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ABSTRACT
By adopting the Decision-Usefulness theory, this study investigates
separately and jointly the impact of utilising Enterprise Resources
Planning system (ERPs) and the information disclosure of Segmental
Reporting (SR), following the implementation of IFRS-8, on Corporate
Performance (CP) in the UK context. The research was drawn on the
Financial-Times-Stock-Exchange (FTSE)-100 over the period 2013-
2017 using textual analysis and Compustat, after accounting for
endogeneity problems. The authors find generally direct relation-
ships between CP indicators, ERP utilisation experience and SR
dimensions. This paper has several implications for FTSE-100 compa-
nies, academics, practitioners and IFRS-setters regarding the ERP
utilisation and the segmental information reporting.
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1. Introduction

In 2006, International Financial Reporting Standard No.8 (IFRS-8) entitled ‘Operating
Segments’ was issued by the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB), which is
consistent with US Financial Accounting Standard No.131, especially in relation to its
management approach (IASB 2006). IFRS-8 requires that a company’s operating segments
should be documented in its internal reports. IFRS-8 (2006, para.5) stated that, “operating
segments are to be identified on the basis of internal reports that are ‘regularly reviewed by
the Chief Operating Decision Maker (CODM) to make decisions about resources to be
allocated to the segment and assess its performance’. In terms of the SR items, in para.1
of IFRS-8 (2006), a company is required to ‘disclose information to enable users of its
financial statements to evaluate the nature and financial effects of the business activities in
which it engages and the economic environments in which it operates’. Such disclosure has
articulated the importance of reporting mandatory and voluntary segmental information,
which is consistent with André, Filip, and Moldovan (2016) and Crawford et al. (2012).

Due to the management approach, concerns were raised that the quality and quantity
of SR might be decreased (Crawford et al. 2012). In particular, a company might manip-
ulate the level of disclosure to the public due to CODM judgements, and the extent of its
disclosure to the shareholders. In accordance with these concerns, in 2013, the IASB
launched and completed its post-implementation review (PIR) of IFRS-8, by which the
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IASB adopted, for the first time, a review of its standards after the effective date with the
ambition of defining the extent of IFRS-8’s functionality, as intended (IASB 2013). The IASB
staff also investigated the usefulness to the shareholders of the SR under IFRS-8’s manage-
ment approach through the empirical evidence that was driven by the academics around
the globe. They found that the empirical studies about SR under IFRS-8 were not
sufficient, and, as they argued ‘current academic studies have generally not considered
the usefulness of IFRS-8 based on the management approach’ (IASB 2013, 7).

ERPs considers a substantial decision on IT utilisation (Aubert, Léger, and Larocque
2012) to capture and evaluate accounting information (Morris 2011). It is a ‘commercial
software package[s] that promises the seamless integration of all the information flowing
through a company – financial and accounting information, human resource information,
supply chain information, customer information’ (Davenport 1998, 121). With this increased
attention, the system is built around cross-functions holding managers and accountants
alike accountable for their financial performance (Scapens and Jazayeri 2003) as a power-
ful tool in supporting the key functions of accounting. However, only scant attention was
given to understanding not only the associations across ERP utilisation and CP (Grabski,
Leech, and Schmidt 2011; Rom and Rohde 2007), but also the CP-SR link (Nichols, Street,
and Tarca 2013). These previous review studies drew attention to inconsistency and a
knowledge gap in understanding the separate impacts of ERP and SR, on CP. It has
recently been found that the content of both mandatory and voluntary SR were raised
following IFRS operationalisation (Mardini and Ammar 2019). However, understanding
the extent to which this operationalisation may influence CP is underdeveloped.
Additionally, previous research (Mardini and Ammar 2019; Grabski, Leech, and Schmidt
2011) has outlined the lack of research exploring the CP-ERP and CP-SR associations in the
context of the FTSE index, which is one of the most efficient worldwide markets.

These motivations demonstrate a need for a research to respond to the IASB and to
prior calls in the literature regarding the insufficiency of the number of empirical studies
about the practicality of SR under IFRS-8 and/or ERP adoption, by tackling the objectives
of SR and ERP utilisation. The implications of this have the potential to (a) contribute to
existing literature in terms of fulfiling the research gaps, (b) assist policy makers by
providing state-of-the-art PIR, and (c) update practitioners with insights drawn from the
FTSE-100. Importantly, this study contributes to society through offering clarifications that
advance the understandings of academics, policy makers, and practitioners regarding
whether ERP utilisation broadens or limits SR variations, as well as information asymmetry.
The current study therefore aims to empirically explore the impact of ERP utilisation and
SR, following IFRS-8, on CP, using the lens of Decision-Usefulness theory to explain how
the existing interplay between ERP, SR, and CP are developed. This perspective supports
the corporate stakeholders in providing their proper judgements through the usefulness
of information disclosure (represented by the value and volume of SR) and IT adoption
(exemplified by the years of utilising ERPs) to enhance CP (Galutier and Underdown 2001).

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows: the next section highlights the
implications of the adopted theoretical perspective and reviews the contribution of the
existing literature on CP relating to both ERP and SR, respectively, including the devel-
opment of research hypotheses. Section (3) completes the discussions of the research
design by focusing on data collection and preparation, as well as on the examination’s
modelling. Section (4) presents the findings and discussions to facilitate the discovery of
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the theoretical and practical implications. Section (5) draws out the key conclusions of this
paper, while section (6) outlines the implications, alongside the limitations.

2. Theoretical background, literature review and hypotheses development

This paper contributes to bridging the research gap, mentioned above, by examining the
interrelations across the ERP-SR-CP of FTSE-100 listed companies. It draws on Decision-
Usefulness theory to sensitise the role of ERP in influencing segmental information and its
joint implication for CP. Whilst rationality of use and the key elements of Decision-
Usefulness theory relating to this study are articulated in Subsection (2.1), the literature
review and research hypotheses are outlined in Subsection (2.2).

2.1. Theoretical background

The development of Decision-Usefulness theory began in 1955 (Berry and Robertson
2006). At that time, the financial statements were not helpful in supporting stakeholders
in making their judgements (Chambers 1955). It claimed that financial information should
be relevant to the decision-maker’s (i.e., the user’s) needs through its usefulness, as would
be expected to facilitate the business environment; however, he argued that the relevant
element is scarce within financial statements, which lead to the confusion of the stake-
holder in financial statements, instead of their being beneficial. This perspective was thus
developed to sustain the relevance level of financial statements (Chambers 1955), and to
maintain the construction of the theory (Chambers 1972). More recently, Galutier and
Underdown (2001) articulated the Decision-Usefulness perspective as being ‘the provision
of sufficient information to help investors to make predictions about the future performance’
(344). In accordance with this definition, the main objective of financial information is to
add further clarifications of satisfactory details, in terms of the quality and the quantity of
financial reporting that would support the decision makers in providing their judgements,
including evaluations, analyses and recommendations.

Decision-Usefulness theory has beenwidely utilised, especially in understanding financial
reporting. Identifying the decision-makers and the accounting information’s relevance to
various groups of users are two key fundamentals underpinning the theory (Schroeder,
Clark, and Cathey 2013; Staubus 2000). Such principles led Staubus (2000, v) to re-emphasise
the key objective of Decision-Usefulness as being: ‘the base on which a coherent, broad
structure of ideas has been built. No other such structure of accounting ideas has been
developed . . . it is made up of a mixture of normative and descriptive propositions [. . .] it is
substantially accurate as a general description of current accounting practice’. Indeed, the
aforementioned principles and coherent structures are materialised in two conceptual
frameworks of financial reporting (Berry and Robertson 2006; Gray 1996). The first concep-
tual framework was outlined by FASB in the US (Staubus 2000). Similarly, this theory shaped
the foundations of the second conceptual framework, which was articulated by the
International Accounting Standards Committee (IASC) (Davies et al. 1997). The ISAC frame-
work defines users as being comprised of: ‘investors, employees, lenders, suppliers and other
trade creditors, customers, governments and their agencies and the public’ (IASC 1989, para. 9).
The IASB1, in its conceptual framework of 2010, employed a hierarchical approach to
enhance the decision usefulness of financial information, and this was comprised of a
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number of fundamental and enhancing qualitative characteristics. The fundamental char-
acteristics concentrate on Relevance and Faithful Representation, whereas the enhancing
characteristics are Comparability, Verifiability, Timeliness, and Understandability. These
information characteristics shape the cornerstones of effective and efficient corporate
disclosure and communication (Schroeder, Clark, and Cathey 2013).

The potentiality of the aforementioned qualitative characteristics of IFRS-8 becomes
achievable, since the emergence of ERPs (Rom and Rohde 2007). Aubert, Léger, and
Larocque (2012) have noted that neighbourhood companies, listed on FTSE-100 as an
instance, that have strong connections, may influence organisational decisions for ERP
adoption, and this influence is shaped by major trading partners, such as Oracle, Microsoft
Dynamics, SAP, Epicor, NetSuite ERP and Sage. This influence is attributed to the complex
nature of the knowledge required for ERP adoption. Accordingly, the Decision-Usefulness
perspective is adopted in this study to examine the extent to which that CP is enhanced
by the information disclosed and reported by companies utilising ERPs, which is an
underdeveloped research area and requires further investigation. The implications of SR
and ERP on CP, by drawing on the Decision-Usefulness theory, are respectively reviewed
and developed in the consequent section.

2.2. Literature review and hypotheses development

Since the emergence of ERPs (Grabski, Leech, and Schmidt 2011) and the introduction of
IFRS-8 (Nichols, Street, and Tarca 2013), CP has not been given sufficient attention in prior
studies in relation to both ERP utilisation and SR. More specifically, literature reviews give
rise to (a) the FTSE-100 context; (b) CP-ERP; and (c) CP-SR being seen as overriding the
issues (André, Filip, and Moldovan 2016; Leung and Verriest 2015). The existing evidence
is thus critically reviewed and organised into the subsequent subsections.

2.2.1. ERP and corporate performance
Across the spectrum of empirical studies on the association between ERP and CP, overall
the results are equivocal. Whilst a set of studies have reported direct associations (Wier,
Hunton, and HassabElnaby 2007; Nicolaou and Bhattacharya 2006; Nicolaou 2004),
another set found a mixed association, or none at all, when other interconnected
indicators were taken into account (Maiga, Nilsson, and Jacobs 2014; Hendricks, Singhal,
and Stratman 2007; Poston and Grabski 2001).

Generally, CP-ERP association in the UK context has been given no attention. The
empirical research on ERP utilisation and its association with CP is not only inconclusive,
but is also concentrated on the USA. While Hunton, Lippincott, and Reck (2003) and
Poston and Grabski (2001) found no effect between the implementation of ERP and CP in
a sample of 120 and 50 U.S. companies, respectively; Hendricks, Singhal, and Stratman
(2007) yielded mixed results from a sample of 186 announcements of investments in ERPs.
Additionally, Maiga, Nilsson, and Jacobs (2014) surveyed a sample of 518 U.S. managers,
and concluded that the IT integration interface provided a plausible explanation for the
conflicting results in prior studies that assessed the relationship between IT and CP. On
the other hand, some U.S. research reported positive significant links between ERP and CP.
For instance, Nicolaou (2004) and Nicolaou and Bhattacharya (2006) found that ERP-users
might enjoy a superior performance, especially after two years following its adoption,
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when compared non-ERP-users in the same sample of 247 companies. Tsai et al. (2015)
suggested also that ERP adoption might improve corporate performance through
enabling effective internal auditing. Beyond the current empirical studies, there is a set
of literature review papers (Khallaf, Omran, and Zakaria 2017; Grabski, Leech, and Schmidt
2011; Johansson and Newman 2010) that supports the need for further investigation to
address the influence of ERPs’ implementation on CP, while controlling the results against
the use of other company and industry initiatives.

Theoretically, the association between CP and ERP utilisation has frequently been the
key axis of the debates in academia (Maiga, Nilsson, and Jacobs 2014; Hendricks, Singhal,
and Stratman 2007; Nicolaou and Bhattacharya 2006). The Decision-Usefulness perspec-
tive is adopted to explain how CP will be enhanced when corporate management selects
the appropriate approach, such as ERPs, to generate relevant accounting information in
the best and most useful manner in the interest of both the internal and external users to
allow them to make the correct decisions. This is consistent with Aubert, Léger, and
Larocque (2012), whose conclusion was that companies listed on the FTSE-100 index may
influence each other on the decision relating to ERPs’ adoption. Consequently, the actions
of top management should be aligned with the best interests of the investors, and of the
company as a whole, to improve CP. We therefore anticipate that there is a positive
relationship between CP and the ERP utilisation experience, as follows:

H1. The Utilisation Experience of ERPs is positively and significantly associated with the level
of corporate performance.

2.2.2. SR and corporate performance
IFRS-8’s emergence gave the guidance that companies should report mandatory and
voluntary segmental information (André, Filip, and Moldovan 2016; Crawford et al. 2012).
The impact of IFRS-8 on SR has been recognised in terms of (a) CP (Hope et al. 2008;
Botosan and Stanford 2005; Hossain and Marks 2005), (b) the predictability of returns, risks
and growth prospects (Behn, Nichols, and Donna 2002; Ettredge et al. 2005), and (c) the
value relevance of decision-making (Kajüter and Nienhaus 2017; Mardini, Tahat, and
Power 2018). However, scant attention has been given to understanding this relationship
in the context of the FTSE-100 and by following a management approach-based IFRS-8.
Generally, previous research (e.g., Botosan and Stanford 2005; Behn, Nichols, and Donna
2002; Johnston 2001) has argued that segmental disclosure is useful; it increases the
liquidity of the market, decreases the gap between shareholders and management, and
lowers the capital costs per company.

The effect of SR on CP, under IFRS-8, has received little attention. The focus was afforded to
investigating the quality and quantity dimensions of SR under IFRS-8 (such as Lim et al. 2017;
André, Filip, and Moldovan 2016; Bugeja, Czernkowski, and Moran 2015; Leung and Verriest
2015). They found that the reported segmental information was enhanced following the
implementation of IFRS-8, as well as its decision-making usefulness. Further, they concluded
that the adoptionof IFRS-8 in a variety of different countries led to an increase in thenumber of
reported segments. Moreover, the number of items provided per segment tended to increase
under IFRS-8, especially post the implementation of the 2012 review (Mardini and Ammar
2019). On the other hand, some previous research (e.g., Mardini, Tahat, and Power 2018; Birt,
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Joshi, and Kend 2017; Kajüter and Nienhaus 2017) has investigated the value relevance of SR
under IFRS-8. For instance, Kajüter and Nienhaus (2017) found that the disclosures of German
listed companieswere value relevant.Mardini, Tahat, andPower (2018) provided cross-country
evidence (Jordanian and Qatari listed companies) and yielded the result that the segmental
information provided (including the number of segments and the amounts of disclosure) is
value relevant and may explain the variations in companies’ share prices.

In summary, prior studies have not investigated the impact of SR on CP in terms of
accounting performance indicators. In other words, the current study fills the existing gap in
the literature by investigating the effect of SR on CP and by adopting the Decision-Usefulness
perspective. This theory, which focuses on assessing and presenting business information in
an effective and efficient manner, is judged based on how well such disclosure and commu-
nication are concluded by the enterprise (Schroeder, Clark, and Cathey 2013). As a result, the
more precise the users are in understanding the accounting information and predicting the
forthcoming financial events, the more useful this information will be for them in allowing
them to make proper decisions. In alignment with prior studies’ discussions, we anticipate,
therefore, that we will find a positive relationship between CP and SP:

H2. The extent of segmental information disclosures is positively and significantly associated
with the level of corporate performance.

In a nutshell, the discussion in the current section concludes that H1 explores the ERP’s
effect on CP, while H2 investigates SR’s effect on CP by drawing on Decision-Usefulness
theory. Furthermore, the current research is the first of its kind to consider the impact of the
quality and quantity dimensions of segmental information disclosures on the level of CP
through the utilisation experience of ERPs as intermediate indicators. Hence, the study tests
the following hypothesis:

H3. Segmental information disclosures within ERPs utilisation experience are positively and
significantly associated with the level of corporate performance.

3. Research methodology

3.1. Data sample

The data sample is drawn from the constituent companies of the FTSE-100 index over the
period 2013–2017. The initial sample included all of the FTSE-100 companies. However,
some companies were excluded from the final sample. Specifically, eight companies were
removed because they had not been listed in the FTSE-100 for the entire sample period,
and/or due to data availability issues. To attain the research objectives of the current
study, The SR and non-SR companies, as well as the ERP adaptors and non-adaptors, are
included in the final sample of 92 companies to investigate the phenomenon that is being
addressed, which leads to a balanced panel of 460 records from the sample period. 411
observations (89.35%) represent users of the ERPs, while the remaining 49 observations
(10.65%) are non-users of the ERPs. The sample size is considerably larger than those
utilised in previous US studies that reported CP-ERP or CP-SR results.
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A significant reason underlying the selection of the FTSE-100 index is that the registered
companies represent the top 100 UK companies listed on the London stock exchange,
based on their market capitalisation. The reason behind the choice of the five-year period
2013–2017 is that it enables an investigation period of SR starting from the year 2013, when
the IASB was launched and completed its post-implementation review of IFRS-8.
Accordingly, the IASB adopted, for the first time, a review of its standards after the effective
date, for the purpose of defining the extent of IFRS-8’s functionality as intended (IASB 2013).
Since 2013 is the last year of the pre-implementation review of IFRS-8’s adoption by the
FTSE-100, this year of IFRS-8’s pre-implementation has been utilised as a reference point to
address SR while, beyond this year the situation is considered as being a post-implementa-
tion review of IFRS-8 era. Due to the diversity of the data employed, a variety of different
sources was utilised, and these are outlined in the following section.

3.2. Research variables and modelling

In this section, the research variables, as well as examination modelling, are discussed.
Table 1 summarises the names, codes, and definitions of all of the variables utilised.

Table 1. List of indicators, variables, codes and definitions.
Indicators Variables Codes Definitions

Corporate
Performance

Tobin’s Q TQ Natural log of percentage of total corporate market value on the
stock market to its total book value assets in a financial year
(Manually measured based on indicators from Compustat
database).

Return on Assets ROA Natural log of percentage of corporate income before extraordinary
items to its total book value assets in a financial year (Compustat
database).

Enterprise Resource
Planning (ERP)

Utilisation
Experience of
ERP

ERP Number of years of utilising the Enterprise Resource Planning
system by FTSE-100 companies (Manually measured from
different sources and provided score of (0) to non-ERP adaptors).

Segmental
Reporting (SR)

Mandatory
Segmental
Reporting

MSR Percentage of Mandatory Segmental Reporting disclosure out of 18
segments by FTSE-100 companies (Manually measured by adding
the disclosed individual firm’s score of mandatory items divided
by the total number of mandatory items, which is 18).

Voluntary
Segmental
Reporting

VSR Percentage of Voluntary Segmental Reporting disclosure out of 5
segments by FTSE-100 companies (Manually measured by adding
the disclosed individual firm’s score of voluntary items divided by
the total number of voluntary items, which is 5).

Total Segmental
Reporting

TSR Percentage of Total Segmental Reporting disclosure out of 23
segments by FTSE-100 companies (Manually measured by adding
the disclosed individual firm’s score of total items divided by the
total number of total items, which is 23).

Number of
Operating
Segments

NOS Number of operating segments reported by FTSE-100 companies
(Manually measured by counting annually the number of the
disclosed segments in corporate annual reports).

Control Variables Corporate Size TA Natural log of total corporate book value assets. It is presented in
millions’ Stirling Pounds (Compustat database).

Corporate Growth CTA Natural log of change in total corporate book value assets (Manually
measured by subtracting the previous-year total corporate book
value assets from the current-year total corporate book value
assets).

Debt Ratio DA Percentage of corporate total assets financed by debts in a financial
year (Compustat database).

Year YR The 5-year time period from 2013 to 2017 inclusive.
Industry IND Dummy variable of the Two sections of FTSE-100 industries

representing the sectors ‘Financials and Utilities’ by 1 and the
non-financial sectors by 0.
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3.2.1. Research variables
This study examines the impact of the ERP utilisation experience, as well as of the quality
and quantity dimensions of SR on CP, on companies listed in the FTSE-100 index. This
makes ERP, SR and CP the key variables that shape the process of data collection in this
paper.

The first indicator represents the process of reporting ERP deployment by companies
that are listed on the FTSE-100 in the period under examination (Aubert, Léger, and
Larocque 2012). The data relating to ERP variables were manually collected in two stages.
The first stage focused on companies that have adopted and implemented the full ERP
package, or finance module, which is a fundamental component in enabling an organisa-
tion’s capabilities for accounting and financial reporting (see also Morris 2011; Granlund
and Malmi 2002). The alternative cases are companies that have implemented other
modules than finance, and/or that are still in this progress, who are considered as non-
ERP adopters (Hunton, Lippincott, and Reck 2003; Poston and Grabski 2001). This was
collected from different resources of major partners to ensure data triangulation (Lukka
and Modell 2010). The first source of major partners was the news release of: (a) vendors2

supplied ERP (e.g., Oracle, Microsoft Dynamics, SAP, Epicor, NetSuite ERP, Sage, and
others), and/or (b) consultants involved in ERP implementation (e.g., Capgemini,
Deloitte, and LogicaCMG) (Aubert, Léger, and Larocque 2012). This news, third, are
validated through a further two sources, which are (a) the announcements and interviews
published by Bloomberg, ComputerWeekly.com and Gartner, and/or (b) the websites of
the FTSE-100 listed companies, to discover when ERPs was adopted and went live, to
provide substantial endorsement (Morris 2011; Brazel and Dang 2008). This has resulted in
the selection of a set of companies that is drawn from different sectors of the FTSE-100
and who have utilised different components of ERPs. In complement to this, the second
stage involved differentiating between companies in which we could not find any
evidence of ERPs’ utilisation (i.e., a value of 0 was given), and companies in which the
ERP utilisation process finally went live (i.e., a value of 1 was provided), and this was
consistent with the research of Hunton, Lippincott, and Reck (2003). Following (Johansson
and Newman 2010) argument relating to ERP development, the FTSE-100 companies’
experiences of using ERPs were also measured to discover the number of years they had
used ERPs, using 2013, the year of IFRS-8’s effective implementation, as a cut-off point. In
other words, earlier adoption, prior to 2013, means more experience, and vice versa for
companies that adopted ERP in, or later than 2013.

The second variable relates to the process of disclosing the SR variables. Prior studies
employed the disclosure index method to measure the extent of segmental information
disclosures, while using an unweighted approach to score the index (Lim et al. 2017;
André, Filip, and Moldovan 2016; Bugeja, Czernkowski, and Moran 2015; Franzen and
Weißenberger 2015). The current study has taken into account both the quality and
quantity dimensions of SR under IFRS-8. The quality of SR is considered by articulating
the mandatory, voluntary and total segmental disclosures as proxies with which to tackle
the current study’s objectives. The disclosure index checklist combines data relating to 18
mandatory items for the operating segments that are reported in relation to IFRS-8’s
requirements, and 5 voluntary items that were provided over and above IFRS-8’s require-
ments. Table 2 outlines the mandatory and voluntary segmental items utilised. These
items are captured as scores from the annual reports of the FTSE-100 companies.
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Accordingly, three quality disclosure indices were developed: (i) the mandatory SR
(MSR), (ii) the voluntary SR (VSR), and (iii) the total SR (TSR), which includes both manda-
tory and voluntary information. The scoring process for each FTSE-100 company was
calculated by adding the individual company’s score (mandatory, voluntary, or total
disclosures) divided by the total number of items (mandatory, voluntary, or total) that
were included in the disclosure index checklist.

m;v;t
MSR; VSR; TSR = ∑ sii/m;v;t

i = 1 [1]

where si = 1 if the item is disclosed, and 0 otherwise, and m, v, and tmake up the total
number of items applicable to any company. This total number is made up of m,
mandatory items, v, voluntary items, and t, the total number of items of segmental
information that were provided.

The quantity of SR is deemed to be arrived at by the number of segments reported, and
these are counted in the segmental note within the corporate annual reports. In accor-
dance with prior studies, an unweighted disclosure index approach was adopted3. This
approach considered that if an item were disclosed in the financial statements of a
company, a value of 1 was recorded; if an item was not disclosed, it was given a value
of 0. The sampled companies were not penalised when an item from the disclosure index
was not disclosed due to its applicability to their operations and circumstances. The
absence of the item was investigated to improve the relevance and reliability of the
disclosure index. In other words, some of IFRS-8’s mandatory items may not be applicable

Table 2. Disclosure index checklist.

No.
IFRS-8 Mandatory Disclosures for Operating Segments

(if reviewed by the CODM)

1 Profit
2 Assets
3 Liabilities
4 Revenue (external)
5 Depreciation & amortization
6 Other non-cash expenses
7 Reconciliation to consolidated accounts
8 Revenue (internal)
9 Basis of inter-segment pricing
10 Profit from associates and joint ventures
11 Basis of measurement
12 Interest revenue
13 Interest expense
14 Income tax expense
15 Factors used to identify the entity’s segments
16 Entity-Wide (major customers)
17 Entity-Wide (products and services)
18 Entity-Wide (Geographic Information)

Voluntary Disclosures
19 Number of Employees by Segment
20 Capital Expenditure on plant and equipment
21 Intangible Assets by Segment
22 Non-Current Assets
23 Investment Activities

ENTERPRISE INFORMATION SYSTEMS 9



to all companies’ operations. For instance, the inter-segmental sales item is not applicable
to all companies, and not all companies have internal sales across their segments; thus,
this item is not relevant to that particular company. This also led us to consider the basis of
inter-segmental sales in the same particular company as not being applicable, because it
is linked to the existence of internal segment sales. Another example is that not all
companies necessarily have joint ventures, associate or partner companies; thus, the
segmental item for profit from associates and joint ventures may also not be relevant.
The annual reports were re-read to carefully identify the non-applicable items for each
year’s observation. However, the segmental items included in the disclosure index were
regularly published in the financial statements of the sample companies; while extraor-
dinary or specific sector items were not included in the checklist, as these would only be
specific to certain companies.

The third variable in this study focuses primarily on two different performance mea-
sures (Tobin’s Q and ROA) taken separately, with the ambition of checking the robustness
of the results. Both measures have widely been used in prior studies to capture aspects of
investment and the efficiency of CP (Elsayed and Elbardan 2018; HassabElnaby, Hwang,
and Vonderembse 2012; Abdullah and Page 2009). First, Tobin’s Q (TQ) is a common
accounting metric that compares the company’s market value with the book value of its
total assets (Elsayed and Elbardan 2018). This may capture the usefulness of performance
information, from the viewpoint of the external users (Staubus 2000), as a high level of
corporate Q ratio would encourage shareholders to invest more. Second, the return on
assets (ROA) is an accounting indicator that has been adopted to measure corporate
efficiency in managing the available resources (Elsayed and Elbardan 2018). From a theory
perspective, this indicator may capture internal users’ perceptions of information useful-
ness as reported by ERPs (Staubus 2000). Data related to CP have been collected from the
Compustat database.

Apart from the key adopted variables, a number of common company-dependent
effects, as represented by the influences of company size, growth, and debt leverage, are
likely to be influential in respect of ERP, SR, and CP. Understandably, company size,
growth, and debt leverage are variables that have received considerable attention in
the literature. Hunton, Lippincott, and Reck (2003) and Elsayed and Elbardan (2018)
observe a direct relationship between size and growth opportunities, from one side,
and CP from the other. Debt leverage provides a good indication of the long-term
solvency of the company, which indicates the use of debt to acquire additional assets. It
reflects the differing risk taking profiles of managers and shareholders (Bebchuk and
Spamann 2009). The data for specific company characteristics have been extracted from
the Compustat database.

3.2.2. Research modelling
This research aims to examine the relationships between CP, ERP, and SR by showing the
impact of these latter variables, both separately and jointly, on the former. Using a quantitative
method, the underlying data are gathered and structured, based on a longitudinal time-based
horizon, by adopting a fixed-effect model to capture any unobserved effect of an estimated
interception, and this therefore allows for a comparison of results, consistent with Woolridge
(2002). This therefore provides the support with which to control the correlation across
companies, in addition to the time-invariant company effect. Additionally, this technique
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has the benefit of not needing the corporate effect to be unrelated to other regressors, unlike
the random effects technique, as well as providing help by removing all cross-sectional
variations from the data sample. The adoption of panel data structuration and fixed-effect
modelling thus provide support to overcome the issues relating to omitted variable bias,
consistent with Black, Jang, and Kim (2006), and thus the problem of endogeneity is
considered.

To test Hypothesis 1, we regressed the CP indicators for all of the FTSE-100 companies
on ERP utilisation experience only, as follows:

CP ¼ β0 þ β1ERPþ β2TAþ β3CTAþ β4DAþ β5YRþ β6INDþ u (1)

For H2, we tested the impact of mandatory, voluntary, and total SR separately, with the
number of segments on CP variables, through differentiating the companies that utilised
them from those that did not utilise ERPs. Thiswas done for all FTSE-100 companies, as follows:

CP ¼ β0 þ β1MSRþ β2NOSþ β3TAþ β4CTAþ β5DAþ β6YRþ β7INDþ u (2a)

CP ¼ β0 þ β1VSRþ β2NOSþ β3TAþ β4CTAþ β5DAþ β6YRþ β7INDþ u (2b)

CP ¼ β0 þ β1TSRþ β2NOSþ β3TAþ β4CTAþ β5DAþ β6YRþ β7INDþ u (2c)

Regarding H3, Equation (2) is re-run by considering the regression of the CP indicators for all
of the FTSE-100 companies, independently, on the reporting of mandatory, voluntary, and
total segments through the ERP utilisation experience as an intermediate indicator, as
follows:

CP ¼ β0 þ β1MSRþ β2NOSþ β3ERPþ β4TAþ β5CTAþ β6DAþ β7YRþ β8INDþ u (3a)

CP ¼ β0 þ β1VSRþ β2NOSþ β3ERPþ β4TAþ β5CTAþ β6DAþ β7YRþ β8INDþ u (3b)

CP ¼ β0 þ β1TSRþ β2NOSþ β3ERPþ β4TAþ β5CTAþ β6DAþ β7YRþ β8INDþ u (3c)

where, CP = corporate performance in the time period t, ERP = the number of years the
company had used the ERPs, SR = segmental reporting, NOS = the number of segments
disclosed, TA = total assets at time t, CTA = change in total assets at time t, DA = operating
debt ratio at time t, YR = time t, IND = industry, and u = error term. The research model is
presented in Figure 1.

4. Empirical results and discussion

The outcomes from investigating the separate and joint impact of ERP and SR after IFRS-8
operationalisation, on the CP of the FTSE-100 companies, are articulated here. This begins
with the descriptive and correlating results, which are followed by theoretically informed
models and the findings and discussion.

4.1. Descriptive statistics

Table 3 summarises the overall descriptive statistics for all of the variables adopted.4

Tobin’s Q has a mean of 1.17, while ROA has a mean of 8.8, which implies the profitability

ENTERPRISE INFORMATION SYSTEMS 11



rate that these FTSE-100 companies earn, on average, in relation to their overall resources.
The utilisation of an ERPs by FTSE-100 companies ranges from zero to 18 years of
experience, reflecting the composition of the sample, with a mean of 6.5 years, which

H1

H2

H3

Corporate Performance

(measured by TQ and ROA)

Control Variables

Size Growth Leverage

Year Industry

ERP Utilisation

Experience

(measured by the number of years in 

adopting ERP System)

Segmental Reporting

(measured by the quality and 

quantity dimensions of segments’

disclosure)
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Figure 1. Research model of CP in relation to ERP system and SR.
Source: constructed by the authors

Table 3. Summary of basic explanatory statistics.

Indicators Variables Codes Mean
Standard
Deviation Min. (Max.) Skewness Kurtosis Obs.

Corporate
Performance

Tobin’s Q TQ 1.168269 1.295023 −3.89222 (2.39835) 4.008766 24.92203 454
Return on Assets ROA 8.803142 13.45951 0.0085 (133.22) 5.482276 40.63196 460

Enterprise
Resource
Planning

Utilisation
Experience of
ERP

ERP 6.486957 4.686913 0 (18) 0.61066 2.668831 460

Segmental
Reporting
(SR)

Mandatory
Segmental
Reporting

MSR 0.616478 0.230931 0 (0.94) −0.623275 2.157753 460

Voluntary
Segmental
Reporting

VSR 0.233478 0.219746 0 (0.8) 0.395592 2.01415 460

Total Segmental
Reporting

TSR 0.526978 0.196721 0 (0.85) −0.630041 2.23797 460

Number of
Operating
Segments

NOS 4.080435 2.17333 0 (11) 0.225552 2.524848 460

Control
Variables

Corporate Size TA 82,952.34 301,252.6 1.929 (2,671,318) 6.333052 48.85826 460
Corporate
Growth

CTA 21,445.64 147,504.3 .0669994
(2,568,324)

14.21545 238.9516 453

Debt Ratio DA 23.84149 16.43497 0 (73.3) 0.450733 2.637187 430
Year YR 2015 1.415753 2013 (2017) 0 1.7 460
Industry IND 0.141304 0.348714 0 (1) 2.059485 2.24148 460

The descriptive statistics of all the diverse variables are based on the FTSE-100 registered companies between 2013 and
2017 according to the availability of ERP systems’ utilisation for those Companies. Identical data sources have been
used for all the FTSE-100 companies in the sample. Amounts are in Stirling Pound. Corporate size is presented in
millions. Table 1 fully defines all the variables used. Identical data sources have been used for the majority of the FTSE-
100 companies in the sample.
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had experience of utilising an ERPs, whereas the companies with a zero value indicate that
they had not utilised ERPs. In terms of the statistical description of segmental information
reported by these FTSE-100 companies, mandatory disclosure ranges from 0% to 94%,
with an average of 61.65%; while voluntary disclosure ranges from 0% to 80%, with an
average 23.35% disclosure only. Due to the non-applicability of some of the IFRS-8
mandatory segmental items, as described in the methodology section, the average of
11 items (61.65%*18) is considered to be a medium-high level of disclosure. This implies a
fine level of disclosure compared with the prior studies (Mardini, Tahat, and Power 2018;
Lim et al. 2017; André, Filip, and Moldovan 2016; Bugeja, Czernkowski, and Moran 2015;
Leung and Verriest 2015). On the other hand, this result implies that less attention has
been given by FTSE-100 companies to encourage them to report segmental information
on a voluntary basis. Overall, total disclosure ranges from 0% to 85%, with an average of
12 disclosures (52.7%*23), while the number of counted segments ranges from zero to 11,
with an average of 4 segments. According to the company’s characteristics, corporate
assets’ leverage ranges from 0% to 73.3%, with an average of 23.84%. Over the period, the
average individual company’s total assets were about £82.95 billion, whereas the overall
growth of FTSE-100 companies was approximately £21 billion, on average. The average
length of time for a FTSE-100 company to be in the index with a separate identity was
three years, while the industry dummy variable has a mean of 0.14, indicating that the
majority of FTSE-100 companies belong to the non-financial sector.

In line with tests for skewness and kurtosis, CP indicators, size, and growth are
positively or right skewed and are therefore non-normally distributed, as the data does
not fall within the ranges ±1.96 and ±3 for standard skewness and kurtosis statistics,
respectively (Haniffa and Hudaib 2006). As a result, the estimated standard errors, and the
results of test statistics, are more likely to be biased and inconsistent. The problem of non-
normality can be solved, or at least mitigated, by using either data transformation, or by
means of running regression equations with the robustness of standard errors (Woolridge
2002). In the current study, these two alternative statistical approaches are adopted by
using natural logarithmic transformations, as well as by utilising a multiple regression
modelling that incorporates robust standard errors.

4.2. Correlation analyses

Table 4 shows the degrees of association between the utilised variables in an attempt
to identify the extent to which the underlying variables are interrelated over the time-
period. The findings indicate the existence of a positive association (19%) between the TQ
and ERP utilisation experience. It can be observed also that a majority of the correlation
coefficients were small. For instance, SR indicators are positively related to TQ, while total
SR and the number of segments, perhaps surprisingly, are negatively associated with ROA.
The results show that the ERP indicator of these FTSE-100 companies is positively related
to mandatory SR, whereas it is negatively associated with voluntary and total SR. The
findings also indicate that there are positive associations between the variables of SR.
Total SR seems to be moderately associated, at 27%, with voluntary SR, while it is
associated strongly (at 60%) with mandatory SR; whereas the latter is weakly associated
(at 19%) with voluntary SR. Corporate size and growth are positively related to the

ENTERPRISE INFORMATION SYSTEMS 13



Ta
bl
e
4.

Co
rr
el
at
io
n
m
at
rix

–
FT
SE
-1
00

co
rp
or
at
e
pe
rf
or
m
an
ce
,E
RP
,S
R
an
d
co
nt
ro
ls
.

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

(9
)

(1
0)

(1
1)

(1
2)

(1
)T

Q
1

(2
)R

O
A

0.
53
78

1
(3
)E

RP
0.
19
18

0.
02
90

1
(4
)M

SR
0.
05
02

0.
02
79

0.
25
57

1
(5
)V

SR
0.
04
61

0.
00
38

−
0.
04
66

0.
18
83

1
(6
)T

SR
0.
02
36

−
0.
14
95

−
0.
31
09

0.
59
64

0.
26
69

1
(7
)N

O
S

0.
05
99

−
0.
03
56

−
0.
18
51

0.
30
21

0.
10
65

0.
45
35

1
(8
)T

A
0.
25
07

0.
14
72

0.
03
94

0.
11
46

−
0.
03
85

0.
05
48

−
0.
05
20

1
(9
)C

TA
0.
12
97

0.
07
38

−
0.
00
15

0.
05
24

−
0.
02
07

−
0.
00
23

−
0.
02
15

0.
54
33

1
(1
0)

D
A

0.
07
75

−
0.
07
22

−
0.
05
23

0.
08
43

0.
26
18

0.
05
68

0.
02
61

−
0.
16
97

−
0.
08
58

1
(1
1)

YR
−
0.
04
60

0.
00
49

0.
31
97

0.
12
32

0.
13
27

0.
16
26

0.
07
62

0.
00
19

−
0.
07
61

0.
01
29

1
(1
2)

IN
D

−
0.
24
15

−
0.
16
74

−
0.
07
69

0.
13
48

−
0.
12
20

0.
06
62

−
0.
05
38

0.
52
71

0.
27
40

−
0.
24
15

0.
00
40

1

Th
e
co
rr
el
at
io
n
de
gr
ee
s
of

as
so
ci
at
io
n
fo
r
th
e
va
ria
bl
es

of
co
rp
or
at
e
pe
rf
or
m
an
ce
,E
RP
,S
R
an
d
co
nt
ro
la
re

ba
se
d
on

th
e
FT
SE
-1
00

re
gi
st
er
ed

co
rp
or
at
io
ns

be
tw
ee
n
20
13

an
d
20
17
.T
he

ta
bl
e

sh
ow

s
th
e
co
rr
el
at
io
n
co
effi

ci
en
ts
.

14 N. ELSAYED ET AL.



performance indicators and mandatory SR, while they are negatively associated with
voluntary SR. Corporate debt leverage is positively associated with TQ and all SR variables.

Table 5 shows the levels of significance between the utilised variables that should be
considered for the purpose of examination, and whether, as significance levels increase,
the potential collinearity introduces instability into the regression model.5 The results of
significance analysis (Table 5) are generally aligned with the findings from the association
analysis (Table 4). The significance analysis clearly shows that the ERP indicator of the
FTSE-100 companies is positively and significantly associated with TQ (15%) and manda-
tory SR (37%), while it is negatively and significantly related to voluntary SR (−11%). As
would be expected, total SR is positively and significantly associated with both mandatory
(67%) and voluntary (31%) SR. The reason behind this is that total disclosure (23 items) is a
combination of mandatory (18) and voluntary (5) SR. It is noted that the voluntary SR is
negatively correlated with the ERP indicator. This correlation finding suggests that the
number of disclosures provided on a voluntary basis tended to be lower for companies in
competitive sectors due to concerns about adverse action, especially among those who
are operating in a highly competitive market. Corporate size is positively and significantly
related to the TQ (21%), ROA (15%) and mandatory SR (12%). Corporate debt leverage is
positively and significantly associated with voluntary SR (26%), while it is negatively and
significantly related to corporate size (−17%). Although the pairwise correlation analyses
show that no correlation coefficient is greater than 80%, the possibility of a multicolli-
nearity issue is examined by reporting the variance inflation factor (VIF)6 for each regres-
sion analysis.

4.3. Modelling analyses

4.3.1. ERP and corporate performance
Table 6 reports the results of Equation (1) the examined impact of ERP on CP measured by
TQ, as an external performance indicator, and ROA as an internal achievement measure,
controlled by the number of related variables. We found CP indicators are positively and
significantly associated with the ERP utilisation experience. More specifically, the results
strongly indicate a positive flow of influence from the market-based indicators of the
FTSE-100 CP to ERP variable. This not only endorses the existing conclusions that there is a
higher performance associated with ERP users, but also shows consistency with the
existing findings of US context (Nicolaou 2004). The findings of this model therefore
support H1, and we conclude that the ERP utilisation experience has a positive and
significant impact on CP. As expected, corporate size and leverage are positively and
significantly associated with CP indicators.

The overall insight into Model (1) advances our understanding of the ERP utilisation
experience and its impact on CP. Firstly, it materialises the theoretical assumptions held by
Decision-Usefulness theory, which are articulated in section (2.1). That is, that more experi-
ence in providing higher quality information, based on the utilisation of ERPs, would
enhance the decisions that are made by external users, thus leading to better CP
(Staubus 2000). Secondly, this model reinforces the existing understanding, which claims
that ERP is ontologically defined by daily utilisation and exploitation of the existing features
(Quattrone and Hopper 2006; Rikhardsson, Rohde, and Rom 2006). However, utilisation and
exploitation are contingent to companies’ size, as argued by Nicolaou and Bhattacharya
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(2006), who say that the greater the corporate size, the more likelihood there is of
demonstrating a superior performance. This is endorsed by the positive and significant
impact of leverage (debt-to-assets) on CP in testing Model (1), and this is consistent with
Bebchuk and Spamann (2009). Thirdly, the notable associations between ERP and CP may
challenge existing understandings, which have reported that ERO has had no impact on
performance (Hunton, Lippincott, and Reck 2003; Poston and Grabski 2001).

4.3.2. SR and corporate performance
Table 7 shows the outcomes from examining the impact of SR (mandatory, voluntary and
total) on CP, through differentiating between ERP users and non-users, utilising fixed-effect
modelling. The results indicate that TQ is positively and significantly (at 1% level) associated
with both mandatory and total SR for ERP users, while no significant associations are
reported for ERP’s non-users. Although such a finding could be driven by the difference
in sample size, it reflects Decision-Usefulness theory, and it provides robust support for the
value of disclosing SR in alignment with the utilisation of an ERPs, to enhance CP. Regarding
ROA, there is a positive and significant (at 10% level) relationship with total SR for ERP users.
These findings reinforce the existing understanding of SR’s influences on CP measured by
TQ (Elsayed and Elbardan 2018; Abdullah and Page 2009), and on the prediction of risks and
growth prospects (Behn, Nichols, and Donna 2002). However, the case is vice versa with
voluntary SR, and this could be ascribed to the nature of voluntary items. Another inter-
pretation is that companies aremore likely to put greater interest into disclosingmandatory
segments, rather than voluntary segments. This is further endorsed by the Coefficient of
most of the control variables, which showed the expected signs. Corporate size, growth,
and leverage positively and significantly influenced the CP of these FTSE-100 companies.
The former finding would support the perspective that larger companies with higher
growth opportunities seek to hire talented board members to enhance the progress of
their companies, while the latter finding is aligned with the perception that institutional
investors may prefer greater leverage levels, since this may increase the amount of their
expected earnings.

Table 6. TQ and ROA as functions of ERP.
TQ ROA

Constant 5.7311949 (0.11) 56.535729 (0.74)
ERP 0.04313764*** (5.21) 0.0208677* (1.8)
TA 0.22587875*** (10.11) 0.2818018*** (9.35)
CTA 0.01114479 (0.56) 0.02770244 (1.00)
DA 0.00876745*** (3.85) 0.00784084** (2.49)
YR −0.00187609 (−0.07) −0.02613331 (−0.69)
IND −1.1241551*** (−9.58) −1.3287635*** (−8.07)
VIF 1/VIF 1.58 0.6329 1.55 0.6452
Observations 420 426
F-value 86.96*** 56.27***
Adjusted R2 0.5518 0.4383

This table presents the results based on the estimation of equation (1) by using Stata.
The model is estimated using fixed-effects by showing the impact of ERP utilisation
experience on corporate performance indicators through considering a number of
control variables. Table 1 fully defines all the variables used. Standard errors are
adjusted by clustering the FTSE-100 companies. T-statistics are presented in par-
entheses. ***, **, and *denote significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% significance levels,
respectively. If there is no sign, no significant relationship was found.
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The overall insight drawn from Model (2) advances our understanding of IFRS-8’s
operationalisation, and the impact it has had on CP. Firstly, it materialises theoretical
assumptions held by the Decision-Usefulness theory in regard to internal users, as
articulated in section (2.1). That is, the more effective and efficient the utilisation of
accounting information, and the disclosure of segments in the annual reports by the
board of directors are, the more likelihood there is that the companies will have better CP.
More specifically, Model (2) findings support H2, and we conclude that CP may be
enhanced by SR following the operationalisation of management approach-based IFRS-
8. Secondly, this study contributes to existing knowledge by offering evidence that is
drawn upon FTSE-100 companies (Hope et al. 2008; Botosan and Stanford 2005; Ettredge
et al. 2005; Hossain and Marks 2005; Herrmann and Thomas 2000).

4.3.3. SR on corporate performance through ERP utilisation
Table 8 articulates the outcomes of examining the impact of mandatory, voluntary, and
total SR on CP, through the utilisation experience of ERPs as an intermediate indicator. The
findings from Model (3) are consistent with the results obtained from Models (1) and (2).
These showed that mandatory and total SR have had positive impacts on CP measured by
TQ and ROA in alignment with ERP. The overall insight into Model (3) advances our
understanding of the impact SR may have on the CP of these FTSE-100 companies
through ERP. Firstly, it materialises the theoretical assumptions held by Decision-
Usefulness theory about internal users, as has been articulated in section (2.1).
Supporting Hypothesis H3 means that the qualitative information characteristics of SR,
either mandatory or voluntary, were enhanced in alignment with the ERP implementation
and the utilisation of FTSE-100 companies, and this leads eventually to higher perfor-
mance (Staubus 2000). In other words, considering the Decision-Usefulness perspective in
IFRS-8-based SR provides a relevant and faithful representation of the CP of the FTSE-100
companies to supply useful and detailed corporate financial information to support the
decision makers in their decision-making process (i.e., shareholders). Secondly, these
insights, drawn from FTSE-100 companies, lends support to the existing evidence demon-
strated in the US existing findings regarding SFAS-131 (Hope et al. 2008; Botosan and
Stanford 2005; Ettredge et al. 2005; Hossain and Marks 2005). Furthermore, it supports
both the conclusions of prior studies, that: (a) SR has improved the companies’ perfor-
mance; and (b) vice versa for voluntary SR, and this is due to the competitive disadvantage
(Birt, Joshi, and Kend 2017; Kajüter and Nienhaus 2017; Mardini, Tahat, and Power 2018;
Nichols, Street, and Cereola 2012). Again, as anticipated, and as in almost every empirical
study that is related to companies, corporate size and leverage are positively and
significantly related to the CP of these FTSE-100 companies.

5. Conclusions

Our results demonstrate that the CP of the FTSE-100 is directly and significantly associated
with either ERP users and/or SR publishers. The findings of this study provide also a
significant contribution to the Decision-Usefulness perspective whereby corporate man-
agement are encouraged to provide relevant accounting information in the most useful
manner, for the use in making decisions, which, in turn, will be reflected in the improve-
ment of corporate achievements. This is endorsed by solid evidence about the impact of
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the reporting of mandatory, voluntary, and total segments on the CP of FTSE-100
companies, through the utilisation experience of ERPs as intermediate indicators over
the study period teasing out key insights, which are as follows:

First, findings suggest positive and significant relationships between ERP utilisation
experience and CP measured by TQ and ROA. These performance indicators may stem
from the realisation of the value creation of ERP utilisation, such as add-ons and/or adding
more applications overtime (Johansson and Newman 2010; Hendricks, Singhal, and
Stratman 2007; Davenport 2000). This conclusion not only reinforces the existing knowl-
edge in regard to the market’s reaction to the initial announcement of ERPs’ adoption in
US-based manufacturing companies (Hayes, Hunton, and Reck 2001), but it also manifests
the extent of such impact, post-ERP implementation, on the usefulness of performance
information from the perspective of external (TQ) and internal (ROA) users. These positive
associations also lend support to the conclusion drawn from the US market, in terms of a
positive reaction to the utilisation process, which is orchestrated by the big ERPs’ vendors,
who have dominated the research sample of this paper (Wier, Hunton, and HassabElnaby
2007; Nicolaou and Bhattacharya 2006; Nicolaou 2004). This may explain the existing
understanding that financial markets differentiate among the technologies in which
companies to invest to integrate their information systems; demonstrating (a) technology
maturity, (b) the financial health of the investing company, and (c) stock market condi-
tions, which are all important factors that influence the stock market reaction.

The second insight of this study concludes that there is positive and significant impact
from SR on CP, measured by Tobin’s Q, in FTSE-100 companies through distinguishing
between ERP users and non-users. Whilst TQ positively and corresponds to MSR following
IFRS-8’s post-implementation review for ERP users, there is a negative association, with no
significance level, between CP and VSR, which was ascribed to a small number of
voluntary items. This concern overcame the positive and significant impact that total
(both mandatory and voluntary) SR has had on the CP, either by use of TQ or ROA, of these
FTSE-100 companies. This suggests that the more segmental information that is reported
through the utilisation of ERPs, the higher the corporate progress. This might be a strategy
that has been utilised by FTSE-100 companies to signal positive messages to (a) attract the
attention of the existing and prospective investors regarding CP, and (b) reduce the
information asymmetry for capital providers.

The impact of SR on CP through the utilisation experience of ERPs as an intermediate
indicator was another insight drawn from the FTSE-100 listed companies and there were
marked positive and significant relationships. This may suggest the indirect role that ERP
is undertaking in moderating the interrelations between SR, represented by the quality
and quantity dimensions of segmental information disclosures, and CP. This finding
endorses Scapens and Jazayeri (2003) argument that ERP’s characteristics open opportu-
nities for change and standardisation, in particular, and offer a spectrum of best practices
that enable companies to report on their segmental information efficiently, consistent
with the Decision-Usefulness perspective. The moderating role of ERP is also reported in
the interrelations between the management control system and organisational perfor-
mance (Elbashir, Collier, and Sutton 2011). Such a role also makes sense of the higher
performance that has been found to be associated with larger corporate size and higher
debt usage.
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6. Implications and limitations

These conclusions, overall, contribute to the existing literature, practitioners and regulators.
They draw attention to the significant interrelations across accounting-based performance,
the ERP utilisation experience, and the SR of an efficient UK market (i.e., the FTSE-100). The
importance of the aforementioned conclusions is therefore in addressing the practical
implications for academics, practitioners and IFRS setters. In accordance with the extant
literature, these findings respond to research calls regarding the variations in SR (Mardini
and Ammar 2019; Mardini, Tahat, and Power 2018) by referring this matter not only to the
operational context, but also in bringing the roles of ERP and CP to light (Nichols, Street, and
Tarca 2013). Furthermore, the results contribute to the literature on CP by employing
variables relating to the association with segmental information and ERP, individually; and
with SR, by providing evidence of the impact on CP through the utilisation experience of
ERPs. Whilst this conclusion endorses prior studies, in terms of the indirect impact that ERPs
have had on CP (Hunton, Lippincott, and Reck 2003), the indirect impact is extended to
include SR as an organisational practice (HassabElnaby, Hwang, and Vonderembse 2012).
Regarding the practitioners, this study draws the attention of non-ERP adaptors to think
about and evaluate the implications of ERP adoption in facilitating SR; and longer utilisation
leads to gain more benefits. Additionally, it provides some insights for both external and
internal users of financial statements, in terms of the ability to attain valuable understand-
ings into how SR and ERP perceive the CP, about which their investors’ companies are
notified. In relation to the regulators, it has been concluded that the findings should be
aligned with the interests of the FTSE-100 decision-makers in general, and specifically those
within each FTSE-100 company’s board of directors, since they propose that SR elements are
considered as a measurement of CP. However, it is ERPs’ impact on CP that is unfolded over
time, concluding that themore experience of utilisation is, the greater the CP. Moreover, the
findings should offer insights for the London Stock Exchange on the performance of FTSE-
100 companies, after they have utilised the ERPs, by setting a code that represents the
minimum level of information system governance.

Some limitations were noted in relation to this research. The study employs a disclosure
index in which errors may have occurred, although the researchers were very careful with
the scoring process. The annual reports were read twice by the researchers, moreover, the
annual reports were read by a research assistant, who is not one of the researcherswho have
written this paper; this approach was adopted to reduce the element of subjectivity, as well
as to avoid any mistakes and to ensure the consistency of the index through the scoring
process. Furthermore, other factors that are beyond ERP’s and IFRS-8’s implementation may
have an influence on associations with CP, but these are not considered here. This therefore
motivates calls for further research to be carried out to explore the impact of ERP on CP
through the examination of the blackbox in relation to how ERP utilisation influences the
financial and/or non-financial information in regard of the operating segments. This
includes not only different contexts, but also exploring how decision-makers assess the
adverse action of competitors before SR is published. This extends to exploring the influ-
ence of their personnel characteristics on ERP utilisation, or not, in addition to SR publishing,
or not, through utilising different research approaches, such as qualitative methods, or
including case studies that are supported by semi-structured interviews. Future studies may
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consider further factors that may have affected CP, such as the corporate governance
mechanisms, and the SR consequence of deriving a competitive disadvantage.

Notes

1. In 2000, the IASC restructured its foundation, which led it to change its name to the
International Accounting Standards Board (IASB).

2. Vendors can be found at the following website: https://financesonline.com/list-of-erp-soft
ware-companies/.

3. This approach considers all of the segmental reporting items as being equally important;
this, in turn, has avoided any potential subjectivity in the scoring process, and has
increased the validity of the disclosure index checklist (Cooke 1989; Cooke and Wallace
1989).

4. Variables’ names, codes, and definitions used in the empirical analyses are summarised in
Table 1.

5. According to Woolridge (2002), it is proposed that multicollinearity may perhaps statistically
threaten or violate the sensitivity analyses if the correlation level exceeds 80%.

6. Based on Woolridge (2002), multicollinearity issues are likely to be relatively unimportant if
the value of VIF is less than 10, and the tolerance factor (1/VIF) is greater than 0.10.
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