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ABSTRACT This study examines the spillover effects of auditor sanctions on client firms and validates the
extent to which social media communications empower traditionally weak investors’ voice. In the context
of China which offers unique data from regulated interactive platforms, the study examines the effects
of auditor sanctions on investors’ online voice, employing the DID model. Results suggest that auditor
sanctions increase the number of questions and number of words in the questions asked by investors about
client firms on online interactive platforms. The deep learning Pre-trained BERTpasg model for sentiment
analysis demonstrates that auditor sanctions also significantly increase the number of questions with negative
sentiments. The results still hold after multiple robustness tests. Such adverse spillover effects of auditor
sanctions are more pronounced among non-state-owned client firms and firms with higher shareholding
concentration. This study contributes by enriching the application of deep learning models in text analysis
in the social sciences, validating the importance that investors attach to auditor sanctions and thus the
effectiveness of government regulation.

INDEX TERMS Deep learning, BERTgasg model, spillover effect, auditor sanctions, sentiment analysis,
exchange online interactive platforms, minority shareholders.

I. INTRODUCTION advertising and marketing are empowered to reach a broader

Auditors are motivated to pursue high-quality audits for
two major reasons, i.e. to safeguard reputation and avoid
legal penalties [1]. Besides legal penalties, the reputation
mechanism is particularly important for the well-organized
operation of the audit market. Government regulation with
the use of sanctions constitutes an important influence on the
formation of auditor reputation mechanism [2]. Therefore,
the consequences and effectiveness of government regulation,
especially government sanctions, deserve more attention.
Extant information science and marketing literature sug-
gest that the Internet and social media enhance commu-
nications in two ways; i.e. communications become more
engaging and include a larger audience [3], [4], [5], [6].
Consequently, social media communications can empower
weak voices. Small businesses with limited resources for
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target market than traditionally possible with the use of social
media [4]. Similarly, extant accounting literature suggests
that the traditionally weak voice of minority shareholders is
becoming increasingly prominent with the advent of social
media platforms and has the potential to play a more signifi-
cant governance role [7], [8], [9], [10], [11].

Minority shareholders participate in the capital market
in two ways, i.e. exit and voice [12]. Given that minority
shareholders’ voice was traditionally weak and rarely heard,
having to voice their opinions was particularly daunting.
Hence, minority shareholders preferred to express their dis-
satisfaction by selling shares instead, i.e. exiting. The effects
of bad news like auditor sanctions on minority sharehold-
ers’ sale of shares resulting in the decline in share price
receive ample attention in the accounting literature [13],
[14]. However, scholarly attention remains limited regarding
investors’ responses to auditor sanctions from the perspec-
tive of investors’ voice. While extant accounting literature
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demonstrates the growing prominence of minority share-
holders’ online voice to the extent of having an impact on
auditing, such as audit fees, audit quality as well as audit
behaviors and judgments [7], [8], [9], [10], [11], much is to
be understood about the effects of auditing on minority share-
holders empowered voice. Consequently, this study examines
the effects of auditor sanctions on minority shareholders’
online voice in the context of China. This study contributes
by validating the extent to which the empowered voice of
investors in this information age can magnify the effect of
auditor sanctions while shedding light on the effectiveness of
government regulation.

Unlike in developed economies characterized by high lit-
igation risks like those of the United States and the United
Kingdom [15], auditors in China are exposed to low liti-
gation risks and auditors’ reputation plays a more crucial
governance role [2], [16]. Thus, the Chinese context is
conducive to validating the effectiveness of government reg-
ulations, i.e. sanctions. Further, online interactive platforms
like Interactive Easy and SSE e-Interactive, are established
and monitored by stock exchanges in China. Therefore,
online communications on these two platforms are guaran-
teed to be authentic and important for minority shareholders
to be heard. Similar online interactive platforms have yet to
be established in other countries [17]. Hence, the context of
China offers unique data to examine the effects of auditor
sanctions on minority shareholders’ empowered voice.

First, this study examines the spillover effect of audit sanc-
tions on the degree of investors’ concerns. Consistent with the
expectations, auditor sanctions significantly and positively
affect the number of questions and the number of words in
the questions that investors ask on online interactive plat-
forms. Second, this study analyzes the sentiment tendency
of investors’ questions using the deep learning BERTpASE
model. Results show that auditor sanctions also significantly
increase the negative sentiment in investors’ voice on online
interactive platforms. Such findings hold after a series of
robustness checks.

The findings of this study corroborate those of previous
studies, which shed light on investors’ binary response—i.e.
to exit or not to exit—to auditor sanctions [13], [14]. This
study offers a richer understanding of where the degree of
investors’ concern about auditor sanctions can be examined
based on the number of questions asked, the number of words
in the questions, and sentiment tendency.

Results of sensitivity analysis suggest that auditor sanc-
tions are more likely to arouse a heightened degree of investor
concern among non-state-owned firms compared with state-
owned firms. Results also suggest a moderating effect of
shareholding concentration where auditor sanctions arouse
a heightened degree of investors’ negative sentiment among
firms with higher shareholding concentration.

This study has three major contributions to the literature.
First, this paper verifies the importance that minority share-
holders attach to auditor sanctions through an empowered
voice. Building on the existing stream of literature that sug-
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gests investors’ voice promotes investment in audit resources
to improve audit quality [7], [8], this paper fills in the front-
end chain, i.e. the antecedent to investors’ voice. Second,
this study enriches existing research on the antecedents of
investors’ concerns. While a corporate stock name change
[18], any random information encountered online [19], and
media coverage [20] can contribute to investors’ concerns,
this study demonstrates that auditor sanctions can cause
heightened investors’ concerns. Third, this paper extends the
existing stream of literature on the spillover effects of auditor
sanctions. The spillover effects of auditor sanctions on audit
fees & audit market share [21], [22], and audit quality [22],
[23], [24] have been examined. In terms of the spillover
effects of auditor sanctions on clients, existing studies mainly
provide evidence from the regulator’s perspective [25], the
creditor’s perspective [26], [27], and investors’ exit behavior
[13], [14]. This paper sheds light on the effect of auditor
sanctions on investors’ recently empowered voice. Finally,
this article enriches the literature on the application of deep
learning models to text analysis in the social sciences. Most
of the existing literature uses machine learning like SnowNLP
for sentiment analysis [28], [29], which is less accurate than
deep learning like the Pre-trained BERTgasg model [30].

This study has three major practical implications. First, for
client firms, this study sheds light on the importance of engag-
ing auditors who have not been sanctioned, to send positive
signals to investors. Second, as the public at large especially
investors places great importance on auditor sanctions, this
study highlights the importance of government regulation as a
critical complement to legal institutions, especially in emerg-
ing economies with underdeveloped legal frameworks. Third,
for other countries with low litigation risk like Germany
and Japan [31], the findings of this study suggest that strict
regulatory practices in imposing sanctions on the part of the
government and official social media platforms to empower
investors’ voice can serve as governance mechanisms that
motivate continuous improvement in audit quality.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
profiles the institutional background. Section III reviews the
literature and develops the hypotheses. Sections IV describe
our research design which includes the regression model,
sample & data, and descriptive statistics. Sections V and VI
present the empirical results, robust check, and sensitivity
analyses. This paper presents the conclusions in Section VIIL.

II. INSTITUTIONAL BACKGROUND

A. CHINA AUDIT MARKET

From 1949 to 1980, the central government of China owned
and managed companies in the absence of independent
auditing. The early 1980s saw fundamental reform and trans-
formation of China’s economic system with the establishment
of the auditing profession, which was mostly funded by
the state and associated with universities or government
departments. Such connection with the government hindered
audit professional independence. Hence, decoupling and
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restructuring of the audit profession began in 1997 when audit
firms were required to become financially and operationally
independent from government agencies and assume full legal
responsibility for their actions [32].

Unlike their counterparts in a harsh legal environment in
the United States and the United Kingdom [15], auditors in
an emerging market in China face lower litigation risks [2],
[16]. The Chinese government’s ex-post punitive regulation
becomes crucial in disciplining auditors and improving audit
quality in such an environment [33].

According to China’s CPA Law, the China Securities
Regulatory Commission (CSRC) is a key regulatory body!
responsible for inspecting listed companies and their auditors,
and can penalize auditors if audit reports contain fraudulent
or misleading information. CSRC makes public and detailed
disclosures of its sanctions. This paper examines the spillover
effects of auditor sanctions on client firms to test whether
market players related to client firms value information per-
taining to reputational damage after auditor sanctions, which
is an effective way to test the effectiveness of government
regulation. Auditor sanctions in this paper refer to sanctions
CSRC imposes on audit firms.

B. EXCHANGE ONLINE INTERACTIVE PLATFORMS

While mature capital markets in Western countries are domi-
nated by large investment institutions, minority shareholders
are the mainstay of the capital market in China [34]. By 2021,
the number of minority shareholders in the Shenzhen Stock
Exchange amounted to 276,979,700, i.e. 99.74%, and the
number of minority shareholders in the Shanghai Stock
Exchange amounted to 298,527,000, i.e. 99.69%. ““Voice™ is
a way for minority shareholders to express their concerns,
including asking questions to management, writing letters,
submitting motions and voting at shareholders’ meetings,
negotiating with management, and using social media plat-
forms [35]. Of the various social media platforms, SSE e
Interactive and Interactive Easy are exclusively for minority
shareholders to ‘““make their voices heard”.

Shenzhen Stock Exchange (SZSE) and Shanghai Stock
Exchange (SSE) set up the Interactive Easy and SSE e-
Interactive in 2011 and 2013 respectively, for individual
minority shareholders to exchange experiences and opin-
ions. Unlike other social media platforms, communications
on Interactive Easy and SSE e-Interactive are supervised
by stock exchanges, and information authenticity is guar-
anteed. Therefore, Interactive Easy and SSE e-Interactive

1According to China’s CPA Law and other relevant laws, the govern-
ment regulation of the audit market is mainly implemented through three
major regulatory bodies: the China Institute of Certified Public Accoun-
tants (CICPA), the Ministry of Finance (MOF), and the China Securities
Regulatory Commission (CSRC). CICPA is a self-regulatory organization
that carries out the management and services of the profession with specific
responsibility for the daily management of the auditor profession. The Min-
istry of Finance (MOF) is primarily responsible for managing the nation’s
accounting work and guiding and supervising the operations of auditors.
However, the CICPA and the MOF do not fully disclose information in
an open and transparent manner after imposing administrative penalties on
auditors.
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(hereinafter referred to as the exchange online interactive
platform) provide a good source of data for research.

lll. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES
DEVELOPMENT

A. THE SPILLOVER EFFECT OF AUDITOR SANCTIONS
Extant literature suggests that sanctioned auditors face
adverse consequences like a decrease in market share [36],
[37] and audit fees [15], [38], while causing sanctioned audi-
tors to increase their work effort, which in turn improves audit
quality [39], [40], [41], [42]. Such adverse consequences
and effects on audit quality can spill over to other innocent
auditors within the same firm [22], successor auditors [43],
other innocent audit firms [21], and even the audit profession
[23].

Auditor sanctions, which signal poor audit quality [44],
also have spillover effects on client firms. Among the adverse
spillover effects on client firms are higher debt financing
costs [26], [27], higher TPO rejection rates [25], and lower
share prices [13], [14].

B. INVESTORS’ CONCERNS

Prior literature suggests that media coverage, i.e. positive
and negative news, attract minority shareholders’ attention
[45]. Even unrelated news coverage can direct minority share-
holders’ attention to firms’ annual reports [20]. More recent
studies suggest that changes in stock names and any random
information encountered also attract minority shareholders’
attention [18]. Interactions and communications on social
media platforms are increasingly gaining research attention
to better understand minority shareholders’ concerns (e.g.
[..18,..46, 47,..48]).

On Interactive Easy and SSE e Interactive, minority
shareholders can ask questions and obtain answers online.
Investors’ questions are representative of investors’ concerns;
the number of questions asked on exchange online interactive
platforms within a certain period and the number of words in
the questions constitute the measure of investors’ concerns
[9], [14], [28]. Recent developments in the application of
text-informed data have enabled the sentiments of questions
and answers to be measured [29].

C. AUDIT SANCTIONS AND INVESTORS’ CONCERNS

Signal transmission theory posits that client firms are signal
senders, whereas users of financial statements which include
minority shareholders are signal receivers. Independent audit-
ing provides an assurance of the accuracy and dependability
of the signals transmitted by client firms, thereby mitigating
issues of information asymmetry. However, auditors who
have been sanctioned are generally regarded as of lower qual-
ity, casting doubt on the credibility of the audited financial
statements [49], [50]. As such, auditing no longer conveys
positive signals. Furthermore, low-quality audits exhibit a
contagion effect [32], [51], wherein diminished audit quality
can extend to other client firms without direct evidence of
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financial misconduct, suggesting an association with sim-
ilarly deficient audit practices. In addition to reacting by
exiting, minority shareholders also voice their concern about
a firm given the prevalence of social media platforms [9],
[52].

Social media is a powerful tool for minority shareholders’
activism, providing a brand-new platform to speak out, and
achieve equal conversation with public companies. Similarly,
in line with the information age, minority shareholders’ voice
plays an increasingly important monitoring role [9]. The
impact of minority shareholders’ voice on auditor behavior
has been confirmed in the existing literature; the online voice
of minority shareholders can lead to a significant increase
in auditors’ perceived control risk, which can exacerbate
auditors’ concerns about reputational damage and litigation
risk, and consequently increase audit investment and audit
fees [7], [8].

Since social media communications can empower weak
voices, investors are posited to voice their concerns about the
sanctioned auditor’s client firms. In an attempt to validate
the signal transmission theory, this study hypothesizes that
auditor sanctions increase the degree of investors’ concerns.
The degree of investors’ concerns is reflected in the number
of questions and number of words included in the questions
on the exchange online interactive platform. H1 is as follows.

H1: Auditor sanctions increase (a) the number of questions
and (b) the number of words in the questions, on online
interactive platforms.

Extant literature suggests that the sentiments of investors’
online voice, especially negative sentiments, can trigger
wider dissemination on the Internet and have profound impli-
cations where auditors’ risk perceptions and corporate image
are affected [10]. However, much is to be understood about
the antecedents of the sentiments in investors’ voice. This
study posits that auditor sanctions have an adverse effect on
the sentiments in investors’ online voice. H2 is as follows.

H2: Auditor sanctions increase the negative sentiment ten-
dency on online interactive platforms.

IV. RESEARCH DESIGN

A. REGRESSION MODEL

1) THE DEGREE OF INVESTORS’ CONCERNS MODEL

This paper treats auditor sanctions at different times as a
natural experiment with multi-period, time-varying treat-
ment, and aims to assess the impact of auditor sanc-
tions on investors’ concerns about client firms. Staggered
Differences-in-Differences (Staggered DID) has been widely
used in the field of policy evaluation or assessment of shocks
to external events [53], [54], due to its ability to better mit-
igate endogeneity and effectively identify the net effect of
treatment [55].

HI is tested using a method similar to Beck et al. ‘s [56]
study. A staggered difference-in-differences specification is
applied to evaluate the relationship between auditor sanctions
and the degree of investors’ concerns, as shown in the fol-
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TABLE 1. Definition of variables.

Dependent variable

Questions The number of questions for client firm i
in month t asked by investors on the
exchange interactive platforms.

Investor- The number of words in questions for

length client firm i in month t asked by investors
on the exchange interactive platforms.

Negative The total number of questions with

negative sentiment tendencies received
by client firm i during period t.

Independent variables

DID The dummy variable, DID=1 for client
firm-months after its audit firm was
sanctioned, otherwise DID=0.

Control variables

State Dummy variable, State=1 for state-
owned clients, otherwise State =0.

Size Natural logarithm of total company
assets.

Lev total liability/

total assets

Listage Listage=In (1+Length of listing)

Roa Return on assets of the company=
total profit /

total assets

Dual The dummy variable, Dual=1 for the
chairman and the general manager are the
same person, otherwise Dual =0.

Audittyp The dummy variable, Audittyp =1 if the
audit opinion was not clean, otherwise
Audittyp =0.

Rename The dummy variable, rename=1 for the
stock that changed its name during the
period t, Rename=0 otherwise.

Survey The dummy variable, Survey=1 if there
was the institutional survey, Survey=0
otherwise.

Media Natural logarithm of the sum of online

and newspaper media coverage for client
firm i in given t.

lowing regression models (client firm and t subscripts are
omitted). The degree of concern is reflected in the number
of questions and the number of words in the questions on the
exchange online interactive platform.

Questions = o¢p+a1DID+ Z ax Controls

+ Industry + t+e¢ (1)

Investor — length = ay+a1DID+ z ax Controls
+ Industry + t+e 2)
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TABLE 2. The sample.

Panel A: Auditor Sanction

NO. Sanction data Sanctioned audit firm Whether as treatment time
1 2021.2.18 GP Certified Public Accountants yes
2 2021.4.12 RuiHua Certified Public Accountants yes
3 2021.7.22 Zhongxingcai Guanghua Certified Public Accountants yes
4 2021.9.2 RuiHua Certified Public Accountants no
5 2021.9.14 ZhongZhun Certified Public Accountants yes
6 2021.11.2 ZhongTianYun Certified Public Accountants yes
7 2021.11.15 Zhongxingcai Guanghua Certified Public Accountants no
8 2021.12.6 YaTai Certified Public Accountants yes
9 2021.12.14 YaTai Certified Public Accountants no

Panel B: Sample Selection
Observations of the A-share client firms listed in SSE and SZSE (2020.11-2022.2) 74753
Less:
Observations in the Financial Sector (2050)
Observations treated by ST, ST*, PT (3792)
Observations of financial fraud client firms which led to the auditor sanction (32)
Observations with a listing date of 2021 or 2022 (6680)
Observations with Missing Data (2198)
Observations that do not satisfy common support (6266)
Final sample 53735
TABLE 3. Descriptive statistics.
Panel A: Descriptive Statistics for All Variables
Variable N Mean SD Min Max
Questions 53735 11.195 16.082 0 434
Investor-length 53735 655.456 1052.293 0 26180
Negative 48826 3.221 5.768 0 181
DID 53735 0.013 0.111 0 1
State 53725 0.313 0.464 0 1
Size 53735 22.398 1.277 20.109 26.482
Lev 53735 0.415 0.195 0.056 0.879
Listage 53735 2.205 0.864 0 3.367
Roa 53735 20.027 0.041 -0.138 0.172
Dual 52773 0.323 0.468 0 1
Audittyp 53735 0.01 0.098 0 1
Rename 53735 0.002 0.046 0 1
Survey 53735 0.149 0.356 0 1
Media 53735 17.564 34.577 0 266

Consistent with Nie & Jia’s [9] study, the number of ques-
tions for client firm i in month t asked by investors on the
exchange interactive platforms (Questions) is the dependent
variable in model 1. The dependent variable (Investor-length)
in model 2 is equal to the total number of words in the
questions for client firm i in month t asked by investors
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on the exchange interactive platforms. How audit sanctions
may subsequently impact the degree of investor concerns
on the exchange interactive platforms is captured by the
core variable, DID. It is an indicator variable equal to one
for client firm-months after auditor sanction and zero oth-
erwise. The initial sanction date was established for audit
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TABLE 4. Degree of investors’ concerns.

® ) 3) @)
VARIABLES Questions Questions Investor-length Investor-length
DID 1.6678* 2.6800%** 25.8667 97.0417**
(1.91) (2.97) (0.61) (2.22)
State -2.4030%*** -122.8153***
(-13.01) (-9.98)
Size 3.5519%** 237.6542%%*
(41.01) (39.106)
Lev -5.668 7*** -454.2758%**
(-13.33) (-16.08)
Listage 1.7082%** 96.7251***
(18.77) (16.13)
Roa -12.0044%** -978.3326%**
(-5.20) (-6.18)
Dual 0.3302** 16.7289
(2.10) (1.62)
Audittyp -0.4357 -58.5898
(-0.73) (-1.54)
Rename 0.8183 51.5380
(0.62) (0.67)
Survey 4.24]5%** 262.0141%**
(18.73) (16.60)
Media 0.0512%** 3.4645%**
(12.55) (11.45)
Constant 11.1741%** -70.2952%** 629.9818*** -4,728.8889%**
(165.29) (-39.36) (172.38) (-37.61)
t FE yes yes yes
Industry FE yes yes yes
Observations 53,735 52,763 53,735 52,763
R-squared 0.053 0.152 0.049 0.138

Robust t-statistics in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

firms that received multiple sanctions during the observation
period. A significantly positive o1 favors the hypothesis. The
coefficients of control variables are ak. The t and industry
indicators absorb the majority of the DID effect.

This paper mainly refers to the studies of Barber & Odean,
Fang, Ma et al [18], [19], [45], and includes other char-
acteristic variables that may affect the degree of investors’
concerns, i.e. the nature of property rights (State), firm size
(Size), balance sheet ratio (Lev), age at listing (Listage),
return on total assets (Roa), dual position (Dual), audit opin-
ion (Audittyp), stock name change (Rename), institutional
investor research (Survey), and the total amount of media
coverage (Media). Regressions in this paper also control for
industry-fixed effects and time-fixed effects.

2) THE INVESTORS' SENTIMENT MODEL

To test H2, the spillover effect of auditor sanction (DID)
on negative sentiment tendencies in investors’ questions
(Negative) is tested with the following staggered difference-
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in-differences model (firm and t subscripts omitted):

Negative =o¢+o1DID+ Z ai Controls + Industry+t+e
(3)

Sentiment analysis is an increasingly prominent field within
natural language processing (NLP). Analytical methods in
sentiment analysis are typically categorized into lexicon-
based approaches, traditional machine learning approaches,
and deep learning approaches [30]. Investors’ voices on
exchange online interactive platforms often contain certain
sentiment tendencies. According to the existing literature,
there are more scholars are using Python’s SnowNLP sen-
timent analysis package [28], [29], which is traditional
machine learning-based. In this paper, the basic architec-
ture of the pre-trained BERT model (BERTgAsE), a kind of
deep learning-based that includes 12 attention heads,12 trans-
former layers, and 110 million model parameters, is used for
the final sentiment analysis [30], [S7], [58]. Since BERTpASE
is a general-purpose language model designed for a wide
range of NLP tasks, its performance in financial sentiment
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analysis may be limited. Therefore, in this study, the model
was fine-tuned using financial-domain data derived from
investors’ voice on the exchange online interactive platforms,
in order to develop a BERT variant tailored to the specific
needs of this study. After fine-tuning, the model achieved an
accuracy of 86%, indicating improved suitability for senti-
ment classification in the financial context.

The following are the specifics of the approach: first,
investors’ questions on the exchange online interactive plat-
form during the observation period, i.e. 777,849 items, were
downloaded. Second, 2,000 items were randomly selected
for manual judgment, in which the negative sentiment ten-
dency is assigned as 0, otherwise is 1. Thirdly, the adopted
BERTgAsg model was fine-tuned and evaluated on the ques-
tion benchmark corpus comprising 2,000 items annotated
with two primary sentiment categories, in order to develop
a BERTpasE variant closely aligned with the specific char-
acteristics of the study’s data set. Finally, the well-trained
BERTBASE model was used to judge the sentiment tendency
of 777,849 items one by one. The explanatory variable Neg-
ative is equal to the sum of the number of questions with
negative sentiment tendencies received by client firm i during
period t.

The explanatory variable, DID, reflects the subsequent
impact of audit sanctions on the negative sentiment tenden-
cies in investors’ questions. Definitions for the DID variable
remain consistent with prior specifications, and a signifi-
cantly positive a1 would provide support for H2. Model
3 includes the same control variables as specified in Model
1.

The definitions of variables are summarized in Table 1.

B. SAMPLE AND DATA

Considering that investors’ voice behavior against audi-
tor sanctions is highly time-sensitive, this study considered
monthly data as the sampling frequency. In addition, given
that in recent years, the CSRC issued the largest number of
auditor sanctions in 2021 compared to other years,” this study
manually collected a total of 9 auditor sanction announce-
ments issued by the CSRC in 2021. For firms that were
penalized multiple times during this year, the first time these
firms were penalized was considered as sanctioned. Exclud-
ing audit firms with repeated penalties, the final number of
sanctioned audit firms was 6. Panel A of Table 2 describes the
distribution of auditor sanctions by month in 2021. In order to
have at least two months of observations each before and after
the auditor sanctions, this study selected the firm-month of all
A-share firms listed on the SSE and SZSE from November
2020 to February 2022 as the initial research sample. The
initial sample was processed according to the following prin-
ciples: firms in the finance and insurance category were
excluded; listed companies with ST and PT were excluded;
firms with financial fraud resulting in audit sanctions were

2The number of CSRC sanction announcements against audit firms from
2018-2022, respectively:5,4,2,9,9.
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TABLE 5. Investors’ sentiment.

(1) ()
VARIABLES Negative Negative
DID 0.3203 0.5081*
(1.13) (1.70)
State -0.6066***
(-8.16)
Size 1.2230%**
(34.906)
Lev -2.1697%%*
(-12.94)
Listage 0.3950%***
(11.64)
Roa -7.2149%**
(-8.12)
Dual 0.1145*
(1.93)
Audittyp 0.3782
(1.37)
Rename -0.1831
(-0.43)
Survey 0.7361%*%*
(9.21)
Medial 0.0164***
(10.75)
Constant 3.2176%** -24.2649%**
(125.06) (-33.51)
t FE yes yes
Industry FE yes yes
Observations 48,826 47,946
R-squared 0.034 0.113

Robust t-statistics in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

TABLE 6. Results of goodman-bacon decomposition.

“2x2” Grouping type of DID  weights DD Estimate

Earlier T vs. Later C 0.010 0.069
Later T vs. Earlier C 0.003 2.393
T vs. Never treated 0.987 0.625

T = Treatment; C = Comparison

excluded; firms whose first listing was in 2021 or 2022 were
excluded; and client firm-month with missing important vari-
ables were excluded.

In addition, this paper mainly focused on the estimation
results of the coefficient a1 of the core variable DID, while
the endogenous threat of reduced identification also lies in the
sample selection bias problem. Therefore, this paper consid-
ered clients audited by sanctioned auditors as the treatment
group, and clients audited by non-sanctioned auditors as the
control group. Propensity score matching was used to match
the control group and the treatment group. Based on eight
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FIGURE 3. Goodman-bacon decomposition.

matching variables of company size(size), industry(industry),
gearing(lev), profitability(roa), growth (TobinQ), listing age
(Listage), audit opinion (Audittyp), and institutional investor
share ownership (Inhold), the treatment group was matched
using the radius matching having a put-back sampling
method with a matching radius of 0.001 month by month.
After re-matching, the differences in the sample mean of the
matched variables between the treatment and control groups
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were within 11%, and the p-values of the differences were
not significant at the 10% level, indicating that the samples
of the treatment and control groups were balanced. The final
result was 53,735 client firm-month samples of 16-period
unbalanced panel data. The sample selection process is shown
in Panel B of Table 2. The results of the balance test after PSM
are shown in Appendix A.

Data pertaining to auditor sanctions were manually col-
lected from the administrative penalty announcements pub-
lished on the official website of the China Securities
Regulatory Commission (http://www.csrc.gov.cn). Data on
investors’ concerns were obtained in three steps: first, the
raw daily data of all questions on SSE e-Interactive and Inter-
active Ease for the period of 2020.11-2022.2 were obtained
from the CNRDS database; second, the number of questions
and the number of words in the questions were manually
counted; finally, the sentiment tendency was analyzed via the
BERTgAsg model using PyCharm software equipped with
Python language. Data on the media coverage for the client
firm-month were compiled from daily data available in the
CNRDS database. The financial data related to the firms
were obtained from the CSMAR database. The econometric
analysis software for this paper was STATA 18.0.

C. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Table 3 shows the full-sample descriptive statistics. The max-
imum number of questions asked on the online interactive
platform in a client’s firm-month is 434, and the average
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TABLE 7. Exclusion samples with institutional survey or stock name changes.

Coefficients

Cengiz et al.
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pre_6 pre_5 pre_4 pre_3 pre_2 current las_1 las_2 las_3 las_4 las_5 las_6 las_7
Event

Panel A: Exclusion samples with institutional survey

M 2 3)
VARIABLES Questions Investor-length Negative
DID 2.7617*** 97.4601%* 0.5221*

(2.90) (2.13) (1.65)
Constant -63.8384%** -4,259.3408%** -21.80971%**

(-36.80) (-35.66) (-30.206)
All Control Variables  yes yes yes
t FE yes yes yes
Industry FE yes yes yes
Observations 44,841 44,841 40,382
R-squared 0.132 0.121 0.099
Panel B: Exclusion samples with stock name changes

M @) 3)
VARIABLES Questions Investor-length Negative
DID 2.6832%** 97.1698** 0.5026*

(2.96) (2.22) (1.68)
Constant -70.2617%** -4,727.1575%** -24.2791%**

(-39.28) (-37.52) (-33.40)
All Control Variables  yes yes yes
t FE yes yes yes
Industry FE yes yes yes
Observations 52,656 52,656 47,845
R-squared 0.153 0.138 0.113

Robust t-statistics in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

number of questions is 11.195. The number of words in
the questions in a client’s firm-month is up to a maximum
of 26,180 words, and the average is 655.456 words. The
number of questions with a negative sentiment tendency is
up to a maximum of 181. Such descriptive findings suggest
that online interactive platforms are important for minority
shareholders to voice their concerns. Prior studies suggest
the average annual number of questions and words in the
questions for firms on the exchange online interactive plat-
forms that are able to play an important governance role are
25.41 and 5542 respectively [9], [59]. The monthly average
number of questions of 11.195 and words of 655.456 when
extrapolated into annual data suggest that the online voice
of investors plays an important governance role for firms
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included in the sample of this study. The control variables

are within reasonable limits.

V. RESULTS

A. THE SPILLOVER EFFECT OF AUDIT SANCTIONS ON THE
DEGREE OF INVESTORS’ CONCERNS

Columns 1 and 2 in Table 4% show the regression results of
Model 1. The coefficient of the core variable DID in column
1 is 1.6678, which is positive and marginally significant,

3In the regression of column (2)(4) in Table 4, among all the variables, the
maximum correlation between every two variables is 0.523, and the variance
inflation factors (VIFs) for these variables are below 2. Therefore, there is
no significant multicollinearity problem. The results are shown in Appendix
B.C.E.
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TABLE 8. Sensitivity analysis of owner of clients.

Panel A: Non-state-owned clients

M @) 3)
VARIABLES Questions Investor-length Negative
DID 3.2345%%%* 110.8893** 0.5684

(2.73) (2.00) (1.49)
Constant -82.1296%** -5,484.4823*** -27.9839%**

(-34.28) (-32.86) (-28.49)
All Control Variables yes yes yes
t FE yes yes yes
Industry FE yes yes yes
Observations 36,652 36,652 33,263
R-squared 0.170 0.160 0.140
Panel B: State-owned clients

(D (2) 3)
VARIABLES Questions Investor-length Negative
DID 1.6924 90.0014 0.4660

(1.40) (1.31) (1.10)
Constant -53.8755%** -3,749.6952%** -19.9295%**

(-19.37) (-18.38) (-17.41)
All Control Variables yes yes yes
t FE yes yes yes
Industry FE yes yes yes
Observations 16,111 16,111 14,683
R-squared 0.157 0.133 0.093

p<0.10. The explanatory strength of the model is 5.3%. The
results with the inclusion of control variables are in column 2,
and the coefficient of the core variable DID is 2.6800, which
is positive and highly significant, p<0.01. Hla is supported;
auditor sanctions significantly increase the number of ques-
tions asked on online interactive platforms. The explanatory
strength of the model is significantly improved to 15.2%.
Both regressions absorb industry and time fixed effects and
use robust standard errors.

The regression results for Model 2 are shown in the
columns 3 and 4. The regression model includes industry and
time fixed effects and uses robust standard errors. Without
the control variables, the coefficient on the core variable
DID is 25.8667, which is not significant and the explanatory
strength of the model is low, 4.9%. With the inclusion of the
control variables, the explanatory strength of the model is
improved at 13.8% as shown in column 4. The coefficient
of DID, 97.0417, is positive and significant, p<0.05. H1b is
supported; auditor sanctions increase the number of words
in the questions asked by investors on online interactive
platforms.

Control variables like the size of firms, listing time, insti-
tutional research, dual position, and media coverage are
positively correlated with the number of questions and the
number of words in the questions asked, while the nature of
the firms, the gearing ratio, and the return on total assets are
negatively correlated. Such results are consistent with those
of prior literature [19], [45].
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B. THE SPILLOVER EFFECT OF AUDIT SANCTIONS ON THE
INVESTORS’ SENTIMENT

Table 5% presents the regression results of Model 3, regressed
with industry and time fixed effects and used robust standard
errors. The inclusion of control variables saw the explanatory
strength of the model increase from 3.4% to 11.3% and the
coefficient of the core variable DID is 0.5081, p<0.10. H2 is
marginally supported; auditor sanction increases the number
of questions with negative sentiments.

Control variables like firm size, listing time, dual posi-
tion, institutional research, and media coverage are positively
correlated with the number of questions with negative senti-
ments, while the nature of the company, gearing ratio, and
return on total assets are negatively correlated. Such results
are consistent with those in Table 4 as well as in prior litera-
ture [19], [45].

C. PARALLEL TREND TEST AND SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF
PARALLEL TRENDS

1) PARALLEL TREND TEST

The assumption of parallel trend is one of the basic condi-
tions for the application of difference-in-difference. In this
paper, the examination period is set as 6 periods before to

“In the regression of column (2) in Table 5, among all the variables, the
maximum correlation between every two variables is 0.523, and the variance
inflation factors (VIFs) for these variables are below 2. Therefore, there is
no significant multicollinearity problem. The results are shown in Appendix
D.E.
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TABLE 9. Sensitivity analysis of HHI.

Panel A: HHI High

M @) 3)
VARIABLES Questions Investor-length Negative
DID 2.77588%** 85.9620* 1.1185%**

(3.01) (1.84) (2.69)
Constant -58.1123%** -4,161.8510%*** -22.1151%%*

(-26.51) (-25.06) (-22.40)
All Control Variables yes yes yes
t FE yes yes yes
Industry FE yes yes yes
Observations 26,256 26,256 23,318
R-squared 0.139 0.135 0.124
Panel B: HHI Low

(1 (2 3)
VARIABLES Questions Investor-length Negative
DID 1.6407 52.3518 0.0628

(1.21) (0.80) (0.15)
Constant -93.6894*** -6,017.5198*** -29.7851***

(-32.15) (-30.47) (-27.04)
All Control Variables yes yes yes
tFE yes yes yes
Industry FE yes yes yes
Observations 26,507 26,507 24,628
R-squared 0.185 0.163 0.123

7 periods after the event, and 1 period before the event is
set as the base period. Ex-ante parallel trends are tested
through the event study method, in order to examine whether
clients of sanctioned auditors (treatment group) and clients of
non-sanctioned auditors (control group) are not significantly
different or have the same trend of change before auditor
sanctions. With reference to the event study method, this
study tests the common trend hypothesis using the following
equation.

Questions/Investor — length/Negative =
7
+ 2
m>—6m#=—1
+ Month + &

anD™+ Z ay Controls+Industry

where D™ indexes the event of auditor sanction (dummy
variable). Assuming that the auditor sanction month of client
firm i is yj, make m=t-y;; when m<-6, D6 =1, otherwise 0;
sequentially, when m=-5, -4...,6, the corresponding D™ =1,

88962

otherwise 0; when m>7, D’ =1, otherwise 0. In addition,
this study uses 1 month prior to the auditor sanction as the
base period, so the dummy variable D! is not included in
the above equation.

Figure 1 shows the results of the parallel trend at a
95 confidence interval. This result shows that before auditor
sanctions, none of its estimates of investors’ concern were
significant, and the coefficient value changed more gently and
tended to 0, so it can be seen that the parallel trend hypothesis
is valid.

2) SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF PARALLEL TRENDS

Recent literature related to the difference-in-difference
approach has pointed out that the traditional parallel trend
test may suffer from insufficient statistical power [60].
In response, Rambachan & Roth [61] proposed a sensitiv-
ity test for the degree of deviation from the parallel trend
in the treatment effect estimates. In this paper, referring to
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TABLE 10.

2020.11 2020.12 2021.1 2021.2
Variable Y%bias P>t %bias p>tl  %bias p>tl  %bias P>t
size U -9800 0291 -13.500 0.156 -12.800 0.162 -12.800 0.162
M 0000 0998 -0.800 0947 -7.900 0.514 -6300 0.603
lev U 16.800 0.050 8800  0.326 18.000 0.035 18.000 0.035
M  -3.100 0.807 -3.800 0.771 -6.100 0.629 -4.600 0.716
Listage =~ U  29.000 0.002 21.100 0.025 28.600 0.002 28.900 0.002
M  3.100 0.801 2.800  0.821 -1.800 0.878 -3.800 0.738
roa U -31.600 0.000 -24.900 0.003 -25200 0.005 -25.200 0.005
M 8400  0.531 9.800  0.495 0900 0939 -0.800 0.947
TobinQ U 4.000  0.653 6.100  0.495 1.900  0.825 1.900  0.825
M 3800 0.768  6.200  0.623 3200 0.802 3400 0.794
Audittyp U 35900 0.000 28.000 0.000 37.900 0.000 37.900 0.000
M  0.000 1.000  0.000 1.000  -3.200 0.833  -3.000  0.840
Inhold U -33.200 0.003 -21.100 0.042 -35.600 0.001 -35.600 0.001
M  -3200 0.739 -4900 0.685 -2.000 0.817 -2.800 0.746
industry U  -2.800 0.749 1.400 0.880 9.000  0.287  9.000  0.287
M 0500 0970 3.100 0.816 -2300 0.854  3.300 0.790
2021.3 2021.4 2021.5 2021.6
Variable Y%bias P>t %bias p>tl  %bias p>tl  %bias P>t
size U -12.800 0.162 -12.800 0.161 -12.800 0.161 -12.800 0.161
M -7.400 0.551 2200  0.853 1.900  0.874 -0.600 0.963
lev U 18.000 0.035 17.800 0.037 17.800 0.037 17.800  0.037
M -6400 0.617 -1.600 0901 -1.200 0.928 -2.900 0.821
Listage U 28.600 0.002 28.700 0.002 28200 0.002 28.500 0.002
M -3200 0.786 -2.600 0.819 -1.100 0921 -2.300 0.840
roa U -25200 0.005 -32.200 0.000 -32.200 0.000 -32.200 0.000
M 1.300 0913 7.400  0.549 6400 0.595 10.800 0.370
TobinQ U 1.900  0.825 4.800 0.568 4.800 0.568  4.800  0.568
M 3300 0.802 3.100 0.807 7.800  0.526 1.500  0.905
Audittyp U 37.900 0.000 37.500 0.000 37.500 0.000 37.500 0.000
M  -3.100 0.828 3.700  0.789 1.200 0933  4.600  0.720
Inhold U -35600 0.001 -34300 0.002 -34.300 0.002 -34.300 0.002
M -3200 0.709 -3.300 0.715 -2.400 0.793 -3900 0.675
industry U 9.000  0.287 9300 0266 9.300 0.266  9.300  0.266
M 1.000  0.937 1.600  0.898  2.500 0.844 -2.900 0.820
2021.7 2021.8 2021.9 2021.10
Variable %bias p>tt  %bias p>tl  %bias p>tt  %bias P>t
size U -13.600 0.139 -13.600 0.139 -13.600 0.139 -15300 0.093
M 1.600  0.892 2400 0.845 -0.200 0.988  0.200  0.988
lev U 17200 0.047 17200 0.047 17.200 0.047 17.100  0.044
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TABLE 10. (Continued.)

M -1900 0881 -0.200 0986 -2.300 0.858  -3.400 0.790
Listage U 29.400 0.002 28.900 0.002 29.300 0.002 28.500 0.002
M -3.600 0753 -4200 0.719 -5.100 0.658 -2.900 0.797
roa U -31.000 0.000 -31.000 0.000 -31.000 0.000 -33.300 0.000
M 2100 0.862 1.100 0927 3.600 0.776 5400  0.681
TobinQ U 7.000  0.401 7.000  0.401 7.000  0.401 9.000  0.275
M  -0200 0989 -1.400 0911 1.000  0.940 1.000  0.942
Audittyp U 37.700  0.000 37.700  0.000 37.700 0.000 37.600  0.000
M  3.700  0.801 3.700  0.796  4.100  0.783 3.400  0.816
Inhold U -26900 0.010 -26.900 0.010 -26.900 0.010 -27.600 0.006
M -3200 0753 4300 0.673 -5.300 0.602 -3.700 0.714
industry U 9300 0269 9300 0269 9300 0269 9.300  0.268
M 2100 0866 0300 0978 -5.700 0.657 -2.800  0.824
2021.11 2021.12 2022.1 2022.2
Variable %bias p>tl  %bias p>[tl  %bias p>tl  %bias P>t
size U -15300 0.093 -15300 0.093 -13.800 0.127 -13.800 0.127
M  -4000 0750 2.000 0.867 2.500 0.832  0.200  0.986
lev U 17.100 0.044 17.100 0.044 14.100 0.089 14.100  0.089
M -3.100 0810 0900 0946  3.300 0.791 -2.100 0.866
Listage U 28.700 0.002  28.300 0.002 29.700 0.001 30.200 0.001
M -1.600 0894 -1.700 0.883 -1.300 0913 -1.400 0.901
roa U -33.300 0.000 -33.300 0.000 -29.500 0.001 -29.500 0.001
M 6500 0.619 2500 0.849  0.600  0.955 1.400  0.896
TobinQ U 9.000 0.275  9.000  0.275 1.800  0.834 1.800  0.834
M 4100 0745 0900 0946  0.400 0969  0.600  0.962
Audittyp U 37.600 0.000 37.600 0.000 38.900 0.000 38.900 0.000
M  -1.100 0.938 1.900  0.897 2300 0.867 3.100 0.830
Inhold U -27.600 0.006 -27.600 0.006 -26.000 0.012 -26.000 0.012
M -3300 0744 -2500 0.801 -1.700 0.851 -0.100  0.989
industry U 9300 0268 9300 0268 17.700 0.029 17.700  0.029
M -1.700 0.898 -2.500 0.846 -1.500 0.902 -1.900  0.882

Biasi & Sarsons [62], Mbar=1 x standard error was set as a
standard error, and sensitivity analysis of the parallel trend
hypothesis was conducted on the impact of auditor sanctions
on investors’ concerns. Based on the test results in Figure 1,
this study sets matrixI=(0\ 0\ 1\0\0\0\0\0\0\ 0\
0), to verify the sensitivity of the impact of auditor sanctions
on investors’ concerns. The parallel trend remains robust
under the relative deviation restriction (a) and the smoothing
restriction (b) (Figure 2), suggesting that auditor sanctions
continue to significantly affect investors’ concern for some
shock deviation.
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D. TESTS AND ESTIMATION FOR HETEROGENEITY OF
TREATMENT EFFECTS

Staggered DID may have heterogeneous treatment effects
due to the different timing of auditor sanctions. The use of
the TWFE estimator in the benchmark regression to estimate
the Staggered DID model may generate potential bias [63].
Accordingly, this study first conducts a heterogeneity test of
treatment effects and subsequently re-assesses the impact of
auditor sanctions on investors’ concerns using the staggered
Difference-in-Differences (DID) robust estimator to ensure
the robustness of the conclusions.
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1) TESTS FOR HETEROGENEITY OF TREATMENT EFFECTS

To test for possible bias in the estimation results, this paper
performs a bacon decomposition with reference to Goodman-
Bacon’s [63] study to compute coefficient values and weights
for each group. The total DID estimator is decomposed
into this paper three groups: (1) “client firms of early sanc-
tioned auditors (treatment group) vs. client firms of late
sanctioned auditors (control group)”’; (2) “client firms of
late sanctioned auditors (treatment group) vs. client firms
of early sanctioned auditors (control group)”’; and (3)”
client firms of sanctioned auditors (treatment group) vs.
client firms of never sanctioned auditors (control group).”
The control group in the second group is also referred
to as the “bad control group”, which contains treatment
effects.

As shown in Table 6, the total DID estimation is 0.625,
and the decomposition results further show that the weight of
the 2 x 2 DID estimation for the group of “client firms of late
sanctioned auditors (treatment group) vs. client firms of early
sanctioned auditors (control group)” is only 0.3%. The bias of
the estimation results obtained from the two-way fixed effects
model is small, indicating that the estimation results obtained
from the two-way fixed effects model do not generate a large
bias.

The bacon decomposition is visualized in Fig. 3, where
the horizontal axis represents the weights, the vertical axis
represents the individual DD estimates, and the horizontal
line represents the total TWFE estimate of 0.625. The black X
for “post-processing vs. pre-processing’” has a small weight,
and thus does not have much impact on the estimates obtained
using the TWFE, which further illustrates the robustness of
the benchmark results.

2) STAGGERED DID ROBUST ESTIMATOR

Considering the presence of heterogeneity in Staggered DID,
this section further re-assesses the impact of auditor sanctions
on investors’ concerns using the robust estimator of the S-A
estimator proposed by Sun & Abraham [64] and the stacked
estimator proposed by Cengiz et al [65]. Since these two
robust statistics are statistics that are adjusted to be free from
heterogeneity in treatment effects, the use of this statistic
effectively mitigates estimation bias due to heterogeneity in
treatment effects and improves the reliability of the bench-
mark results. The results of the S-A estimator and the stacked
estimator are shown in Fig. 4. The results show that the
confidence intervals for all periods prior to the auditor sanc-
tions include 0, and following the event there are periods that
are significantly greater than O at the 95% confidence level.
This suggests that the estimation using the Staggered DID
robust statistic excludes the “‘bad control group” problem
and still yields conclusions consistent with the benchmark
results.
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E. OTHER ROBUSTNESS TESTS

1) AVOIDING INVESTORS' CONCERNS CAUSED BY
INSTITUTIONAL SURVEY

Ma et al [19] measured investors’ concerns based on
the investor interaction data of Interactive Easy, this
study showed that the institutional survey can attract the
attention of minority shareholders. The full sample data
includes 8011 client firm-month observations with insti-
tutional survey behavior. These observations are inher-
ently more prone to attract investors’ concerns. Therefore,
deleting these 8011 observations and running the regres-
sion again, the results in Panel A of Table 7 show that
the conclusions are still consistent with the benchmark
results.

2) AVOIDING INVESTORS' CONCERNS CAUSED BY STOCK
NAME CHANGES

Using the Baidu Search Volume (BSV) index to mea-
sure investors’ concerns, Fang [18] finds that stock name
change events can attract limited attention from investors.
In the full sample data, there are 112 client firm-month
observations that have changed their stock names. Therefore,
these 112 observations are deleted and the regression is run
again, and the results in Panel B of Table 7 illustrate that
consistent conclusions with the benchmark results are still
obtained.

F. SENSITIVITY ANALYSES

This study conducts a difference in ownership nature
test and a difference in shareholding concentration
test.

Due to the special institutional context in China, there are
large differences between non-state-owned enterprises and
state-owned enterprises (SOE). For normal investors, SOEs
have the guarantee of the state’s credibility and financial
strength, which weakens the signaling value of auditor sanc-
tions. On the other hand, non-state-owned enterprises are
unable to enjoy this government protection effect and have
to bear higher market risks, and to a greater extent are subject
to the market reaction brought about by the disclosure of
information. As a result, they are vulnerable to the impact
of the auditor sanctions as a signal of reputation damage.
Therefore, based on the above analysis, this paper argues that
auditor sanctions can have a greater adverse spillover effect
on non-state-owned firms than state-owned firms. Based on
the nature of the enterprise, the sample is divided into SOE
group and non-SOE group, and regression is carried out for
hypothesis 1 (model 1 and model 2) and hypothesis 2 (model
3) in the two sub-samples. The regression results are shown
in Table 8.

Columns 1 and 2 in panel A and panel B show the
estimation results of H1, while column 3 in panel A and
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panel B shows the estimation results of H2. We find that
in the group of state-owned clients, none of the coeffi-
cients of DID is significant. However, in the group of
non-state-owned clients, the coefficients of DID in columns
1 and 2 are positive and significant at 1% or 5% level
which is consistent with expectations. These results suggest
that auditor sanctions in non-state-owned firms are more
likely to arouse investors’ concerns compared to state-owned
firms.

It has been found that high shareholding concentration
tends to be accompanied by poorer levels of corporate gover-
nance in some emerging market economies [66]. Therefore,
argues that client firms with higher shareholding concen-
tration are more vulnerable to adverse shocks from auditor
sanctions and are more likely to attract investors’ concerns
than client firms with low shareholding concentration. The
sample is divided into the HHI_High group and the HHI_Low
group based on the median shareholding concentration of the
top three shareholders. Table 9 shows the regression results
for the two sub-samples, and the coefficient of the core
variable DID is insignificant in low shareholding concen-
tration groups. However, the coefficient of DID is positive
and significant at the 1% or 10% level in the high share-
holding concentration group. Such results suggest that the
higher the shareholding concentration of the client firms, the
more likely it is to attract investors’ concerns with negative
sentiments in the event of an exogenous shock to the auditor
sanctions.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper investigates the spillover effects of auditor sanc-
tions on client firms. Specifically, this paper examines the
relationship between auditor sanctions and the degree of
investors’ concerns voiced on online interactive platforms
about their client firms. Using a sample of Chinese A-share
listed firms between 2020-2022, this paper finds that from
the perspective of investors, the auditor sanctions can have
expected adverse spillover effects on clients. The conclusions
are as follows. First, auditor sanction is positively associated
with the increment of the number of questions and the num-
ber of words in the questions asked by the investors about
client firms on online interactive platforms. Second, audi-
tor sanctions significantly increase the number of questions
with negative sentiment tendencies. Moreover, the positive
relationship between auditor sanctions and the increment of
investors’ voice is more pronounced when the client firm is
a non-state-owned enterprise or has a higher concentration
of shareholding. To further confirm the results, a series of
robustness tests, i.e. parallel trend test, sensitivity test for
parallel trends, as well as a Bacon decomposition test tak-
ing into account the heterogeneity of the treatment effects
and the more robust S-A & stacked estimator, were con-
ducted. Results suggest that innocent client firms not engaged
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in financial fraud are affected by the reputational damage
caused by auditor sanctions as reflected in investors’ online
voice.

Based on the findings, this study further proposes the
following policy recommendations. First, client firms, par-
ticularly non-state-owned enterprises or those with a higher
concentration of shareholding, are advised to engage rep-
utable auditors who have not been recently sanctioned,
in order to strengthen investor confidence and send credible
market signals. Second, regulatory authorities are encour-
aged to enhance the intensity and transparency of audit
oversight, given that investors are responsive to sanction
disclosures and that such responsiveness, when combined
with the proven governance function of investor voice,
can serve as an effective tool to reinforce audit quality.
Third, for countries with relatively low litigation risk like
Germany and Japan, it is recommended that stricter sanc-
tion disclosure practices be adopted and that mechanisms
be developed to amplify investors’ voice through official
platforms, so as to reinforce market discipline and audit
quality.

APPENDIX A
BALANCE TEST AFTER MATCHIN

See Table 10.

APPENDIX B
CORRELATION ANALYSIS FOR MODEL 1

See Table 11.

APPENDIX C
CORRELATION ANALYSIS FOR MODEL 2

See Table 12.

APPENDIX D
CORRELATION ANALYSIS FOR MODEL 3

See Table 13.

APPENDIX E
VARIANCE INFLATION FACTORS (VIFS) TEST

See Table 14.
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TABLE 14.

) 2 3)

Variables Questions Investor-length Negative
DID 1.02 1.02 1.02
Size 1.97 1.97 1.99
Listage 1.57 1.57 1.57
Lev 1.57 1.57 1.57
State 1.39 1.39 1.38
Roa 1.16 1.16 1.17
Media 1.15 1.15 1.16
Dual 1.14 1.14 1.14
Survey 1.03 1.03 1.03
Audittyp 1.03 1.03 1.03

Rename 1 1 1

Mean 1.27 1.27 1.28

REFERENCES [15] J. P. Boone, I. K. Khurana, and K. K. Raman, “Did the 2007 PCAOB

disciplinary order against deloitte impose actual costs on the firm or

[1] I.K.Khuranaand K. K. Raman, “Litigation risk and the financial reporting improve its audit quality?” Accounting Rev., vol. 90, no. 2, pp. 405-441,
credibility of big 4 versus non-big 4 audits: Evidence from anglo-American Mar. 2015.
countries,” Accounting Rev., vol. 79, no. 2, pp. 473-495, Apr. 2004. [16] J.Fang, H. Sami, and H. Zhou, *“Do sanctioned audit firms strive to restore

[2] L. L. Lisic, S. D. Silveri, Y. Song, and K. Wang, “Accounting fraud, their damaged reputation under imperfect institutional settings?”” J. Int.
auditing, and the role of government sanctions in China,” J. Bus. Res., Accounting, Auditing Taxation, vol. 50, Mar. 2023, Art. no. 100530.
vol. 68, no. 6, pp. 1186-1195, Jun. 2015. [17] Q. Xu, Q. Li, C. Jiang, J. Wu, and X. Zhang, ““Social media, interaction

[3] D. C. Gkikas, K. Tzafilkou, P. K. Theodoridis, A. Garmpis, and information and stock market efficiency: Evidence from the Shenzhen
M. C. Gkikas, “How do text characteristics impact user engagement in stock exchange easy interaction platform in China,” Asia Pacific J.
social media posts: Modeling content readability, length, and hashtags Accounting Econ., vol. 29, no. 6, pp. 1469-1496, Nov. 2022.
number in Facebook,” Int. J. Inf. Manage. Data Insights, vol. 2, no. 1, [18] C. Fang, “Catering behavior of Chinese institutional investors: Evidence
Apr. 2022, Art. no. 100067. from stock dividend payments of a-share listed companies,” Financial

[4] M. Gokerik, A. Giirbiiz, I. Erkan, E. Mogaji, and S. Sap, ““Surprise me Econ. Res., vol. 31, no. 5, pp. 48-64, 2016.
with your ads! The impacts of guerrilla marketing in social media on brand [19] D. MaC. Wang and Z. Fang, “The demonstration effect of institutional
image,” Asia Pacific J. Marketing Logistics, vol. 30, no. 5, pp. 1222-1238, survey behavior—Based on the interactive platform of Shenzhen stock
Nov. 2018. exchange,” Oper. Res. Manage. Sci., vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 172-177, 2021.

[5] I. Erkan and C. Evans, “The influence of eWOM in social media on [20] D. Hirshleifer, S. S. Lim, and S. H. Teoh, “Driven to distraction: Extrane-
consumers’ purchase intentions: An extended approach to information ous events and underreaction to earnings news,” J. Finance, vol. 64, no. 5,
adoption,” Comput. Hum. Behav., vol. 61, pp. 47-55, Aug. 2016. pp. 2289-2325, 2009.

[6] Y. Gvili and S. Levy, “Consumer engagement with eWOM on social [21] S.Numata and F. Takeda, ““Stock market reactions to audit failure in japan:
media: The role of social capital,” Online Inf. Rev., vol. 42, no. 4, The case of kanebo and ChuoAoyama,” Int. J. Accounting, vol. 45, no. 2,
pp. 482-505, Aug. 2018. pp. 175-199, Jun. 2010.

[7]1 K. Amin, J. D. Eshleman, and P. Guo, “Investor sentiment, misstate- [22] X.He,]J.Pittman, and O. Rui, ‘“Reputational implications for partners after
ments, and auditor behavior,” Contemp. Accounting Res., vol. 38, no. 1, a major audit failure: Evidence from China,” J. Bus. Ethics, vol. 138, no. 4,
pp. 483-517, 2021. pp. 703-722, Nov. 2016.

[8] F. Guo, C. Lin, A. Masli, and M. S. Wilkins, ““‘Auditor responses to share- [23] S. Cao and Y. Fan, “Narayanamoorthy and S.P. rowe, auditor litigation:
holder activism,” Contemp. Accounting Res., vol. 38, no. 1, pp. 63-95, Deterrence implications for non-sued auditors,” in Proc. 27th Annu. Conf.
Mar. 2021. Financial Econ. Accounting Paper, Jun. 2019.

[9] Y. Nie and M. Jia, “The power of crowds: Can minority shareholder [24] L.Li, B. Qi, G. Tian, and G. Zhang, “The contagion effect of low-quality
activism promote management earnings forecast accuracy,” Accounting audits at the level of individual auditors,” Accounting Rev., vol. 92, no. 1,
Finance, vol. 61, no. 5, pp. 6333-6385, Dec. 2021. pp. 137-163, Jan. 2017.

[10] J. J. Burke, R. Hoitash, and U. Hoitash, “Auditor response to negative [25] H. Yuan, C. Zhang, D. Kong, and H. Shi, “The consequence of audit
media coverage of client environmental, social, and governance practices,” failure on audit firms: Evidence from IPO approval in China,” China J.
Accounting Horizons, vol. 33, no. 3, pp. 1-23, Sep. 2019. Accounting Stud., vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 245-269, Apr. 2019.

[11] M. Yin and W. Li, “Network media attention, audit quality and risk [26] Y. Jiang and H. Jiang, “Auditor’s impaired personal reputation and cost of
suppression: Based on empirically evidence from A-share listed companies corporate debt financing: Empirical evidences from China’s listed compa-
of Shenzhen motherboard,” J. Audit Econ., vol. 33, no. 4, pp. 24-33, 2018. nies,” Contemp. Finance Econ., vol. 2017, no. 7, pp. 114-123, 2017.

[12] A.O.Hirschman, Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms, [27] J. An, S. Cao, S. Zhai, and G. Sun, “The contagion effect of
Organizations, and States, vol. 25. Cambridge, MA, USA: Harvard Univ. audit failure on bond issue pricing: Based on the perspective
Press, 1970. of common auditor,” J. Audit Econ., vol. 39, no. 1, pp.32-41,

[13] C. C. Dee, A. Lulseged, and T. Zhang, “Client stock market reaction to Jul. 2024. ) )

PCAOB sanctions against a big four auditor,” Contemp. Accounting Res., (28] Q. Meng, C. Ju, Q. Huang, and S. Wang, “The informativeness of
vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 263-291, Mar. 2010. investor communication with corporate insiders: Evidence from China,”

[14] H. Li, Z. Qian, S. Wang, J. Wang, and Q. Wang, “Do green con- Int. Finance, vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 189-207, Aug. 2023. )
cerns promote corporate green innovation? Evidence from Chinese stock [29] C. Ren, “Research on the relationship between investor network inter-

exchange interactive platforms,” Managerial Decis. Econ., vol. 44, no. 3,
pp. 1786-1801, Apr. 2023.

88970

action and stock price fluctuation-take,” EDP Sci., vol. 235, p. 1072,
Jun. 2021.

VOLUME 13, 2025



X. Gu et al.: Spillover Effects of Auditor Sanctions on Client Firms

IEEE Access

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]
[54]

[55]

J. Miao, J. Lin, S. Hu, and G. Liu, “Sentiment analysis of board secre-
taries’ Q&R data,” in Proc. IEEE 20th Int. Conf. Ind. Informat. (INDIN),
Jul. 2022, pp. 534-539.

C. Friedrich and R. Quick, “Do non-audit service failures impair auditor
reputation? An analysis of KPMG advisory service scandals in Germany,”
Crit. Perspect. Accounting, vol. 98, Jan. 2024, Art. no. 102550.

L. Li, B. Qi, G. Tian, and G. Zhang, “The contagion effect of low-
quality audits along individual auditors,” Accounting Rev., vol. 92, no. 1,
pp. 137-163, 2017.

K. H. Chan and D. Wu, “Aggregate quasi rents and auditor independence:
Evidence from audit firm mergers in China,” Contemp. Accounting Res.,
vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 175-213, Feb. 2011.

C. Liu, L. Liu, D. Zhang, and J. Fu, “‘How does the capital market respond
to policy shocks? Evidence from listed solar photovoltaic companies in
China,” Energy Policy, vol. 151, Apr. 2021, Art. no. 112054.

S. Othman, J. A. Ho, and A. R. A. Latiff, “Individual minority shareholder
activism approaches and the exit-voice-loyalty neglect model,” Int. J. Bus.
Soc., vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 823-839, Jan. 2019.

C. De Fuentes Barberd and R. Porcuna, “The economic impact of audit
failures,” Revista de Contabilidad, vol. 25, no. 1, pp. 159-173, Jan. 2022.
D. J. Skinner and S. Srinivasan, “Audit quality and auditor reputation:
Evidence from Japan,” Accounting Rev., vol. 87, no. 5, pp. 1737-1765,
Sep. 2012.

K.-W. Lai and F. A. Gul, “Do failed auditors receive lower audit fees from
continuing engagements?”” Rev. Quant. Finance Accounting, vol. 56, no. 3,
pp. 1159-1190, Apr. 2021.

J. Sun, S. F. Cahan, and J. Xu, “Individual auditor conservatism after CSRC
sanctions,” J. Bus. Ethics, vol. 136, no. 1, pp. 133-146, Jun. 2016.

C. Lennox and B. Li, “Accounting misstatements following lawsuits
against auditors,” J. Accounting Econ., vol. 57, no. 1, pp.58-75,
Feb. 2014.

P. T. Lamoreaux, ‘“Does PCAOB inspection access improve audit quality?
An examination of foreign firms listed in the United States,” J. Accounting
Econ., vol. 61, nos. 2-3, pp. 313-337, Apr. 2016.

L. Li, B. Qi, A. Robin, and R. Yang, “The effect of enforcement action on
audit fees and the audit reporting lag,”” Accounting Bus. Res., vol. 52, no. 1,
pp. 38-66, Jan. 2022.

F. Huang and G. Zhang, ““The signaling function and penalty effectiveness
of auditor discipline—Empirical evidence from the perspective of finan-
cial restatement of listed companies,” Chin. Certified Public Accountant,
vol. 2018, no. 3, pp. 43-49, 2018.

T. Eu-Jin and K. A. Houghton, “Audit litigation and the pricing of audit
services,” Fac. Bus. Econ., Univ. Melbourne Victoria, Melbourne, VIC,
Australia, Tech. Rep., Nov. 2000.

B. M. Barber and T. Odean, “All that glitters: The effect of attention and
news on the buying behavior of individual and institutional investors,”” Rev.
Financial Stud., vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 785-818, Apr. 2008.

S. Chahine and N. K. Malhotra, “Impact of social media strategies on
stock price: The case of Twitter,” Eur J. Marketing, vol. 52, no. 7/8,
pp. 1526-1549, Jun. 2018.

E. Bartov, L. Faurel, and P. S. Mohanram, “Can Twitter help predict
firm-level earnings and stock returns?”” Accounting Rev., vol. 93, no. 3,
pp. 25-57, May 2018.

H. Huang, Y. Sun, and M. Chen, “Can self-media disclosure trigger moni-
toring effects?—A study based on the perspective of surplus management
of listed companies,” Chin. Certified Public Accountant, vol. 2020, no. 10,
pp. 52-62, 2020.

S. Krishnamurthy, J. Zhou, and N. Zhou, “Auditor reputation, auditor
independence, and the stock-market impact of Andersen’s indictment on
its client Firms,” Contemp. Accounting Res., vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 465-490,
Jun. 2006.

J. Weber, M. Willenborg, and J. Zhang, “Does auditor reputation matter?
The case of KPMG Germany and ComROAD AG,” J. Accounting Res.,
vol. 46, no. 4, pp. 941-972, Sep. 2008.

J. R. Francis and P. N. Michas, “The contagion effect of low-quality
audits,” Accounting Rev., vol. 88, no. 2, pp. 521-552, Mar. 2013.

Y. Wang, C. Yang, and J. Gao, “Online platform interaction, product
market competition and information disclosure quality-empirical evidence
from the Shenzhen stock Exchange’s,” Interact. Ease ‘Platform,” Finance
Accounting Monthly, vol. 2021, no. 17, pp. 76-85, 2021.

B. D. Meyer, “Natural and quasi-experiments in economics,”” J. Bus. Econ.
Statist., vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 151-161, Apr. 1995.

J. M. Wooldridge, *“Control function methods in applied econometrics,” J.
Human Resour., vol. 50, no. 2, pp. 420-445, 2015.

C.S. Lennox, J. R. Francis, and Z. Wang, “Selection models in accounting
research,” Accounting Rev., vol. 87, no. 2, pp. 589-616, Mar. 2012.

VOLUME 13, 2025

[56]

[57]

(58]

[59]

[60]

[61]
[62]
[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

T. Beck, R. Levine, and A. Levkov, “Big bad banks? The winners and
losers from bank deregulation in the United States,” J. Finance, vol. 65,
no. 5, pp. 1637-1667, Oct. 2010.

Q. Wang and R. Y. K. Lau, “Social mood and M&A performance: An
empirical investigation enhanced by multimodal analytics,” J. Bus. Res.,
vol. 176, Apr. 2024, Art. no. 114614.

Y. Huang, R. Lin, J. Li, Y. Li, J. Chen, J. Liang, G. Feng, and J. Lv, “A
FinBERT framework for sentiment analysis of Chinese financial news,”
in Proc. 4th Int. Symp. Comput. Technol. Inf. Sci. (ISCTIS), Jul. 2024,
pp. 796-799.

J. Gao, Z. Yang, and Z. Peng, “Can online platform interaction alle-
viate corporate financing constraints?—Evidence from interactive Q&A
on exchange interactive platform,” Accounting Res., vol. 2021, no. 6,
pp. 59-75, 2021.

J. Roth, P. H. C. Sant’Anna, A. Bilinski, and J. Poe, “What’s trending in
difference-in-differences? A synthesis of the recent econometrics litera-
ture,” J. Econ., vol. 235, no. 2, pp. 2218-2244, Aug. 2023.

A. Rambachan and J. Roth, “A more credible approach to parallel trends,”
Rev. Econ. Stud., vol. 90, no. 5, pp. 2555-2591, Sep. 2023.

B. Biasi and H. Sarsons, “Flexible wages, bargaining, and the gender gap,”
Quart. J. Econ., vol. 137, no. 1, pp. 215-266, Dec. 2021.

A. Goodman-Bacon, “Difference-in-differences with variation in treat-
ment timing,” J. Econometrics, vol. 225, no. 2, pp. 254-277, Dec. 2021.
L. Sun and S. Abraham, “Estimating dynamic treatment effects in event
studies with heterogeneous treatment effects,” J. Econometrics, vol. 225,
no. 2, pp. 175-199, Dec. 2021.

D. Cengiz, A. Dubé, A. Lindner, and B. Zipperer, “The effect of min-
imum wages on low-wage Jobs*” Quart. J. Econ., vol. 134, no. 3,
pp. 1405-1454, May 2019.

S. Claessens, S. Djankov, and L. H. P. Lang, “The separation of owner-
ship and control in east Asian corporations,” J. Financial Econ., vol. 58,
nos. 1-2, pp. 81-112, Jan. 2000.

XIAO GU received the bachelor’s degree from
Shanxi University of Finance and Economics,
Shanxi, China, and the master’s degree from
Northwest A&F University, Shaanxi, China. She
is currently pursuing the Doctor’s degree with Uni-
versiti Putra Malaysia, Selangor, Malaysia. While
she is also a Senior Lecturer with Yuncheng Uni-
versity, Shanxi. Her research interests include deep
learning and auditing.

YENG WAI LAU received the Ph.D. degree from
The University of Melbourne. She is currently
a Senior Lecturer with the School of Business
and Economics, Universiti Putra Malaysia, Selan-
gor, Malaysia. She is the author of more than
25 articles. Her research interests include auditing,
accounting information systems, and information
technology.

SAIDATUNUR FAUZI BIN SAIDIN received the
Ph.D. degree in financial reporting from Universiti
Sains Malaysia, Penang, Malaysia. He is currently
a Senior Lecturer with the School of Business and
Economics, Universiti Putra Malaysia, Selangor,
Malaysia. He is also a member of Coordinator
Salihin UPM TAF, while he is also a member of
Committee Global Conference of Business and
Economics Research. He is the author of more
than 30 articles and more than five conference

reporters. His research interests include auditing, corporate governance,
and financial reporting. His awards and honors include the Silver Medal,
Pameran Rekacipta Penyelidikan & Inovasi UPM; and Gold Medal, Pameran
Penyelidikan FEP.

88971



