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 Background 

 Research objectives 

 Research method 

 Analysis and results 

 Summary and limitations 



 Former SEC chairman Christopher Cox (2006) 

One of the best things about interactive data is that financial information will be more trustworthy… …  

Executives who have taken the time to double check the data that financial analysts following their companies are 

working with can sometimes get quite a shock. That’s because some of them bear no resemblance to what the companies 

published. When they are asked, “Do you know where analysts get data on your companies to populate their valuation 

models?” they usually reply, “well, from our financial statements.”  

BZZZZZ. Wrong answer. And then, their first reaction is surprise. That surprise turns to concern when they realize that 

the numbers the analysts are using in their valuation models can have an error rate of 28%, or higher still if the data in 

question comes from the footnotes.” 

 Mike Willis (at the 2010 World Congress of Accountants) 

Provided examples of data distortions in company data provided  
by data distributors such as Yahoo, Google, and Money. 



 Virtues of  interactive data based on XBRL as contrasted with data provided by 
aggregators/redistributors  

 A direct reflection of  the entity’s financial reports. 

 Provide a greater level of  detail. 

 Probably more accurate  data (providing that at least some of  the companies prepare 
the reports independently and deal with their own familiar data). 

 Proponents of  XBRL have claimed (at recent XBRL International conferences) that 
XBRL-tagged data obtained directly from the company or from a regulator’s website 
such as the SEC’s EDGAR system, in contrast with data obtained from aggregators 
such as Compustat, are the closest and most accurate reflection of  the company’s 
intended communication in their official financial reports. 



 Prior research 

 Quality of  data standards  

(e.g., Bonsón et al. 2009; Zhu and Fu 2009; Zhu and Wu 2010)  

 Use of  extension taxonomies  

(e.g., Chou 2006; Chou and Chang 2008) 

 Tagging quality  

(e.g., Boritz and No 2008; Debreceny et al. 2010; Debreceny et al. 2011; Du et al. 2011; 

Roohani and Zheng 2011) 

However, to date, there has been no formal academic study of  the quality of  

XBRL-tagged data compares to data already being provided by alternative 

sources such as the aggregators/distributors. 



 Since all of the data aggregators start with companies’ own filings, it would 
be expected that no differences between the companies’ data and the 
aggregator-provided data. 

Main research questions 

 R1:  Do XBRL-tagged data on the SEC’s EDGAR website match up with data  
 provided by three well known data aggregators: Compustat, Yahoo Finance,  
 and Google Finance?  

 R2: Are any differences that are observed material? 

 R3: What factors explain the differences? 



 Random sample of 75 companies 

 25 firms from each phase group 

 Three years of  interactive data 10-K filings: 
2009, 2010, and 2011 

 Three statements: 
Balance Sheet, Income Statement, and the Statement of  Cash Flows  

 Data from three aggregators/distributors: 
Compustat, Yahoo Finance, and Google Finance 



 Two research assistants were hired to perform the comparison. 

 The comparison was conducted in six steps 

 Step 1 
One hour training 

 Step 2  

 Obtain interactive data 10-K filings of  75 firms from the SEC’s EDGAR site. 

 Gather the corresponding financial facts of  each filing from Compustat, Yahoo Finance, and Google 
Finance. 

 Step 3 
Compare each financial fact in the original EDGAR filing with the corresponding financial facts in the 
SEC’s IDV and Fujitsu tool to identify any differences. 
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Identify sign reversals in the XBRL instance documents 
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 Step 3 
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 Step 4 
Financial facts in interactive data are traced to and compared with the corresponding financial facts 
gathered from Compustat, Yahoo Finance, and Google Finance. 
 



 Comparison result coding 

 Match (0) 
If  a financial fact in the interactive data 
matched with the corresponding financial 
fact in Compustat or Yahoo Finance or 
Google Finance 

 Mismatch (1) 
If  a financial fact in the interactive data 
was found in Compustat or Yahoo 
Finance or Google Finance with a similar 
label but the amounts did not match 

 Omission (2) 
If  a financial fact in the interactive data 
was not available in Compustat or Yahoo 
Finance or Google Finance 



 Two research assistants were hired to perform the comparison. 

 The comparison was conducted in six steps 

 Step 1 
One hour training 

 Step 2  

 Obtain interactive data 10-K filings of  75 firms from the SEC’s EDGAR site. 

 Gather the corresponding financial facts of  each filing from Compustat, Yahoo Finance, and Google 
Finance. 

 Step 3 
Compare each financial fact in the original EDGAR filing with the corresponding financial facts in the 
SEC’s IDV and Fujitsu tool to identify any differences. 

 Step 4 
Financial facts in interactive data are traced to and compared with the corresponding financial facts 
gathered from Compustat, Yahoo Finance, and Google Finance. 

 Step 5 
Perform the reverse comparison. 

 Step 6 
Compare and reconcile any differences in results. 



 Descriptive Statistics 



Financial facts(i.e., Elements) reported in interactive data 

 Descriptive Statistics 

Validation Results 

Compustat, Yahoo, and Google 



 Comparison results 
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 ANCOVA results: Among phase-in group 
Comparison Reverse Comparison 



 ANCOVA results: Across years 
Comparison Reverse Comparison 



Materiality:  
A Balance Sheet materiality of  .5% of  total assets,  
An Income Statement materiality of  5% of  income before tax, 
A Statement of  Cash Flows materiality of  5% of  net increase/decrease in cash and cash equivalents 

 Materiality of  the differences (i.e., mismatches) 
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Materiality:  
A Balance Sheet materiality of  1% of  total assets,  
An Income Statement materiality of  10% of  income before tax, 
A Statement of  Cash Flows materiality of  10% of  net increase/decrease in cash and cash equivalents 

 Materiality of  the differences (i.e., sensitivity analysis - doubling the materiality level) 



 Material differences between interactive data and aggregators by financial statement item 
Financial statement item that had material difference by more than 5 companies 



 Material differences between aggregators and interactive data by financial statement item 
Financial statement item that had material difference by more than 5 companies 



 Balance Sheets, Income Statements and Cash Flow Statements of 3 aggregators have omissions and errors. 

 Overall, average mismatches of up to 4.8% (comparison between interactive data and aggregators) and 8% 
(reverse comparison) could be considered as  a small proportion of the financial items.  

 More than 50% of the mismatches are material.  

 The number of matches, at approximately 35-44%, is comparatively low; more than half of the items that 
appear in the interactive data are not available from the aggregators.  

 Compustat has the largest proportion of matches at 44.3% and lowest number of omissions at 50.9% 
compared with Yahoo Finance (35.4% and 60%) and Google Finance (39.1% and 57.1%).  

 Compustat has mismatches associated with only financial statement type whereas Yahoo Finance and 
Google Finance have mismatches associated with both year and financial statement type. 

 In general, the differences are most frequent in the Statement of Cash Flows (comparison between interactive 
data and aggregators) and the Income Statement (reverse comparison).  

 The number of mismatches decreases over time but is not eliminated over three years despite the interactive 
data being available to serve as an input into the aggregators’ own data outputs.  

 The most frequent mismatches appear in financial statement items that would be key  
to most users, including Total Liabilities, Selling General and Administrative Expenses,  
Cost of Revenue, and Net Cash Provided by Investing (Operating) Activities. 

 Overall implication 
XBRL tagged information is the most complete and most accurate source of  company data. 



 Limitations 

 Small sample – only 75 firms and 150 10-K filings 

 Mainly investigate the accuracy of  financial facts in terms of  dollar amount. 
Does not capture extra data provided by aggregators beyond that provided by companies 
(e.g., aggregations or disaggregations of  company-provided data) that may be of  value to 
users). 

 Assessment of  the materiality of  the differences  

 Future work 
 Expand sample 

 Other aggregators/distributors 
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