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Abstract 
The paper provides survey data on the information quality under IFRS, IFRS for SME and German- 
GAAP from the perspective of non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations. Survey findings suggest 
for a higher quality of financial statements under German-GAAP compared to those under IFRS. 
Beyond that, more corporations anticipate an increase in information quality with a shift from 
(full-)IFRS to IFRS for SME. The findings of empirical research previously obtained regarding pub-
licly traded corporations, which show preferences for IFRS, cannot be confirmed in respect of the 
preferences of the non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations participating. This may be due to a 
general skepticism towards IFRS, a lack of IFRS knowledge, the convergence of German-GAAP and 
IFRS owing to the German Accounting Law Reform Act or in-group biases. 
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1. Introduction 
German legislature is engaged in competition for favorable accounting standards with the IASB by launching 
the Accounting Law Reform Act in 2009. So currently, separate financial statements under IFRS are still only 
permitted as a complement to those prepared under German-GAAP and their implementation is limited to (full-) 
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IFRS. Consolidated financial statements of publicly traded corporations, however, already have to be prepared 
under (full-)IFRS and are voluntary for other corporations. Thereby, a stock exchange listing does not necessar-
ily result in public trading and public trading is not limited to Inc. Only Inc. traded at an organized/regulated 
market within the European Union, or those who have applied for an approval in such a market are defined as 
being publicly traded according to German-GAAP [1] and European Accounting Directives. Furthermore, all 
kinds of corporations with transferable securities (with the exception of payment instruments) registered in such 
a market are defined as being publicly traded.  

Researchers, politicians, auditors and entrepreneurs have argued for years, whether Germany, respectively the 
European Union should adopt IFRS for separate financial statements or not. Additionally for both separate, and 
consolidated financial statements, it is widely discussed whether IFRS for SME may be an additional option.  

There is broad empirical evidence on the quality of information on various accounting systems from the pers-
pective of publicly traded corporations. Due to the lack of data for non-publicly traded corporations, findings 
regarding the quality of accounting data of those entities are rare. Although the transmission of results about the 
information quality of financial statements or standards regarding publicly traded corporations seems possible in 
general, there is no evidence for such alienability. Therefore, this paper examines information quality under 
German-GAAP, (full-)IFRS and IFRS for SME from the perspective of non-publicly traded mid-sized corpora-
tions. Our findings are based on a survey of chief executive officers and commercial directors. 

Within the context of publicly traded corporations, it was assumed that (consolidated) financial statements 
under German-GAAP are less relevant/useful or of less information content/quality than those prepared in ac-
cordance with IFRS or US-GAAP. Prior research sustains this assumption (see Section 2.3). Because of this, 
German legislature intended to equal relevance/usefulness of German-GAAP to IFRS but deliver a simpler and 
cheaper alternative [2]. Therefore, various accounting options have been deleted; accounting bans have been ab-
olished and accounting methods have been changed. Although there is now a much smaller gap between the dif-
ferent accounting standards due to the German Accounting Law Reform Act in 2009, there still seem to be dif-
ferences regarding the level of relevance/usefulness respectively information quality [3]. However, we expect 
the findings from our survey regarding non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations to differ from prior research 
gained from data concerning publicly traded corporations, as we anticipate a much lower approval for IFRS 
statements within the group of non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations. 

Against the backdrop of a possible IFRS adoption for separate financial statements and considerations about 
an application of IFRS for SME, the findings appear to be of particular interest, as most corporations in Germa-
ny aren’t publicly traded―there are 632, 399 corporations and 3,620, 576 companies in Germany in total [4], 
whereas only 512 (0.0810%/0.014%) are publicly traded at Deutsche Boerse [5] [6]; overall there are only ap-
proximately 1000 publicly traded corporations in Germany of which only 612 are obliged to apply to IFRS [7].  

The findings from our survey suggest for a relatively higher preference of non-publicly traded mid-sized cor-
porations for German-GAAP and that IFRS for SME will lead to improvements compared to (full-)IFRS. As 
prior research mainly rejects an IFRS for SME adoption, these findings are unexpected. 

2. Literature Review 
2.1. Actual and Potential IFRS Reporting in Germany 
First, regardless of the legal form, German-GAAP provides for the preparation of separate financial statements 
under German-GAAP, including the balance sheet and the profit & loss statement. Only sole traders are ex-
empted from the preparation under certain circumstances. Second, corporations are obliged to extend separate 
financial statements by notes and have to comply with additional/different accounting regulations, whereby 
corporations of minimal size (corporations of minimal size do not exceed 2 of the following 3 criteria on 2 re-
porting dates in a row: EUR 350,000 total assets, EUR 700,000 net revenues and an annual average of ten em-
ployees) are not obliged to prepare notes on condition of additional disclosures under the balance sheet. For 
publicly traded corporations not obligated to prepare a consolidated financial statement it is also foreseen to ob-
ligingly include a cash flow statement and a statement of changes in equity. Segment reporting is voluntary for 
those. The supplementary provisions thereby exempt subsidiaries included in a consolidated financial statement 
of a corporate parent based in Germany.  

Until 1998 German corporations had to prepare consolidated financial statements under German-GAAP-IFRS 
or US-GAAP statements could only be prepared in addition. The legislature then responded to a stronger align-
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ment of (consolidated) accounting data to its information objective. The KapAEG Act 1998 [8], effective until 
December 2004, then allowed publicly traded corporations to prepare consolidated financial statements under 
IFRS or US-GAAP instead of German-GAAP. The BilReG Act 2004 [9], effective since 2005, afterwards im-
plemented the obligation for publicly traded parent corporations to prepare consolidated financial statements 
according to IFRS. Nevertheless, IFRS accounting in those cases is limited to the standards adopted for applica-
tion in the European Union. It is negligible whether the parent corporation is a subsidiary again [10]. Non-pub- 
licly traded parent corporations are since then allowed for group accounting under IFRS.  

The adoption of IFRS for SME is widely discussed (see Section 2.3), but not designated to date in both the 
European Union and Germany. 

2.2. Information Quality―Criteria Definition 
In empirical research regarding publicly traded corporations, the objective of determining the information con-
tent is superior to the objective of determining decision relevance, value relevance and/or decision usefulness of 
accounting data [11]. Deviant, numerous publications focus on information quality as the superior concept. Be-
side decision or value relevance, asymmetric information is often used as a determinant of information quality. 
However, some do so vice versa. They define information quality as determinant of information asymmetry. Be-
side this, many studies define “own” determinants or use the terms without further definition or subdivision 
[12]-[17]. Thus, a standard definition for both, information quality and information content is not available.  

Nevertheless, most empirical studies define the degree of ascendancies of company-specific information (e.g. 
in terms of separate and consolidated financial statements) on stock prices or trading volumes in temporal rela-
tion to their publication as a measure for information quality/content of accounting data [18]. Accordingly, ac-
counting data has information quality/content, if the data directly or indirectly affects market pricing, interest 
yields or trading volumes. However, throughout accounting history research accrued that defines management 
and auditors incentives, the level of investor protection and the efficiency of the judiciary in a country as a 
measure for information quality/content [12]-[17].  

Naturally, the influence of company-specific information on market pricing, interest yields or trading volumes 
in temporal relation to their publication, using decision or value relevance studies, largely cannot be determined 
for non-publicly traded (mid-sized) corporations. Therefore, we based our study on a survey and the fulfillment 
of 3 criteria identified as quality driving factors. The criteria were derived from the accounting objectives under 
German-GAAP, as the systematic within an accounting system is of central importance for the quality of ac-
counting data and researchers justifiably criticize that empirical studies usually do not take accounting objec-
tives into account [19]. 

Whilst separate financial statement preparation under German-GAAP follows a multi-purpose approach, An-
glo-American/Anglo-Saxon accounting systems primarily succeed the objective of providing information. Fur-
thermore and unlike continental European accounting standards, which zero in on a wide range of potential users, 
Anglo-American/Anglo-Saxon accounting systems follow the objective of providing financial information that 
is useful to a single group or a limited number of users [20], e.g., IFRS focus on existing and potential investors, 
lenders and other creditors [21]. US-GAAP does so regarding present and potential investors, creditors and other 
(external) users [22]. 

Contemplating separate financial statements under German-GAAP, the stated multi-purpose approach follows 
from commercial, corporate and tax laws as well as criminal law standards. The legal obligation to keep records 
implemented in article 238, section 1 German-GAAP allows for the deduction of three accounting objectives: 
documentation, accountability and information. Accountability can additionally be derived from article 242, sec-
tion 1 and article 264, section 2 German-GAAP. Documentation is furthermore substantiated by the articles 283 
and 283b German-Criminal Code. Profit/dividend assessment is, with respect to the legal form, set in the articles 
58 and 150 German-Stock Corporation Act and the articles 29 and 30 German-Limited Liability Companies Act, 
ensuring an appropriate profit/dividend distribution in the context of shareholder protection and a dividend bar-
rier on behalf of a company’s creditors. As profit assessment for tax purposes is based on ascertainment of prof-
its under German-GAAP according to Article 5, Section 1 German-Income Tax Act, profit/dividend assessment 
under German-GAAP does also suit as a tax base. Overall, there are three main objectives, which can be divided 
into two subcategories each. For an overview see Table 1. 

Ensuing, the following criteria (the survey was conducted in German and translated for this paper) were clas- 
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Table 1. Accounting objectives under German-GAAP.                                                           

Accounting objectives under German-GAAP 

Documentation 
legal obligation to keep records 

as evidence 

Profit/dividend assessment 
dividend assessment 

profit assessment for tax reasons 

Information 
information (external) 

accountability (internal) 

 
sified as influencing quality: 
• Corporate management; 
• Dividend assessment; 
• Decision usefulness.  

Corporate management thereby covers the objective to document all business transactions and to give account 
to the company. Dividend assessment is beside profit assessment for tax reasons one of the two subcategories of 
the objective to assess profits/dividends―tax assessment was neglected, as IFRS and IFRS for SME are de-
tached from tax accounting. Decision usefulness covers the information objective (external). 

2.3. Prior research 
According to broad empirical evidence, financial statements in general have information quality, as for example 
Ball/Brown [23], Beaver [24], Beaver/Lambert/Morse [25], Lev [26], Hayn [27], Amir/Lev [28], Collins/May- 
dew/Weiss [29], Ely/Waymire [30], Lev/Zarowin [31] and Brown/Lo/Lys [32] have proven decades ago. 

Financial statements prepared under (full-)IFRS are expected to show a relatively higher level of information 
quality than those prepared under German-GAAP or other conservative―mostly continental European―GAAP. 
This prediction is mostly supported by prior research. For example, Armstrong/Barth/Jagolinzer/Riedl find that 
the adoption of IFRS in Europe has led to positive market reactions, indicating to a higher level of relevance 
[33]. Based on Beaver’s paper [24], Landsman/Maydew/Thornock prove a relatively higher level of decision re-
levance of accounting data in countries that duly adopted IFRS [34]. Similarly, Bartov/Goldberg/Kim find that 
the (relative) value relevance using both, US-GAAP and IFRS as well as the level of relevance resulting from a 
shift to US-GAAP or IFRS is higher than under German-GAAP [35]. Barth/Landsman/Lang/Williams as well as 
Hung/Subramanyam confirm these findings regarding the comparison of relevance levels under IFRS and Ger-
man-GAAP, whereas Hung/Subramanyam additionally obtained familiar findings concerning US-GAAP and 
German-GAAP [36] [37]. Gassen/Sellhorn find that voluntary application of IFRS, i.e. IFRS earnings an-
nouncements, led to a higher quality and lower information inefficiencies [38]. However, e.g. Wang/Yu could not 
approve these findings. According to their results, accounting data under IFRS and/or US-GAAP isn’t more re-
levant than accounting data prepared in accordance with local GAAP [18]. In contrast to his assumptions, 
Schiebel found a higher level of value relevance for financial statements under German-GAAP than for those 
prepared under IFRS [39]. Although there are contrary findings, in all IFRS are proven to be of a higher infor-
mation quality than German-GAAP from the perspective of publicly traded corporations (see the meta-study by 
Kreipl for a more comprehensive overview [3]). The reasons for that gap in information quality vary. Beside a 
shift in financial reporting transparency e.g. a reduction of information asymmetries or the more market oriented 
approach of IFRS may be responsible on that account. 

Albeit, empirical studies concerning decision and value relevance as well as information quality are suffering 
from several weaknesses that need to be considered. Decision relevance studies and researches regarding infor-
mation quality based on those studies are connected to woes owing to over-reaction or under-reaction of market 
participants on new (accounting) information [40]-[42]. Above, the announcement of new information usually 
causes lagged price changes beyond fundamentally justified measures [43]. Mean reversion also raises such bias, 
as stock prices tend to be cyclical and move to the average price over time [42] [44] [45]. Furthermore, smaller 
corporations typically have higher yields than companies with correspondingly large capitalization [46]-[48] and 
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stock yields vary subject to the calendar period or weekdays [49]. Beyond this, stock yields are positively linked 
with the market-to-book ratio [46] [50] and negatively linked with the price-earnings ratio [51]. The configura-
tion of the Ohlson model is in conflict with existing accounting systems [52]-[54]. Beside research design spe-
cific issues, corresponding studies succumb to the restrictions of the assumptions made. Thereby, assumptions 
concerning information efficiency and rational choice are of importance in particular [53] [55]-[57]. The thesis 
of existing market efficiency prompted by empirical research in the past (e.g. Ball/Brown [23] and Beaver [24]) 
has been relativized by new investigations (e.g. Kothari [58]; Wagenhofer/Ewert [53]). Concerning rational 
choice, several studies suggest that this hypothesis is untenable (e.g. Hoitash/Krishnan/Sankaraguruswamy [59]). 
Furthermore, the use of R2 negatively affects the validity of findings, whereby R2-related distortions can some-
times be adjusted [60]-[65]; with a comprehensive discussion on the adjustment options [66]. OLS related as-
sumptions of homoscedasticity and non-existing autocorrelation of the error terms that are not durable at a price 
modeling (based on unscaled data). Granger/Newbold [67], Easton [68], Easton/Sommers [64] und Philipps [69] 
found that price modeling causes homoscedasticity or autocorrelation. Beside this, price modeling is negatively 
affected by scale effects [70]; with corresponding empirical results e.g. [32]. Yield modeling leads to biases due 
to the accounting recognition lag [71]-[73] (with corresponding empirical results e.g. Easton/Harris/Ohlson [74]) 
and transitory earnings [71]. Thus, e.g. Hayn [32] and Basu [75] found that the coefficient of determination is 
determined by the positivity of accounting information. Holthausen/Watts [19] comprehensively criticize that li-
terature/empirical studies concerning relevance respectively information quality omitted to develop a descriptive 
theory concerning financial reporting and standard-setting and that the conclusions therefore aren’t valid.  

The possible adoption of IFRS for SME in the European Union and especially in Germany is controversially 
discussed. Jessen/Haaker state, that mid-tier companies mutually refuse a shift from German-GAAP to IFRS for 
SME [76]. They consider it as proven, theoretically and empirically, that accounting convergence within the 
European Union based on an IFRS for SME adoption is both, useless and impossible [76]. Connected to the re-
proach of unreflective consideration by other researchers, Jessen/Haaker [76] argue that IFRS for SME would 
sure be associated with additional costs whilst advantages are uncertain [76]. Beside others, this should result 
from a higher volatility (likewise [77]) and a less compelling dividend barrier (likewise [78]). Janssen/Grone- 
wold [79], Kirsch [80] and Schildbach [81] also reject an IFRS for SME adoption. Eierle/Haller [82] on the oth-
er hand quote a high degree of acceptance in numerous countries (the standard is inter alia mandatory or option-
al applicable in South Africa, Brazil, the Philippines, Hong Kong, Tanzania, Sierra Leone, Costa Rica, Namibia, 
Nigeria and Mauritius [83]) around the world. Referring to a summary report on IFRS for SME by the European 
Commission [84], they furthermore state that 13 European countries (Great Britain, Denmark, Spain, Sweden, 
Czech Republic, Poland, Cyprus, Greece, Ireland, Malta, Estonia, Portugal, Netherlands) recommend an adop-
tion whilst only 8 do not [82]. Although publicly traded corporations aren’t allowed to use the IFRS for SME 
according to the IASB (Section 1.2 IFRS for SME), Eierle/Haller [82] furthermore carried out a survey on the 
assessment regarding the usefulness of IFRS for SME for small (revenues < €130 M) publicly traded corpora-
tions in Germany, as national standard setters can vary the circle of preparers (BC77 IFRS for SME). Their re-
sults clearly indicate that easements resulting from IFRS for SME are for “small” publicly traded corporations 
related to higher benefits and lower costs [82]. Concerning non-publicly traded German companies, Eierle/Hal- 
ler [85] furthermore investigate the assessment of IFRS for SME compared to German-GAAP. The survey’s re-
sults are characterized by a higher degree of heterogeneity. In 6 out of 10 subcategories the participants expect 
higher benefits for external users in case of an IFRS for SME application. With a view to benefits for internal 
users, the ratio changes to 5:5. With regard to accounting costs, German-GAAP is more favorable according to 
their opinion [85]. 

3. Data and Research Design 
3.1. Participants 
The survey was carried out autumn 2010 for six weeks using an online questionnaire (2 ask [86]). All corpora-
tions with a valid email address, less than 250 employees and revenues exceeding €10 million in 2008 were se-
lected from the Hoppenstedt database following to the definition of mid-sized entities provided by the European 
Union [87]. However, the requirements concerning size lead to a selection bias with respect to firm size. Out of 
the 6937 corporations written down 824 chief executive officers and commercial directors participated in the 
survey. This corresponds to a comparatively high return rate of 11.9%, whereby only 508 questionnaires were 



M. Kreipl et al. 
 

 
143 

fully filled out. 68 (13.39%) corporations were publicly traded and 440 (86.61%) were not. Survey data from 
publicly traded corporations are only given for information. Both groups should not be compared, as compara-
tive results are (still) expected to be biased by information asymmetries according to the level of IFRS know-
ledge within both groups―beside size effects, non-publicly traded (mid-sized) corporations on average are often 
not as familiar with IFRS as publicly traded corporations. 

3.2. Interrogation 
As part of the survey a total of 34 aspects with several criteria each were investigated, whereas only the follow-
ing 2 aspects with the following 3 criteria/subcategories each are subject to this paper. 

1) Which accounting standard is more qualified for the fulfillment of the following criteria, German-GAAP or 
IFRS? 

a) Corporate management;  
b) Dividend assessment;  
c) Decision usefulness. 
2) In which of the following criteria will IFRS for SME lead to improvements compared to the (full-)IFRS? 
a) Corporate management;  
b) Dividend assessment;  
c) Decision usefulness. 

3.3. Procedure 
We crossed both aspects and their subcategories with the classification as publicly traded and non-publicly 
traded, whereas seven-tier Likert-scales were used with {1} “German-GAAP much better” for question 1) and 
“IFRS for SME much better” for question 2) via {2} and {3} to “{4} pendant” and via {5} and {6} to {7} 
“IFRS much better“ for question 1) and “(full-)IFRS much better” for question 2). The scale divisions {1}-{3} 
and {5}-{7} were concentrated at the end. Furthermore, it was possible to use the field “not specified”, which 
led to a maximum of 495 answers for question 1) and 229 for question 2).  

To prove whether mean values do significantly differ among publicly-traded and non-publicly-traded corpora-
tions we performed a t-test with a significance level of 0.05 assumed. Thereby, we speak of significantly differ-
ent mean values in case the null hypothesis (mean equality) has to be rejected in behalf of the alternative hypo-
thesis H1 (different mean values). 

4. Analyses and Results 
4.1. German-GAAP and (Full-)IFRS 
Regarding the question which accounting standard, German-GAAP or (full-)IFRS, is more qualified for criteria 
fulfillment, and therefore leads to a relatively higher level of information quality from the perspective of the 
survey participants, the majority of respondents was pendant across all criteria within the group of non-publicly 
traded mid-sized corporations―for detailed data concerning the results shown hereinafter see Table A2. The 
same applies to publicly traded mid-sized corporations.  

In total and concerning the appraisal by non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations we found a relatively 
higher preference for German-GAAP over all three criteria. Within the group of publicly traded mid-sized cor-
porations, however, more respondents expect German-GAAP to be more qualified for criteria fulfillment only 
referring to two criteria. As IFRS are unlike bank orientated continental European GAAP considered to be mar-
ket orientated (e.g. Ali/Hwang [88]; Guenther/Young [89]), it is hardly surprising that publicly traded mid-sized 
corporations have in total relatively lower preferences for German-GAAP than non-publicly traded mid-sized 
corporations. Indeed, it is surprising that a higher proportion prefers German-GAAP over IFRS concerning two 
out of three criteria within this group. Based on the pendant majority and ensuing from an equal weighting of the 
three criteria, concerning the preferences of those respondents not pendant, we cannot confirm prior research in 
respect of publicly traded corporations. Furthermore we found evidence that non-publicly traded mid-sized cor-
porations prefer German-GAAP over IFRS with an even sharper distinction. As follows, we focus on the prefe-
rences of those respondents not pendant.  

Whilst more non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations are in favor of German-GAAP with regards to their 
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ability for corporate management (criteria 1.a), the results from the group of publicly traded mid-sized corpora-
tions are less appreciable. The arithmetic mean value is 3.46 with a standard deviation of 1.37 for non-publicly 
traded mid-sized corporations and 3.87 with a standard deviation of 1.48 for publicly traded mid-sized corpora-
tions, whereas the mean values do differ significantly.  

In respect of dividend assessment (criteria 1.b), findings are closely similar but―as expected (according to 
prevailing opinion in Germany IFRS aren’t suitable for dividend assessment [90]-[96])―more obvious. 36.30% 
of the non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations prefer German-GAAP and only 8.67% expect IFRS to be 
more qualified for criteria fulfillment. Survey data concerning publicly traded mid-sized corporations show that 
39.71% consider German-GAAP to be more suited whilst only 8.82% do so pertaining IFRS. The arithmetic 
mean value is 3.33 with a standard deviation of 1.33 for non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations and 3.29 
with a standard deviation of 1.36 within the group of publicly traded mid-sized corporations, whereas the mean 
values do not differ significantly.  

Different to the findings concerning the first two criteria, survey data show that more respondents from the 
group of non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations expect German-GAAP to be of relatively higher decision 
usefulness (criteria 1.c), whereas the majority of non-pendant publicly traded mid-sized corporations does so for 
IFRS-based accounting data/information. The arithmetic mean value is 3.71 with a standard deviation of 1.20 for 
non-publicly traded corporations and 4.01 with a standard deviation of 1.32 within the group of publicly traded 
mid-sized corporations, whereas the mean values do not differ significantly. 

4.2. IFRS for SME Versus (Full-)IFRS 
Analogously to the question whether German-GAAP or IFRS leads to a relatively higher level of information 
quality from the perspective of the survey participants, the majority was pendant across all criteria concerning 
the question either IFRS for SME would result in a higher level of information quality compared to (full-)IFRS 
within the group of non-publicly traded and publicly traded mid-sized corporations―for detailed data concern-
ing the results shown hereinafter see Table A3. 

The findings suggest that a majority of those respondents not pendant expects quality improvements com-
pared to (full-)IFRS concerning all three quality criteria, be it non-publicly traded or publicly traded mid-sized 
corporations. As prior research mainly rejects an IFRS for SME adoption, whereas it has to be considered limit-
ing that they directly compare German-GAAP und IFRS for SME, these findings are unexpected. 

24.12% of the non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations expect IFRS for SME to be of higher quality than 
(full-)IFRS with regards to their ability for corporate management (criteria 2.a) and only 6.03% do so vice versa. 
The results from the group of publicly traded mid-sized corporations are even more appreciable. 30.00% of the 
publicly traded mid-sized corporations prefer IFRS for SME whilst only 6.67% have a preference for (full-) 
IFRS. For non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations the arithmetic mean value is 3.67 with a standard devia-
tion of 0.948. The results from the group of publicly traded mid-sized corporations show an arithmetic mean 
value of 3.33 with a standard deviation of 1.348. Thereby, the mean values do not differ significantly.  

Concerning dividend assessment (criteria 2.b) findings are closely similar. Both, non-publicly and publicly 
traded mid-sized corporations, prefer IFRS for SME over (full-)IFRS and expect quality improvements. The 
arithmetic mean value is 3.74 with a standard deviation of 0.842 for non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations 
and 3.61 with a standard deviation of 1.066 within the group of publicly traded mid-sized corporations, whereas 
the mean values do not differ significantly.  

In respect of decision usefulness (criteria 2.c), a majority of both, non-publicly and publicly traded mid-sized 
corporations, anticipates IFRS for SME to be of relatively higher quality. The arithmetic mean value is 3.74 with 
a standard deviation of 0.876 for non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations and 3.67 with a standard deviation 
of 1.322 within the group of publicly traded mid-sized corporations. The mean values do not differ significantly. 

5. Conclusions 
While the IFRS application for consolidated financial statements prepared by publicly traded corporations re-
sulted in a common set of standards within the European Union, a variety of local accounting standards are ap-
plicable for separate financial statements and consolidated financial statements of non-publicly traded corpora-
tions. Beside conceptions for an entire IFRS adoption, the adoption of IFRS for SME is widely discussed, but 
not designated to date in both the European Union and Germany. Whereas there is broad empirical evidence on 
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the quality of information of different accounting systems from the perspective of publicly traded corporations, 
findings regarding the quality of accounting data of non-publicly traded (mid-sized) corporations are rare. As it 
is very important to lead the discussion on a broad comprehensive data base and due to the fact that most corpo-
rations in Germany and the European Union aren’t publicly traded, we consider data on accounting preferences 
of non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations as being essential. Against this backdrop, this paper investigates 
whether non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations prefer IFRS, IFRS for SME or German-GAAP concerning 
the information quality of accounting data.  

We expected the findings from our survey to differ from prior research gained from data concerning publicly 
traded corporations, as we anticipated a much lower approval for IFRS statements within the group of non-pub- 
licly traded mid-sized corporations. Our expectations thereby resulted from the implementation of the German- 
Accounting Law Reform Act in 2009, intended to equal relevance/quality of German-GAAP to IFRS, a general 
skepticism towards IFRS in Germany and potential in-group biases. Due to the controversial discussion about a 
possible adoption of IFRS for SME and a majority considering it as proven that accounting convergence within 
the European Union based on an IFRS for SME adoption is both, useless and impossible, we furthermore ex-
pected a majority of our respondents to prefer (full-)IFRS to IFRS for SME. 

As expected we find indication for a relatively higher preference of non-publicly traded mid-sized corpora-
tions for German-GAAP, albeit and unexpectedly, survey data to show a pendant majority. Surprisingly, we even 
find a relatively higher preference for German-GAAP within the group of publicly traded mid-sized corpora-
tions.  

Concerning the question, either IFRS for SME would result in a higher level of information quality compared 
to (full-)IFRS, findings suggest that the respondents of both groups expect IFRS for SME to be of higher quality. 
As prior research mainly rejects an IFRS for SME adoption, these findings are unexpected. 

Overall, our findings suggest that non-publicly traded mid-sized corporations prefer German-GAAP to (full-) 
IFRS with respect to the level of information quality but expect benefits of an IFRS for SME adoption compared 
to an application of (full-)IFRS. 
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Appendix 
Table A2. Information quality under German-GAAP and (full-)IFRS from the perspective of non-publicly traded mid-sized 
corporations.                                                                                             

1) 

Publicly traded? 

Sig. Yes No 

͞xarithm δx N % ͞xarithm δx N % 

a) Corporate management   67    427   

• German-GAAP 

3.87 1.48 

20 29.85 

3.46 1.37 

142 33.26 

0.03 • pendant 31 46.27 237 55.50 

• (full-)IFRS 16 23.88 48 11.24 

b) Dividend assessment   68    427   

• German-GAAP 

3.29 1.36 

27 39.71 

3.33 1.33 

155 36.30 

0.85 • Pendant 35 51.47 235 55.04 

• (full-)IFRS 6 8.82 37 8.67 

c) Decision usefulness   67    424   

• German-GAAP 

4.01 1.32 

14 20.90 

3.71 1.20 

116 27.36 

0.06 • pendant 36 53.73 247 58.25 

• (full-)IFRS 17 25.37 61 14.39 

This table presents survey data regarding the question, which accounting standard is more qualified for the fulfillment of the 3 quality criteria identi-
fied (a) Corporate management; b) Dividend assessment; c) Decision usefulness), German-GAAP or IFRS? A seven-tier Likert-scale was used with 
{1} “German-GAAP much better” via {2} and {3} to “{4} pendant” and via {5} and {6} to {7} “IFRS much better”. Furthermore, it was possible to 
use the field “not specified”, which led to a maximum of 495 answers. 
 
Table A3. Information quality under (full-)IFRS and IFRS for SME from the perspective of non-publicly traded mid-sized 
corporations.                                                                                             

2) 

Publicly traded? 

Sig. Yes No 

͞xarithm δx N % ͞xarithm δx N % 

a) Corporate management   30    199   

• IFRS for SME 

3.33 1.35 

9 30.00 

3.67 0.95 

48 24.12 

0.09 • pendant 19 63.33 139 69.85 

• (full-)IFRS 2 6.67 12 6.03 

b) Dividend assessment   28    199   

• IFRS for SME 

3.61 1.07 

6 21.43 

3.74 0.84 

37 18.59 

0.46 • Pendant 21 75.00 152 76.38 

• (full-)IFRS 1 3.57 10 5.03 

c) Decision usefulness   30    197   

• IFRS for SME 

3.67 1.32 

7 23.33 

3.74 0.88 

39 19.80 

0.71 • pendant 20 66.67 147 74.62 

• (full-)IFRS 3 10.00 11 5.58 

This table presents survey data concerning the question, regarding which of the 3 quality criteria identified (a) Corporate management; b) Dividend 
assessment; c) Decision usefulness) IFRS for SME will lead to improvements compared to the (full-)IFRS? A seven-tier Likert-scale was used with 
{1} “IFRS for SME much better” via {2} and {3} to “{4} pendant” and via {5} and {6} to {7} “(full-)IFRS much better”. Furthermore, it was possi-
ble to use the field “not specified”, which led to a maximum of 229 answers. 
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