗(r̂))r̂k̂ are the fees to those additional investors who enter the market under

a uniform standard, namely, a payment of r̂k̂ for each t > t∗(r̂). Call the sum of the

investor fees and the change in surplus the “liquidity effect” of a uniform standard.

While the change in surplus may rise or fall when switching to a uniform standard,

when combined with investor fees, the effect is positive.

Proposition 4 The liquidity effect of uniform accounting standards is always positive.

Uniform standards thus surely have the benefit of raising liquidity, but they may or

may not outweigh their costs.

5 Comparative Statics and Welfare Implications

To deliver a richer set of implications, it will be useful to parameterize the model.

Suppose that the distribution of firms g is uniform over [0, b] for some b > 0. Observe

that b measures the support of the distribution and also tracks the mean and variance

of the distribution, since µ = b
2

and σ2 = b
12

. Similarly, let the distribution of investors

h be uniform over [0, a] for some a > 0 where µh = a
2

and σ2
h = a

12
. It is easy to calculate
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that µ1 =
∫ µ

0
xg(x)dx = b

8
and µ2 =

∫ b

µ
xg(x)dx = 3b

8
. And therefore, δ = µ2 − µ1 = b

4
.

Also note that δ = µ
2

= 3σ2. Therefore, δ rises both in the mean and in the variance of

the firm’s distribution.

To ease analysis, consider a one-factor Cobb-Douglas production function f(k) =

2A
√
k. The productivity factor A measures the marginal product of capital; firms with

higher levels of A are more productive, making each dollar of capital more valuable.

The first order conditions for the firm’s problem gives f ′(k) = A√
k

= r. This is the

individual firm’s inverse demand. Under a single accounting standard, market and

individual demand are the same, given by f ′−1:

D(r) = d(r) =
A2

r2

This shows that demand slopes down, since higher prices induce the firm to buy

less capital in the marketplace. It also shows that demand increases in the firm’s

productivity, since more productive firms earn a higher return for every dollar of capital

and therefore purchase more capital in the marketplace.

Suppose the investor’s cost of capital is C(k) = c
2
k2. The first order conditions from

the investor’s problem gives C ′(k) = ck = r. Inverting this gives the firm’s supply

curve S(r) = r
c
. Recall that under a single accounting standard, there are no transition

costs of interpreting diverse standards, and therefore, all investors enter the marketplace.

Market supply under a single accounting standard is

S1(r) = s(r) =
r

c

As expected, market supply is upward-sloping as it increases in price r. But market

supply decreases in the investor’s cost of capital. As the cost of raising each additional

dollar of capital for the investor rises, this causes the supply of capital to decrease.

The competitive equilibrium equates supply and demand, and therefore requires D(r) =

S1(r), yielding equilibrium prices and quantities under a single accounting standard:

r∗ =
3
√
cA2 and k∗ = (A/c)

2
3

These quantities directly express the impact of the investor’s cost of capital and

the firm’s marginal productivity on equilibrium prices and quantities. In particular,

increases in firm productivity shift out demand, causing the market to clear at a higher

price and quantity. Similarly, increases in the investor’s cost of capital decreases market
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supply for capital, causing the market to clear at a lower price but higher quantity.

Thus, increases in either firm productivity or investor’s cost of capital induces in the

marketplace a larger equilibrium quantity of capital, but the effect on price depends on

whether the demand or supply curve shifts.

Under two accounting standards, the demand side of the economy is unchanged,

since the transition cost of interpreting diverse accounting standards, t, falls on the

investor, not on the firm. Therefore, the individual and firm demand curves are still

given by D(r) = d(r) = A2

r2 . Furthermore, observe that in the investor payoff function

rk −C(k) − t, the transition cost does not affect the firm’s marginal decision to supply

capital. Therefore, the individual supply curve is still s(r) = r
c
. However, the market

supply will differ now that some investors choose not to enter the marketplace.

Who are these investors? For a given price r, s(r) is the quantity of capital each firm

supplies to the marketplace, and so the marginal investor is indifferent between entering

and exiting this market. This marginal investor is defined by marginal investor

t∗(r) = rs(r) − C(s(r)) = r2

2c
.

Size of the Investor Pool H(t∗(r)) = r2

2ca

As price r rises, investors earn more profit for every dollar of capital supplied to the

firms, causing the marginal investor to increase, thereby expanding the pool of investors

that enter the marketplace. Similarly, as investors’ cost of capital rises, this decreases

the return to every dollar of capital supplied to the market, eroding the investors’ return

and decreasing the pool of investors who enter the capital market. And finally, as the

group of investors becomes more diverse (a rises), fewer investors are willing to enter

the marketplace, causing the investor pool to shrink.

Market supply is therefore individual firm supply adjusted by the size of the investor

pool. Therefore, under two accounting standards, market supply for capital is

S2(r) = s(r)H(t∗(r)) =
r3

2c2a
This market supply, like S1(r), rises in price and falls in investors’ cost of capital c.

In addition, as a rises, the investor pool becomes more disperse, and few investors are

willing to enter the marketplace, thus reducing the market supply of capital.

Since the demand for capital is the same under either regime, the equilibrium conditions

require that D(r) = S2(r) in the equilibrium under diverse standards. Solving this yields

the optimal price and quantity under diverse accounting standards.
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Quantity k

D(r) = A2

r2

S1(r) = r
c

S2(r) = r3

2c2a

k∗

r∗

k̂

r̂
Figure 6: Market Clearing Under Uniform Distributions

r̂ = (2c2Aa)
1
5 and k̂ = A2

r̂2

Figure 6 plots the supply and demand curves under both uniform and diverse accounting

standards. It is clear from the picture that diverse accounting standards do not affect

the demand for capital, but they do decrease the supply of capital.15 This causes the

market to clear at a higher price and lower quantity, thereby reducing the quantity of

capital circulating in the marketplace and increasing the price at which that capital

trades.

The transition costs of diverse accounting regimes is

∫ t∗(r)

0

th(t)dt =

∫ r
2

2c

0

t

a
dt =

r4

8ac2

The behavior of this transition cost follows the behavior of t∗(r). Any parameter that

increases the marginal investor will expand the pool of investors entering the market,

thereby increasing the transition cost of diverse standards.

5.1 When are uniform standards better?

To get traction on this issue, it is necessary to evaluate the effects of changes in the

parameters of the model with respect to δ = SW1 − SW2, the net benefit of uniform

15Observe that price is on the x-axis, so a decrease in supply means the supply curve shifts down.
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accounting standards over diverse accounting standards. I derive this expression in

Section 4.2, which effectively requires that the

(Change in surplus) + (investor fees) > (transition costs) + (compliance costs)

The change in surplus is the real economic effect of imposing a single uniform

standard, which varies depending on how much capital enters the marketplace. The

investor fees are the additional fees investors earn under a uniform standard because all

investors supply capital to the market. The transition costs are the costs of learning

and adapting to a single standard, and the compliance cost is the cost of adhering to

a single standard. This compliance cost reflects the fact that diverse standards provide

better coverage of the marketplace, because the regulator can tailor the standards to the

distribution of firms.16 The parameters of the model are the variation between firms,

σ2, the variation between investors (proxied by support of the distribution, a), firm

productivity (A), and the investor’s cost of capital (c). I give conditions under which

uniform standards are better than diverse standards, where a standard is “better” than

another if it generates more total surplus, and hence is more efficient.

Corollary 1 Diverse accounting standards are better than uniform accounting standards

when the variation between firms is large.

Firm variation is captured by the term δ = (µ2 − µ1) = 3σ2 Thus, the difference

between the left and the right means, δ = µ2 − µ1, directly tracks the variance on

firm distribution σ2. As the variation between firms rises, σ2 rises, and hence so does

δ2. As such, this increases the “penalty” from uniform accounting standards, since

uniform accounting standards force diverse firms onto a single rigid standard, which

causes deadweight losses. As these welfare losses increase, so does the relative benefit

of diverse accounting standards. Now, the variation between investors has exactly the

opposite effect than the variation between firms on the optimality of diverse standards:

Corollary 2 Uniform accounting standards are better than diverse accounting standards

when the variation between investors is large.

Under a uniform distribution, increasing the variance is equivalent to increasing a, the

support of distribution h. The marginal investor t∗(r̂) = r̂2

2c
is unchanged, but expanding

16A single standard is costly because firms from the tails of the distribution must comply with a

standard located in the center of the distribution.
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the support of the distribution of h means fewer investors satisfy t < t∗(r̂), causing the

pool of available capital H(t∗(r̂)) = r̂2

2ca
to shrink. Now, the surplus under a uniform

standard f(k∗) − C(k∗) remains unchanged, but the surplus under a diverse standard

f(k̂) − C(k̂)H(t∗(r̂)) rises because the smaller investor pool reduces the aggregate cost

of investing (simply because fewer investors enter the market). Thus, the change in

surplus rises. As the investor pool shrinks, so do transition costs and investor fees,

but not enough to offset the rise in the change in surplus. In sum, increasing variation

between investors shrinks the investor pool, allowing uniform standards to have an even

larger effect by drawing in many of these investors outside the capital market. This

raises the welfare benefit from uniform standards. Now consider the effect of increases

in firm productivity.

Corollary 3 Uniform accounting standards are better than diverse accounting standards

when firm productivity is high.

The productivity parameter A measures the marginal productivity of capital. As

A rises, every unit of capital generates more surplus for society. Recall that uniform

accounting standards draw capital into the market and the market clears at a lower price

(lower r∗) and a higher quantity of capital k∗. This influx of capital has a greater benefit

as the firm productivity rises. In other words, every dollar of capital is more valuable to

society, and this influx of capital arises from the uniform accounting standards. Thus,

uniform accounting standards give incentives for investors to enter the capital market,

thereby raising the quantity of capital circulating in the marketplace and generating

surplus. As such, the benefit from uniform accounting standards rises as productivity

of firms rises. An implication is that economies that are more productive are better

candidates for uniform accounting standards than less productive economies. Finally,

consider changes in the investor’s cost of capital c.

Corollary 4 Diverse accounting standards are better than uniform accounting standards

when the cost of investment is large.

Recall that C ′(k) = ck and C ′′(k) = c. Therefore, c exactly measures the convexity

of the investor’s cost of capital function. As the cost of investment increases, investors

require a higher return to justify their investments. This makes them less likely to invest

in other activities, such as learning another accounting standard. Like an increase in a, a
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rise in c thus reduces the pool of investors willing to enter the capital market, shrinking

the total supply of capital. But unlike a, c also effects surplus under a uniform standard,

in that higher c raises the equilibrium price and lowers the equilibrium quantity of

capital. This reduces surplus f(k∗) − C(k∗), cutting the benefit of a uniform standard.

Thus, even though a uniform standard draw investors into the market, the smaller

surplus reflects a smaller prize (surplus) upon entry. As such, society benefits less from

a uniform standard, compared to diverse accounting standards.

This last corollary speaks to the ”reporting incentives” view of international accounting.

This view emphasizes the incentives of firms to report high quality information to the

marketplace as the leading determinant of accounting quality, rather than the accounting

standard. Though my model does not directly model the incentives of the firm to report

information to the marketplace, the cost of investment parameter c does capture of the

legal institutional environment. The cost c is a reduced form expression for all of the legal

and environmental problems that make investment costly, such as weak enforcement,

poor property rights, bad corporate governance, etc. These are the same costs that

dampen incentives for firms to provide high quality accounting to the marketplace. The

corollary states that when these costs are small, uniform standards are better. Thus

uniform standards and the institutional and legal environment are complements; they

reinforce each other and a uniform standard is better when the institutional environment

is sound, which occurs when the cost of investment is low.

6 Conclusion

By their very construction, all accounting standards face an inherent tension between

ease of interpretation and compliance. Accounting standards evolve because investors

seek predictable and reliable ways of interpreting information from firms. Therefore,

from their birth, accounting standards are designed to reduce a vast array of information

into a format that is easy to interpret and understand. The very fact that accounting

standards exist and have developed over time proves that investors demand comparability

in financial reports, and use this to allocate capital efficiently. But therein lies the inherit

tension in accounting standards, since firms are quite diverse. A manufacturing firm

differs from a technology firm, which differs from a financial services firm, and requiring

all three types of firm to adhere to a rigid standard will be costly to at least two of them,

if not all three.
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This paper presents a first order cost and benefit analysis of this inherent tension.

Uniform standards have the benefit of easing interpretation of financial reports across

the investor community. But they also impose a compliance cost on firms, some of

which may bear large costs to comply with a standard that fits the average firm, but not

themselves. A government regulator seeks to balance these twin effects, when selecting

the optimal number and level of accounting standard. Specifically, a uniform standard

provides a liquidity benefit by easing interpretation of the standard among investors,

thereby drawing more investors into the capital market and increasing the supply of

capital, and ultimately decreasing the equity cost of capital. Uniform standards also

save investors from having to learn multiple accounting standards, which effectively are

multiple languages in the capital marketplace. The regulator trades off these costs and

benefits against the benefit of diverse standards, namely lower compliance costs among

firms since the diverse standards allows the regulator to more finely pick the accounting

standard, and thereby, reduce the deadweight loss from compliance.

The secondary implications of the theory show that uniform standards are better

when variation between firms is small, whereas diverse standards are better when variation

between investors is small. Small firm variation means that the cost of compliance is low,

since firms at the tail of the distribution are not very “far” from the optimal standard.

Therefore, as firms become more similar, uniform accounting standards dominate diverse

standards. Conversely, as investor variation grows, the pool of investors willing to supply

capital to the market under diverse standards grows, causing the supply curve to shift

rightward by a larger amount, causing the liquidity benefit from uniform standards to

expand. This leads to the result that uniform standards dominate diverse accounting

standards.

Future research in this area will incorporate a model of rules versus principles based

accounting standards, and a model of the evolution of accounting standards over time.

Those models will require more infrastructure in modeling the legal environment in

the economy within which accounting standard setting takes place. The neoclassical

investment model in this paper can surely be of use in making progress on these questions.

Some may argue that “the ship has sailed” on harmonization of GAAP and IFRS,

and that the world is already well on its way toward a uniform international accounting

standard. Even if so, a first order analysis of the costs and benefits is not only important

for theoretical and academic purposes, but also to remind policy makers of the tradeoffs

that they face and to validate some of the legitimate arguments for and against a
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uniform standard. The slow rate of convergence and the arguments already aired by

the most senior accounting regulators in the world testify to the fact that a uniform

international standard does not dominate in every state of the world. This paper adds

to the growing chorus of academic skepticism towards a “one size fits all” approach to

accounting standards.

7 Appendix

Proof of Proposition 2. Consider the infinite horizon version of the model in continuous

time. The firm selects capital kt in each period at price r. The production function is

f(kt) = Atk
α
t , where α < 1. Let Zt = A

1
(1−α)

t . The operating profit of the firm is

πt = Z
(1−α)
t kα

t − rkt

Assume Zt is exogenous and follows a geometric Brownian motion with time varying

drift µ, so dZt

Zt
= µdt + σdz. Assume the interest rate is ρ > µ + 1, necessary for the

value of the firm to be finite. Following Jorgensen (1963), the optimal path of capital

accumulation is obtained by solving a sequence of static decision problems, relying on

the user cost of capital v ≡ r(δ+ ρ), where δ is the depreciation rate of capital. In stage

t, the firm maximizes operating profits πt, yielding optimal capital stock

k∗t = Zt(v/α)
−1
1−α .

This yields an optimal level of operating profit π∗
t ≡ π∗

t (kt). The normalized cash flow

per period is the optimal operating profit per dollar of capital: π∗
t /kt = v 1−α

α
. (To ease

exposition, drop the * superscripts.)

Abel and Eberly (2008) show that in the setting the value of the firm is

Vt = kt +
πt

ρ− µ

The firm pays out operating profits πt as dividends. Let Pt = Vt − πt be the

ex-dividend equity value:

Pt = kt(1 + v) +
πt

ρ− µ
− Z1−α

t kα
t

Define the stock return as Rt+1 = Vt+1

Pt
:
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Rt+1 =
kt+1 + πt+1

ρ−µ

kt(1 + v) + πt

ρ−µ
− Z1−α

t kα
t

Observe that kt+1

kt
= Zt+1

Zt
and Zt/kt = (v/α)

1
1−α from the first order condition for kt.

Let ψ = 1
(e−µ)

. Using these equations, the stock return becomes

Rt+1 =

Zt+1

Zt
(1 + ψ 1−α

α
v)

1 + v + ψ 1−α
α
v − (v/α)

It is straightforward but tedious to show that the derivative of the numerator with

respect to v is positive iff ψ(1 − 1
α
) < 0. But this holds because ψ(1 − 1

α
) < 0 < 1

since α < 1. The derivative of the denominator with respect to v is negative iff

(ψ − 1)( 1
α
− 1) < 0. But this holds because ψ < 1 since ρ > µ + 1. Thus, Rt+1

rises in v. And because v is an increasing and linear function of r, expected return Rt+1

also rises in r. �

Proof of Proposition 3. Suppose the regulator selects n = 2. The regulator then

must select the standards s1 and s2 to maximize social welfare. Observe that the choice

of the standards does not affect the capital allocation decision, namely, the decision of

the firm to buy capital and of the investor to supply capital. Therefore, the standard

only affects the compliance cost of the firm. Maximizing social welfare is equivalent to

minimizing these compliance costs. Therefore, the regulator solves

min
s1,s2

SC(s1, s2)

where

SC(s1, s2) =

∫ x∗

−∞
(s1 − x)2g(x)dx+

∫ ∞

x∗

(s2 − x)2g(x)dx (6)

and x∗ = (s1+s2)
2

. Because g is symmetric, the regulator will choose standards symmetric

around µ. Therefore, we can rewrite the regulator’s problem in terms of a single quantity,

γ, where s1 = µ− γ and s2 = µ+ γ. Thus, the two programs are equivalent:

min
s1,s2

SC(s1, s2) = min
γ
SC(γ)
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Observe that x∗ ≡ (s1+s2)
2

= ((µ− γ) + (µ+ γ))/2 = µ. So the regulator solves

min
γ

∫ µ

−∞
(µ− γ − x)2g(x)dx+

∫ ∞

µ

(µ+ γ − x)2g(x)dx.

Consider the left and right averages of the distribution g:

µ1 =

∫ µ

−∞
xg(x)dx and µ2 =

∫ ∞

µ

xg(x)dx

Observe that µ1 + µ2 = µ. Solving (6) gives a first order condition in terms of µ1

and µ2:

µ+ γ

2
− µ2 =

µ− γ

2
− µ1

Rearranging terms gives the solution for optimal γ.

γ∗ = µ2 − µ1

Therefore, the optimal standards are

s∗1 = µ− γ∗ = 2µ1

s∗2 = µ+ γ∗ = 2µ2

Observe that
(s∗1+s∗2)

2
= (2µ1+2µ2)

2
= µ1 + µ2 = µ = x∗. Now to calculate the optimal

social cost from diverse standards, plug in the optimal standards s∗1 and s∗2 into the social

cost function:

SC(s∗1, s
∗
2) =

∫ µ

−∞
(2µ1 − x)2g(x)dx+

∫ ∞

µ

(2µ2 − x)2g(x)dx

=

∫ µ

−∞
(4µ2

1 − 4µ1x+ x2)g(x)dx+

∫ ∞

µ

(4µ2
2 − 4µ2x+ x2)g(x)dx

= 2µ2
1 − 4µ2

1 +

∫ µ

−∞
x2g(x)dx+ 2µ2

2 − 4µ2
2 +

∫ ∞

µ

x2g(x)dx

Now σ2 ≡ Ex2 − µ2, so

µ2 + σ2 = Ex2 =

∫ µ

−∞
x2g(x)dx+

∫ ∞

µ

x2g(x)dx.
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Thus

SC(s∗1, s
∗
2) = −2µ2

1 − 2µ2
2 + µ2 + σ2

= 2µ1µ2 − µ2
1 − µ2

2 + σ2 = σ2 − (µ1 − µ2)
2

�

Proof of Proposition 4. By construction, f ′(k∗) = C ′(k∗), so k∗ maximizes f(k) −
C(k) + z for some constant z. Now f ′′(k)−C ′′(k) < 0 for all k so k∗ is the unique max.

Equilibrium capital under two standards k̂ < k∗ so

f(k̂) − C(k̂) + z < f(k∗) − C(k∗) + z.

Now H(t∗(r̂)) < 1 so

f(k̂) − r̂k̂ +
(

r̂k̂ − C(k̂)
)

H(t∗(r̂)) < f(k̂) − C(k̂) < f(k∗) − C(k∗).

Thus the Liquidity Benefit

f(k∗) − C(k∗) −
(

f(k̂) −H(t∗(r̂))C(k̂)
)

+ (1 −H(t∗(r))) r̂k̂ > 0.

�

Proof of Corollaries. For the production function f(k) = 2A
√
k and cost function

C(k) = c
2
k2, under a single standard r∗ =

3
√
cA2 and k∗ = (A

c
)2/3. Evaluated at the

optimal price and quantity, this leads to

f(k∗) = 2
A4/3

c1/3
and C(k∗) =

A4/3

2c1/3

Under diverse accounting standards, the optimal price and quantity are

r̂ = (2c2Aa)1/5 and k̂ =
A2

(2c2Aa)2/5
=
A2

r̂2

Evaluated at these quantities, observe

f(k̂) = 2A

(
A

(2c2Aa)1/5

)

= 2A
√

k̂ and C(k̂) =
c

2

A4

(2c2Aa)4/5
=
c

2

A4

r̂4
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The cost of compliance is the deadweight loss

δ2 = (µ2 − µ1)
2 = 9σ4.

Under diverse accounting standards, the marginal investor is

t∗(r̂) =
r̂2

2c
.

The pool of available capital is

H(t∗(r̂)) =
r̂2

2ca
.

The transition cost of implementing these accounting standards is

TC =

∫ t∗

0

th(t)dt =
r̂4

8ac2
.

To do the welfare comparison, consider the difference in social welfare under uniform

and diverse accounting standards. Let ∆ = SW1 − SW2. Now

∆ = (f(k∗) − C(k∗))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

W

−
(

f(k̂) − C(k̂)H(t∗(r̂))
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

X

−
∫ t∗(r̂)

0

th(t)dt

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Y

+ (I −H(t∗(r̂))) r̂k̂
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Z

−δ2.

So ∆ = W +X + Y + Z − δ2. Writing these out,

W =
3A4/3

2c1/3

X = −2A2

r̂
+

A4

4ar̂2
= −8aA2r̂ − A4

4ar̂2

Y = − r̂4

8ac2

Z =
A2

r̂
− A2r̂

2ca
=

2caA2 − A2r̂2

2car̂

where r̂ = (2c2Aa)1/5. First, observe that δ = 3σ2, so ∂∆
∂σ

= −36σ3 < 0 for all σ. This

proves Corollary 1.

Write ∆ as a single fraction. Let I = {W,X, Y, Z}. Let di be the denominator

for each term above, i ∈ I. So dW = 2c1/3, dX = 4ar̂2, dY = 8ac2, dZ = 2car̂. Let

D ≡ dWdXdY dZ be the common denominator. Let
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d−i =
∏

j 6=i
j∈I

dj for each i ∈ I

Let ni be the numerator of each term, so i = ni/di for i ∈ I. Then

∆ + δ2 =
∑

i∈I

ni

di

=
∑

i∈I

nid−i

did−i

=
∑

i∈I

nid−i

D
.

We wish to solve for the limit

lim
θ→∞

∆ for parameters θ = a, c, A.

Observe that each ni and di is a polynomial in a, c, or A. Let Oθ(ϕ) be the order

of the polynomial ϕ with respect to θ = a, c, A. This is the degree of the polynomial

ϕ, i.e. the highest exponent. For example OA(nw) = OA(3A4/3) = 4/3. Let qi = nid−i.

Let M = maxi∈I Oθ(qi) be the maximal order, and m = arg maxi∈I Oθ(qi) be the index

of the term of maximal order. Observe that Oθ(θ
M ) = M .

For any two polynomials ϕ and ψ,

lim
θ→∞

ϕ

ψ
=







+∞ if Oθ(ϕ) > Oθ(ψ)

0 if Oθ(ϕ) < Oθ(ψ)

constant if Oθ(ϕ) = Oθ(ψ)

Then divide ∆ through by the highest-order θ-term, and take limits:

lim
θ→∞

∆ =
∑

i∈I

limθ→∞ qi/θ
M

limθ→∞D/θM

Consider θ = A. Then straightforward computations show m = X and D =

128c10/3a3r̂3 where r̂ = (2c2Aa)1/5 and qm = −(8aA2r̂ − A4)32c10/3a2r̂ and M =

OA(qm) = 41
5

= 21/5 > OA(D) = 3/5. Now

qm
θM

=
A432c10/3a2(2c2aA)1/5

A21/5
− 8aA2r̂2

A21/5
−→ 32c10/3a2(2c2a)1/5 as A→ ∞

D

θM
=

128c10/3a3r̂3

A21/5
→ 0 as A→ ∞.

Thus lim
A→∞

∆ = +∞.
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Consider θ = c. Then m = Y and

qm = −16a2c4/3r̂7

So M = 4
3

+ 7(2
5
) = 62

15
> Oc(D) = 10

3
. Now

qm
θM

→ −16a2(2Aa)1/5 and
D

θM
→ 0 as c→ ∞

Thus lim
c→∞

∆ = −∞.

Consider θ = a. Then m = W and

qm = 192A4/3a3r̂3c3

So M = 3 + 3
5

= 18
5

= Oa(D) = 18
5
. Now

qm

θM → 192A4/3c3(2c2A)3/5 and D
θM = 128c10/3(2c2A)3/5 as a→ ∞.

Thus

lim
a→∞

∆ =

∑

i∈I lima→∞ qi/θ
M

∑

i∈I lima→∞D/θM
=

lima→∞ qm/θ
M

lima→∞D/θM
=

192A4/3

c1/3
> 0

So ∆ converges to a positive constant as a→ ∞.

�

39



8 Bibliography

Abel, Andrew and Janice Eberly. “A Unified Model of Investment Under Uncertainty.” The

American Economic Review 84 (1994): 1369-1384.

Abel, Andrew and Janice Eberly. “How Q and Cash Flow Affect Investment without

Frictions: An Analytic Explanation.” Working Paper. The Wharton School of the University

of Pennsylvania and Kellogg School of Management, Northwestern University, Nov. 2008.

Aggarwal, R., L. Klapper, and P. Wysocki, “Portfolio Preferences of Foreign Institutional

Investors.” Journal of Banking and Finance 29 (2005): 2919-2946.

Armstrong, C., M. Barth, A. Jagolinzer, and E. Riedl. “Market Reaction to Events

Surrounding the Adoption of IFRS in Europe.” Working Paper. Harvard Business School

and Stanford University, 2007.

Ball, R. “Infrastructure Requirements for an Economically Efficient System of Public

Financial Reporting and Disclosure.” Brookings-Wharton Papers on Financial Services

(2001): 127-83.

Ball, Ray. “International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS): Pros and Cons for

Investors.” Accounting and Business Research, International Policy Forum: 5-27, 2006.

Ball, Ray. “Market and Political/Regulatory Perspectives on the Recent Accounting

Scandals.” Journal of Accounting Research 47(2): 277-323, 2009.

Ball, R., A. Robin, and J. Wu. “Incentives Versus Standards: Properties of Accounting

Income in Four East Asian Countries.” Journal of Accounting & Economics 36 (2003):

235-70.

Ball, R., and L. Shivakumar. “Earnings Quality in U.K. Private Firms.” Journal of

Accounting & Economics 39 (2005): 83-128.

Ball, R., S. P. Kothari, and A. Robin. “The Effect of International Institutional Factors of

Properties of Accounting Earnings.” Journal of Accounting and Economics 29 (2000):1-51.

Barth, Mary E., Grech Clinch, and Terry Shibano. “International Accounting Harmonization

and Global Equity Markets.” Journal of Accounting and Economics 26(1-3): 201-235,

40



January 1999.

Barth, Mary E., Wayne R. Landsman, and Mark H. Lang.“ International Accounting

Standards and Accounting Quality.” Journal of Accounting Research 46(3): 467-498, June

2008.

Botosan, C. “Disclosure Level and the Cost of Equity Capital.” The Accounting Review 72

(1997): 323-49.

Botosan, C. and M. Plumlee. “A Re-examination of Disclosure Level and the Expected Cost

of Equity Capital.” Journal of Accounting Research 40 (2002): 21-40.

Bradshaw, M., B. Bushee, and G. Miller. “Accounting Choice, Home Bias, and U.S.

Investment in Non-U.S. Firms.” Journal of Accounting Research 42(5): 795-841, 2004.

Bradshaw, Mark T. and Gregory S. Miller. “Will Harmonizing Accounting Standards Really

Harmonize Accounting? Evidence from Non-U.S. Firms Adopting U.S. GAAP.” Journal of

Accounting, Auditing, & Finance 23(2): 233-263, Spring 2008.

Breeden, R. “Foreign Companies and U.S. Markets in a Time of Economic Transformation.”

Fordham International Law Journal 17 (1994): S77-96.

Burghstahler, D. and I. Dichev. “Earnings Management to Avoid Earnings Decreases and

Losses.” Journal of Accounting & Economics 24 (1997): 99-126.

Burghstahler, D., L. Hail, and C. Leuz. “The Importance of Reporting Incentives: Earnings

Management in European Private and Public Firms.” The Accounting Review 81 (2006):

983-1017.

Cairns, D. “Degrees of Compliance.” Accountancy International (1999): 68-69.

Christensen, H., E. Lee, and M. Walker. “Do IFRS Reconciliations Convey New Information?

The Debt Contraction Effect.” Working Paper. Manchester Business School, 2008.

Christensen, Hans Bonde, Edward Lee, and Martin Walker. “Incentives or Standards: What

Determines Accounting Quality Changes Around IFRS Adoption?” AAA 2008 Financial

Accounting and Reporting Section (FARS) Paper. March 2008.

41



Cochrane, John H. “Production-Based Asset Pricing and the Link Between Stock Returns

and Economic Fluctuations.” The Journal of Finance 46 (1991), 209-237.

Coffee, J. “Market Failure and the Economic Case for a Mandatory Disclosure System.”

Virginia Law Review 70 (1984): 717-753.

Cooper, I., and E. Kaplanis. “Costs to Crossborder Investment and International Equity

Market Equilibrium.” Recent Developments in Corporate Finance, J. Edwards, J. Franks, C.

Mayer, and S. Schaefer (eds.), Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1986.

Covrig, V., M. Defond, and M. Hung. “Home Bias, Foreign Mutual Fund Holdings, and the

Voluntary Adoption of International Accounting Standards.” Journal of Accounting Research

45 (2007): 41-70.

Cox, Christopher. “Proposing a Roadmap Toward IFRS.” U.S. Securities and Exchange

Commission. Open Meeting. Washington, D.C. 27 Aug. 2008.

Cuijpers, R., and W. Buijink. “Voluntary Adoption of Non-Local GAAP in the European

Union: A Study of Determinants and Consequences.” European Accounting Review 14

(2005): 487-524.

Daske, H. “Economic Benefits of Adopting IFRS or US-GAAP - Have the Expected Costs of

Equity Capital Really Decreased?” Journal of Business Finance and Accounting 33 (2006):

329-373.

Daske, H., L. Hail, C. Leuz, and R. Verdi. “Mandatory IFRS Reporting Around the World:

Early Evidence on the Economic Consequences.” Journal of Accounting Research 46(5):

1085-1142, October 2008.

Daske, H., L. Hail, C. Leuz, and R. Verdi. “Adopting a Label: Heterogeneity in the

Economic Consequences of IFRS Adoptions.” Working Paper. University of Pennsylvania

and University of Chicago, 2007.

Dye, Ronald A. and Swaminathan Sridharan. “A Positive Theory of Flexibility in

Accounting Standards.” Journal of Accounting and Economics 46(2-3): 312-333, 2008.

Dye, R, and R. Verrecchia, 1995. “Discretion vs. Uniformity: Choices among GAAP.” The

Accounting Review 70(3):389-415, 1995.

42



Dye, Ronald A. and Shyam Sunder. “Why Not Allow the FASB and IASB Standards to

Compete in the U.S.?” Accounting Horizons 15(3): 257-272, September 2001.

Dye, R. “Mandatory Versus Voluntary Disclosures: The Cases of Financial and Real

Externalities.” The Accounting Review 65 (1990): 1-24.

Falk, Haim and Paul V Dunmore. “Economic Competition between Professional Bodies: The

Case of Auditing.” American Law and Economics Review 3(2): 302-319, Fall 2001.

Fan, J., and T. Wong. “Corporate Ownership Structure and the Informativeness of

Accounting Earnings in East Asia.” Journal of Accounting and Economics 33 (2002):

401-425.

Francis, J., R. LaFond, P. Olsson, and K. Schipper. “Cost of Capital and Earnings

Attributes.” The Accounting Review 79 (2004): 967-1010.

Hail, L. “The Impact of Voluntary Corporate Disclosures on the Ex-Ante Cost of Capital for

Swiss Firms.” European Accounting Review 11 (2002): 741-73.

Hail, L. and C. Leuz. “Capital Market Effects of Mandatory IFRS Reporting in the EU:

Empirical Evidence.” Amsterdam: Netherlands Authority for the Financial Markets, 2007.

Hail, Luzi and Christian Leuz. “International Differences in the Cost of Equity Capital: Do

Legal Institutions and Securities Regulation Matter?” Journal of Accounting Research 44(3):

485-531, June 2006.

Hail, Leuzi, Christian Leuz, and Peter Wysocki. “Global Accounting Convergence and the

Potential Adoption of IFRS by the United States: An Analysis of Economic and Policy

Factors.” Working Paper. The Wharton School of the University of Pennsylvania, University

of Chicago-Booth School of Business, and University of Miami School of Business

Administration. SSRN Feb. 2009.

Haw, I., B. Hu, L. Hwang, and W. Wu. “Ultimate Ownership, Income Management and

Legal and Extra-Legal Institutions.” Journal of Accounting Research 42 (2004): 423-462.

Hayashi, Fumio. “Tobin’s Marginal q and Average q: A Neoclassical Interpretation.”

Econometrica 50 (1982): 213-224.

43



Healy, P., A. Hutton, and K. Palepu. “Stock Performance and Intermediation Changes

Surrounding Sustained Increases in Disclosure.” Contemporary Accounting Research 16

(1999): 485-520.

Jorgenson, Dale W. “Capital Theory and Investment Behavior.” American Economic Review

53 (1963): 247-259.

Kothari, S.P., Ramanna, Karthik and Skinner, Douglas J. “What Should GAAP Look Like?

A Survey and Economic Analysis.” Working Paper. MIT Sloan School of Business, Harvard

Business School, and University of Chicago Booth School of Business. Sept. 2009.

Lambert, Richard A., Christian Leuz, and Robert E. Verrecchia. “Accounting Information,

Disclosure, and the Cost of Capital.” Journal of Accounting Research 45(2): 385-420, May

2007.

Lang, M., J. Smith Raedy, and W. Wilson. “Earnings Management and Cross Listing: Are

Reconciled Earnings Comparable to US Earnings?” Journal of Accounting and Economics 42

(2006): 255-283.

Lang, Mark H., Jana Smith Raedy, and Michelle Yetman. “How Representative are Firms

that are Cross Listed in the United States? An Analysis of Accounting Quality.” Journal of

Accounting Research 41(2): 363-386, May 2003.

Leuz, Christian. “IAS versus U.S. GAAP: Information Asymmetry-Based Evidence from

Germany’s New Market.” Journal of Accounting Research 41(3): 445-474, June 2003.

Leuz, C., K. Lins, and F. Warnock. “Do Foreigners Invest Less in Poorly Governed Firms?”

Review of Financial Studies, 2008a, forthcoming.

Leuz, C., D. Nanda, and P. Wysocki. “Earnings Management and Investor Protection: An

International Comparison.” Journal of Financial Economics 69 (2003): 505-527.

Leuz, C. and R. Verrecchia. “The Economic Consequences of Increased Disclosure.” Journal

of Accounting Research 38 (2000): 91-124.

Liu, Laura Xiaolei, Toni M. Whited, and Lu Zhang. “Investment-Based Expected Stock

Returns.” Journal of Political Economy 117 (2009): 1105-1139.

44



Merton, R. “A Simple Model of Capital Market Equilibrium With Incomplete Information.”

Journal of Finance 42 (1987): 483-510.

Platikanova, P. “Market Liquidity Effects of the IFRS Introduction in Europe.” Working

Paper. University Pompeu Fabra. 2007.

Pownall, G., and K. Schipper. “Implications of Accounting Research for the SEC’s

Consideration of International Accounting Standards.” Accounting Horizons 13 (1999):

259-80.

Restoy, Fernando and G. Michael Rockinger. “On Stock Market Returns and Returns on

Investment.” The Journal of Finance (1994): 543-556.

Romano, Roberta. “Empowering Investors: A Market Approach to Securities Regulation.”

Yale Law Review 107(8): 2359-2430, June 1998.

Schapiro, Mary L. “Remarks at the IOSCO Technical Committee Conference.” U.S.

Securities and Exchange Commission. Basel, Switzerland. 8 Oct. 2009.

Skaife, Hollis Ashbaugh and P.K. Morton Pincus. “Domestic Accounting Standards,

International Accounting Standards, and the Predictability of Earnings.” Journal of

Accounting Research 39(3): 417-434, December 2001.

Skaife, Hollis Ashbaugh and Per Mikael Olsson. “An Exploratory Study of the Valuation

Properties of Cross-Listed Firms’ IAS and U.S. GAAP Earnings and Book Values.” The

Accounting Review 77(1): 107-126, January 2002.

Street, D. and S. Gray. “Observance of International Accounting Standards: Factors

Explaining Non-Compliance.” ACCA Research Report No. 74. London, UK: Association of

Chartered Certified Accountants, 2001.

Stulz, R. “On the Effects of Barriers to International Investment.” Journal of Finance

36(1981): 923-934.

Sunder, Shyam. “Adverse Effects of Accounting Uniformity on Practice, Education, and

Research.” Journal of Accounting and Public Policy (forthcoming).

Sunder, Shyam. “IFRS and the Accounting Consensus.” Accounting Horizons 23(1):

45



101-111, March 2009.

Sunder, Shyam. “Regulatory Competition Among Accounting Standards Within and Across

International Boundaries.” Journal of Accounting and Public Policy 21(3): 219-234, Autumn

2002.

Sunder, S. “Regulatory Competition for Low Cost-of-Capital Accounting Rules.” Journal of

Accounting and Public Policy 21(2002): 147-149.

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission. “Concept Release on Allowing U.S. Issuers to

Prepare Financial Statements in Accordance with International Financial Reporting

Standards.” 17 CFR Parts 210, 228, 229, 230, 239, 240, and 249. Release No. 33-8831;

34-56217; IC-27924; File No. S7-20-07. August 2007.

Verecchia, R. “Essays on Disclosure.” Journal of Accounting & Economics 32 (2001): 91-180.

Welker, M. “Disclosure Policy, Information Asymmetry, and Liquidity in Equity Markets.”

Contemporary Accounting Research 11 (1995): 801-27.

46


