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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study quantitatively examines the relationship between intellectual property (IP) information
disclosure—based on the 2021 revision of Japan’s Corporate Governance Code—and the financial performance and
market valuation of Japanese companies. As the foundation of corporate value and competitiveness continues to shift
from tangible assets to IP and other intangible assets (IA), companies’ strategies for investing in and utilizing these assets
have become increasingly important. Methods/Approach: The analysis targets companies listed on the Prime and
Standard Markets of the Tokyo Stock Exchange. It applies two-group comparison tests to assess differences in financial
performance between a disclosure (comply) group and a non-disclosure (explain) group, classified in accordance with
Supplementary Principles 3.1.3 and 4.2.2 of the 2021 revised Corporate Governance Code. Both accounting-based and
market-based performance indicators are examined to evaluate the relationship between IP information disclosure and
corporate value. Results: The results indicate that the comply group, which discloses IP information, engages in more
active R&D investment, achieves higher profit margins, and exhibits greater market capitalization than the explain group.
However, no significant difference was observed in market-based indicators such as the price-to-book ratio (PBR),
suggesting that investor evaluations do not fully reflect the business advantages associated with IP disclosure.
Conclusions: These findings suggest that companies disclosing IP information tend to be more innovation-oriented and
financially competitive. Nonetheless, such advantages are not sufficiently captured in market-based valuations, likely due
to structural characteristics of Japanese companies, particularly in manufacturing sectors with large tangible asset bases.
These structures reduce total asset turnover, thereby constraining return on equity (ROE) and PBR. The results
underscore the need for improved IP/IA disclosure practices to enhance transparency, reduce information asymmetry,
and foster better recognition of intangible value in capital markets.
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INTRODUCTION
In recent years, the source of corporate value and competitiveness has shifted from tangible assets to
intellectual property (IP) and other intangible assets (IA). Strategies for investing in and utilizing IP and 1A
have become increasingly critical to maintaining a companies’ competitive advantage.

This shift is reflected in the growing share of 1A in global stock market valuations. For instance, Tomo
(2022) reported that, as of 2020, intangible assets accounted for approximately 90% of the enterprise value of

U.S. companies in the S&P 500 and about 75% in European companies in the S&P 350. Similarly, Brand
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Finance (2019) estimated the value of intangible assets in the S&P 500 at a record US$21 trillion in 2018—an
increase of 128% compared to 2005. Major multinational corporations such as Microsoft and Facebook
reported that over 95% of their market capitalization consisted of intangible assets in the same year.

Prior studies have also found that 1A contributes positively to corporate value creation and competitiveness
(Glova et al., 2018a; Firer, 2005; Madhani, 2012; Tairov et al., 2024). To respond effectively to dynamic
market conditions, companies must develop the capabilities required to generate new knowledge. In this
context, the process of knowledge acquisition is closely linked to investment in IA, particularly in the form of
R&D activities (Glova et al., 2018b). R&D is a critical mechanism through which companies generate new
knowledge and create valuable intangible assets.

Despite the importance of IA, its true value is often underrepresented or unrecognized in financial
statements. Under IFRS IAS 38, for IA to be recognized as an asset, it must meet strict criteria such as
identifiability, control, and the ability to generate future economic benefits. However, many IAs, including IP,
do not satisfy all three conditions. As a result, the information disclosed in financial reports often fails to
capture the potential value of a companies’ intellectual capital, making it difficult to quantify or evaluate the
benefits it brings (Fincham et al., 2003).

Nevertheless, the appropriate disclosure of IP and IA information is considered beneficial to investors and
can contribute significantly to enhancing corporate value by reducing information asymmetry and improving
market evaluation.

Japan’s Corporate Governance Code

Japan’s first Corporate Governance Code (CGC) was introduced by the Tokyo Stock Exchange (TSE) in
June 2015. The CGC serves as a guideline for listed companies, outlining basic principles of governance while
allowing companies to adopt them flexibly based on their individual circumstances. The overarching aim of
the code is to improve the soundness of the Japanese economy and to foster the success of companies that
adopt its principles. The phrase “to achieve sustainable growth and increase corporate value over the medium
to long term” (TSE, 2021a) is repeatedly emphasized throughout the code and widely adopted by listed
companies in their governance disclosures.

The CGC consists of five general principles: (1) Securing the Rights and Equal Treatment of Shareholders,
(2) Appropriate Cooperation with Stakeholders Other Than Shareholders, (3) Ensuring Appropriate
Information Disclosure and Transparency, (4) Responsibilities of the Board, and (5) Dialogue with
Shareholders. These have been expanded into 31 principles and 47 supplementary principles. Importantly, the
code follows a "comply or explain™ framework, meaning companies may choose not to comply with a given
principle, provided they offer a reasonable explanation. The code is intended to evolve, with periodic revisions
to reflect changing market and societal conditions. The first revision occurred in 2018, and the most recent in
June 2021.

While the 2018 revision encouraged companies to address shortcomings in governance more proactively,

the 2021 revision is notably more prescriptive. It aligns closely with the structural reform of the TSE Prime
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Market, which launched in April 2022, and seeks to make the market more attractive to both domestic and
global investors. As noted in the guideline to the 2021 revision:

“The Prime Market is expected to be a market attractive to both domestic and global investors... Therefore,
it is important for companies listed on the Prime Market to advance efforts toward a higher level of corporate
governance.” (TSE, 2021b).

This highlights the CGC’s function not only as a governance guideline but also as a strategic tool to enhance
investor confidence in the Prime Market.

In the 2021 revision, Supplementary Principle 4.2.2 requires boards of listed companies to oversee the
allocation of management resources and the execution of business portfolio strategies, taking into account the
importance of investments in intellectual property (IP) and intangible assets (IA) in achieving sustainable
growth. Additionally, Supplementary Principle 3.1.3 calls for companies to disclose clear and specific
information about IP and IA investments in a manner consistent with their business strategies and challenges.

These revisions reflect heightened awareness of “sustainability” and “IP and IA strategies” as key themes
in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. While such disclosures are expected to reduce information asymmetry
between companies and investors, thereby enhancing corporate value, their actual impact in the Japanese
context remains uncertain.

In this study, companies that disclose IP-related information in accordance with Supplementary Principles
3.1.3 and 4.2.2 are defined as the comply group, while those that do not are defined as the explain group. By
comparing these two groups, the study aims to clarify the extent to which IP information disclosure influences
corporate value.

This study quantitatively examines the relationship between IP information disclosure, based on the 2021
revision of Japan’s Corporate Governance Code, and the financial performance and market valuation of

Japanese companies.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Kodama (2024) analysed the correlation between corporate value of Japanese companies and ESG indicators,
which are indicators that evaluate the non-financial performance. As a result of the analysis using the Yanagi
model, a formula that proves the relationship between ESG activities and corporate value, advocated by Ryohei
Yanagi, the top 30 ESG indicators that show a strong correlation with corporate value were extracted, and the
number of products created through R&D was ranked 4th and the number of registered patents was ranked
16th. This shows that R&D, an indicator that is directly linked to the creation of new value and strengthening
competitiveness of companies, lead to increased corporate value.

Kikuchi et al. (2022) investigated the information disclosure content of IP information in the corporate
governance reports of each company for the constituent companies of the JPX Nikkei Index 400 and analysed
the trends by assigning an evaluation score to the degree of disclosure. Regarding Supplementary Principles

3.1.3, the results showed that companies with high market capitalization and R&D cost to sales ratios in all
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industries were more likely to have IP investment strategies and to have a high level of IP information
disclosure. However, it is not observed a clear correlation between operating profit margins (OPM) and return
on equity (ROE) and the level of IP information disclosure.

Kikuchi et al. (2023) analysed the trends by investigating the content of information disclosure regarding
IP in corporate governance reports of the top 950 companies listed on the TSE Prime Market by market
capitalization and assigning evaluation scores. The result showed that there was a clear positive correlation
between the level of IP information disclosure and market capitalization and R&D cost to sales ratios. Besides
it was observed that companies with a price-to-book ratio (PBR) of 0.5 to 1.0 are proactive in disclosure.
However, there are no clear correlation between the level of IP information disclosure and OPM and ROE.

Previous studies have established that IP and IA have a positive impact on corporate value. Although there
are existing studies that analyse the relationship between the quality of IP information disclosure and corporate
value among companies that already disclose such information, no research has addressed the correlation
between the presence or absence of IP information disclosure and corporate value. This study aims to clarify
this relationship by comparing the financial data of companies that disclose IP information with those that do
not.

HYPOTHESIS 1

R&D investment is one of the most common strategies for companies to enhance their competitiveness and
ultimately increase their corporate value in the future. Numerous studies have investigated the success rate of
R&D investment, with results indicating that companies with higher R&D expenditures tend to achieve more
research outputs and acquire more powerful IP and IA. On the other hand, the outcomes and information
obtained through R&D activities are typically leveraged to gain competitive advantage over rivals. Therefore,
disclosing such information, which constitutes a core source of competitiveness, can pose a risk of losing that
very advantage. Nonetheless, companies that choose to disclose information related to IP despite such risks
are likely to be those with abundant R&D achievements, suggesting that they have allocated substantial
resources to R&D activities.

H1: Companies that disclose IP information are more proactive in investing in R&D than companies that
do not.

HYPOTHESIS 2

Many companies aim to gain business advantages and increase profits through technological innovation as
a result of R&D investment. In this context, companies with more R&D investment results are more likely to
have business advantages. Companies that accumulate such results and business advantages tend to enjoy a
strong reputation. This reputation contributes to brand strength, which in turn enhances profitability. On the
other hand, there is a risk that disclosing IP information may result in a loss of competitiveness against rivals.
In that case, the company will not have a business advantage. The second hypothesis is as follows:

H2: Companies that disclose IP information are more profitable than companies that do not.

HYPOTHESIS 3
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Information disclosure is generally effective in eliminating information asymmetry between investors and
companies. Eliminating information asymmetry leads to accurate evaluation of corporate value by investors.
Moreover, enhanced investor trust promotes long-term investment, thereby contributing to the companies’
sustainable growth. The final hypothesis is as follows:

H3: Companies that disclose IP information are more highly evaluated by investors than companies that do
not.

METHODOLOGY

The subjects of this study are companies listed on the TSE Prime and Standard Markets. This is because the
TSE requires companies listed on the Prime and Standard Markets to apply all principles of the CGC.
Corporate information was extracted and collected using the comprehensive corporate information database
eol by I-N Information Systems, Ltd. In a text search of the Corporate Governance Report 2023, companies
that had "intellectual property" written in the disclosure items based on each principle of the code were
classified into the comply group, and companies that had "intellectual property” written in the item for the
reason for NOT disclosing each principle of the code were classified into the explain group. The number of
companies analysed is shown in Table 1. Considering the constraints on the number of samples, a specific
industry specification was not implemented. This approach allowed for the drawing of general conclusions.
Additionally, financial data from the 2023 securities reports of each selected company was extracted and
combined.

Table 1. The number of companies analysed

Market Comply group Explain group Total
TSE Prime 925 161 1086
TSE Standard 529 304 833

Total 1454 465 1919

Source: Compiled by the authors

The following items were extracted as evaluation items for financial data: Research and Development Cost
to Sales ratio (R&D ratio), Operating Profit Margin (OPM), Return on Equity (ROE), Net Profit Margin
(NPM), Total Asset Turnover ratio (TAT), Equity Multiplier (EM), Market Capitalization (Market Cap), and
Price-to-Book Ratio (PBR). Market Cap is presented in its natural logarithmic form to account for the non-
normal distribution and reduce the influence of extreme values.

R&D ratio are applied as an evaluation item for R&D. Companies with higher R&D ratios are more
proactive in technological innovation and new product development. There is a correlation between R&D
ratios and IP. (Lin et al., 2024)

OPM, ROE, NPM, TAT, and EM are applied as evaluation items for business profitability. OPM is the

value obtained by dividing operating profit by sales. Operating profit is calculated by subtracting cost of sales
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and selling, general and administrative expenses from sales, and is an indicator of profitability from a
company's main business. ROE is an index showing the ratio of net income to equity. It is a figure obtained by
dividing net income by equity and is an index showing how efficiently equity is used to generate profits.
According to DuPont analysis, ROE can be broken down into NPM, which indicates profitability, TAT, which
indicates the degree of asset utilization, and EM, which indicates the degree of debt utilization. If there is a
difference in ROE, the factor can be analysed by breaking it down into these. (Bhagyalakshmi et al.,2019).
ROE is also one of the indicators that investors place importance on when evaluating companies (Edori et al.,
2024; Adelicia et al., 2023).

ROE = NPM - TAT - EM

NPM = Net Profit/Total Revenue
TAT = Total Revenue /Total Assets
EM = Total Assets/Equity

Market Cap and PBR are applied as items related to investor evaluation. Market Cap is an indicator of the
current size and market value of a company. PBR is a figure obtained by dividing market capitalization by net
assets and is an indicator of how much a company's stock price is valued relative to its net assets. The portion
exceeding a PBR of 1 is expressed as future excess earning power (added value) from non-financial capital
that exceeds accounting value, and it is proposed that it represents the added value that management should
create to increase long-term corporate value. (Yanagi et al., 2017).

ANALYTICAL METHOD

In this study, the extracted data for each group are from different companies, so they are two independent
groups with no correspondence. First, the Shapiro-Wilk test was performed to check whether each data follows
a normal distribution. If the data follows a normal distribution, the parametric test is performed, and if it does
not follow a normal distribution, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U-test is performed to test the difference

between the two groups. IBM SPSS (version 29.0.0.0) was used for these statistical analyses.

RESULTS
Table 2 shows the results of the Shapiro-Wilk test for each evaluation item of the extracted financial data for
the comply group and the explain group. The Shapiro-Wilk test revealed significant deviations from normality
for all eight variables in both groups examined: R&D ratio (p <.001), OPM (p <.001), ROE (p < .001), NPM
(p <.001), TAT (p <.001), EM (p <.001), and PBR (p <.001). For Market Cap, the deviation from normality
was significant in both the comply group (p < .001) and the explain group (p = .004).

Overall, none of the evaluation variables followed a normal distribution. Given that these variables are
related to corporate profitability, and that only a limited number of companies exhibit exceptionally high

profitability, the data are presumed to be skewed.
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Table 2. Shapiro-Wilk Test Result

Comply grou Explain grou

NzljSZg p W P N:F4)165 o W P
R&D ratio 0.484 <.001 R&D ratio 0.536 <.001
OPM 0.733 <.001 OPM 0.794 <.001
ROE 0.767 <.001 ROE 0.429 <.001
NPM 0.686 <.001 NPM 0.638 <.001
TAT 0.888 <.001 TAT 0.898 <.001
EM 0.415 <.001 EM 0.448 <.001
Market Cap 0.986 <.001 Market Cap 0.982 .004
PBR 0.225 <.001 PBR 0.547 <.001

Source: Authors’ own calculations

In response to the finding that the data did not follow a normal distribution, the Mann-Whitney U test, a

nonparametric test, was used to examine the differences in medians between the two groups. The results are

presented in Table 3.

R&D Cost to Sales ratio (R&D ratio) was significantly higher in the comply group (Median = 1.38)
than in the explain group (Median = 1.06), Z=-2.173, p =.030.

Operating Profit Margin (OPM) was significantly higher in the comply group (Median = 5.81) than in
the explain group (Median = 5.08), Z=-3.084, p =.002.

There was no significant difference in Return on Equity (ROE) between the two groups, Z=-0.729, p
= .466.

Net Profit Margin (NPM) was significantly higher in the comply group (Median = 4.31) than in the
explain group (Median = 3.59), Z=-3.223, p =.001.

Total Asset Turnover ratio (TAT) was significantly higher in the explain group (Median = 0.95) than
in the comply group (Median = 0.88), Z=-2.860, p =.004.

Equity Multiplier (EM) showed a modest but statistically significant difference in the comply group
(Median = 1.90) than in the explain group (Median = 1.80), Z=-2.423, p =.015.

Market Capitalization (Market Cap) was significantly higher in the comply group (Median = 24.48)
than in the explain group (Median = 23.10), Z=-14.86, p <.001.

Price-to-Book Ratio (PBR) did not differ significantly between the two groups, Z = -1.434, p = .152.

Overall, six of the eight indicators showed statistically significant differences, with the comply group

outperforming the explain group on key financial metrics: R&D ratio, OPM, NPM, EM and Market

Capitalization. On the other hand, in terms of TAT, where the explain group outperformed the comply group.
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Table 3. Mann-Whitney U Test Result

Comply group Explain group

Indicator N=1454 N=465 Z p

Median (Q1-Q3) Median (Q1-Q3)
R&D ratio 1.38 0.44-3.31 1.06 0.35-2.67 -2.173 .030
OPM 5.81 2.87-10.41 5.08 1.88-9.32 -3.084 .002
ROE 7.34 3.66-11.72 7.21 2.74-12.35 -0.729 466
NPM 431 1.97-7.89 3.59 1.20-6.87 -3.223 .001
TAT 0.88 0.66-1.19 0.95 0.67-1.40 -2.860 .004
EM 1.90 1.47-2.67 1.80 1.42-2.45 -2.423 .015
Market Cap 24.48 23.15-25.88 23.10 22.26-24.06 -14.86 <.001
PBR 1.14 0.70-2.02 1.12 0.62-1.99 -1.434 152

Source: Authors’ own calculations

DISCUSSION

HYPOTHESIS 1

The R&D ratio was significantly higher in the comply group (Median = 1.38) than in the explain group (Median
=1.06), Z=-2.173, p =.030. Companies that actively invest in R&D tend to generate IP as a result of their
investments. It is considered relatively easier for such companies to disclose information, including the
intended causal path that links specific IP to the business model, as well as explanations and dialogues
connecting IP to management indicators (e.g., ROIC reverse tree).

These results support Hypothesis 1, indicating that companies in the comply group, those that disclose IP
information, invest more actively in R&D than those in the explain group.

HYPOTHESIS 2

The OPM was significantly higher in the comply group (Median = 5.81) than in the explain group (Median
= 5.08), Z=-3.084, p =.002. This finding is consistent with Ishimitsu (2018), who reported that companies
actively investing in R&D tend to exhibit higher OPM compared to those that do not. In the context of the
results supporting Hypothesis 1, this reinforces the observation that the comply group outperforms the explain
group in terms of OPM.

In contrast, there was no significant difference in the ROE between the two groups, Z=-0.729, p = .466. To
investigate the underlying factors, ROE was decomposed into its components, net profit margin (NPM), total
asset turnover (TAT) and equity multiplier (EM).

«  The NPM was significantly higher in the comply group (Median = 4.31) than in the explain group
(Median = 3.59), Z=-3.223, p =.001.
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»  The TAT was significantly higher in the explain group (Median = 0.95) than in the comply group
(Median = 0.88), Z=-2.860, p =.004.

+  The EM showed a modest but statistically significant difference in the comply group (Median =
1.90) than in the explain group (Median = 1.80), Z=-2.423, p =.015.

The results revealed that the comply group had significantly higher NPM and EM, while the explain group
had a higher TAT.

The higher NPM observed in the comply group aligns with the OPM result, further supporting Hypothesis
2. Meanwhile, the higher TAT in the explain group appears to offset the advantages in NPM and EM, which
may explain why the overall ROE difference was not significant.

HYPOTHESIS 3

The Market Cap was significantly higher in the comply group (Median = 24.48) than in the explain group
(Median = 23.10), Z=-14.86, p <.001. Market Cap, as a measure of market value, reflects both companies’ size
and investor assessment based on stock price.

However, there was no significant difference in the price-to-book ratio (PBR) between the two groups, the
comply group (1.14) and the explain group (1.12), Z = -1.434, p = .152. According to the Tokyo Stock
Exchange (TSE, 2023), nearly half of the companies listed on the TSE Prime Market have a PBR below 1,
indicating concerns about profitability and growth potential. As this study focuses on companies listed on the
Prime and Standard Markets, it is possible that PBRs are generally low across both groups.

Considering that the median PBR for both groups was around 1.1, compared to an average PBR of
approximately 4 for the S&P 500 in the United States in 2023, it can be inferred that the added value of
Japanese companies is not fully recognized by the market. In addition, Ito (2014) argued that maintaining a
return on equity (ROE) of at least 8% is necessary for sustainable corporate value creation. However, the
median ROE, the comply group (7.34%) and the explain group (7.21%) were both around 7%, suggesting that
investor expectations are not being fully met. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was only partially supported by the
result on Market Cap.

These findings indicate that companies promoting IP information disclosure actively invest in R&D to
generate IP and enhance profitability, which contributes to higher market capitalization, a component of
corporate value. Nevertheless, neither the comply nor the explain group appears to be highly evaluated by
investors in terms of future growth potential, as reflected in PBR values, which remain low compared to
Western companies.

One possible explanation for the observed difference in Market Cap, despite the absence of a significant
difference in PBR, is that the comply group has larger net assets. Furthermore, the higher equity multiplier
(EM) observed in the comply group suggests a greater reliance on debt financing and, consequently, larger
total assets. This finding is consistent with the lower total asset turnover (TAT) observed in the comply group,

as discussed in the context of Hypothesis 2. In other words, although the comply group holds more total assets,
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its return on equity (ROE), a key indicator for investors, remains comparable to that of the explain group. As
a result, this may inhibit a positive feedback mechanism in which rising stock prices drive higher PBR.

This situation may reflect structural characteristics unique to the Japanese economy. Japan has a high
proportion of manufacturing companies, particularly in industries such as automobiles and electronics, and
manufacturing accounts for approximately 20% of GDP. In contrast, the manufacturing sector represents only
about 10% of GDP in Europe and the United States, where service industries are dominant.

Manufacturing companies generally require significant capital investment in equipment and facilities to
enhance production capacity, resulting in higher levels of fixed assets compared to service companies. In
addition, they must hold a certain level of current assets, such as raw materials, work-in-progress inventory,
and finished goods. These inherent features of manufacturing companies contribute to larger total assets and
lower TAT for Japanese companies.

The PBR of the explain group can be considered comparable to that of the comply group. The high total
asset turnover (TAT) observed in the explain group indicates that its total assets are efficiently utilized to
generate revenue, reflecting high operational efficiency and effective managerial practices. Such
characteristics often lead to positive expectations regarding future profitability and capital efficiency, which
may in turn be reflected in a higher PBR.

Although similar reasoning may suggest a higher market capitalization for the explain group, the findings
of this study show that its market capitalization is significantly lower than that of the comply group. Possible
explanations include low profit margins, smaller company size (which may result in a higher TAT), and limited
growth potential in the markets in which these companies operate. These factors are often industry-specific,
and future research should examine them through detailed industry classification and analysis.

From a managerial perspective, although financial indicators such as ROE may not appear attractive to
investors, a large asset base should not be perceived solely as a disadvantage. Corporate assets form the
foundation of business capabilities and should not be reduced merely to improve financial metrics. Instead,
companies should focus on enhancing profitability through effective utilization of IP and active disclosure of
IA. Transparent communication of the potential value of such assets can reduce information asymmetry with

investors and contribute to the long-term enhancement of corporate value.

CONCLUSION
This study quantitatively examined the relationship between IP information disclosure and corporate
performance by comparing companies in the comply and explain groups based on Supplementary Principles
3.1.3 and 4.2.2 of the 2021 revised Japanese Corporate Governance Code. The findings provide several
important insights.

First, companies in the comply group demonstrated significantly higher R&D intensity than those in the

explain group, supporting the hypothesis that IP disclosure is closely associated with active investment in
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innovation. This suggests that IP disclosure reflects not only a policy of transparency but also a companies’
commitment to innovation-driven growth.

Second, the comply group exhibited higher profitability, as indicated by operating and net profit margins.
However, no significant difference in return on equity (ROE) was observed. ROE decomposition revealed that
this was due to the comply group’s lower total asset turnover (TAT), offsetting the advantages in profitability
and capital structure. These findings imply that while IP disclosure is linked to stronger earnings capacity,
structural factors such as large asset bases may obscure its impact on financial indicators like ROE.

Third, the comply group showed significantly higher market capitalization, indicating some level of
recognition by the capital market. However, no significant difference in the price-to-book ratio (PBR) was
found. This discrepancy may be attributed to the structural characteristics of the Japanese economy, where
capital-intensive manufacturing companies dominate. The large asset holdings of such companies tend to
suppress TAT and ROE, thereby limiting increases in market-based valuation metrics such as PBR.

Overall, while IP disclosure is positively associated with R&D investment, profitability, and partially with
market valuation, its impact on investor perception remains limited under current market conditions. These
results highlight the importance of not only generating IP and intangible assets but also effectively
communicating their value to investors.

For Japanese companies, especially those with large tangible asset bases, enhancing IP utilization and
improving IP-related disclosure may help mitigate information asymmetry and improve capital market
evaluations.

A limitation of this study is that the comparison between the comply and the explain groups was conducted
across all Japanese listed companies of TSE, without accounting for industry-specific contexts. It is likely that
underlying conditions differ significantly by industry, which may influence the observed differences in
financial indicators.

Future research should examine the relationship between IP information disclosure and company
characteristics within each industry to account for such heterogeneity.

This study offers valuable insights for Japanese companies seeking to link IP/IA disclosure to enhanced
corporate value. It highlights that simply expanding R&D to generate strategic IP and IA may not directly
translate into higher market valuations unless supported by effective and transparent disclosure. The findings
underscore the need for improved disclosure frameworks that allow investors to better assess the potential

embedded in intangible assets.
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