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Abstract

This short paper applies the pitch template developed by Faﬀ (2015a), for a proposed accounting research project on ﬁnancial reporting of European banks and the global ﬁnancial crisis. I begin by giving a brief background to writing the pitch. I then give a brief commentary on my pitch, followed by a few key personal reﬂections on the pitch exercise itself.
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1. Introduction

This pitch letter applies the template developed by Faﬀ (2015a) to an academic research topic based in the accounting discipline. In terms of my personal academic background, I recently graduated with a PhD (2013) in accounting at Babes-Bolyai University, Cluj-Napoca, Romania. I am now a postdoctoral researcher at Babes-Bolyai University, but still very new to research. I feel that I am going upwards on a big learning curve, which I owe entirely to the guidance and support of my research mentor. My initial exposure to the pitching concept occurred when, as an invited PhD student, I attended a ‘pitching’ talk delivered by Robert Faﬀ to a special session of the IAAER and ACCA Early Career Researchers Workshop in June 2013.1 While this experience inspired me, sadly, for a variety of personal reasons my action was not immediate. The original version of this pitch was completed on 23 April 2014. From the time that I decided to do the pitch, the template draft was completed over a period of two weeks. During this period, I estimate spending 20 h of time on it – including background reading, discussions and feedback from my mentor as well as other academics and writing.
My approach to completing the pitch was quite ‘nonlinear’. The knowledge I had accumulated from my PhD topic [title of the PhD thesis is ‘Implications, Accounting Treatment and Advanced Studies of Goodwill’] helped broadly inform my thinking in the vast area of ﬁnancial reporting, but I then needed to supplement with selected reading from recent high-quality journals and the SSRN. The research idea was initially formulated having the postdoctoral programme requirements in mind. I think the research question naturally emanated from my readings and my prior knowledge, which in turn inspired me to choose the title of the paper. At this stage, I can see myself in retrospect at the top of Faﬀ’s (2015a) ‘cocktail glass’.2 Before making my ﬁrst ‘call’ on the key papers (Item (C)), I was getting clarity around the proposed motivation. In terms of the 3-2-1 ‘countdown’, the idea developed alongside my thinking of the motivation. Given my geographic challenge of living in the Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) region, data (Item (F)) and lack of databases in public or private institutions were important considerations. This has been resolved in terms of one condition relating to my current postdoctoral position, namely, that I have a two-month collaborative academic visit within the EU – to this end I have agreed on a visit plan with professor Begona Giner from the University of Valencia, in Spain. In terms of the big ‘T’ from Faﬀ’s IDioT’s guide, part of my strategy is to ‘tool up’ with remote learning, for example an EViews Webinar on panel data modelling.
The remainder of this letter is organized as follows. In Section 2, I give a brief commentary on my pitch. In Section 3, I oﬀer a few key personal reﬂections on the pitch exercise itself, while Section 4 concludes.

2. Brief commentary on the pitch

The completed pitch is displayed in Table 1 and relates to the topic of ﬁnancial reporting in which the key research question is ‘What are the determinants and the eﬀects of the massive intangible assets’ impairments of European banks during the crisis?’ This is a ‘real’ pitch – that is, it relates to an
Table 1
Example of Faﬀ (2015a) ‘3-2-1’ pitching template – completed pitch on ‘ﬁnancial reporting’ topic



5

Pitcher’s name

Raluca Ratiu

For category

Financial accounting

Date
completed	23/4/2014



(A) Working title	‘Financial Reporting of European Banks During the GFC’
(B) Basic research question   What are the determinants and the eﬀects of the massive assets’
impairments of European banks during the crisis?
(C) Key papers	Mary E. Barth and Wayne R. Landsman (2010) How did
Financial Reporting Contribute to the Financial Crisis?, European Accounting Review, 19:3, 399–423.
Brad A. Badertscher, Jeﬀrey J. Burks and Peter D. Easton (2012) A Convenient Scapegoat: Fair Value Accounting by Commercial Banks during the Financial Crisis, The Accounting Review, 88:1, 59–90.
Renee Adams (2012) Governance and the Financial Crisis, International Review of Finance, 12:1, 7–38.
(D) Motivation/puzzle	Motivation: According to Shaﬀer (2010) the decrease in bank asset
values necessitated recognition of impairments. The crisis has supposedly worsened due to a procyclical eﬀect of impairing large amounts of bank assets, down to a perceived artiﬁcially low value. Allegedly auditors forced managers into impairing assets to unrealistically low values. Had managers been allowed to follow own judgment to better assess assets’ value, the crisis may have been less severe.
Puzzle: what were the real drivers of the bank assets’ impairments? What were the consequences of these impairments?
Three	Three core aspects of any empirical research project, that is the ‘IDioTs’ guide
(E) Idea?	Empirically test a few leads in the ﬁnancial reporting and ﬁnancial crisis literature, which is almost exclusively focused on US banks, in the European setting. The crisis in Europe had diﬀerent characteristics and timelines than in the US, which allows for potential interesting results to surface.
Among the tested determinants, fair value appears to be most discussed in the literature, but managerial discretion, corporate governance or value relevance of impairments are also potential determinants.
(F) Data?	(1) Setting: European Union, postdoctoral project requirements and novelty; Unit of analysis: individual ﬁnancial companies; Sampling: annual; Focus: key intangible assets in ﬁnancial institutions
(2) Expected sample size: thousands of ﬁrm-year observations Sample Period: 2004–2011
(3) Data source: COMPUSTAT Global/Bank Fundamentals Annual
(4) Data collections: mostly automatic, manual adjustments expected to be necessary
(G) Tools?	Pooled/ panel data regression model approach,
Software: Eviews (one year license from UQ), Pooled/Panel Data modeling- Eviews Webinar will provide useful insights for this Knowledge of implementation: own+ collaborations
Two	Two key questions
(H) What’s new?	This research idea has not yet been explored, to the best of my
searches, in the accounting-ﬁnance empirical literature. It is novel for the results it seeks to unveil and to the European focused papers as well.
(I) So what?	Knowledge of bank asset impairment is crucial, because bank assets were at the centre of the ﬁnancial crisis. Massive impairments may have worsened the crisis, because they engaged in a procyclical eﬀect. The answer to the research question is important for future accounting treatment of bank assets in time of economic distress and in order to take further necessary actions to recover from the consequences.
One	One bottom line
(J) Contribution?	New empirical research which covers bank asset impairment and
the ﬁnancial crisis is needed and this paper will reveal answers to two main concerns: what to stay away from in time of distress and what are the eﬀects which can be prevented when you have the answer to the research question.
(K) Other considerations	Collaboration:
· 2 month research visit to University of Valencia (compulsory in the postdoctoral programme)
· Idea: yes, feedback for polishing the ‘core idea’
· Data: yes
· Tools: yes ‘Risk’ assessment:
· ‘no result’ risk: LOW
· ‘competitor’ risk: MEDIUM. The causes and eﬀects of the GFC are very wide-ranging and topical and I expect that research interests will begin to cover the area of intangibles’ impairments
· risk of ‘obsolescence’: LOW. European banks have not yet recovered from the crisis, so I anticipate that it will retain research interest for some time to come.

area of potential research that interests me which I have just started, and that I would like to pursue in the near term. Indeed, according to the ‘taxonomy’ discussed in Section 4.3 of Faﬀ (2015a), my pitch is classiﬁed as ‘ex ante’ and ‘owned’. The identiﬁed key papers are Barth and Landsman (2010), Badert- scher et al. (2012) and Adams (2012). Of these, arguably the most critical paper to my proposed research project is Barth and Landsman (2010). The reason that I nominate this paper as being so important is this is a discussion and argumentative paper, which underlines key issues that constitute the driver for the motivation of my proposed research. The key motivation for the proposal relates to how ﬁnancial reporting constraints have impacted the severity of the crisis in European banks. Barth and Landsman (2010) analyse the contribution of ﬁnancial reporting for the following elements: fair value, asset securitization, derivatives and loan loss provisioning to the global ﬁnancial crisis. They summarize US GAAP and IFRS reporting requirements, oﬀer information on the quality of accounting provided to investors, summarize available research evidence and suggest ways to potentially improve ﬁnancial reporting, but they leave it to future research to supply empirical evidence relevant to their arguments. The remainder of Table 1 outlines ‘answers’ to all the required ﬁelds from Faﬀ’s (2015a) template, namely, Idea, Data, Tools, What’s New, So What, Contribution and other Considerations. The material included relating to all of these is self-explanatory from the pitch template itself, and thus, I feel that no further comment is needed here.

3. Personal reflections on the pitch exercise

I totally agree with Faﬀ (2015a) that ‘starting’ is a major challenge to doing research – to me it is the biggest obstacle. One aspect of the pitch process which I struggle with is the following. How can a researcher choose their topic and know that they will want to stay with it throughout their PhD thesis or, in my case, the entire postdoctoral programme? I know that the more one reads, the more one can sift through the literature, but how can we know that our contribution is really a contribution in such a short time? This takes me to the ﬁrst version of my pitch, which looking back on now seems too broad and unfocused, completely unachievable, mostly because I spent relatively little time (about 2 weeks) reading through abstracts and selecting a few papers to rely on. So my point is this: if you do not spend enough time on a preliminary research of the literature, then chances of getting it right are very slim. The way I see it, once a reasonable period has passed and you have made some identiﬁable progress – but you have not completed the pitch, you should not sit still at the ‘roadblock’. In this case, you need to go back to your advisor (or your research mentor) with as much as you have got and get their feedback if you want to take it a step further. But when will you know you got it right? Is that when your advisor agrees it is something you can start working on? Or is it in the end when you have written the paper and know that was where you were heading all along? From reading Faﬀ (2015a), I am reassured to know, any of these are the ‘right’ answers – indeed, there is no ‘wrong’ answer. If I see progress in my thinking and research plans, then I have some degree of success – that is the most important thing.
Related to my reﬂections above, are some aspects of change in the evolution of advice coming from Faﬀ (2015b). Particularly, to a point I ﬁnd help from the advice in version 3 (released on SSRN on 12 August 2014) in Section 2.2.4 on the ‘Deal-breakers’. To me, this subsection does reinforce my main reﬂection above about the need to keep in close contact with my advisor/mentor – especially in the early phases of development so that the amount of ineﬃciency and lost time is kept to a minimum, but the best research idea surfaces and survives novice researchers’ doubt and hesitancy. It would be helpful if later versions of Faﬀ (2015a) can devote a bit more attention to this early phase of developing the pitch that in my view presents a major obstacle to most novice researchers.
My ﬁve-year-old son and I are fond of Disney characters. Mickey Mouse is one of his favourites and watching it together I understand why Mickey is an iconic character and why people of all ages ﬁnd him Financial reporting
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Figure 1 Mickey Mouse applied to my pitch.

so lovable. Faﬀ’s use of Mickey works very nicely – indeed, I had the occasion to use this device in my PhD thesis defence, though I never referred to it as ‘Mickey Mouse’. I have, however, used this ‘title’ in later presentations and I am pleased that my audience always ﬁnds it more appealing/catchy. I ﬁnd Mickey Mouse a simple but eﬀective way to think about how I can position my work as representing something new to the relevant literature. It can be easily illustrated in the context of my current pitch, as shown in Figure 1.

Would I do anything diﬀerently next time? The simplest answer is yes, I would do things diﬀerently. I would ﬁrst dedicate more time to reading and carefully choosing my key papers. I would also reﬁne the research question more, to a point where it is not too big, too ambitious or even overwhelming. What have I learnt from doing this pitch? The most important thing that
   I realized after writing up the ﬁrst version of the pitch is how useful it is to organize your ideas according to a plan. Beaumont (2015) emphasizes on the manageable format of the pitch, and I totally agree that this pitch template is a synthesized, structured ‘fool-proof tool’. However, I still ﬁnd it diﬃcult to ﬁnd the right wording and write the research idea concisely. I also learnt that it is important to renew the pitch several times and not be afraid that your ﬁrst attempt is imperfect and not ﬁnal. I concur with Unda (2015) in advising users to revisit the pitch template at diﬀerent stages of their research. The pitch can be used as a control tool as well, aimed at guiding your research to achieving better outcomes. If you are lucky to be guided by a mentor, then reaching out for feedback and support is utterly important and very helpful when you revise your pitch.

4. Conclusion

This letter outlines my basic pitch for a proposed accounting research project on ﬁnancial reporting of European ﬁnancial institutions and the global ﬁnancial crisis. The pitch presented herein is still very preliminary and ‘work in progress’. I am continuing to develop it and have found the application of Faﬀ (2015a) pitch template very helpful in guiding me to start this research journey. Having this ‘pitch tool’ in hand is also reassuring that I will keep things straightforward and simple, following the direction planned and avoiding distractions eﬀectively. I understand, however, that I have many more challenges and obstacles ahead and I embark upon them with conﬁdence and enthusiasm.
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