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ACCOUNTING, CORPORATE GOVERNANCE & BUSINESS ETHICS | 
REVIEW ARTICLE

Corporate risk disclosure: A systematic literature 
review and future research agenda
Erastus Mbithi1*, Tankiso Moloi2 and David Wangombe1

Abstract:  This paper provides a systematic review of literature on corporate risk 
disclosure (CRD): meaning, measures of quality of CRD and directions for future 
research. This was achieved by obtaining journals from the Association of Business 
Schools (ABS) 2021 journal ranking guide. The next step involved a detailed search 
on journal databases to identify how the word “quality” and the term “corporate 
risk disclosure” have been used. The search produced 59 accounting and non- 
accounting articles published between 2004 and 2021. The findings show that there 
is an increase in the number of studies on quality of CRD during the study period. 
The study also found that there are two perspectives commonly used to concep-
tualise quality of CRD, namely pre-modern and modern perspectives. In addition, 
there is no uniform basis to study and measure quality of CRD. The paper 
encourages researchers to precisely state their perspective of risk before engaging 
in quality of CRD research for their output to be meaningful. The study generates 
important insights for regulators and policymakers when measuring quality of CRD.

Subjects: Business, Management and Accounting; Accounting; Financial Accounting 
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1. Introduction
After episodes of accounting scandals and economic crisis (Elshandidy et al., 2018; Ibrahim et al., 
2019; Linsley & Shrives, 2006; Ntim et al., 2013), the need for corporate risk disclosure (CRD) quality 
has dominated the policy agenda among standard setters and regulators. This is evidenced by 
a surge in the number of reporting instruments in response to the calls for CRD transparency 
(Almania, 2019; Bamber & McMeeking, 2015; Matuszak & Różańska, 2021). For instance, in the 
United States, the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) issued Financial Reporting Release 
(FRR No. 48) on market risk in 1997. Afterwards, FRR No. 48 was amended to capture other risks 
facing the business (Ibrahim et al., 2019).

Similarly, the German Accounting Standard Board (GASB) issued the German Accounting 
Standard (GAS-5) on risk reporting in 2001 (Ibrahim et al., 2019; Miihkinen, 2013). GAS-5 is 
considered a detailed standard on risk reporting than SEC’s FRR No. 48 (Miihkinen, 2013). 
Likewise, the Finnish Accounting Act (FAA) issued the first requirement on risk reporting in 2004 
(Miihkinen, 2012). Subsequently, the Finnish Accounting Practice Board enacted another standard 
in 2006 to strengthen FAA requirements (Bozzolan & Miihkinen, 2021). The Finnish standard is 
considered more comprehensive than the SEC and GAS-5 (Miihkinen, 2013).

The International Accounting Standard Board (IASB) also issued several standards on risk 
reporting, namely IAS 30 (1990), IAS 32 (1996), IFRS 7 (2006) and IFRS 9 (2018). These standards 
focus on financial reporting, particularly, disclosure of financial instruments risks (Ibrahim et al., 
2019). However, the IFRS trustee has called upon the IFRS foundation to develop non-financial 
reporting standards (Abhayawansa & Adams, 2022). In South Africa, risk reporting is highly 
regulated and has undergone several reforms to provide sound reporting practices (Ntim et al., 
2013). These include King I (1994), King II (2002), King III (2009) and King IV (2016; King 
Committee, 2002, 2016). Equally, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and the International 
Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) also contributed to CRD through sustainability and integrated 
reporting, respectively.

Notwithstanding the development and growing importance of CRD quality, some studies have 
criticised the suitability of CRD practices given the wide variation among firms (Elshandidy et al., 
2018; Grassa et al., 2020; Ibrahim et al., 2019). Such variation may be partly attributed to how the 
term “quality of corporate risk disclosure” has been understood and measured. For instance, some 
studies use disclosure quantity as a proxy for disclosure quality, leading to interpretational 
difficulties (Elzahar & Hussainey, 2012; Al Lawati et al., 2021; Salem et al., 2019). Beretta and 
Bozzolan (2004) argue that CRD is a multi-dimensional concept, implying that for the practice to 
serve its purpose, there is need for a common understanding among the stakeholders. 
Nevertheless, the apparent lack of uniform CRD guideline (Abraham & Cox, 2007; Cabedo & 
Tirado, 2004) has led to piecemeal approach to CRD regulation (Elshandidy et al., 2018; UNCTAD, 
2017). The challenges around regulating CRD have contributed to the growing literature on CRD 
quality, which provides basis for the current study.

This study, therefore, analyses the extant literature on CRD quality to provide clarity of perspec-
tives on the meaning and measurement of quality of CRD and directions for future research. In 
doing so, the study seeks to answer three research questions. First, how research on CRD quality 
has evolved? Second, how researchers define and measure CRD quality? Third, what is the agenda 
for future CRD research? The purpose was achieved through a systematic literature review (SLR), 
which provides high-quality review unlike other methods (e.g., narrative reviews; Tranfield et al., 
2003). The study generates important insights for regulators and policymakers when prescribing 
the measures of CRD quality. Our study extends and complements previous reviews (i.e. Elshandidy 
et al., 2018; Khandelwal et al., 2019; Khlif & Hussainey, 2014; Wahh et al., 2020).

For instance, Khlif and Hussainey (2014) reviewed the association between risk disclosure and 
firm characteristics from 2004 to 2014. In their finding, they highlighted the role of industry, legal 
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and institutional setting when examining firm characteristics and risk disclosure. Elshandidy et al. 
(2018) provide an in-depth review of risk reporting literature from 1997 to 2016. In their study, 
they classified literature into two themes: the incentives for and informativeness of risk reporting. 
Khandelwal et al. (2019) reviewed financial risk reporting literature from 2000 to 2018. Khandelwal 
et al. (2019) found that there is a dearth of studies linking financial risk disclosure and governance 
mechanisms. Additionally, Wahh et al. (2020) reviewed extant voluntary risk disclosure literature 
from 1998 to 2018. In their study, they found that CRD studies mainly adopt content analysis to 
examine voluntary risk disclosure practices. Our study supplements these recent reviews with 
a practical focus on the meaning and measurement of quality of CRD.

The remainder of the study is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the literature, Section 3 
presents the methodology, Section 4 focuses on results and discussion, Section 5 highlights 
avenues for future research and Section 6 presents the conclusion.

2. Literature review
According to ICAEW (1999), risk reporting is a cornerstone of accounting and investment practice. 
For investors, CRD helps to estimate firm performance (earning, cashflows) and risk-profile 
(Abraham & Cox, 2007; CFA Institute, 2016). For companies, CRD helps to lower cost of capital 
and manage uncertainty (Cabedo & Tirado, 2004). For financial markets, CRD enhances perfor-
mance and stability (Grassa et al., 2020), which is vital for long-term economic growth and 
Sustainable Development Goals (UNCTAD, 2017). Despite the usefulness of CRD and growth in 
guidelines, there is less consensus on how and to what extent the practice should be commu-
nicated (ACCA, 2014; Buckby et al., 2015; Elshandidy et al., 2018). Similarly, concerns have been 
raised about the information gap between what companies are disclosing and what investors and 
other users want to see in the annual report (ACCA, 2014; Fujianti et al., 2020; Jain & Raithatha, 
2021). This is compounded by the current risk reporting environment which is ambiguous, with 
potential overlaps that hinder accurate interpretation (Elshandidy et al., 2018), thus, resulting in 
a claim for diversity in CRD practice among firms.

In addition, several studies have examined the determinants of CRD (e.g., Elamer et al., 2019; 
Grassa et al., 2021; Kiflee & Ali Khan, 2021; Linsley & Shrives, 2006). Some studies have investigated 
corporate variables such as firm size, profitability, leverage, firm growth, etc. (Dobler et al., 2011; 
Gonidakis et al., 2020; Lajili et al., 2020; Netti, 2019; Saggar & Singh, 2017), whilst others have 
examined governance attributes such as board characteristics and ownership structure (e.g., 
Grassa et al., 2020; Khandelwal et al., 2020; Nkuutu et al., 2020; Ntim et al., 2013; Seta & 
Setyaningrum, 2017). However, these studies have provided inconsistent results. The difference in 
findings could be partly attributed to the sample size, company characteristics examined, meaning 
and measurement of CRD quality (Wallace & Naser, 1995). This inconsistency in findings impairs 
comparability among researchers and adds little to the improvement of CRD practice (Mbithi et al., 
2020). Indeed, for CRD practice to serve the intended purpose, it should be clear, precise and agreed 
upon. Therefore, the present study seeks to provide clarity on the scope of CRD quality.

3. Methodology
To capture the recent academic literature on CRD quality, we conducted a systematic literature 
review (SLR) of articles published between 2004 and 2021 (Tranfield et al., 2003). This methodology 
is popular in finance, economics and management studies (Hedin et al., 2019). SLR approach is 
scientific and follows an evidence-based approach from searching, selecting and analysing litera-
ture (Khandelwal et al., 2019; Wahh et al., 2020). Moreover, it follows the principle of transparency 
and inclusivity to minimise bias (Denyer & Tranfield, 2006).

According to Massaro et al. (2016), Kotb et al. (2020) and Zhao et al. (2021), SLR methodology 
requires the following steps: establishing the protocol for the review (e.g., ABS 2021 journal ranking 
guide) and databases (e.g., Emerald, Elsevier, Wiley Online Library, Inderscience, Taylor & Francis 
and Springer), establishing the research questions to be answered (e.g., how research on CRD 
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quality has evolved, how researchers define and measure CRD quality and what is the agenda for 
future CRD research), establishing the type of studies to be analysed and the study period (e.g., use 
of google scholar citation to identify the most influential papers), defining the framework of 
analysing past literature on CRD quality and highlighting gaps for future research.

In line with the SLR protocol, we adopted the following steps to address the three research 
questions similar to (e.g., Kotb et al., 2020; Massaro et al., 2016; Zhao et al., 2021). For instance, the 
first question investigates how quality of CRD has evolved. This question was addressed through 
the following analysis: year of publication (yearly trends), journal of publication (productive jour-
nals), journal database (productive databases), country and continent (productive country and 
continent) and citation (influential papers). The second question provides clarity of perspectives on 
the meaning and measurement of quality of CRD. This was addressed through analysing the 
previous literature on CRD quality. The third question identifies the opportunities for the future 
quality of CRD research. This was addressed by suggesting future research avenues from gaps 
highlighted in the first and second questions. The data for the study were collected in 
December 2021.

3.1. Identification and selection of articles
The first step involved the identification of peer-reviewed journals published between 2004 and 
2021. These journals were defined according to the Association of Business Schools (ABS) 2021 
journal ranking guide. The non-refereed publications, e.g., websites, newspapers, book chapters, 
etc., were excluded from the present study. The choice of the period (2004–2021) is informed by 
the idea that quality of CRD gained attention after cases of high-profile corporate failure in the 
early 2000s and the financial crisis 2007/08 (Khandelwal et al., 2019). The second step involved 
a detailed electronic search on the databases of the selected journals (Emerald, Elsevier, Wiley 
Online Library, Inderscience, Taylor & Francis and Springer; Wangombe, 2013). The search was 
carried out with the help of keywords to identify how the word “quality” and the term “corporate 
risk disclosure” have been used among scholars (Mbithi et al., 2020). To enrich our search, the 
terms “corporate risk disclosure” and “corporate risk reporting” have been used interchangeably. 
Nevertheless, we take note that disclosure and reporting are not synonymous (Veltri, 2020). 
Besides, studies that have used the term “corporate risk disclosure” or “corporate risk reporting” 
without paying attention to quality were eliminated.

4. Results and discussion
The search produced 59 journal articles published between 2004 and 2021. The selected papers 
were analysed and classified by the year of publication, journal of publication, country of publica-
tion, citation analysis, the meaning of quality CRD and measurement of CRD. This classification aids 
in understanding the trends and issues in the definition and measurement of quality of CRD among 
researchers. We also provide figures and tables to highlight the differences and similarities in CRD 
practice.

4.1. Analysis by year of publication
This analysis sought to identify how articles on quality of CRD are placed over time. Figure 1 
indicates that the number of studies on quality of CRD increased during the study period, especially 
in 2020 where the number of published articles was 13. A similar trend is observed in a review of 
financial risk reporting practices by Khandelwal et al. (2019). The increase in studies suggests that 
the subject of CRD quality generated increased interest among researchers over the study period. 
This could be attributed to the occurrence of special events on CRD that have attracted a great 
deal of research (UNCTAD, 2017). Examples are occurrences of financial crises, and cases of high 
profile corporate failure, highlighting the need for effective risk management and reporting 
practices (Abraham & Shrives, 2014; Khandelwal et al., 2020). Equally, there was a surge in the 
number of reporting instruments and efforts by the regulator to encourage firms to provide 
transparent risk information (Matuszak & Różańska, 2021). As a result, researchers became keen 
on assessing developments in understanding the CRD quality, determinants and motivations 
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(Khandelwal et al., 2019). The study also revealed that many articles were published in 2019 and 
2020. It is worth noting that in the years 2005 and 2008, CRD studies did not pay attention to 
quality.

4.2. Analysis by journal of publication
This analysis set out to identify the journals involved in the conversations about quality of CRD. 
Table 1 indicates that there is variation in the number of articles on quality of CRD among the 
selected journals. Nevertheless, there is broad acceptance of quality of CRD studies among 
accounting and non-accounting journals. This suggests that CRD is a multi-disciplinary concept, 
it can be published in other journals other than accounting journals. More specifically, there are 
nine journals with more than one article. The Managerial Auditing Journal has the highest number 
of publications with eight, followed by the Journal of Applied Accounting Research with six, the 
International Review of Financial Analysis with five and the International Journal of Accounting 
with four. The remaining five journals have two papers each namely, the International Journal of 
Disclosure & Governance, the British Accounting Review, the International Journal of Finance & 
Economics, the International Journal of Accounting, Auditing & Performance Evaluation, and the 
International Journal of Accounting & Information Management.

4.3. Analysis by journal database
This analysis aimed to identify the major social science databases publishing quality of CRD 
research. Table 2 below indicates a wide variation in the number of articles across the databases. 
More specifically, Emerald constitutes the highest with 26 articles, representing 44% of the total 
articles. This is followed by Elsevier with 20 articles, representing 33% of the total articles. Next is 
Springer with four articles, representing 7% of the total articles. The remaining databases 
(Inderscience, Taylor & Francis and Wiley online) have three articles each, representing 5% 
each of the total articles. The distribution of articles among the databases provide contemporary 
evidence that quality of CRD is widely recognised across the social science databases. This 
reinforces the argument that CRD is a multi-disciplinary concept that spans numerous 
disciplines.

4.4. Analysis by country
This analysis provides wide experience on CRD practice worldwide. Table 3 shows countries and 
continents represented in the sample. Table 3 indicates that CRD research is more dominant in 
Europe, with 24 studies out of the 59 selected. This is followed by Asia with 23 studies out of the 59 
selected. This could be attributed to the influence by regulators and professional bodies on 
improving quality of CRD (Khandelwal et al., 2019). Furthermore, most, that is, 54 out of 59 
selected articles on CRD focused on single country settings. The few studies on cross-country 
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settings indicate absence of literature to compare results across different cultures, institutions and 
contexts. Cross-country studies provide better insights that enable researchers to understand the 
subject from various social, cultural and political aspects (Al-Matari & Mgammal, 2019).

Table 1. Analysis by journal of publication
Journals No. of articles
Managerial Auditing Journal 8

Journal of Applied Accounting Research 6

International Review of Financial Analysis 5

The International Journal of Accounting 4

International Journal of Disclosure and Governance 2

British Accounting Review 2

International Journal of Finance and Economics 2

International Journal of Accounting, Auditing and 
Performance Evaluation

2

International Journal of Accounting & Information 
Management

2

World Review of Entrepreneurship Management and 
Sustainable Development

1

Journal of Banking Regulation 1

Journal of Banking & Finance 1

Advances in Accounting 1

Spanish Accounting Review 1

Review of Accounting Studies 1

Public Money and Management 1

International Financial Management and Accounting 1

European Business Review 1

Accounting Forum 1

Global Finance Journal 1

Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies 1

EuroMed Journal of Business. 1

Pacific-Basin Finance Journal 1

Research in International Business and Finance 1

International Journal of Law and Management 1

Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance 1

Gender in Management: An International Journal 1

International Journal of Productivity and Performance 
Management

1

Journal of Financial Reporting and Accounting 1

Meditari Accountancy Research 1

Management Research Review 1

Journal of Business Research 1

Corporate Governance: The International Journal of 
Business in Society

1

Review of Social Economy 1

Pacific-Basin Finance Journal 1

Total 59
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Table 2. Analysis by journal database
Database Scope Date of search Time horizon No. of articles
Elsevier Title/Abstract/ 

Keywords
31 December 2021 2004–2021 20

Emerald Title/Abstract/ 
Keywords

31 December 2021 2004–2021 26

Springer Title/Abstract/ 
Keywords

31 December 2021 2004–2021 4

Inderscience Title/Abstract/ 
Keywords

31 December 2021 2004–2021 3

Taylor & Francis Title/Abstract/ 
Keywords

31 December 2021 2004–2021 3

Wiley Online Title/Abstract/ 
Keywords

31 December 2021 2004–2021 3

Total 59

Table 3. Analysis by country
Continent Country Type of study No. of papers
Europe United Kingdom within country 9

Asia India within country 6

Europe Finland within country 4

South America United States within country 3

Europe Spain within country 3

Europe Portugal within country 3

Asia MENA cross-counties 3

Asia GCC cross-counties 3

Asia Japan within country 3

Europe Italy within country 2

Europe Portugal within country 2

Australia Australia within country 2

Asia and Africa Islamic countries cross-counties 2

Asia Jordan within country 2

Africa Egypt within country 2

Africa South Africa within country 2

Africa Tunisia within country 2

Europe and North 
America

Germany and Canada cross-counties 1

Asia United Arab Emirates within country 1

Asia China within country 1

Asia Saudi Arabia within country 1

Asia Bangladesh within country 1

Africa South Africa and Nigeria cross-counties 1

Total 59
Note: Islamic countries: Bahrain, Indonesia, Jordan, Kuwait, Malaysia, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, Egypt, 
Turkey and United Arab Emirates. Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC): Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, Oman and 
United Arab Emirates. Middle East and North Africa (MENA): Bahrain, Egypt, Jordan, Iraq, Kuwait, Lebanon, Morocco, 
Oman, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Tunisia and United Arab Emirates. 
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4.5. Analysis by citation
This analysis sought to identify the most significant papers on quality of CRD in the literature. It 
involves checking the number of times other researchers have cited the article. Information for the 
59 articles was obtained from Google Scholar to perform the analysis. Table 4 presents the articles 
with at least 100 citations similar to, e.g., Khandelwal et al. (2019). It was observed that 14 out of 
the 59 selected articles have at least 100 citations, with the average number of citations per article 
being 329 times. Moreover, the top five influential papers on quality of CRD literature include 
Linsley and Shrives (2006) with 921 citations, Beretta and Bozzolan (2004) with 865 citations, 
Pérignon and Smith (2010) with 421 citations, Ntim et al. (2013) with 317 citations and Hassan 
(2009) with 269 citations. In addition, Table 4 provides more information on quality of CRD as 
obtained from the 14 influential papers.

4.6. Meaning of quality of CRD applied in prior studies
A review of the literature shows that there is no universally accepted concept of risk among the 
researchers; they use different concepts of risk and related terms, namely risk-related narratives 
(Allini et al., 2016; Beretta & Bozzolan, 2004), risk management disclosures (Buckby et al., 2015), 
risk disclosure (Saggar & Singh, 2017) and voluntary/mandatory risk-related disclosures including 
narratives, tables and graphs (Elamer et al., 2019; Ntim et al., 2013). The inconsistency around the 
concept of risk contributes to lack of clarity in the definition (Elshandidy et al., 2018). Equally, the 
majority of the researchers do not define risk and assume the reader is aware of what they mean 
by risk, which causes confusion among readers (Ibrahim & Hussainey, 2019). However, those who 
define the term do so from two main perspectives, namely one-side definition and two-side 
definition.

One-side definition is regarded as the pre-modern view of risk and it recognises risk as 
a negative outcome, while the two-side definition is regarded as the modern view of risk that 
recognises risk as both positive and negative outcomes (Ibrahim & Hussainey, 2019). Horcher 
(2005) defines risk as the possibility of loss or uncertainty in line with the pre-modern view of risk. 
However, Linsley and Shrives (2006) recognise risk as a future event that has both positive and 
negative outcomes in line with the modern view of risk. It is worth noting that each perspective 
determines what constitutes its quality. This implies that quality of CRD based on pre-modern view 
is different from quality of CRD based on the modern view. Consequently, the measure of such 
quality might be different even though there could be some similarities. The two perspectives 
reinforce the argument that CRD is multi-dimensional in nature (Beretta & Bozzolan, 2004; 
Elshandidy et al., 2018). Thus, for CRD research to contribute to meaningful policy implications, 
we recommend future researchers to state precisely what they mean by the phrase “corporate risk 
disclosure”. Additionally, justification should be provided why a certain perspective or definition 
(pre-modern or modern) is preferred over the other.

4.7. Disclosure methods applied in prior studies
This analysis aimed at identifying the methods commonly used to measure the quality of CRD. 
Figure 2 presents two main methods, namely disclosure index and counting narratives. Disclosure 
index is the frequently used method to measure quality of CRD (Beretta & Bozzolan, 2004; Bufarwa 
et al., 2020; Ntim et al., 2013). Disclosure index may either be unweighted or weighted; unweighted 
index treats all the disclosure items as equal, irrespective of the amount of space or importance 
devoted to the item. The weighted index uses different weights for various disclosure items (Abed 
et al., 2016; Chow & Wong-Boren, 1987).

Constructing a disclosure index involves three main steps: first, preparing a checklist of pre-
determined items using the existing guidelines, standards and literature (Grassa et al., 2020; 
Singhvi & Desai, 1971). This implies that the approach is appropriate for areas where the 
researcher knows what might be found (Abed et al., 2016). However, prior studies differ on the 
number of items included in the checklist (Inchausti, 1997), for instance, Ntim et al. (2013) 
considered 50 items, Shivaani et al. (2019) included 69 items while Elamer et al. (2019) used 96 
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items. Such difference is partly attributed to the setting where the studies were carried out (Aljifri 
et al., 2014). It is worth noting that CRD varies from voluntary to strictly mandatory in some 
jurisdictions.

Once the checklist is developed, researchers examine whether the predetermined item is 
disclosed or not in the annual report following a particular coding scheme (Abed et al., 2016; 
Shivaani et al., 2019). Lastly, researchers sum the scores given to each firm observation and then 
divide by the maximum score to determine the level of CRD. Even though the method (disclosure 
index) is effective, it has several weaknesses (Abed et al., 2016; Marston & Shrives, 1991). For 
instance, it has been criticised for being labour-intensive, expensive and subjective (Marston & 
Shrives, 1991). To minimise subjectivity, researchers advocate for reliability tests (Bufarwa et al., 
2020; Elamer et al., 2019), and the use of computerised content analysis (Elshandidy & Neri, 2015).

The other common method to measure the quality of CRD is counting narratives. This method 
involves counting risk-related sentences (Linsley & Shrives, 2006), words (Abraham & Cox, 2007; 
Miihkinen, 2012) or texts (Ntim et al., 2013) then transforming the number into natural logarithms. 
Unlike the disclosure index, this approach takes count of the space devoted to the particular 
disclosure. Counting of narratives can be done manually or it can be automated. However, be it 
manual or automated content analysis, the debate has been on the choice of measurement unit 
such as the use of words, sentences, paragraphs or pages (Abed et al., 2016; Joseph & Taplin, 
2011). The use of word as a measurement unit has been criticised because the word meaning 
relies on the syntactical role it plays within a sentence, and words do not convey any meaning 
(Linsley & Shrives, 2006).

Unerman (2000) argues that using sentences as a unit of measurement ignores the possibility 
that differences in sentence length may lead to different scores for companies disclosing the same 
amount of information. Conversely, Adler and Milne (1999) state that sentences provide complete, 
reliable and meaningful data for analysis as opposed to coding using a single word or a phrase. In 
this study, sentence is the commonly used measurement unit with 55 out of 59 selected articles. 
Notwithstanding the applicability of counting narratives to measure quality of CRD, it has also been 
accused of using quantity as a proxy of quality, leading to interpretational difficulties (Abed et al., 
2016). To overcome the limitation of both disclosure index and counting narratives, we suggest 
further research to consider multi-method approach when measuring CRD. The multi-method 
approach takes into account multiple forms of CRD measurement, namely, qualitative 

Figure 2. Analysis by disclosure 
method.
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measurement and quantitative measurement (Mik-meyer, 2020). The triangulation of different 
measurement methods will help to explore the multi-dimensional nature of CRD (e.g., pre-modern 
and modern view), drawing from strengths and weaknesses of each method to improve robustness 
of results.

4.8. Disclosure techniques applied in previous studies
The aim here was to identify techniques commonly used to measure the quality of CRD. Figure 3 
presents two main techniques, namely content analysis and computational linguistics. Employed 
in 58 articles, content analysis is the most frequently used method to measure quality. 
Computational linguistics was used in one out of the 59 selected papers. To measure CRD quality, 
the content analysis relies on predefined words or sentences, or both, that reflect risk in the annual 
reports (Elamer et al., 2020). Content analysis studies fall under two principal methods, namely 
manual and automated content analysis.

Manual content analysis involves developing a checklist of disclosure items and reading the 
entire narrative to identify relevant disclosures. It permits the use of quantitative and qualitative 
analysis, and thus allows the researcher to interpret better the meaning of specific words and 
phrases (Abed et al., 2016; Deumes, 2008). However, it is time-consuming and expensive if a large 
amount of data are involved (Abed et al., 2016; Deumes, 2008). In addition, Krippendorff (2004) 
argues that it might be challenging to design a reliable coding technique under manual content 
analysis. Because of this, researchers have resorted to automated content analysis.

Computational linguistics involves the use of natural language processing techniques from 
linguistics and artificial intelligence to measure the quality of CRD. This approach captures broad 
aspects of the disclosure that cannot be measured by other means when dealing with a large 
sample size (Beyer et al., 2010). Despite the superiority of the technique, accounting researchers 
still rely on content analysis because of lack of experience in natural language processing techni-
ques (Ibrahim & Hussainey, 2019). Therefore, future studies should adopt the multi-disciplinary 
approach, borrowing from both linguistics and artificial intelligence to provide a meaningful mea-
sure for quality of CRD.

5. Future research avenues on quality of CRD
This section presents gaps in the extant CRD literature and provides suggestions for future 
research. Several avenues were identified for research based on the systematic review of quality 
of CRD literature. In terms of the yearly trends, there has been growth in quality of CRD research 

Figure 3. Analysis by disclosure 
techniques.
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among academicians as evidenced by an increase in the number of publications. This development 
may be attributed to pressure from stakeholders and the need for sustainable corporations 
(Abraham & Cox, 2007; Linsley & Shrives, 2006). There is need for further research to better 
understand the multi-dimensional nature of quality of CRD. Moreover, since quality of CRD is 
dynamic in nature, there is need to promote the accountability debate by using newer reporting 
frameworks to examine such quality.

Despite the growing interest in quality of CRD, the review suggests that quality of CRD is under-
explored, especially in Africa. Most studies on quality of CRD focus on Europe and Asia. There is 
need for research investigating quality of CRD in other developing countries (Mazumder & Hossain, 
2018). In addition, most of the studies on CRD focus on single country settings. The results from 
single country settings limit generalisation to other jurisdictions because each country has 
a unique regulatory environment framed within a political, social, cultural and economic context 
(Elshandidy et al., 2018). There is need for studies to provide comparative insights across countries 
and continents. Future studies should focus mostly on cross-country settings to evaluate the 
effectiveness of risk regulations put in place in achieving transparency. This will contribute to the 
CRD debate in developing uniform and best practices around the world.

Furthermore, most studies focus on quantitative methods to examine quality of CRD, namely 
disclosure index and counting narratives. According to Marston and Shrives (1991), quantitative 
methods are highly subjective; others use disclosure quantity as a proxy for disclosure quality, leading 
to interpretational difficulties (Al Lawati et al., 2021; Salem et al., 2019). Linsley and Shrives (2005) 
argue that qualitative methods (e.g., interviews) could provide important insights when assessing CRD. 
Therefore, future studies should examine CRD quality using mixed-methods (Creswell, 2014). This is 
because, first, the subject matter of CRD has both qualitative and quantitative characteristics. Second, 
it is both an observable reality (through existing corporate reports) and empirically testable (through 
relating it to hypothesis determining variables). Third, CRD is a social reality with meaning that exists in 
the minds of the managers involved in making decisions on whether to report and how to report. 
Moreover, mixed-methods provide better inferences and opportunities for presenting divergent views 
from different stakeholders (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).

The review of influential papers (Table 5) suggests that there is no single theory that can be used 
to explain quality of CRD in totality. This reinforces the argument that CRD is a complex and 
multifaceted concept, with each theory presenting a certain aspect. We recall the submission by 
Ntim et al. (2013) that there is absence of uniform and comprehensive theory to study CRD. 
However, several theories have been used in literature. These include agency theory, resource 
dependence theory, signalling theory, stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, institutional theory, 
proprietary theory, efficient market theory, political theory and management entrenchment the-
ory. Future studies should adopt a multi-theoretical framework consisting of commonly used 
theories. The multi-theoretical framework provides wide lens and resonates with differences in 
cultural, social and institutional characteristics in different contexts (Al-Matari & Mgammal, 2019).

Regarding the meaning of quality of CRD, the review suggests that there is no universally 
accepted concept of CRD quality among the researchers (Allini et al., 2016; Beretta & Bozzolan, 
2004). Likewise, some researchers do not define the term CRD quality and assume the reader is 
aware. Researchers are encouraged to state their perspective of CRD for their output to be mean-
ingful. A proper justification should be provided why a particular perspective is preferred over the 
other. This is because quality based on the pre-modern view is different from quality based on the 
modern view even though there could be some similarities. In addition, the guidelines have not 
provided a universal definition of CRD quality. Instead, they have taken CRD quality to be risk 
information that meets a set of attributes. However, these attributes are not consistent across the 
guidelines. Future research could explore the possibility of harmonising CRD guidelines akin to 
financial reporting.
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6. Conclusion
The paper sought to present clarity on the meaning and measurement of quality of CRD and 
directions for future research. Using a systematic literature review, this study analysed 59 account-
ing and non-accounting articles published between 2004 and 2021. The review of these studies 
revealed that, first, there is no universally accepted definition of CRD quality among researchers. 
Secondly, there are two perspectives commonly used to conceptualise quality of CRD, namely the 
pre-modern and modern perspectives. Thirdly, two methods have been commonly used to mea-
sure the quality of CRD, namely disclosure index and counting narratives. Fourthly, two techniques 
have been commonly used to measure the quality of CRD, namely content analysis and computa-
tional linguistics.

The paper suggests that any attempts to enhance quality of CRD should start by establishing 
a common framework to minimise diversity in CRD definition and measurement. Furthermore, 
based on the review of influential articles on CRD quality, the study found that quality of CRD is low 
and varies across firms within the same country though the measurement is different. The study 
recommends that the boundary of CRD quality should be defined based on the agreed set of rules, 
best practices or framework. Regulators also should intensify monitoring to enhance CRD quality.

However, like other studies, the study suffers from the following limitations. The study relied on 
archival data, pointing to the need for more reliable and valid hand-collected data. Future research 
should focus on other methods of data collection to help understand CRD aspects that cannot be 
observed using archival databases. In addition, the study used peer-reviewed literature and 
excluded grey literature, and this potentially eliminated some CRD insights. Future studies should 
expand the inclusion criteria to consider other journal ranking guides, other databases and studies 
that will be published in future.

Funding
The authors received no direct funding for this research.

Author details
Erastus Mbithi1 

E-mail: embithi@strathmore.edu 
ORCID ID: http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3184-8966 
Tankiso Moloi2 

David Wangombe1 

ORCID ID: http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0588-731X 
1 Strathmore Business School,  Strathmore University, 

Nairobi, Kenya. 
2 Department of Accountancy, University of 

Johannesburg, Johannesburg, South Africa. 

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the 
author(s).

Citation information 
Cite this article as: Corporate risk disclosure: A systematic 
literature review and future research agenda, Erastus 
Mbithi, Tankiso Moloi & David Wangombe, Cogent Business 
& Management (2022), 9: 2105569.

References
Abed, S., Al-Najjar, B., & Roberts, C. (2016). Measuring 

annual report narratives disclosure: Empirical evi-
dence from forward-looking information in the UK 
prior the financial crisis. Managerial Auditing Journal, 
31(4–5), 338–361. https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-09- 
2014-1101

Abhayawansa, S., & Adams, C. (2022). Towards 
a conceptual framework for non-financial reporting 
inclusive of pandemic and climate risk reporting. 
Meditari Accountancy Research, 30(3), 710–738. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-11-2020-1097

Abraham, S., & Cox, P. (2007). Analysing the determinants 
of narrative risk information in UK FTSE 100 annual 
reports. British Accounting Review, 39(3), 227–248. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2007.06.002

Abraham, S., & Shrives, P. J. (2014). Improving the rele-
vance of risk factor disclosure in corporate annual 
reports. British Accounting Review, 46(1), 91–107. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.10.002

ACCA. (2014). Reporting risk. The Association of Chartered 
Certified Accountants. https://www.accaglobal.com/ 
content/dam/acca/global/PDF-technical/financial- 
reporting/pol-afb-rr.pdf

Adler, R. W., & Milne, M. J. (1999). Exploring the reliability 
of social and environmental disclosures content 
analysis. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, 12(2), 237–256. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
09513579910270138

Al Lawati, H., Hussainey, K., & Sagitova, R. (2021). Disclosure 
quality vis-à-vis disclosure quantity: Does audit com-
mittee matter in Omani financial institutions? Review of 
Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 57(2), 557–594. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-020-00955-0

Aljifri, K., Alzarouni, A., Ng, C., & Tahir, M. I. (2014). The 
association between firm characteristics and corpo-
rate financial disclosures: Evidence from UAE 
companies. The International Journal of Business and 
Finance Research, 8(2), 101–123. https://ssrn.com/ 
abstract=2322965

Allini, A., Manes Rossi, F., & Hussainey, K. (2016). The 
board’s role in risk disclosure: An exploratory study of 
Italian listed state-owned enterprises. Public Money 
& Management, 36(2), 113–120. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/09540962.2016.1118935

Almania, O. (2019). Risk disclosure, corporate governance, 
and cost of capital of Saudi listed firms [Doctoral 
dissertation, University of Glasgow]. https://eleanor. 
lib.gla.ac.uk/record=b3380216

Mbithi et al., Cogent Business & Management (2022), 9: 2105569                                                                                                                                     
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2105569                                                                                                                                                       

Page 19 of 23

https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-09-2014-1101
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-09-2014-1101
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-11-2020-1097
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2007.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.10.002
https://www.accaglobal.com/content/dam/acca/global/PDF-technical/financial-reporting/pol-afb-rr.pdf
https://www.accaglobal.com/content/dam/acca/global/PDF-technical/financial-reporting/pol-afb-rr.pdf
https://www.accaglobal.com/content/dam/acca/global/PDF-technical/financial-reporting/pol-afb-rr.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513579910270138
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513579910270138
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-020-00955-0
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2322965
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2322965
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2016.1118935
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2016.1118935
https://eleanor.lib.gla.ac.uk/record=b3380216
https://eleanor.lib.gla.ac.uk/record=b3380216


Al-Matari, E. M., & Mgammal, M. H. (2019). The moderat-
ing effect of internal audit on the relationship 
between corporate governance mechanisms and 
corporate performance among Saudi Arabia listed 
companies. Contaduria Y Administracion, 64(4), 1–27. 
https://doi.org/10.22201/fca.24488410e.2020.2316

Bamber, M., & McMeeking, K. (2015). An examination of 
international accounting standard-setting due pro-
cess and the implications for legitimacy. British 
Accounting Review, 48(1), 59–73. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.bar.2015.03.003

Barakat, A., & Hussainey, K. (2013). Bank governance, 
regulation, supervision, and risk reporting: Evidence 
from operational risk disclosures in European banks. 
International Review of Financial Analysis, 30, 
254–273. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2013.07.002

BCBS. (1996). Amendment to the capital accord to incor-
porate market risks. Basel Committee on Banking 
Supervision. https://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs24.htm

BCBS. (2006). International convergence of capital mea-
surement and capital standards (Issue June). Basel 
Committee on Banking Supervision. https://www.bis. 
org/publ/bcbs118.pdf

Bell, T. B., Solomon, I., & Thomas, H. (1997). Auditing 
organizations through a strategic-systems lens: The 
KPMG business measurement process. KPMG.

Beretta, S., & Bozzolan, S. (2004). A framework for the 
analysis of firm risk communication. International 
Journal of Accounting, 39(3), 265–288. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.intacc.2004.06.006

Beyer, A., Cohen, D. A., Lys, T. Z., & Walther, B. R. (2010). 
The financial reporting environment: Review of the 
recent literature. Journal of Accounting and 
Economics, 50(2–3), 296–343. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.jacceco.2010.10.003

Bozzolan, S., & Miihkinen, A. (2021). The quality of man-
datory non-financial (risk) disclosures: The moderat-
ing role of audit firm and partner characteristics. The 
International Journal of Accounting, 56(2), 2150008. 
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1094406021500086

Buckby, S., Gallery, G., & Ma, J. (2015). An analysis of risk 
management disclosures: Australian evidence. 
Managerial Auditing Journal, 30(8–9), 812–869. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-09-2013-0934

Bufarwa, I. M., Elamer, A. A., Ntim, C. G., & AlHares, A. 
(2020). Gender diversity, corporate governance and 
financial risk disclosure in the UK. International 
Journal of Law and Management, 62(6), 521–538. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-10-2018-0245

Cabedo, J. D., & Tirado, J. M. (2004). The disclosure of risk in 
financial statements. Accounting Forum, 28(2), 
181–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2003.10.002

CFA Institute. (2016). User perspective on financial 
instrument risk disclosures under international finan-
cial reporting standards (Vol. 1). Chartered Financial 
Analyst Institute. https://www.cfainstitute.org/ 
research/survey-reports/user-perspectives-on- 
financial-instrument-risk-disclosures-under-ifrs

Chow, C. W., & Wong-Boren, A. (1987). Voluntary financial 
disclosure by Mexican corporations. Accounting Review, 
62(3), 533–541. http://www.jstor.org/stable/247575

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research design: qualitative, quan-
titative and mixed methods approaches (4th ed.). 
Sage.

Denyer, D., & Tranfield, D. (2006). Using qualitative 
research synthesis to build an actionable knowledge 
base. Management Decision, 44(2), 213–227. https:// 
doi.org/10.1108/00251740610650201

Deumes, R. (2008). Corporate risk reporting: A content 
analysis of narrative risk disclosures in prospectuses. 

Journal of Business Communication, 45(2), 120–157. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021943607313992

Dobler, M., Lajili, K., & Zéghal, D. (2011). Attributes of 
corporate risk disclosure: An international investiga-
tion in the manufacturing sector. Journal of 
International Accounting Research, 10(2), 1–22. 
https://doi.org/10.2308/jiar-10081

Elamer, A. A., Ntim, C. G., Abdou, H. A., & Pyke, C. (2020). 
Sharia supervisory boards, governance structures 
and operational risk disclosures: Evidence from 
Islamic banks in MENA countries. Global Finance 
Journal, 46, 100488. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfj. 
2019.100488

Elamer, A. A., Ntim, C. G., Abdou, H. A., Zalata, A. M., & 
Elmagrhi, M. (2019). The impact of multi-layer gov-
ernance on bank risk disclosure in emerging markets: 
The case of Middle East and North Africa. Accounting 
Forum, 43(2), 246–281. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
01559982.2019.1576577

Elshandidy, T., & Neri, L. (2015). Corporate governance, 
risk disclosure practices, and market liquidity: 
Comparative evidence from the UK and Italy. 
Corporate Governance: An International Review, 23 
(4), 331–356. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12095

Elshandidy, T., Shrives, P. J., Bamber, M., & Abraham, S. 
(2018). Risk reporting: A review of the literature and 
implications for future research. Journal of 
Accounting Literature, 40(1), 54–82. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.acclit.2017.12.001

Elzahar, H., & Hussainey, K. (2012). Determinants of nar-
rative risk disclosures in UK interim reports. Journal of 
Risk Finance, 13(2), 133–147. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
15265941211203189

FASB. (2001). Improving business reporting: Insights into 
enhancing voluntary disclosures. Steering Committee 
Report, Business Reporting Research Project:Financial 
Accounting Standards Board. https://www.fasb.org/ 
page/getarticle?uid=fasb_news_release_01_29_ 
01body_0228221200

Fujianti, L., Aryani, F., & Damayanti, A. (2020). 
Determinants of risk reporting: Evidence from 
Indonesia. Dinasti International Journal of Economics, 
Finance & Accounting, 1(2), 237–252. https://doi.org/ 
10.38035/DIJEFA

Gonidakis, F. K., Koutoupis, A. G., Tsamis, A. D., & 
Agoraki, M. E. K. (2020). Risk disclosure in listed Greek 
companies: The effects of the financial crisis. 
Accounting Research Journal, 33(4–5), 615–633. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARJ-03-2020-0050

Grassa, R., Moumen, N., & Hussainey, K. (2020). Do own-
ership structures affect risk disclosure in Islamic 
banks? International evidence. Journal of Financial 
Reporting and Accounting, 19(3), 369–391. https:// 
doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-02-2020-0036

Grassa, R., Moumen, N., & Hussainey, K. (2021). What 
drives risk disclosure in Islamic and conventional 
banks? An international comparison. International 
Journal of Finance and Economics, 26(4), 6338–6361. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.2122

Hassan, M. K. (2009). UAE corporations-specific charac-
teristics and level of risk disclosure. Managerial 
Auditing Journal, 24(7), 668–687. https://doi.org/10. 
1108/02686900910975378

Hedin, B., Katzeff, C., Eriksson, E., & Pargman, D. (2019). 
A systematic review of digital behaviour change 
interventions for more sustainable food 
consumption. Sustainability (Switzerland), 11(9), 
2638. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11092638

Hope, O. K., Hu, D., & Lu, H. (2016). The benefits of specific 
risk-factor disclosures. Review of Accounting Studies, 

Mbithi et al., Cogent Business & Management (2022), 9: 2105569                                                                                                                                     
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2105569

Page 20 of 23

https://doi.org/10.22201/fca.24488410e.2020.2316
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2013.07.002
https://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs24.htm
https://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs118.pdf
https://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs118.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2004.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2004.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1094406021500086
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-09-2013-0934
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-10-2018-0245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2003.10.002
https://www.cfainstitute.org/research/survey-reports/user-perspectives-on-financial-instrument-risk-disclosures-under-ifrs
https://www.cfainstitute.org/research/survey-reports/user-perspectives-on-financial-instrument-risk-disclosures-under-ifrs
https://www.cfainstitute.org/research/survey-reports/user-perspectives-on-financial-instrument-risk-disclosures-under-ifrs
http://www.jstor.org/stable/247575
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740610650201
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740610650201
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021943607313992
https://doi.org/10.2308/jiar-10081
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfj.2019.100488
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfj.2019.100488
https://doi.org/10.1080/01559982.2019.1576577
https://doi.org/10.1080/01559982.2019.1576577
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12095
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acclit.2017.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acclit.2017.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/15265941211203189
https://doi.org/10.1108/15265941211203189
https://www.fasb.org/page/getarticle?uid=fasb_news_release_01_29_01body_0228221200
https://www.fasb.org/page/getarticle?uid=fasb_news_release_01_29_01body_0228221200
https://www.fasb.org/page/getarticle?uid=fasb_news_release_01_29_01body_0228221200
https://doi.org/10.38035/DIJEFA
https://doi.org/10.38035/DIJEFA
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARJ-03-2020-0050
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-02-2020-0036
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-02-2020-0036
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.2122
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686900910975378
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686900910975378
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11092638


21(4), 1005–1045. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142- 
016-9371-1

Horcher, K. A. (2005). Essentials of financial risk manage-
ment. John Wiley & Sons Inc.

Ibrahim, A., Habbash, M., & Hussainey, K. (2019). 
Corporate governance and risk disclosure : Evidence 
from Saudi Arabia. International Journal Accounting, 
Auditing and Performance Evaluation, 15(1), 89–111. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJAAPE.2019.096748

Ibrahim, A. E. A., & Hussainey, K. (2019). Developing the 
narrative risk disclosure measurement. International 
Review of Financial Analysis, 64, 126–144. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.irfa.2019.05.006

ICAEW. (1997). Financial reporting of risk—proposals for 
a statement of business risk. Institute of Chartered 
Accountants of England and Wales.

ICAEW. (1999). Implementing Turnbull—A Boardroom 
Briefing. Institute of Chartered Accountants of 
England and Wales.

ICAEW. (2002). Prospective financial information: 
Guidance for UK directors. Institute of Chartered 
Accountants of England and Wales.

Inchausti, B. G. (1997). The influence of company char-
acteristics and accounting regulation on information 
disclosed by Spanish firms. European Accounting 
Review, 6(1), 45–68. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
096381897336863

Jain, S., & Raithatha, M. (2021). Risk disclosures and firm 
value: The role of governance in an emerging market. 
International Journal of Productivity and Performance 
Management, Preprint. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
IJPPM-09-2020-0476

Joseph, C., & Taplin, R. (2011). The measurement of sus-
tainability disclosure: Abundance versus occurrence. 
Accounting Forum, 35(1), 19–31. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.accfor.2010.11.002

Khandelwal, C., Kumar, S., Madhavan, V., & Pandey, N. 
(2020). Do board characteristics impact corporate 
risk disclosures? The Indian experience. Journal of 
Business Research, 121, 103–111. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.jbusres.2020.08.004

Khandelwal, C., Kumar, S., Verma, D., & Singh, H. P. (2019). 
Financial risk reporting practices: Systematic litera-
ture review and research agenda. Bottom Line, 32(3), 
185–210. https://doi.org/10.1108/bl-03-2019-0071

Khlif, H., & Hussainey, K. (2014). The association between 
risk disclosure and firm characteristics: A 
meta-analysis. Journal of Risk Research, 19(2), 
181–211. https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2014. 
961514

Kiflee, K. R. B., & Ali Khan, M. N. A. (2021). The effect of 
performance and corporate governance to risk disclo-
sure among listed companies in Malaysia. Asia-Pacific 
Management Accounting Journal, 16(1), 119–161. 
https://apmaj.uitm.edu.my/index.php/archive

King Committee. (2002). King Reports on corporate gov-
ernance for South Africa. Institute of Directors. 
https://ecgi.global/code/king-report-corporate- 
governance-south-africa-2002-king-ii-report

King Committee. (2016). Corporate governance for South 
Africa “King IV report on corporate governance for 
South Africa.” Institute of Directors. https://www. 
adams.africa/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/King-IV- 
Report.pdf

Kotb, A., Elbardan, H., & Halabi, H. (2020). Mapping of 
internal audit research: A post-Enron structured lit-
erature review. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, 33(8), 1969–1996. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
AAAJ-07-2018-3581

Kravet, T., & Muslu, V. (2013). Textual risk disclosures and 
investors’ risk perceptions. Review of Accounting 

Studies, 18(4), 1088–1122. https://doi.org/10.2139/ 
ssrn.1736228

Krippendorff, K. (2004). Content analysis: An introduction 
to its methodology (2nd ed.). Sage.

Lajili, K., Dobler, M., Zéghal, D., & Bryan, M. J. (2020). Risk 
reporting in financial crises: A tale of two countries. 
International Journal of Accounting and Information 
Management, 29(2), 181–216. https://doi.org/10. 
1108/IJAIM-03-2020-0034

Linsley, P. M., & Shrives, P. J. (2005). Examining risk 
reporting in UK public companies. Journal of Risk 
Finance, 6(4), 292–305. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
15265940510613633

Linsley, P. M., & Shrives, P. J. (2006). Risk reporting: 
A study of risk disclosures in the annual reports of UK 
companies. British Accounting Review, 38(4), 
387–404. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2006.05.002

Marston, C. L., & Shrives, P. J. (1991). The use of disclosure 
indices in accounting research: A review article. 
British Accounting Review, 23(3), 195–210. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/0890-8389(91)90080-L

Massaro, M., Dumay, J., & Guthrie, J. (2016). On the 
shoulders of giants: Undertaking a structured litera-
ture review in accounting. Accounting, Auditing and 
Accountability Journal, 29(5), 767–801. https://doi. 
org/10.1108/AAAJ-01-2015-1939

Matuszak, Ł., & Różańska, E. (2021). Towards 2014/95/EU 
directive compliance: The case of Poland. 
Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy 
Journal, 12(5), 1052–1076. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
SAMPJ-02-2020-0042

Mazumder, M. M. M., & Hossain, D. M. (2018). Research on 
corporate risk reporting: Current trends and future 
avenues. Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and 
Business, 5(1), 29–41. https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb. 
2018.vol5.no1.29

Mbithi, E., Wang’ombe, D., Moloi, T., & Moloi, T. (2020). 
Multi-theoretical perspectives for corporate risk dis-
closure: A literature review. International Journal of 
Critical Accounting, 11(2), 125–143. https://doi.org/ 
10.1504/IJCA.2020.105064

Miihkinen, A. (2012). What drives quality of firm risk dis-
closure? The impact of a national disclosure standard 
and reporting incentives under IFRS. International 
Journal of Accounting, 47(4), 437–468. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.intacc.2012.10.005

Miihkinen, A. (2013). The usefulness of firm risk disclo-
sures under different firm riskiness, investor-interest, 
and market conditions: New evidence from Finland. 
Advances in Accounting, 29(2), 312–331. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.adiac.2013.09.006

Mik-meyer, N. (2020). Multimethod qualitative research. 
In D. Silverman (Ed.), Qualitative Research. Sage. 
Issue November 2020.

Milne, M. J., & Hackston, D. (1996). Some determinants of 
social and environmental disclosures in New Zealand 
companies. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, 9(1), 77–108. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
09513579610109987

Mokhtar, E. S., & Mellett, H. (2013). Competition, corporate 
governance, ownership structure and risk reporting. 
Managerial Auditing Journal, 28(9), 838–865. https:// 
doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-11-2012-0776

Netti, A. (2019). Firm determinants of risk disclosure: 
Evidence from Italian listed companies. Corporate 
Ownership and Control, 16(1), 168–177. https://doi. 
org/10.22495/cocv16i1c1art5

Nkuutu, G., Ntayi, J. M., Nkote, I. N., Munene, J., & 
Kaberuka, W. (2020). Board governance quality and 
risk disclosure compliance among financial institu-
tions in Uganda. Journal of Asian Business and 

Mbithi et al., Cogent Business & Management (2022), 9: 2105569                                                                                                                                     
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2105569                                                                                                                                                       

Page 21 of 23

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-016-9371-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-016-9371-1
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJAAPE.2019.096748
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2019.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2019.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/096381897336863
https://doi.org/10.1080/096381897336863
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-09-2020-0476
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-09-2020-0476
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2010.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2010.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/bl-03-2019-0071
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2014.961514
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2014.961514
https://apmaj.uitm.edu.my/index.php/archive
https://ecgi.global/code/king-report-corporate-governance-south-africa-2002-king-ii-report
https://ecgi.global/code/king-report-corporate-governance-south-africa-2002-king-ii-report
https://www.adams.africa/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/King-IV-Report.pdf
https://www.adams.africa/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/King-IV-Report.pdf
https://www.adams.africa/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/King-IV-Report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-07-2018-3581
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-07-2018-3581
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1736228
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1736228
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJAIM-03-2020-0034
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJAIM-03-2020-0034
https://doi.org/10.1108/15265940510613633
https://doi.org/10.1108/15265940510613633
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2006.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/0890-8389(91)90080-L
https://doi.org/10.1016/0890-8389(91)90080-L
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-01-2015-1939
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-01-2015-1939
https://doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-02-2020-0042
https://doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-02-2020-0042
https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2018.vol5.no1.29
https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2018.vol5.no1.29
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJCA.2020.105064
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJCA.2020.105064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2012.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2012.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adiac.2013.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adiac.2013.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513579610109987
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513579610109987
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-11-2012-0776
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-11-2012-0776
https://doi.org/10.22495/cocv16i1c1art5
https://doi.org/10.22495/cocv16i1c1art5


Economic Studies, 28(1), 64–81. https://doi.org/10. 
1108/JABES-04-2020-0036

Ntim, C. G., Lindop, S., & Thomas, D. A. (2013). Corporate 
governance and risk reporting in South Africa: 
A study of corporate risk disclosures in the pre- and 
post-2007/2008 global financial crisis periods. 
International Review of Financial Analysis, 30, 
363–383. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2013.07.001

Oliveira, J., Rodrigues, L. L., & Craig, R. (2011). Risk-related 
disclosures by non-finance companies: Portuguese 
practices and disclosure characteristics. Managerial 
Auditing Journal, 26(9), 817–839. https://doi.org/10. 
1108/02686901111171466

Pérignon, C., & Smith, D. R. (2010). The level and quality of 
Value-at-Risk disclosure by commercial banks. 
Journal of Banking and Finance, 34(2), 362–377. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2009.08.009

Rajab, B., & Handley-Schachler, M. (2009). Corporate risk 
disclosure by UK firms: Trends and determinants. 
World Review of Entrepreneurship Management and 
Sustainable Development, 5(3), 224–243. https://doi. 
org/10.1504/WREMSD.2009.026801

Saggar, R., & Singh, B. (2017). Corporate governance and 
risk reporting: Indian evidence. Managerial Auditing 
Journal, 32(4–5), 378–405. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
MAJ-03-2016-1341

Salem, I. H., Ayadi, S. D., & Hussainey, K. (2019). Corporate 
governance and risk disclosure quality: Tunisian 
evidence. Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, 
9(4), 567–602. https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-01-2019- 
0005

Seta, A. T., & Setyaningrum, D. (2017). Corporate govern-
ance and risk disclosure: Indonesian evidence. In 
Proc. 6th Int. Accounting Conference (IAC 2017), 
37–41. https://doi.org/10.2991/iac-17.2018.7

Shivaani, M. V., Jain, P. K., & Yadav, S. S. (2019). Development 
of a risk disclosure index and its application in an Indian 
context. Managerial Auditing Journal, 35(1), 1–23. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-07-2016-1403

Singhvi, S. S., & Desai, H. B. (1971). An empirical analysis 
of the quality of corporate financial disclosure. The 

Accounting Review, 46(1), 129–138. http://www.jstor. 
org/stable/243894

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (2003). Handbook of mixed 
methods in social & behavioural research. Sage.

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003). Towards 
a methodology for developing evidence- informed 
management knowledge by means of systematic 
review. British Journal of Management, 14(3), 
207–222. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375

UNCTAD. (2017). The role of disclosure in risk assessment 
& enhancing the usefulness of corporate reporting in 
decision-making. https://unctad.org/system/files/offi 
cial-document/ciiisard82_en.pdf

Unerman, J. (2000). Methodological issues reflections on 
quantification in corporate social reporting content 
analysis. Accounting,Auditing and Accountability 
Journal, 13(5), 667–680. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
09513570010353756

Veltri, S. (2020). Mandatory non-financial risk-related dis-
closure. Springer International Publishing.

Wahh, W. B., Khin, E. W. S., & Abdullah, M. (2020). 
Corporate risk disclosure in emerging economies: 
A systematic literature review and future 
directions. Asian Journal of Accounting Perspectives, 
13(2), 17–39. https://doi.org/10.22452/ajap. 
vol13no2.2

Wallace, R. O., & Naser, K. (1995). Firm specific determi-
nants of the comprehensiveness of mandatory dis-
closure in the corporate annual reports of firms listed 
on the stock exchange of Hong Kong. Journal of 
Accounting and Public Policy, 14(4), 311–368. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/0278-4254(95)00042-9

Wangombe, D. K. (2013). Multi-theoretical perspective of 
corporate environmental reporting: A literature review. 
Review of Integrative Business & Economics Research, 2 
(2), 655–671. http://hdl.handle.net/11071/3773

Zhao, J., Xue, F., Khan, S., & Khatib, S. F. A. (2021). 
Consumer behaviour analysis for business 
development. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 
Preprint, 101591. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2021. 
101591

Mbithi et al., Cogent Business & Management (2022), 9: 2105569                                                                                                                                     
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2105569

Page 22 of 23

https://doi.org/10.1108/JABES-04-2020-0036
https://doi.org/10.1108/JABES-04-2020-0036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2013.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686901111171466
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686901111171466
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2009.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1504/WREMSD.2009.026801
https://doi.org/10.1504/WREMSD.2009.026801
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-03-2016-1341
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-03-2016-1341
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-01-2019-0005
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-01-2019-0005
https://doi.org/10.2991/iac-17.2018.7
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-07-2016-1403
http://www.jstor.org/stable/243894
http://www.jstor.org/stable/243894
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375
https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/ciiisard82_en.pdf
https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/ciiisard82_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570010353756
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570010353756
https://doi.org/10.22452/ajap.vol13no2.2
https://doi.org/10.22452/ajap.vol13no2.2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0278-4254(95)00042-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0278-4254(95)00042-9
http://hdl.handle.net/11071/3773
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2021.101591
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2021.101591


© 2022 The Author(s). This open access article is distributed under a Creative Commons Attribution (CC-BY) 4.0 license. 
You are free to:  
Share — copy and redistribute the material in any medium or format.  
Adapt — remix, transform, and build upon the material for any purpose, even commercially.  
The licensor cannot revoke these freedoms as long as you follow the license terms.  

Under the following terms:  
Attribution — You must give appropriate credit, provide a link to the license, and indicate if changes were made.  
You may do so in any reasonable manner, but not in any way that suggests the licensor endorses you or your use.  
No additional restrictions  

You may not apply legal terms or technological measures that legally restrict others from doing anything the license permits.

Cogent Business & Management (ISSN: 2331-1975) is published by Cogent OA, part of Taylor & Francis Group.  
Publishing with Cogent OA ensures:  
• Immediate, universal access to your article on publication  
• High visibility and discoverability via the Cogent OA website as well as Taylor & Francis Online  
• Download and citation statistics for your article  
• Rapid online publication  
• Input from, and dialog with, expert editors and editorial boards  
• Retention of full copyright of your article  
• Guaranteed legacy preservation of your article  
• Discounts and waivers for authors in developing regions  
Submit your manuscript to a Cogent OA journal at www.CogentOA.com   

Mbithi et al., Cogent Business & Management (2022), 9: 2105569                                                                                                                                     
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2105569                                                                                                                                                       

Page 23 of 23


	1.  Introduction
	2.  Literature review
	3.  Methodology
	3.1.  Identification and selection of articles

	4.  Results and discussion
	4.1.  Analysis byyear of publication
	4.2.  Analysis by journal of publication
	4.3.  Analysis by journal database
	4.4.  Analysis by country
	4.5.  Analysis by citation
	4.6.  Meaning of quality of CRD applied in prior studies
	4.7.  Disclosure methods applied in prior studies
	4.8.  Disclosure techniques applied in previous studies

	5.  Future research avenues on quality of CRD
	6.  Conclusion
	Funding
	Author details
	Disclosure statement
	References

