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ABSTRACT

The international accounting literature pays much attention to the clustering of national
accounting systems of various countries based on similar financial reporting
characteristics. In this paper, we argue that the existing models that cluster countries are
substantially incomplete and misleading due to the recent convergence efforts that have
taken place. We identify the factors that may be causing differences in both the de jure
and de facto aspects of comparability in financial reporting across countries in the post-
convergence period. Using four countries from the South Pacific region (Australia, New
Zealand, Papua New Guinea and Fiji), we identify three dominant factors that still act as
constraints in accounting convergence. These include: (1) the nature of business
ownership and the financial system, (2) culture, and (3) the level of accounting education
and the experience of professional accountants in each of the different countries. We
argue that national and international regulators need to work towards reducing these
remaining differences across countries to achieve the objectives of accounting
convergence.

Keywords: South Pacific region, accounting convergence, harmonisation, adoption,
differences, explanatory factors

INTRODUCTION

The International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) develops International
Financial Reporting Standards (IFRSs) with the objective of achieving
comparable financial reporting across countries. Achieving comparability in
financial reporting requires that IFRSs (1) be adopted by countries in a similar
manner, and (2) be interpreted and applied in a consistent manner across various
countries. The international accounting literature has defined these two aspects of
comparability in financial reporting as de jure (consistency in form or rules) and
de facto (consistency in actual application) accounting. In adopting IFRSs, if
countries make drastic amendments to IFRSs or if professional accountants are
not able to interpret and apply the standards in a consistent manner, then
comparability in financial reporting cannot be achieved. Moreover, prior studies
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have found that de jure consistency in accounting standards across countries will
not necessarily result in de facto consistency (Schultz & Lopez, 2001; Rahman,
Perera, & Ganesh, 2002).

The background presented above suggests an obvious question of whether the
convergence of accounting standards will lead to comparable financial reports
across countries. In particular, it is important to identify the nation-specific
factors that may be acting as constraints in the post-convergence period. A
country's financial reporting system is affected by the local environment and
tends to reflect cultural, economic, professional and institutional pressures and
influences (Hopwood, 2000, p. 763). Therefore, while the forces of globalisation
and convergence are moving accounting practices towards the use of a unified
regulatory framework for financial reporting, individual country contextual
factors may still act as constraints to consistent implementation. While scholars
have argued that adopting IFRSs will result in comparable financial reporting,
this argument assumes that IFRSs will be both interpreted and applied
consistently, and assumes that factors such as culture and environmental
differences among the nations are easily overcome.

Hopwood (2000, p.764) suggests that "[at] the very time when there are
enormous pressures for convergence of forms of financial accounting, our
insights into the factors resulting in earlier differences in such practices are still
poorly developed". With convergence, some factors that were previously
regarded to be major factors contributing to these differences, such as the content
of the accounting standards, have now been eliminated. However, other factors
that contribute to differences between nations, including infrastructure, culture,
legal requirements, socioeconomic and political systems, and individual
differences among accountants, still remain. Therefore, a complete commonality
and uniformity in standards and, by inference, in financial reports may not occur
even after adopting IFRSs.

A number of studies attempt to classify national accounting systems based on
fundamental financial reporting characteristics. Several models were developed
to identify factors that may explain differences, and show areas of similarity
between countries (Mueller, 1967; Nair & Frank, 1980; Nobes, 1983, 1998; Gray,
1988; Doupnik & Salter, 1995; Nobes & Parker, 2004). For example, studies
such as Mueller (1968), Mueller, Gernon, & Meek (1994) and Nobes and Parker
(2004) cluster nations that have similar patterns of accounting development based
on "zones of influence" criteria.' This strand of research shows that the

' The American Accounting Association (1977) provided the following classification of five zones
of influence British, Franco-Spanish-Portuguese, German-Dutch, United States and
Communistic. A more recent classification by Mueller et al. (1994) identified four zones of
influence British-American, Continental, South American and Mixed economy.
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development of national accounting systems appears to be a function of
environmental factors such as cultural, economic, educational and legal systems
(Gray, 1988; Perera, 1989; Doupnik & Salter, 1995; Zarzeski, 1996; Jaggi &
Low, 2000). Other research that focuses on applying a set of standards in a
country shows factors such as the organisational culture and individual attributes
of the accountants (such as the level of expertise, familiarity with the concept and
complexity of the task) have an important impact on the application of the rules
(see Libby & Luft, 1993; Bonner, 1994; Doupnik & Salter, 1995; Nobes, 1998).

Overall, previous research presents country-level differences in accounting
practices either at the macro level (political, legal, colonial, cultural and
economical factors) or the micro level (individual companies, industries and
organisational culture), or relates the differences to the individual attributes of the
accountants (experience, education, ability and motivation). Therefore, while
there are a number of studies that assess international differences in financial
reporting, these studies are limited in scope. There is lack of both theoretical and
empirical research that collectively provides a more complete framework of
factors that cause country-level differences in accounting practices. In addition,
much of this research focuses on the now-outdated pre-convergence period,
despite recent efforts towards convergence.

This paper makes both theoretical and practical contributions to the research that
has identified country-level differences in accounting practices. The primary
objective of this study is to identify nation-specific factors that continue to act as
constraints in the post-convergence period. The paper does this by examining the
process of convergence in four South Pacific countries (Australia, New Zealand,
Papua New Guinea and Fiji). We consider which factors impacts both the de jure
and de facto aspects of comparability in financial reporting. The results of this
study suggest that comparability in financial reporting may be difficult to achieve
across all countries even after adopting IFRSs.

The paper is structured as follows: first, we discuss the process of convergence
and identify, from the literature, the environmental and individual factors that
lead to differences in accounting practices. We then review the process of
convergence in the South Pacific region and evaluate nation-specific factors that
continue to act as constraints in the post-convergence period. Finally, we offer
implications and conclusions for how national and international regulators can
eliminate these remaining international differences in order to achieve the
objectives of accounting convergence.
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CONVERGENCE AND FACTORS CAUSING DIFFERENCES IN
ACCOUNTING PRACTICES

There is an expectation within the international business community that
accounting practices, which produce an important source of business information,
should transcend national boundaries and converge (Carlson, 1997, p. 357). In
the international accounting literature, this process has been simultaneously
called "harmonisation" or "convergence", while they are not, in fact, the same
process. Nobes (1995, p. 117) describes accounting harmonisation as "a process
of increasing the compatibility of accounting practices by setting bounds to their
degree of variation". Harmonisation is a process that involves the international
coordination of different accounting standards and policies that are the basis for
financial reporting.

The accounting profession has long recognised the need for a harmonised
accountancy framework (Harding, 1999). The profession undertook this initiative
when it created the International Accounting Standards Committee (IASC),
which is now known as the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB).
This body was established, together with the International Federation of
Accountants (IFAC), to promote worldwide improvement and harmonisation of
accounting and auditing standards. The key role of the IASC was to establish a
uniform set of accounting standards for financial reporting, which was done by
developing and promulgating the International Accounting Standards. IASC's
2001 name change to IASB was accompanied by changes in the organisation's
objectives and structure — the focus has shifted from accounting harmonisation to
accounting convergence. Convergence, according to Whittington (2005, p. 133),
is defined as:

Convergence means reducing international differences in accounting standards
by selecting the best practice currently available, or, if none is available, by
developing new standards in partnership with national standard setters. The
convergence process applies to all national regimes and is intended to lead to the
adoption of the best practice currently available.

Tay and Parker (1990) and van der Tas (1988) previously identified two different
forms of harmonisation (or convergence) de jure and de facto accounting. Recall
that de jure convergence represents consistency in accounting standards and
de facto convergence represents consistency in actual application.> A number of
studies assess the de jure aspect of convergence by comparing accounting stan-
dards across nations or to IFRS (e.g., Nair & Frank, 1980; Street & Gray, 1999;

2 Accounting regulation harmonisation and accounting practice harmonisation are also denoted as
formal harmonisation and material harmonisation, respectively, in the international accounting
literature (Rahman et al., 2002).
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Chamisa, 2000; Ampofo & Sellani, 2005). In general, these studies find
increasing similarities between [FRS and accounting standards in both developed
and developing nations over the last few decades. While the objective of the
IASB is to provide quality standards suitable for worldwide use, the uniqueness
of each nation's economic and social context has led most nations to set their own
standards or adopt IFRSs with modification. To this end, research efforts to date
continue to show a diversity of accounting applications and practice between
different parts of the world (Radebaugh & Gray, 2002; Archambault &
Archambault, 2003). These studies have shown that environmental factors
(nature of business ownership and financial system, colonial inheritance and
taxation), stage of economic development, legal systems and culture still affect
the accounting practices that exist within clusters of countries (Nobes, 1983,
1998; Radebaugh & Gray, 2002; Rahman et al., 2002).

Economic systems, for example, influence how companies and investors relate to
one another and provide structures that influence information disclosure. The
accounting information that is disclosed is related to economic development,
inflation, and the capital markets (Nobes, 1983, 1998; Archambault &
Archambault, 2003). Similarly, the type of legal system may influence the
financial reporting system and accounting practices (Salter & Doupnik, 1992).
There are significant differences in the extent to which information is disclosed in
common law countries as compared to code law countries. These differences
reflect to the diversity of specific needs of individual corporations in a
shareholder-oriented corporate governance environment (Doupnik & Salter,
1995; Ball, Kothari, & Robin, 2000; Jaggi & Low, 2000).

Culture, defined by Hofstede (1980) as the collective programming of the mind,
is widely accepted as a major influence on national accounting practices. Gray
(1988), after applying Hofstede's theory to the accounting subculture, suggested
culture as a plausible cause of accounting differences between nations and
regions. Research on cultural differences has also focused examining differences
in the behaviour of professional accountants within and across nations (Soeters &
Schreuder, 1988; Schultz & Lopez, 2001; Doupnik & Richter, 2003, 2004; Patel,
2003).

The challenge, which the IASB has to overcome in the convergence process, is to
eliminate both the de jure and de facto differences in accounting practices
between nations. The differences in international accounting practices are based
not only on the specific environmental factors that have shaped them at the macro
institutional level, but also those other micro level factors that are related to how
the accounting standards are applied. This second aspect of harmonisation
(de facto) has received less attention from accounting researchers. Few studies
have examined harmonisation of accounting practices by comparing whether
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different countries are able to interpret and apply accounting standards in a
similar manner (Bagranoff, Houghton, & Hronsky, 1994; Schultz & Lopez, 2001;
Doupnik & Richter, 2003, 2004; Doupnik & Riccio, 2006). For example,
Bagranoff et al. (1994, p. 36) find that "uniform international accounting
standards are not likely to result in de facto uniformity among nations, when the
standards allow for significant discretion in application". Further, variability in
meaning as a result of differences in culture or nationally-based expectations may
cause divergence in applying standards. This divergence has important
implications for the international communication of accounting information
(Bagranoff et al., 1994, p. 36).

IFRSs contain many recognition and measurement alternatives. In addition, they
incorporate broad principles, many of which are susceptible to varied
interpretation (Doupnik & Richter, 2004, p. 15). In particular, there has been a
deliberate move to favour 'principles-based’ standards, instead of 'rule-based’
standards (Abacus Editorial, 2004; The Institute of Chartered Accountants of
Scotland, 2006). This change has magnified the importance of informed
professional judgment and expertise for standards implementation (Doupnik &
Richter, 2003, 2004). For accountants in countries that had been applying rules-
based standards, this movement represents a fairly dramatic change in the way
standards are now to be applied. It is therefore important, in examining the
process of convergence, to assess how individual accountants are applying the
new standards by exercising their professional judgment (Hronsky & Houghton,
2001; Doupnik & Richter, 2003, 2004; Psaros & Trotman, 2004).

Education, organisational culture and experience of accountants are particularly
important to consider when examining professional judgment. Most studies in
this area focus on auditor judgment and experience effects [Trotman, 1996
(monograph); Solomon & Trotman, 2003 (for reviews)]. The results imply that
auditor training can enhance audit effectiveness. Another set of factors that may
affect individual accountants include expertise, concept familiarity, task
complexity, age and gender (Libby & Luft, 1993; Bonner, 1994; Doupnik &
Salter, 1995; Nobes, 1998). A more complete set of general factors that could
cause international differences in accounting practices is outlined below. These
factors are based on a set of environmental factors at the macro and microlevels,
as well as accountants' individual attributes.

The environmental factors are: the nature of business ownership and the
financing system (Zysman, 1983); colonial inheritance (Briston, 1978;
Radebaugh & Gray, 2002); invasions (Nobes, 1998); the taxation system
(Radebaugh & Gray, 2002); inflation (Nobes, 1998; Nobes & Parker, 2004); the
level of education (Juchau, 1978; Perera, 1989); age and size of the accounting
profession (Chow, Harrison, McKinnon, & Wu, 2002); stage of economic
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development (Radebaugh & Gray, 2002); legal systems (Doupnik & Salter,
1995); history, geography, language, influence of theory, political systems, social
climate, and accidents (Nobes, 1998). The individual characteristics of
accountants are: experience, knowledge and ability (Libby & Luft, 1993; Bonner,
1994; Trotman, 1996).

FACTORS ACTING AS CONSTRAINTS IN THE PROCESS OF
CONVERGENCE

The South Pacific region provides a unique research opportunity to study the
nation-specific factors that continue to act as constraints in the post-convergence
period. The countries are unique given their varied backgrounds, levels of
development, and differences in the approach used in achieving convergence.
The four countries selected (Australia, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea and
Fiji) are the only countries in the region that are members of the IASB. The two
emerging economies (Papua New Guinea and Fiji) have adopted IFRSs since
2000 and 2002, respectively. The two developed countries (Australia and New
Zealand) have also adopted IFRSs. Australia adopted IFRSs as its national
standards on 1 January 2005 and New Zealand adopted IFRSs on 1 January 2007.
Importantly, the selected countries have each adopted different approaches to
meet their convergence objectives. These approaches range from adopting IFRSs
in their entirety (Papua New Guinea), adopting IFRSs with modifications
(Australia and New Zealand), and selective adoption of IFRSs (Fiji).

The factors identified in the previous section as potential causes of differences in
financial reporting are examined to ascertain their effect on four South Pacific
countries. The purpose of this analysis is to see which factors can be eliminated,
and identify the factors that still cause differences in accounting practices
between these countries even after the adoption of IFRSs. The first group of
factors that may cause differences in financial reporting in these countries are
broadly classified as environmental factors.

Environmental Factors

Research on environmental influences in accounting systems have identified the
following factors as potential causes of international differences: nature of
business ownership and financial system, colonial inheritance, invasions,
taxation, inflation, level of education, age and size of accountancy profession,
stage of economic development, legal systems, history, geography, language,
influence of theory, political systems and social climate, religion and accidents
(Nobes, 1998). It is argued that most of this list of environmental factors can
either be eliminated from our analysis of these South Pacific countries in the
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post-convergence period or subsumed by other explanatory variables. For
example, differences in colonial influence can be eliminated as a factor because
most of the accounting practices in these four countries are based on a common
British—American model (Radebaugh & Gray, 2002, p. 40—41).

Prior researcher presents mixed findings on the extent to which differences in the
taxation systems explain the differences in accounting systems (Doupnik &
Salter, 1995; Nobes, 1998). Nobes (1998) suggests that the variable for taxation
system is not needed in the analysis except when a country is included where the
tax and accounting systems are closely linked. As the tax systems of Papua New
Guinea and Fiji have closely followed the two leading countries in the region,
Australia and New Zealand, and the tax systems prevailing in Australia and New
Zealand are quite similar, this variable can be ignored for the purpose of this
study. Similarly, there are mixed opinions on whether inflation influences
accounting practices. Nobes (1983) did not include it as a key variable, although
Nobes and Parker (1995, p. 19) suggest that without "reference to this factor, it
would not be possible to explain accounting differences in countries severely
affected by it". This factor can be ignored in this study because South Pacific
countries have not experienced excessive inflation in the last ten years or so,
including those years of political turmoil in Papua New Guinea and coups in Fiji.

The deficiencies in accounting education and training as a factor that influences
accounting systems is fairly well-established, especially for developing countries
(Juchau, 1978; Perera, 1989).° We argue that if the level of a country's
accounting education and experience is low, then accountants in that country
cannot be expected to exercise mature judgments, particularly on issues related to
complex accounting standards. Governments of such countries need to introduce
initiatives that establish acceptable levels of education and training to help
improve the overall usefulness of accounting information (Perera, 1989). There is
no doubt that there is a significant difference in the average level of education in
the developing nations of the South Pacific region as compared to Australia and
New Zealand. However, this variable is best discussed at the individual level
(rather than at the country level). We do this because the level of each
professional accountant's education and experience are important factors that can
directly cause international differences in the application of accounting standards.

As multinational enterprises have established themselves in developing countries,
multinational accounting and auditing firms have also established offices in the
developing countries. These multinational accounting firms and expatriate
professional accountants have been tasked with spreading an organisational

? Deficiencies in education and training are measured by the percentage of population with tertiary
education (Doupnik & Salter, 1995).
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culture and providing 'training grounds' for most of the local graduates. Only
well-established accountancy bodies will, however, be able to establish their own
set of generally accepted accounting practices or adapt/adopt IFRS standards to
suit their own needs. All the four countries in the sample are members of the
IASB and IFAC. However, there are significant differences in the role and
influence of the professional accounting bodies on the accounting practices in the
respective countries (Chand & Patel, 2008). Moreover, the type and number of
accounting firms operating in these countries also differ.

Differences in the nature and extent of economic growth and development also
have an influence on differing accounting practices across countries (Radebaugh
& Gray, 2002). Nobes (1998, p. 173) suggests "it would seem plausible to argue
that, if accounting systems were indigenously created in all countries, they would
develop differently in developed and undeveloped economies." However, Nobes
(1998) concedes that developing countries are likely to be using an accounting
system invented elsewhere and therefore the stage of economic development is
not likely to be a key issue. Furthermore, given that the major developed
(Australia and New Zealand) countries and developing (Fiji and Papua New
Guinea) countries have already adopted IFRSs, this variable can be eliminated as
a possible cause of differences in accounting systems and practices.

The type of legal system is often argued to influence a country's regulatory
system for accounting (David & Brierley, 1985; Doupnik & Salter, 1995). Legal
systems can be classified into codified legal systems and common law systems
(David & Brierley, 1985), and the use of this variable to group countries
generally yields the same groupings as those from a financing system variable.
Nobes (1998) argues that for colonised countries, both the legal and accounting
systems are likely to have been imported from the coloniser, hence, the
correlation between these two variables is not surprising. As the selected nations
in this study are Commonwealth countries, we assume they use similar legal
systems.

Other environmental factors such as history, geography, language and influence
of theory, political systems, social climate and accidents are all too broadly
conceptualised. For example, Nobes (1998) noted that 'history' in itself is too
broad hence the more specific factors of colonial history and the history of the
corporate financing system are more likely to be particularly relevant.

After eliminating or incorporating the above environmental variables into other
variables, only the nature of business ownership and the financing system and
culture remain as factors that influence financial reporting systems in these
countries.
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Nature of Business Ownership and Financing System

Countries are inclined to adopt a financial reporting system that is aligned with
the prevailing financial system in the country. Zysman (1983) identified three
types of financing systems that include: (i) capital market-based systems where
prices are determined by the market; (ii) credit-based systems where resources
are administered primarily by the government; and (iii) credit-based systems
where commercial banks and other financial institutions are dominant. Zysman
(1983) states that in all these systems companies rely considerably on their own
profits for capital but their external sources of funds differ. In the capital market
system, external long-term finance is necessary as securities are the main source
of funds. These countries have large and developed stock markets that are
coupled with a wide range of capital instruments and financial institutions. In
contrast, credit-based systems have weak capital markets and companies are
reliant on other institutions for credit.

Financial systems in Australia and New Zealand are based on capital markets
whereas Fiji and Papua New Guinea rely on credit markets where banks and
other financial institutions are dominant. In the latter countries, banks and other
financial institutions hold a significant portion of equity in local enterprises. In
these developing countries, equity financing is limited as only 16 companies are
listed on the South Pacific Stock Exchange and 15 companies on the Port
Moresby Stock Exchange. For example, in Fiji less than 4% of equity in
companies listed on the South Pacific Stock Exchange is held by individuals not
directly involved in running the enterprises (Patel, 2002, p. 46). Instead, a few
large banks comprise the financial environment, and state funding, together with
these financial institutions, satisfy most of business' capital needs. Thus, in these
countries, the dominant user groups of financial information vary. These varying
users, in order to meet their specific needs, continue to have an influence on
financial accounting and reporting practices in the post-convergence period.

Culture (National and Organisational Culture)
National culture

The importance of culture is well recognised in the accounting literature.
Harrison and McKinnon (1986), followed by Gray (1988), propose a
methodological framework that incorporates culture when analysing changes in
corporate financial reporting regulation at the national level. The review of cross-
cultural research has shown that culture is an important environmental factor that
influences a country's accounting system [Harrison & McKinnon, 1999 (for a
review)] and a number of recent studies have shown that culture also influences
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the judgments of professional accountants in various contexts (for example,
Schultz & Lopez, 2001; Doupnik & Richter, 2003, 2004).

There is no doubt that huge cultural differences between the developed nations of
Australia and New Zealand and the other South Pacific countries such as Papua
New Guinea and Fiji continue to exist. Even though all the countries in the
sample are UK colonies, cultural values in these nations differ. For example,
though Australia and Fiji have common sets of financial reports and close
geographical, colonial and professional (accounting) links, they have two very
distinct cultures (McKinnon, 1986, p. 29). While Australia is a low uncertainty
avoidance society (Hofstede, 1980), Fiji, in contrast, is a high uncertainty
avoidance society where professional accountants are reluctant to exercise their
professional judgment (Chand & White, 2006).

The South Pacific Island countries are strongly affected by external cultural
influences, perhaps due to their small size, underdeveloped state or former
colonial status. These culturally dominated countries use an accounting system
based on that of another country even when this system appears to be
inappropriate for their current commercial needs (Hove, 1986). Evidence shows
that cross-cultural differences among professional accountants can affect the
meaning associated with, and hence judgment in applying, accounting standards
(Doupnik & Richter, 2003, p. 18). Consequently, the judgments of professional
accountants in developed countries will be significantly different from those in
developing countries despite the fact that each of them has similar accounting
standards. Therefore, no matter to what extent countries converge with IFRSs,
accounting standards may not be interpreted and applied in a consistent manner.
As a consequence, financial reports across countries may not be comparable
despite adoption of IFRSs.

Organisational culture

A vast majority of the professional accountants' judgment literature has examined
the judgments of auditors from Big 4 accounting firms in various contexts. Big 4
judgments may not, however, be representative of the judgements of all
professional accountants. This may be due to differences in organisational
cultures between Big 4 and non—Big 4 accounting firms. If the judgments of Big
4 and non-Big 4 professional accountants differ significantly, this implies a
challenge for accounting standards convergence.

The Big 4 multinational accounting firms contribute to global accounting
convergence while also modelling how the convergence process works in large
organisations (Cooper, Greenwood, Hinings, & Brown, 1998, p. 531). Evidence
from a number of prior studies that have examined the differences in the
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organisational cultures of accounting firms suggests that there are many
similarities in the organisational cultures of big multinational accounting firms
(Cushing & Loebbecke, 1986; Manson, McCartney, Sherer, & Wallace, 1998;
Patel, 2003). Organisational culture symbolises shared values and beliefs that, in
turn, influence individual judgment (Schein, 1985; Etzioni, 1988; Windsor, 2000;
Patel, 2003). Within the Big 4 multinational accounting firms there has been a
focus on the development of manuals and other resources that provide details
related to the interpretation and application of accounting standards. This is done
to ensure within-firm consensus and consistency (Cushing & Loebbecke, 1986;
Manson et al., 1998; Lennox, 1999; Lin, Fraser, & Hatherly, 2003).

For the countries in the South Pacific, the head offices of the major international
accounting firms are based in Australia. These head offices closely monitor and
serve the needs of existing branches, including those in Papua New Guinea and
Fiji. Therefore, for the international accounting firms, the organisational culture
is quite homogeneous. This within-firm homogeneity, however, does not imply a
within-nation homogeneity of accounting practices as each country is also served
by local firms. While we expect that the Big 4 professional accountants may have
the required training and resources to interpret and adequately apply IFRSs, non—
Big 4 professional accountants may face difficulty in interpreting and applying
IFRSs. Hence, there may be a disparity in terms of the service provided by the
international accounting firms and that of the local firms. For example, the status
of the professional accountancy body in Papua New Guinea is undermined by the
lack of well-qualified practising accountants (Chand, 2005). Organisational
culture appears to be, therefore, an important factor that affects how accounting
standards are interpreted and applied in the post-convergence period.

Individual Accountant Characteristics

We now turn our attention to individual characteristics of professional
accountants that may have an impact on how IFRSs are implemented and
applied. Individual characteristics include the levels of education, experience,
knowledge and ability (Libby & Luft, 1993; Bonner, 1994; Nobes, 1998). The
level of education and experience are major factors in differences between
individual accountants in the post-convergence period.

Level of Education and Experience of Accountants

Researchers in auditing and accounting have long been concerned about the
effects of education and experience on professional accountant decision-making
(for example, Libby & Luft, 1993; Bonner, 1994; Libby & Tan, 1994; Dezoort,
1998). The differences between expert (experienced auditors) and novice
(inexperienced auditors) performances have been attributed to a combination of
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education, training and experience effects (Bonner, 1994; Dezoort, 1998). In
additional, studies that focus on education have shown that the meanings of
accounting concepts held by inexperienced accountants are not identical to those
held by more experienced accountants [Hronsky & Houghton, 2001 (for a
review)]. It becomes evident that the level of professional expertise, both within
the professional accountancy body and in the wider community, has a significant
influence on the ability of the profession to meet an international standard.
Professional expertise is also an essential element of the convergence process,
which requires the strong support of the qualified accountants in the country.

Among these four countries in the South Pacific region, there is a marked
difference in the education and experience levels of professional accountants. For
example, with a small economy and limited number of professional accountants,
Fiji had opted for a long transitional period for adopting IFRSs. A lengthy
adoption period was required because the recent standards issued by the IASB are
complex and requires more professional judgment as compared to the earlier
standards. Research shows that professional accountants in Fiji do not have
sufficient experience in exercising professional judgment as is required by the
new standards (Chand & White, 2005, p. 12). In other words, we expect that
professional accountants who are better trained and more exposed to IFRSs
would be able to interpret and apply these standards in a more proficient manner
than can accountants who lack the appropriate training and exposure. Overall,
professional accountants in developing countries may not have relevant
experience in exercising professional judgment, particularly in issues relating to
complex accounting standards. The experience levels between the accountants
differ to a significant level between the developed (Australia and New Zealand)
and developing nations (Papua New Guinea and Fiji). Experience is another
important factor that influences how accounting standards are interpreted and
applied in the post-convergence period.

Overall, the previous analyses shows that three dominant factors (the nature of
business ownership and the financial system, culture, and the level of accounting
education and experience of professional accountants) in each of the different
countries continue to act as constraints on the convergence process (see Table 1).

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Much of the international accounting literature attempts to cluster various
countries based on similar financial reporting characteristics. We argue that the
existing models that cluster countries are substantially incomplete and misleading
due to the recent convergence efforts that have been undertaken. In this paper, we
gathered a set of indirect environmental and individual factors from the literature
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Table 1
Factors Causing Differences in Accounting Practices across Countries in the
Pre-Convergence and Post-Convergence Period.

Pre-Convergence Period Post-Convergence Period

Environmental factors
Nature of business ownership
Financing system

Colonial inheritance m
Invasions

Taxation system

Inflation

Level of education

Age and size of the accounting Dominant factors

profession

Stage of economic development Nature of business ownership &

Legal systems financial system

Other factors Culture

History

Geography Level of accounting education & experience
Language of professional accountants

Influence of theory
Political systems

Social climate

Accidents w
The individual characteristics of

accountants

Experience

Knowledge
Ability

Source: Libby and Luft (1993), Bonner (1994), Nobes (1998)

that can be used to identify the differences in accounting practices among nations
prior to convergence. Our analysis of these factors applied to four South Pacific
countries (Australia, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea and Fiji) found that many
of these factors can be ignored for the post-convergence period. As a result, we
identify three dominant factors that continue to act as constraints on the
convergence process, even after the adoption of IFRSs. These include: (1) the
nature of business ownership and the financial system, (2) culture, and (3) the
level of accounting education and experience of professional accountants in each
of the different countries.
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The study implies that these factors will affect generally accepted accounting
practices and also contribute to differences in financial reports prepared by firms
in various countries. Different levels of business ownership and financial systems
constitute an environmental influence that reflects different stages of economic
development. We expect this difference would shrink over time as capital
markets gradually develop and economies grow. Culture is a major factor that
indirectly influences accounting practices. Relevant studies in the accountant
judgment literature show that culture impacts the judgments of professional
accountants and financial reporting. Therefore, international regulators and the
bodies vying for accounting convergence have to consider the relationship
between the national and organisational cultures of a country adopting IFRSs and
those formulating IFRSs. Furthermore, they should consider whether nations can
modify their culture to be in line with their overseas counterparts.

Furthermore, the study shows that international differences in the levels of
education and experience of professional accountants are also a significant factor
in determining differences in accounting practices. This implies that assistance
must be provided to train professional accountants, particularly in developing
countries, so that accounting standards are interpreted and applied in a consistent
manner across all countries.

This discussion raises a concern of whether convergence will ever lead to
comparable financial reporting. The differences in the reporting environments
inherently limit the extent to which international comparability of accounting
information can be achieved through convergence of accounting standards alone.
According to Ball, Robin and Wu (2003, p. 259) complete comparability of
financial reports prepared using IFRSs would require a uniform set of
international professional accountants, which in turn would require complete
worldwide integration of economic, cultural and political systems.

Certainly there are many challenges for the IASB in attempting to transfer their
accounting concepts to various countries, all of which have different business
ownership and financing system, different cultures, different professional roles
and differences in the level of education and experience of professional
accountants. Nevertheless, we argue that the IASB and other regulators, both
national and international, need to work towards reducing these differences and
help facilitate the process of de facto not just de jure accounting convergence.
Further research is needed to identify differences between other regions and
countries in the post-convergence period, and to empirically test the interaction of
the proposed factors. Until these differences across various jurisdictions are better
understood and eliminated, effective convergence will just be a myth, rather than
a reality.

125



Parmod Chand, Chris Patel and Ronald Day

REFERENCES

Abacus Editorial (2004). Principles vs rules: True and fair view and IFRSs. Abacus,
40(2), i-iv.

American Accounting Association. (1977). Report of the Committee on International
Accounting Operations and Education 1975-1976. The Accounting Review, (Suppl.),
65-101.

Ampofo, A. A., & Sellani, R. J. (2005). Examining the differences between United States
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (U.S. GAAP) and International
Accounting Standards (IAS): Implications for the harmonization of accounting
standards. Accounting Forum, 29,219-231.

Archambault, J. J., & Archambault, M. E. (2003). A multinational test of determinants of
corporate disclosure. The International Journal of Accounting, 38, 173—-194.

Bagranoff, N. A., Houghton, K. A., & Hronsky, J. (1994). The structure of meaning in
accounting: A cross-cultural experiment. Behavioral Research in Accounting,
6(Suppl.), 35-57.

Ball, R., Kothari, S. P., & Robin, A. (2000). The effect of international institutional
factors on properties of accounting earnings. Journal of Accounting and Economics,
29(1), 1-51.

Ball, R., Robin, A., & Wu, J. S. (2003). Incentives verses standards: Properties of
accounting income in four Asian countries. Journal of Accounting and Economics,
36, 235-270.

Bonner, S. E. (1994). A model of the effects of audit task complexity. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 19(3), 213-244.

Briston, R. J. (1978). The evolution of accounting in developing countries. International
Journal of Accounting Education and Research, 14(2), 105-120.

Carlson, P. (1997). Advancing the harmonization of international accounting standards:
Exploring an alternative path. The International Journal of Accounting, 32(3),
357-378.

Chamisa, E. E. (2000). The relevance and observance of the IASC Standards in
developing countries and the particular case of Zimbabwe. International Journal of
Accounting, 35(2), 267-286.

Chand, P. (2005). Impetus to the success of harmonization: The case of South Pacific
Island nations. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 16(3), 209-226.

Chand, P., & White, M. (2005). Can Fiji accountants handle IASs. The Fiji Accountant,
April, 9-14.

. (2006). The influence of culture on judgments of accountants in Fiji. Australian
Accounting Review, 16(3), 82—88.

Chand P., & Patel, C. (2008). Convergence and harmonization of accounting standards in
the South Pacific region. Advances in Accounting, Incorporating Advances in
International Accounting, 24, 83-92.

Chow, C. W., Harrison, G. L., McKinnon, J. L., & Wu, A. (2002). The organizational
culture of public accounting firms: Evidence from Taiwanese local and US affiliated
firms. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 27, 347-360.

126



Factors causing differences in financial reporting practices

Cooper, D. J., Greenwood, R., Hinings, B., & Brown, J. L. (1998). Globalization and
nationalism in a multinational accounting firm: The case of opening new markets in
Eastern Europe. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 23(5/6), 531-548.

Cushing, B. E., & Loebbecke, J. K. (1986). Comparison of audit methodologies of large
accounting firms. Studies in Accounting Research 26. Florida: American Accounting
Association.

David, R., & Brierley, J. E. C. (1985). Major legal systems in the world today. London:
Stevens.

Dezoort, F. T. (1998). An analysis of experience effects on audit committee members'
oversight judgments. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 23(1), 1-21.

Doupnik, T. S., & Riccio, E. L. (2006). The influence of conservatism and secrecy on the
interpretation of verbal probability expressions in the Anglo and Latin cultural areas.
The International Journal of Accounting, 41, 237-261.

Doupnik, T. S., & Richter, M. (2003). Interpretation of uncertainty expressions: A cross-
national study. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 28, 15-35.

. (2004). The impact of culture on the interpretation of 'in context' verbal
probability expressions. Journal of International Accounting Research, 3(1), 1-20.

Doupnik, T. S., & Salter, S. B. (1995). External environment, culture and accounting
practice: A preliminary test of a general model of international accounting
development. International Journal of Accounting, 30(3), 189-207.

Etzioni, A. (1988). The moral dimension toward a new economics. New York: Free Press.

Gray, S. J. (1988). Towards a theory of cultural influence on the development of
accounting systems internationally. Abacus, 24(1), 1-15.

Harding, F. (1999). Corporate credibility: Why a harmonized global accountancy
framework matters. International Accounting Standards Committee, Notable
Quotations about IASC, from http://www.iasc.org.uk.

Harrison, G. L., & McKinnon, J. L. (1986). Cultural and accounting change: A new
perspective on corporate reporting regulation and accounting policy formulation.
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 11(3), 233-252.

. (1999). Cross-cultural research in management control systems design: A
review of the current state. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 24(5/6),
483-506.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Cultures' consequences: International differences of work related
values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Hopwood, A. J. (2000). Understanding financial accounting practice. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 25(8), 763-766.

Hove, M. R. (1986). Accounting practices in developing countries: Colonialism's legacy
of inappropriate technologies. International Journal of Accounting Education and
Research, 22(1), 81-100.

Hronsky, J. J. F., & Houghton, K. A. (2001). The meaning of a defined accounting
concept: Regulatory changes and the effect on auditor decision making. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 26, 123—-139.

Jaggi, B., & Low, P. Y. (2000). Impact of culture, market forces, and legal system on
financial disclosures. International Journal of Accounting, 35(4), 495-519.

Juchau, R. (1978). Accounting practice problems in Papua New Guinea and Fiji. The
Australian Accountant, March, 110-113.

127



Parmod Chand, Chris Patel and Ronald Day

Lennox, C. (1999). Are large auditors more accurate than small auditors? Accounting and
Business Research, 29(3), 217-2217.

Libby, R., & Luft, J. (1993). Determinants of judgment performance in accounting
settings:  Ability, knowledge, motivation and environment. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 18(5), 425-450.

Libby, R., & Tan, H. (1994). Modeling the determinants of audit expertise. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 19, 701-716.

Lin, K. Z., Fraser, I. A. M., & Hatherly, D. J. (2003). Auditor analytical review judgment:
A performance evaluation. The British Accounting Review, 35, 19-34.

Manson, S., McCartney, S., Sherer, M., & Wallace, W. A. (1998). Audit automation in
the UK and the US: A comparison study. International Journal of Auditing, 2,
233-246.

McKinnon, J. L. (1986). The historical development and operational form of corporate
reporting in Japan. New York: Garland.

Mueller, G. G. (1967). International accounting. New York: Macmillan.

. (1968). Accounting principles generally accepted in the United States verses
those generally accepted elsewhere. International Journal of Accounting Education
and Research, Spring, 91-103.

Mueller, G. G., Gernon, H., & Meek, G. (1994). Accounting: An international
perspective. 1llinois: Richard D. Irwin.

Nair, R. D., & Frank, W. G. (1980). The impact of disclosure and measurement practices
on international accounting classifications. Accounting Review, 55(3), 426—450.

Nobes, C. W. (1983). A judgmental international classification of financial reporting
practices. Journal of Business, Finance and Accounting, 10(1), 1-19.

. (1995). Harmonization of financial reporting. In C. W. Nobes & R. H. Parker
(Eds.). Comparative international accounting. Eaglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

. (1998). Towards a general model of the reasons for international differences in
financial reporting. Abacus, 34(2), 162—-187.

Nobes, C. W., & Parker, R. H. (1995). Comparative international accounting. London:
Prentice-Hall.

. (2004). Comparative international accounting (8" ed.). London: Prentice-Hall.

Patel, A. (2002). Corporate governance in the private sector: Ownership structure and the
role of auditors. The Fiji Accountant, December, 44—48.

Patel, C. (2003). Some cross-cultural evidence on whistle-blowing as an internal control
mechanism. Journal of International Accounting Research, 2, 69—96.

Perera, M. H. B. (1989). Towards a framework to analyze the impact of culture on
accounting. International Journal of Accounting Education and Research, 1(1),
42-56.

Psaros, J., & Trotman, K. T. (2004). The impact of the type of accounting standards on
preparers' judgments. Abacus, 40(1), 76-93.

Radebaugh, L. H., & Gray, S. J. (2002). International accounting and multinational
enterprises (5 ed.). New York: John Wiley.

Rahman A., Perera, H., & Ganesh, S. (2002). Accounting practice harmony, accounting
regulation and firm characteristics. Abacus, 38(1), 46-77.

Salter, S. B., & Doupnik, T. S. (1992). The relationship between legal systems and
accounting practices: A classification exercise. Advances in International
Accounting, 5, 3-22.

128



Factors causing differences in financial reporting practices

Schein, E. H. (1985). Organizational culture and leadership. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

Schultz Jr, J. J., & Lopez, T. J. (2001). The impact of national influence on accounting
estimates: Implications for international accounting standard-setters. International
Journal of Accounting, 36(3), 271-290.

Soeters, J., & Schreuder, H. (1988). The interaction between national and organizational
cultures in accounting firms. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 13(1), 75-85.

Solomon, I., & Trotman, K. T. (2003). Experimental judgment and decision research in
auditing: The first 25 years of AOS. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 28(4),
395-412.

Street, D. L., & Gray, S. J. (1999). How wide is the gap between IASC and US GAAP?
Impact of the IASC comparability project and recent international developments.
Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 8(1), 133-164.

Tay, J. S., & Parker, R. H. (1990). Measuring international harmonization and
standardization. Abacus, 26(1):71-88.

The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland. (2006). Principles not rules: A
question of judgment from http://www.icas.org.uk.

Trotman, K. T. (1996). Research methods for judgment and decision making studies in
auditing. Australia: Coopers and Lybrand and Accounting Association of Australia
and New Zealand.

van der Tas, L. G. (1988). Measuring harmonization of financial reporting practice.
Accounting and Business Research, 18(70), 157-169.

Whittington, G. (2005). The adoption of international accounting standards in the
European Union. European Accounting Review, 14(1), 127-153.

Windsor, C. (2000). An exploration of cultural dissonance: Perceptions of first tier audit
firms' cultural values, espoused professional values and auditors' underlying values,
from http://www.ssn.flinders.edu.au/commerce/aig/accsymp2000.

Zarzeski, M. T. (1996). Spontaneous harmonization effects of culture and market forces
on accounting disclosure practices. Accounting Horizons, 10, 18-36.

Zysman, J. (1983). Government, markets and growth: Financial systems and the politics
of industrial change. New York: Cornell University Press.

129




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 500
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 500
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


