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1. Introduction 

The financial scandals observed at the beginning of the century raise the question of 

the responsibility of accounting rules in the way they convey or conceal information. 

Could they be responsible for the discrepancies in market values, i.e. for the 

divergence in security valuations from their intrinsic and informationally efficient 

values?  

We know indeed that a large number of psycho-sociological biases limit the human 

way of financial thinking (Kahneman and Tverski, 1984): individuals fail to consider 

a problem globally and have difficulty in framing real intrinsic values and risk 

profiles. Non-relevant disclosures can be revealed as deceitful for investors and, as a 

result, can trigger erratic market movements. Corporate managers are thus in a 

situation where they have to adapt their communication strategies in order to diffuse 

adequate information on performance indicators.  

This paper examines a major accounting move, namely the adoption of the 

International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) by all European listed firms in the 

preparation of their consolidated statements. This marks a conceptual revolution, with 

the standards’ determinants originating from an initiative by the International 

Accounting Standards Committee (IASC)1 in 1989 (Epstein and Mirza, 2005)2. The 

change in international standards resulting from the adoption of the IFRS was 

supposed to trigger a major modification in accounting treatment. One of the most 

representative hypotheses made about these standards is that they should henceforth 

contribute towards more relevant and reliable information on the firm (IASC, 1989). 

Therefore, the ability of the IFRS standards to highlight key guidance indicators is 

under study.  
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In this context, the purpose of the paper is to examine the impact of voluntary 

adoption of the IFRS by some European firms with regard to the market 

microstructure in anticipation of the mandatory application of the IFRS from 2005. In 

particular, we study how investors integrate information disclosed in the financial 

statements presented under the IFRS through the impact of these disclosures on 

volatility, liquidity, and bid-ask spread.  

Next, we perform a targeted event study on two stock markets, Euronext and 

Frankfurt. We not only attempt to determine whether the choice of accounting 

standards has a significant effect on the pricing of securities, but we also assess the 

sensitivity of stock risk exposure coefficients (betas) and abnormal performance 

(alphas) to the disclosure of information.  

In order to ensure that the sample properly addresses the period of change over to 

the IFRS for voluntary adopters, only 2004 is taken into account. Since few firms 

adopted these new standards before the mandatory adoption of the IFRS in Europe in 

2005, the sample size is inevitably small, but it represents the one and only set of 

firms available for this study on a single and unique event. Indeed, the originality of 

this research is its cross-section analysis. Rather than observing years of data before 

and after the adoption of the IFRS in order to infer the impact of the IFRS on the 

financial markets, this study favors a distinction between a sample of IFRS adopters 

and a control sample with the similar characteristics.   

After an overview of the current literature (Section 2), we present the empirical 

design of the research as well as its particular samples in Section 3. In Section 4, the 

paper analyzes the confidence in investments and convergence in opinions through a 

close study of volatility, liquidity, and bid-ask spread in the markets. The event study 

on the first financial statements of voluntary IFRS adopters, together with cusum of 
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squares tests for shifts in beta and alpha, is presented in Section 5. Section 6 

concludes the paper. 

 

2. Review of Empirical Literature 

We review three major axes of research on the stock market impact of the IFRS.  

A first stream of literature focuses on the motivations underlying voluntary adoption 

of the IFRS in order to identify the pros and cons of this financial reporting system. 

The authors of these studies conclude that the main motivations underlying the IFRS 

framework is the development of international activities in a way that allows cross-

border investments (Leuz and Verrecchia, 2000; Cuijpers and Buijink, 2005). 

However, beyond their initial objective of harmonization, the international standards 

have evolved to provide information usable for the optimal allocation of investment 

decisions (Anthony, 2000; Erhard, 2004a, b). Indeed, their underlying principles help 

capital markets to frame their valuations. Namely, analysts’ preference for forward 

looking information leads financial statements to proxy for predictive values beyond 

factual reporting. Moreover, the principle of fair value, which is pre-eminent for 

financial markets, makes the current situation of the firm closer to the evaluations and 

expectations of the investors. Therefore, we can assume that the incentive towards 

more frequent and more narrative explanations of accounting information resonates 

with the expectations of the investors, leading to a better diffusion of information 

(Street, 2002; Erhard, 2004c). In this area, some key indicators of market behavior can 

be of practical relevance.  

Therefore, we examine a second body of the literature devoted to the analysis of 

financial markets through a set of market indicators (i.e. liquidity, volatility and bid-

ask spread) (Bessembinder et al., 1996; Leuz, 2003; Leuz and Verrecchia, 2000).  
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Using some of them as a proxy for the impact of the IFRS on the market 

microstructure, they (Auer, 1996; Dumontier and Labelle, 1998; Dumontier and 

Raffournier, 1998; Leuz and Verrecchia, 2000; Comprix et al., 2002; Erhard, 2004d) 

are unambiguously conclusive regarding the superiority of international reporting in 

terms of reduction in asymmetries, of analysts following, of volatility control and of 

liquidity improvement. On all these dimensions, note however that the divergence of 

the IFRS from the US GAAP is not very significant, meaning that, to date, there can 

be no conclusion on the superiority of a particular accounting framework (e.g., Leuz, 

2003; Bailey et al., 2003; Ampofo and Sellani, 2005).  

Opinions about the value-added of the IFRS are though sharply contrasted when 

volatility is considered. Indeed, some authors believe in the emergence of increasingly 

volatile markets, far above expectations (Daske, 2004; Larson and Street, 2004). For 

instance, Peek (2005), Cuijpers and Buijink (2005), Goodwin et al. (2003) and Daske 

(2005) argue that interpretations expressed by analysts are becoming more 

heterogeneous. In addition, Murphy (2000) and Larson and Street (2004) emphasize 

the subjectivity accompanying the application of accounting standards, the volatility 

of the markets, and their short-term horizon. Indeed, even though the majority of 

opinions seem to be quite positive, the risks of discretionary accounting 

manipulations, financial instability, and interpretation difficulties are, along them, 

undeniably present. To a certain extent, these risks could undermine the possibility of 

the IFRS reducing information asymmetries. Yet, without contradicting such facts, 

some others consider that this might merely result from a time-to-learn effect leading 

the real and permanent trends exposed above (Ball and Brown, 1968; Anderson and 

Meyers, 1975). 



 6

Another important stream of literature investigates the prevalence of a particular 

accounting framework on financial analysts’ attention. Several authors (Ashbaugh and 

Pincus, 2001; Miller and Bahnson, 2002; Dumontier and Raffournier, 2002; Daske, 

2005) emphasize that greater accounting information improves the accuracy of 

analysts’ reports, but at the same time reduces the need for their advice. This type of 

approach is related to the degree of informational efficiency in the stock market. 3

 

3. Research Design and Sample Selection 

While the relevance of international accounting standards is clearly highlighted, the 

study of the particular attributes of the IFRS has only emerged very recently. As a 

result, we cannot draw clear conclusions about IFRS economic guidance from a 

review of the literature.  

However, by proposing interactive and efficient cooperation between financial 

analysis and accounting, the IFRS framework is intended to bring about a revival in 

accounting information. Therefore, we need to test whether the IFRS way of 

presenting economic and financial information leads to a better pedagogy, close to the 

investors’ needs, and hence to an improvement in the functioning of financial 

markets. 

 

3.1.  Research Design 

Do financial statements presented in accordance with the IFRS provide investors with 

a better understanding of the firm? Our empirical research addresses this question 

through the analysis of two key market issues. On the one hand, financial markets 

should a priori show whether there is any improvement in the level of market 

confidence as a response to the adoption of the new accounting standards. On the 
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other hand, in accordance with the IFRS framework, the primary role of financial 

reporting is to support investors’ decisions. A good reporting system must help market 

participants to evaluate the risk-return profile of their potential investments. For this 

reason, we need to investigate the way stock betas, alphas and abnormal returns react 

to the disclosure of accounting information complying with the IFRS.  

Our paper should be considered as a comprehensive study of the time window 

surrounding accounting disclosure. First, we examine the effects of the IFRS on 

market confidence with a particular emphasis on some market indicators, namely 

liquidity, volatility and bid-ask spread, with reference to their link with the dimension 

of information asymmetries. This analysis emphasizes the impact of the IFRS on 

proxies for the quality of market mechanisms. Following this, we investigate the 

evolution of alpha, beta and market reactivity through an event study methodology 

during the period surrounding accounting reporting. This method is suitable for 

assessing the impact of the adoption of the IFRS on the risk and return characteristics 

of the firm’s equity. 

 

3.2. Global Sample 

Since the publication of financial statements in accordance with the IFRS has become 

mandatory for all listed EU firms since January 2005, data availability restricts our 

sample to voluntary adopters of the IFRS in the year 2004. In order to construct the 

empirical samples, we start with a broad list of 15 European countries4, corresponding 

to 12 European stock exchanges5. An intermediate step in the selection procedure was 

to remove the following: two markets that had adopted a system that did not allow 

discrimination between adopters and non-adopters (Milan and Zurich) (Taylor and 

Jones, 1999), four markets displaying reluctance towards the implementation of the 
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IFRS (Oslo, Madrid, Stockholm, London6), and two with no data available and/or 

incomplete data (Luxembourg, Lisbon7). This leads us finally to consider the 

following 5 stock exchanges: Copenhagen, Euronext, Frankfurt, Helsinki and Vienna. 

The global sample is only made up of commercial and industrial firms, which are 

included in the main stock indexes of the exchange8 (for reasons of market 

representation), and which decided to comply with the IFRS before January 2005. 

Some firms have been removed from the sample due to a lack of data availability. 

This leaves us with a global sample of 59 firms (see Appendix).  

For each selected firm, we examine the relevance of its accounting policy through 

the informative content of its annual financial reporting made up of three 

interdependent accounting disclosures: the preliminary results announcement (a brief 

description of the first expectations and financial trends of the year results), the final 

results announcement (a full detailed summary of the year results but not necessarily 

in an official format), and finally the publication of the official results.  

If the IFRS accounting framework is reliable, investor reactions to final results 

announcements are expected to be consistent with the information contained in the 

financial statements disclosed a posteriori. Indeed, if markets are efficient, the 

reaction will not differ significantly from the actual change in economic valuation of 

the stock, which should be inferred from the final announcement. Therefore, as a 

relationship is assumed between the market impact of the announcements and the 

underlying financial reporting system, it seems reasonable not to analyze the official 

publication of financial statements. We thus focus more particularly on the 

preliminary and the final results announcements, especially regarding their difference 

in the degree of narrative information accompanying the disclosure.  
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Note that the final results announcement is the cornerstone highlighting the value of 

the financial information in the accounting system. In order to infer the global impact 

of the IFRS on the market microstructure, we define an informative period around this 

final results announcement for the following two reasons: firstly, it is an 

announcement; secondly, it contains the main narrative explanations to be published 

in the official disclosure. The study of the progressive capture by the market of the 

risk-return profile of the investments requires the examination of the market reactions 

over time, according to the quality of the information provided. In particular, it 

implies the isolation of the relevance of the narrative information provided by the 

IFRS accounting disclosure. Therefore, our tests on the constancy of stock betas and 

alphas are conducted in parallel for the preliminary and for the final results 

announcements. Note that, for that purpose, all financial data are extracted from 

Thomson Financial Datastream, Yahoo!Finance, and from the respective stock 

exchange and quoted firms’ websites. 

 

4. Discrimination between Asymmetric Information and News Effects  

The first step in the analysis is to evaluate the market reactions in terms of volatility, 

liquidity and bid-ask spread. Indeed, all these factors can indeed be understood in a 

global context of information asymmetries and information flows.  

Usually, when confronted by any news, the market reaction tends to display an 

increase in volume, leading in turn to growing levels of liquidity, volatility and bid-

ask spread. According to Bessembinder et al. (1996), this trend derives directly from 

divergences in opinion among the financial actors, inducing a more intensive trading 

activity, as some want to buy, while others agree to sell. Moreover, the process of 

absorption of information takes time to converge to the security’s intrinsic values. 
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This progressive price formation creates such movements in values that it eventually 

implies greater volatility and increasing spreads. 

Indeed, this phenomenon does not contradict the concept of efficiency. On the 

contrary, greater volatilities and spreads account for the qualitative value of the 

information for the investors. In other words, it translates the operational aspect of the 

market efficiency.  

Nevertheless, the impact of news could be limited due to asymmetric information 

between parties, which could lead to adverse selection. If one party believes that it 

possesses less information than the other, it will be unlikely to transact, simply 

through fear of being deceived (e.g., Milgrom and Stokey, 1982; Bessembinder et al., 

1996). 

This illustrates the difference between information conveyed by the news itself and 

its interpretation through the accounting standards. As any disclosure under any type 

of standards is likely to carry new information, the primary effect on valuation should 

appear indistinctive from the underlying framework. However, from an accounting 

relevance point of view, this distinction is quite important, as the financial reporting 

system can really influence market confidence and hence the level of information 

asymmetries. Therefore, this particular section aims at separating the IFRS 

incremental impact on the parameters due to its own influence on asymmetries. 

 

4.1. Simultaneous Estimation Methodology 

We consider the determinants of volatility, liquidity and spread in a set of three 

simultaneous linear equations.  
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Effect on Volatility 

The variance of returns for a given stock i is likely to display two different kinds of 

influence: one direct effect of corporate news, and various indirect effects of 

information asymmetries on the stock market. In order to highlight the IFRS 

incremental effect of asymmetries, we first investigate the determinants of the 

volatility in a perfect market, as proposed by Leuz and Verrecchia (2000). Volatility, 

according to the authors, is related to firm size and free float with a negative sign (-), 

and to liquidity and beta with a positive one (+) (see also Leuz, 2003 for a discussion).  

The size of the firm is often presented as a moderator of volatility: by the fact that 

small firms are less traded, their values are often more volatile; we observe the reverse 

for large firms. With regard to free float, let us note that the presence of a small group 

of investors both endowed with superior knowledge about the firm and active on the 

stock exchanges can lead to great volatility in response to their speculative trades. 

Taking free float as an indicator of ownership concentration and, more particularly, as 

a variable that is negatively related to the presence of this small group of investors, a 

negative link with volatility is expected. Liquidity, proxied by trading volume, 

represents a reasonable way of picking up the effect of news in a variable. Finally, 

beta is used as a good control variable for the dispersion in values by its measure of 

sensitivity to the market.  

As all these variables express a general effect on volatility (mostly arising from the 

news diffusion), information asymmetries are accounted for through the intercept. 

Therefore, the impact of the IFRS can simply be shown through a dummy variable 

attached to the intercept. This leads us to the following equation for the determinants 

of stock volatility: 

iiiiiiIFRSi liquiditybetasizefirmfloatfreeDvolatiliy εαααααα ++++++= 5432,10      (1) 
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Effect on Liquidity  

At the core of the exchange process, the notion of liquidity is certainly influenced 

more than others by the two effects mentioned so far. As for volatility, the intercept of 

the regression employed and the dummy variable isolate the effect of asymmetries. 

Therefore, firm size (+/-), volatility (+) and free float (+) are viewed as control 

variables enabling us to conduct such an analysis.  

We must point out the ambiguity related to the size variable. While small caps are 

always associated with liquidity problems, the trade volume of large and mid-caps is 

difficult to determine. Indeed, institutional investors tend to favor large cap 

investments. The ambiguity is thus to be related to the large and mid-caps and 

depends on the proportion of investors trading or holding the firms. Therefore, the 

greater the proportion of individual (resp. institutional) investors active on the stock 

exchange considered, the weaker (resp. the greater) the expected relationship between 

size and liquidity. Symmetrically to the previous analysis, volatility merely represents 

the effect of news. The positive association with free float derives from its own 

definition. The equation for the determinants of stock liquidity is written as:  

iiiiiIFRSi volatilitysizefirmfloatfreeDliquidity ηβββββ +++++= 432,10  (2) 

 

Effect on Bid-Ask Spread 

Bid-ask spread probably represents the best indicator of market confidence. Indeed, it 

represents the degree of feeling expressed by the market maker towards its 

counterpart. A simple log-log regression on liquidity (-), volatility (+), and free float 

(-) (inverse indicator of insider dealing) aims at capturing the effects of information 

asymmetries. In order to pick up the incremental effect of the IFRS, a dummy variable 
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adequately illustrates the incremental but permanent effect of the new accounting 

framework. 

Given that the value of the spread greatly depends on stock prices, its 

standardization is unavoidable: we divide the value of bid-ask spread by the level of 

market capitalization in order to eliminate the latter variable from the right side of the 

equation (where it should normally be). Note that for the time window centered on the 

information disclosure date, the bid-ask spread is only measured in the post-event 

period. Therefore, assuming that a decrease in asymmetry has to happen in the post-

event period, the intercept and, more particularly, the dummy coefficient marks the 

extent of this declining impact. This all leads to equation (3): 

( ) ( ) ( ) iiiiiIFRS
i

i liquidityvolatilityfloatfreeD
size

spread νγγγγγ +++++=⎟⎟
⎠

⎞
⎜⎜
⎝

⎛
lnlnlnln 432,10    (3)  

 

Estimation Model 

The estimation of equations (1) to (3) must be performed simultaneously in order to 

account properly for the interactions between independent and dependent variables in 

each regression. We study this system of equations using the Seemingly Unrelated 

Regression (SUR) methodology9, which performs a joint estimation of the three 

regressions accounting for the effect of simultaneity on the estimators.  

While the impact of news shows its greatest effects in the period just before and up to 

the diffusion of any information, any improvement in information asymmetries is 

most likely to arise in the subsequent period. It could thus be interesting to focus on 

the post-event period of a news announcement. However, the impact we want to 

highlight here is the permanent one. Moreover, the post-event period is quite 

distinctive as, on the one hand, there is a tendency for liquidity to decrease10, but on 

the other hand liquidity could experience an upward swing due to improvement in 
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market confidence. In the face of such ambiguities and compensation in effects, we 

prefer to carry out a global analysis for a two-sided time window, with twenty-five 

days before and after the final results announcement. 

 

4.2. Sample Selection 

In order to conduct our estimation, we chose the annual results announcement of 2004 

as the benchmark: not only for a global perspective of one year but also with an event 

window of fifty days around the announcements. Regressions are thus conducted on 

one-year averages for the former case, while on fifty-one day averages for the latter. 

For each sample firm, we start from our initial list of 59 firms and associate a 

control firm traded on the same stock exchange as the test firm that shares similar 

characteristics of industry and market capitalization11. Moreover, among all candidate 

firms, the selected control firm is the one with the closest beta. All the characteristics 

are evaluated simultaneously with the event date.  

For the period surrounding the accounting event, we consider only 41 IFRS adopters 

and 41 control firms, as some were deleted due to the grouping methodology. Note 

that the particular consideration of the whole year of 2004 implies that each firm had 

already adopted the IFRS standards in 2003, reducing the size of the sample to 30 

adopters and 30 control firms.  

This finally leads us to consider sixty observations (30 for the test and 30 for the 

control group) for the regression conducted on the year 2004, and to eighty-two 

observations when we apply the event window methodology.  

Insert Table 1 here 

The characteristics contained in Table 1 have been established in the following way. 

First, we compute the mean of the interesting attributes for the year 2004. The next 



 15

step consists of taking the average of the thirty averages for the test and control firms. 

As can be seen, our grouping methodology leads to a good matching between the test 

and control firms, except for daily trading volume. Low average betas indicate that we 

face a quite defensive set of firms in comparison with their respective market 

benchmark.  

 

4.3.  Empirical Results 

The empirical results for equations (1) to (3) are shown in Table 2. 

Insert Table 2 here 

The results indicate that the impact of IFRS adoption on the variance of returns is 

negative and insignificant for the whole year of 2004, but that it is significant (10% 

confidence level) around the time of news disclosure. As mentioned by Fox (1999), 

“presumably everyone accepts the theoretical proposition that any information that is 

of value to investors for predicting the future with greater accuracy will lead to less 

share price dispersion.” Since, by construction, the decrease in volatility is directly 

attributable to improvements in information asymmetries, we can consider that the 

negative coefficient of the IFRS dummy represents evidence of an increase in 

homogeneity of expectations and of a direct and fast reaction from the market.  

We observe an insignificant negative relationship between stock beta and volatility 

around the event date, which goes against the positive sign that would be expected 

according to conventional wisdom. This result calls for further investigation, which is 

performed in the next section. 

With the regression corresponding to liquidity, we see that trading volumes are 

likely to increase with the adoption of the IFRS, despite the weak statistical 
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significance of the effect. In addition, this can be explained by a possible update in 

market confidence associated with an effect of standardization in opinions. 

The results for the final indicator (bid-ask spread standardized by size) are clearly 

consistent with a market confidence enhancement. In the time window concentrated 

around the news disclosure event, we observe a highly significant decrease in the 

spread triggered by the IFRS. Thus, this variable indicates a strong increase in the 

feeling of security by the market makers and thus a likely decline in insider trading for 

IFRS adopters. 

To conclude, the period close to the accounting announcement leads to a reduction 

in both volatility and bid-ask spread, and an increase in liquidity, all factors that can 

be interpreted as an improvement in the circulation of information conveyed by 

corporate announcements. However, the whole year of 2004 displays the same trends 

but with a lack of incremental influence of the IFRS dummy variable for volatility and 

bid-ask spread. Thus, we cannot conclude that there is a permanent effect in the 

attributes discovered. The methodology may not be questioned in view of the 

significance of the control parameters.  

 

5. Risk – Return Profile  

With regard to the impact the IFRS have on the volatility of the stock returns, we 

expect them to affect investor perceptions of the stock risk profile. Our analysis aims 

at detecting any update in the firm’s risk-return profile subsequent to accounting 

release and in adequacy with regard to market efficiency. Evidence of a positive or a 

negative trend could be interpreted, respectively, as an indicator of an increase in 

transparency or of aggravation of a suspicion of earnings management.  
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From the previous regression analysis, we have identified a thought-provoking, 

though statistically not significant, negative link between beta and volatility around 

the results announcements (see Table 2). Despite its non-significance, the power of 

the IFRS to modify the relationship between beta and volatility must be strong, as it 

makes the initial highly positively significant relationship become poorly negatively 

significant. This section provides further investigation of this phenomenon and, 

therefore, of the likely improvement in transparency brought by IFRS accounting 

information to the financial markets.  

In order to support our hypothesis of transparency, we searched for any 

improvement in securities pricing as well as for evidence of highly diffused and 

intelligible information. We found that market transparency relies on the 

accomplishment of two conditions.  

First, when the financial markets require transparent information, they expect it not 

only to be free to access but also to be comprehensive and easy to interpret. 

Consequently, we examine the stock price sensitivity to IFRS disclosure through an 

ordinary event study. As the accounting announcement according to one or other 

framework represents an informational surprise in the evolution of the stock prices 

and impacts consequently their instability, this study gives a first opinion on the issue.  

For the 59 firms in our global sample, the market values are affected by two 

different accounting events (the preliminary and the final announcements), for which 

we need to dissociate the effects. Therefore, we consider the pre-announcement as a 

separate event for each firm. Consequently, the test period is split into two sub-

periods corresponding to these distinct events, and the abnormal returns are analyzed 

within a range of 30 days around each event date. Figure 1 illustrates this procedure. 

Insert Figure 1 here 
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Second, in order to be relevant, transparent information should guide the investors 

towards more rational and thoughtful behavior. Beyond the aforementioned surprise 

in the stock prices, this should be translated into more efficient pricing of securities: 

as a result, price could be considered as the ultimate conductor of information. Thus, 

beyond the event study on abnormal returns, we investigate whether the stock beta 

and alpha experience a significant evolution throughout the event period. 

As the part of volatility resulting from information asymmetries displays a negative 

trend during this period, we can reasonably expect a decrease in specific risk of 

security and a corresponding transfer to systematic risk. Therefore, a rise in beta is, in 

principle, expected. In contrast, an observed decrease in betas could be attributed to 

the suspicion by the investors of accounting window dressing, which would lead the 

stock to “track” the market in a less systematic way.  

These two conditions are essential as they represent the conceptual conditions for 

moving towards better transparency. Moreover, they are statistically interdependent, 

as the validity of the event study regressors and consequently of the outputs of such 

analysis can be questioned in the presence of change in investors’ risk perception. 

Indeed, a rise in systematic risk not compensated for by a corresponding decrease in 

mispricing could lead to underestimation of the theoretical returns and thus to 

overestimated abnormal returns. 

Although we perform the empirical investigation on the global sample of firms, the 

results appear to be insightful only for the Euronext and Frankfurt stock exchanges. 

Therefore, we choose to report solely for these two markets, bearing in mind that the 

lack of significance obtained for the other markets merely leads to inconclusive 

results.12
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5.1. First Approach to Market Transparency: Market Reactions to IFRS Disclosure 

Event Study Methodology 

For the testing firms, we identify a “pre-event” or estimation period of 155 trading 

days. We then estimate the daily abnormal returns over the subsequent test periods 

(preliminary and final results periods) corresponding to 60 trading days.  

We use the market model for the computation of the market-adjusted returns. Let us 

denote the market model in excess returns over the risk-free rate as 

itftmtiiftit RRRR εβα +−+=− )(                                            (4) 

 with 0)( =itE ε                                            (5)     2)(
iitVar εσε =

where Rit is the (continuously compounded) total return of security i, Rmt is the return 

on the corresponding stock market index, Rft is the risk-free rate, α and β are the 

coefficients of the OLS regression and itε is the random error.  

In order to account for microstructure effects on daily returns, we adjust the α and β 

parameters of the market model following the methodology of Scholes and Williams 

(1977). We obtain 
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where ρ is the market autocorrelation (order one), r is the excess return and , 

and 

−β

+β β  result from the application of the market model with, respectively, a lag, a 

lead, and no lead no lag in the market series. 
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Referring to the *α  and *β  parameters, we evaluate the stock theoretical returns 

and, by contrast with the real (observed) excess returns, the stock abnormal returns 

(AR) through the following procedure: 

                                                          (8) '
**

'' mtiiitit rrAR βα −−=

Note that t, T and t’, T’ express time for the estimation and the test period, 

respectively. 

Under the null hypothesis that the event has zero effect on the behavior of returns in 

terms of mean and variance, the variance of the sample abnormal return can be 

approximated by the residual variance if the length of the estimation period is 

sufficient (Campbell et al., 1997).  

Otherwise, to reflect the increase in variance expected due to prediction outside the 

estimation period, the variances of the abnormal returns for each stock are multiplied 

by a factor '  whose value depends on the time and the security (Patell, 1976): itC
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where L is the length of the estimation period. 

In order to examine the significance of the reactions in a close period around the 

accounting event, we apply the methodology to a portfolio (sample) approach:  

'
**

'' mtppptpt rrAR βα −−=                                                      (10) 

and we define the cumulative abnormal return (CAR) and its standardized form 

(SCAR) in the usual way: 
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where 'pTσ is the square root of the variance of the abnormal returns cumulated on a 

period T’. In the computation of the variance of the CAR, we take into account the 

potential auto-correlation of the abnormal returns across time13. 

 

Sample Selection 

In order to convey meaningful information about the degree of informational 

efficiency and the investors’ level of understanding of the IFRS, the event study 

analysis needs to be conducted on each stock market individually. This criterion leads 

us to select only the Euronext and the Frankfurt stock exchanges, with samples of 16 

and 27 test firms, respectively. For Euronext, we consider the NEXT 150, and for 

Frankfurt, the DAX30 which are the most representative indexes for these markets. As 

for the risk-free rates, we use a maturity that can be easily comparable across 

countries, namely the Thomson Financial Datastream two-year “Government 

Benchmark”.  

As the market risk profile of a firm could reasonably be influenced by the nature of 

the accounting news, a clear distinction has to be made between firms that announce 

good news (triggering an abnormal positive price movement) as opposed to the ones 

disclosing bad news. 

The descriptive statistics of the firms included in the sample are presented in Table 

3. 

Insert Table 3 here 

The descriptive statistics are measured over the estimation period. We observe that 

the matched good-news and bad-news samples exhibit very close values for the 
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standard deviations and betas. Given that the null hypothesis of normality is not 

rejected for three samples out of four according to the Jarque-Bera statistics, we can 

conclude that the standard deviations and betas reasonably account for the risk 

profiles of our samples and that these profiles are highly similar, while the 

insignificant alphas suggest that the performance level of each sample is very small. 

 

Empirical Results 

Table 4 shows the abnormal returns according to the time period, the stock exchange 

and the situation (good vs. bad) considered, following the procedure described in 

equations (4) to (11). 

Insert Table 4 here 

Panel A, relating to Euronext, shows that the hypothesis of semi-strong market 

efficiency following the announcements of corporate accounts under the IFRS cannot 

be rejected. This result holds for the preliminary results announcements, and is valid 

for the good as well as for the bad news firms. Indeed, there is no significant pre- or 

post-announcement abnormal return beyond the significant return figures obtained 

during the event window “at large” (between -1 and 1)14 except for the final results 

announcements, where the IFRS information does not receive any reaction. As 

mentioned before, these results are a priori statistically robust, as the danger lies 

mainly in a false rejection of the efficient market hypothesis. 

In Panel B, the results for Frankfurt provide a similar picture for the positive 

announcements. Thus, we cannot reject the hypothesis of informational efficiency for 

those firms that do not disappoint the market: the reaction to good news is immediate 

and complete. The results are totally different for the bad news firms, as the abnormal 

returns are persistently and very significantly negative (at the 1% level) before (t = -6 
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to -2), around and after (t = +2 to +6) the announcement dates. This phenomenon can 

be observed for both the preliminary and the final announcements.  

At this stage, we obtain a puzzling representation of the market reactions 

surrounding the pre- and final results announcements for the IFRS adopters in 

Frankfurt. If the risk-return relationship remains stable during the event period for all 

firms, significant abnormal returns recorded before the event date would indicate 

anticipation effects that could be due to insider trading, while significant abnormal 

returns after the event date would signify a breach in semi-strong market efficiency. 

On the other hand, as previously described, an alternative explanation could be that 

the risk-return relationship does not remain stable throughout. In this case, 

considering constant parameters in the market model shown in equation (4) would 

bias the analysis and could lead to a false rejection of the null hypothesis, as a gap 

between the abnormal and the theoretical returns would grow artificially. This 

investigation is performed in the next sub-section. 

 

5.2. Second Approach to Transparency: Shifts in Alphas and Betas 

We started the investigation of more transparent markets through the analysis of the 

market’s ability to absorb the accounting information presented in conformity with the 

International Standards. Our next goal is to investigate any update in the investors’ 

assessment of the risk-return profile of their investments subsequent to the publication 

of financial statements in accordance with the IFRS, both for conceptual and 

statistical purposes.  

In order to be able to discriminate between the natural market risk-return 

perceptions and the IFRS incremental effect, we conduct the analysis in parallel for 

the testing and the control samples. As the market risk profile of a firm could 
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reasonably be influenced by the nature of the accounting news, a clear distinction has 

to be made between firms that announce good news (triggering an abnormal positive 

price movement) as opposed to the ones disclosing bad news. This leaves us with a 

sample of 10 firms in each group for Euronext and 11 firms in each group for 

Frankfurt. In order to keep a sufficient sample size, however, no distinction is made 

between good news and bad news firms for the interpretation of the results. As the 

same trend resulted from the positive and negative sub-samples, the results shown 

here take the form of a global analysis performed distinctively for the Euronext and 

Frankfurt stock exchanges. 

In order to test the evolution of the alphas and betas, we use the cusum of squares 

test analysis as a benchmark of transparency. Intuitively, this model takes the 

residuals as a measure of deviation from the theoretical trend of the stock returns. If 

the observations are allowed to deviate, an increasing and significant divergence can 

be a sign of change in the parameters. 

 

Cusum of Squares Method15

To improve the model’s accuracy, the Cusum of Squares method focuses on a 

standardized approach of the recursive residuals. Thus, it allows a direct detection of 

the exact timing of the deviation. Recursive residuals are computed from the 

difference between the observed returns at time t, denoted rt , and the fitted returns 

generated by the market model at time t. The parameters of the market model are 

estimated during a period ranging from τ = 1 to t-1. When standardized with a proper 

scale parameter, this leads to the following equation, where the interest variable wt  

represents standardized recursive residuals: 
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where Dt is a scaling factor that makes the variance of wt converge to the variance of 

the regression residuals, σ2.  

To test for any departure of the parameter during the period going from any 

arbitrary starting date k+1 to T, the test statistic at any time t (with k+1 ≤ t ≤ T) for the 

cumulative square of residuals is:  
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Under the null hypothesis of parameter constancy, this variable has an expected 

value of 
kT
kt

−
−  and a variance of 1 by standardization. It converges asymptotically to 

a Chi-square distribution. Through a confidence interval (see Johnston and DiNardo 

(1997, Table D.8) for a detailed table of significance levels), we can consider that a 

significant reaction qualifies as being “out of control”. Nevertheless, this potential 

“deviation” could be caused by both parameters. Thus, this statistical test must be 

complemented through a detailed analysis of the individual regression coefficient 

keeping all the other variables constant. 

 

Empirical Results 

We apply this procedure to our financial data for the testing and control samples for 

Euronext and Frankfurt stock exchanges during the event period (-30 days to +30 

days) surrounding the final results announcement of the year 2004. Nonetheless, the 
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vast majority of firms in both the testing and the control samples pre-announced their 

preliminary accounting figures about 30 trading days before the release of final 

results.  

The results are shown in Figures 2 (Euronext) and 3 (Frankfurt) below. For each 

figure, we produce the results for the test group of IFRS adopters (left series of 

graphs) and for the control group of local GAAP followers (right series). The upper 

graph presents the tests for joint constancy of the alpha and beta parameters by 

plotting the recursive residuals and their respective confidence interval at a 95% level. 

Therefore, we perform detailed tests on the constancy of alpha (holding beta constant) 

plotted on the middle graph and of beta (keeping alpha constant) on the lower graph. 

Any deviation with regard to the minimum ranges of the confidence interval (red 

bounds on the graphs) would lead to a rejection of the null hypothesis of parameter 

constancy. Indeed, while any change in beta is informative regarding the risk 

perception by the investors regarding the market, a variation in alpha indicates 

changes in pricing accuracy: an alpha of 0 would correspond to a fairly priced security 

by the market model, whereas a positive (resp. negative) alpha would signal that the 

market believes that the security is underpriced (resp. overpriced).  

Such a subdivision avoids any kind of compensation between the beta and alpha 

effects but also represents a necessary step towards the gathering of evidence about 

the impact of accounting data disclosure in accordance with the IFRS on the risk-

return profile of listed firms. To sum up, we look for any update in the firm’s risk-

return profile subsequent to accounting release and in adequacy with regard to market 

efficiency, for both statistical and conceptual purposes.  

Insert Figures 2 and 3 here 
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Figure 2 conducts a global analysis of parameter constancy on the Euronext sub-

sample. The joint test of parameter constancy (Figure 2a) does not lead to the 

rejection of the null hypothesis for either group, as the cusum of squares residuals are 

kept between the confidence interval bounds. We can thus definitely ignore the 

potentiality of biases in the event study. 

Nevertheless, for the test group, we observe a clear tendency of the deviations to 

drift down until the final results announcement date, where the cusum of squares 

statistic suddenly returns to the centre of the interval. Such a behavior indicates that 

the uncertainty surrounding the true parameter values for IFRS adopters tends to 

increase as the release date becomes closer. The final announcement reveals new 

information that allows the market correctly to infer the intrinsic risk-return profile of 

the firms. There is no such evidence for the control group, either because information 

had been properly anticipated, or because the market does not infer any relevant 

information from final results. In any case, the financial reporting system appears to 

play a major role in the revision of risk and return parameters by the markets 

following the disclosure of corporate accounts.  

Figures 2b and 2c allow us to refine this analysis. For the test group, the alpha 

appears to be significantly overstated at the beginning of the period, and to experience 

two sharp downward corrections at the time corresponding to the preliminary 

announcement (ca. t = -30) and the final results announcement (t = 0). The pattern for 

the beta is exactly the opposite: it goes up mainly through two jumps. Hence, the 

group of IFRS adopters experiences corrections that lead the market to consider that 

the level of alpha estimated prior to corporate news announcements (beginning of the 

graphs) should instead be attributed to a high beta after information is released. In 

other words, what was once perceived as some underpricing (high alpha) is converted 
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into a higher risk premium (higher beta) due to systematic risk exposure once correct 

information is gathered from the corporate announcements. Accounting information 

presented in accordance with the IFRS leads to greater information transparency on 

the Euronext market, as the results derived from the event study are supported by 

evidence of better pricing. 

Figure 3 tells a very different story for the Frankfurt stock exchange. The change in 

the alpha and the beta is much smoother for the test group. Thus, the market does not 

appear abruptly to update its risk-return prospects on IFRS adopters at any point in 

time, but rather progressively to decrease its estimate of both parameters. In the face 

of such a gradual of reaction, we can provide an explanation for the observed patterns 

of abnormal returns before and after the announcement dates for the bad news 

samples, as shown in the previous sub-section. In fact, those reported levels of 

abnormal returns could be due to a shift in the risk parameters, leading to an 

overestimation of the required stock returns, rather than to an anticipation effect (for 

significant abnormal returns prior to the announcement date) and/or a lagged reaction. 

However, as the global and detailed analysis of the cusum of squares delivers very 

light parameter instability, insignificant from a statistical point of view, we can be 

confident in the fact that Frankfurt market reacts inefficiently towards IFRS news. 

Moreover, can such a stability in the risk-return parameters be a clue to an anticipated 

transparency or to a disinterest towards IFRS information about the intrinsic risk of 

the firm? 

For the control group, however, Figure 3a shows that the distance with respect to the 

centre of the confidence interval is maximized around the final results announcement 

date, and that it shrinks very gradually afterwards. So, the market update of the risk-

return parameters happens more progressively after the corporate news 
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announcements. This explanation is confirmed by examining Figures 3b and 3c, 

showing a parallel increase in both the alpha and the beta following the preliminary 

announcements, while the final results do not seem to trigger any immediate reaction, 

but rather a smooth progressive one.        

With regard to the reactions identified in the control group, one could admit the 

likely greater dependency of the Frankfurt market on other accounting frameworks. 

Since the control sample is constituted by US GAAP followers, we could imagine 

that, as both accounting systems are quite close, the IFRS revolution does not receive 

as much enthusiasm here as it does in the Euronext market, where the IFRS offer a 

new international dimension to financial reporting.  

Overall, irrespective of the market reactions towards local GAAP, the International 

Financial Reporting Standards appear to play a major role for the Euronext market in 

the way it revises its risk and return parameters following accounting announcements. 

The Euronext sample provides very clear and neat support for the efficient market 

hypothesis. The market updates its expectations and replaces the expected return due 

to the alpha (abnormal return) with a comparable shift in systematic risk exposure. 

In the Frankfurt market, we have a more gradual change in the risk-return 

parameters that could endanger the analysis based on a simple event study 

methodology. What is clear is that our results suggest that the market evolution 

towards the IFRS is more progressive, whereas information contained in the local 

GAAP is more consistent with market efficiency. The German market seems to react 

more effectively to accounting news provided by non-IFRS adopters and hence 

towards US GAAP.   
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6. Conclusions 

The empirical research performed in this paper rests on the hypothesis that 

appropriate disclosure of financial and economic information enables investors to 

evaluate securities more accurately and to reflect the information in correct pricing 

(Gonedes, 1972; Findlay, 1997; Anderson and Meyers, 1975). By extension, we focus 

more particularly on the major accounting change resulting from the emergence of the 

International Financial Reporting Standards.  

With respect to the psychological behavior of the markets, this paper highlights a 

great potentiality of IFRS adoption for market confidence and a capacity to extract 

information from disclosures. We have shown evidence of convergence in opinions 

around the accounting disclosure (volatility effect). Furthermore, the perceptions of 

the financial reporting system, as expressed by the financial actors, confirm the 

reestablishment of confidence in the accounting information (bid-ask spread effect). 

This could only result from the stability of the financial markets, leading to their 

growth in the long term (liquidity effect). The effects of information asymmetries 

seem thus to have been adequately isolated and perceived.  

For some markets, IFRS adopters seem to convey a better understanding of the risk-

return profile of the investments, which creates a clear improvement in market 

confidence (alpha and beta effects). 

As to the dimension of transparency, the beta adjustment shows a change in the 

perception of risk. Heading upward, this trend evidences a better understanding of the 

risk profile of the firm. Also, a clear decline in the information asymmetries confirms 

this assumption. 

Although the correction brought to the reality is only partial, this constitutes a step 

in the right direction. Our study bears some limitations, though. Above all, there is a 
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potential self-selection problem. Indeed, the empirical effects presented in this paper 

ultimately rely on a sample of voluntary adopters. Their anticipative adoptions, and 

maybe the encouraging results registered for this group, come from a real intention to 

exhibit transparency from financial pedagogy. In contrast, mandatory followers are 

not as likely to be motivated by the same reasons, and thus their commitment to 

transparency remains to be proven.  

Specifically, we evaluated the general market reactions in terms of volatility, 

liquidity and bid-ask spread in their link with information asymmetries. International 

Financial Reporting Standards responded well to their objectives towards investors.  

In consideration of the investors’ point of view, we focused indirectly on the objective 

of financial transparency. Our particular test on the risk-return profile of the stock 

provides evidence of some better understanding of the risk-return profile by the 

market. 
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Notes 
 
1 The IASC is a private and independent organization in charge of the development of  high quality 

accounting standards. Following restructuring in April 2001, the IASC became the International 

Accounting Board (IASB). 

 
2 We can not however deny the Financial Accounting Standards Board attention to fair value evaluation 

since 1984. 

 
3 Note that a large part of the empirical literature on IFRS market impact has relied on the German 

stock market. Indeed, the German market seems to be quite innovative in its application of international 

accounting standards. See for instance Leuz and Verrecchia, 2000; Comprix et al., 2002. 

 
4 Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, 

Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. 

 
5 Copenhagen, Euronext (the transnational European Exchange Platform, which allows transactions 

between the Paris, Brussels, Amsterdam and Lisbon stock exchanges), Frankfurt, Helsinki, London, 

Luxembourg, Madrid, Milan, Oslo, Stockholm, Vienna, Zurich. 

 
6 The case of United Kingdom is quite distinctive, as it shows reluctance to any early conformity 

towards the IFRS: indeed, they rely on the strong quality of their GAAP; furthermore, they consider 

that there is a strong similarity between their UK GAAP and the IFRS. 

 
7 Note that the Lisbon Stock Exchange participates in the Euronext (European Exchange Platform). 

This therefore implies that a part of the Euronext is discarded from our analysis. 

 
8 This indirectly excludes small capitalization. 

 
9 See Johnston and Dinardo (1997) for further details. 

 
10 At the extreme, no new information leads to no exchange. 

 
11 We used the site www.euroland.com to identify the control firms on the basis of the characteristics 

we considered.  

 
12 Detailed results for the other markets are available upon request. 

 
13 To compute the variance of cumulative abnormal returns, autocorrelation is measured during the 

estimation period through the analysis of the variance of the residuals (e.g., Brown and Warner, 1985). 
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14 Note that the significance of some longer periods can always be related to the significance of the 

days in the period ranging from t= -1 to +1. 

 
15 For further methodological details and applications to accounting information, refer to Brown, 

Durbin, and Evans (1975), Hawawini and Michel (1987) and Prakash et al. (1999). 
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Figure 1 itemizes the two sub-periods used in the event study: the preliminary results announcement and the 
final results announcement. 
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Figure 2  

 
Cusum of Squares Test for Euronext 
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Figure 2c  
Confidence Interval for Beta 

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3
Recursive Beta Estimates ± 2 S.E.

 
-1

0

1

2

3

4
Recursive Beta Estimates ± 2 S.E.

 
Figure 2 shows the results of the Cusum of Squares Test for parameters constancy through the evolution over time of 
the recursive residuals and their allowed range of variations at a 5% significance level. The vertical line represents the 
time of the final results announcement. 
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Figure 3  
 

Cusum of Squares Test for Frankfurt 
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Figure 3b  
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Figure 3 shows the results of the Cusum of Squares Test for parameters constancy through the evolution over time of 
the recursive residuals and their allowed range of variations at a 5% significance level. The vertical line represents the 
time of the final results announcement. 

 



 40

Table 1 
 

Key Market Indicators: Average statistics across firms of the samples constituted for the whole year of 
2004 

 
 Test  firms  Control firms 
    
Average Capitalization (€ million)      5,812 5,094 
Average Free Float (%) 65.91 69.35 
Average Beta (%) 56.57 63.36 
Market Volatility Level (%) 1.7063 1.7881 
Market Daily Volume Trading (# million shares) 1,533 417 
 
.  
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Table 2  
 

Key Market Indicators  
 

Year 2004 Event period
Volatility  

 
0α 8.713*** 25.038***

1α  -4.720 -2.949*

2α  7.392*** -8.817**

3α  -0.342*** -0.003 

 
 

4α  8.754*** -1.969 

 5α  0.366** 0.111 

Liquidity    

0β  -4.655** -1.224 

1β  1.228* 0.819 

2β  -4.288** 2.463*

3β  0.3690 -0.0013 

 

4β  0.330*** 0.014 

Bid-ask spread
   

0γ  -8.453*** -9.395***

1γ  -0.137 -1.792***

2γ  -0.182 -0.476 

3γ  0.017 2.619***

 

4γ  -0.820*** -0.250**

Notes: 
Table 2 presents the values of the coefficients derived from the system of equations (1) to (3). All 
variables are expressed in terms of mean and come from observations on the period considered, i.e. 
respectively the whole year of 2004 and the sub-period surrounding the final results announcements. 
The dummy variable evaluates the incremental and particular effects of the IFRS framework. The 
hypothesis tests are conducted through unilateral student tests with * for significant at 10 %; ** 
significant at 5 % and *** significant at 1 %. Variables have been rescaled: volatility is equal to one 
thousand of the variance; size is expressed in billion Euros, volume in thousands, free float, beta and 
spread in units. 
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Table 3  
 

Event Study: Descriptive Statistics  
 

 #Obs. Mean 
(%) 

Median
(%) 

Min. 
(%) 

Max. 
(%) 

S.D. 
(%) 

Skew. Kurt. JB β α  

Euronext       
Good news  4 0.1139 0.1912 -1.6330 2.0845 0.6789 0.01 3.25 0.39 0.84** 0.0133 
Bad news  12 0.0809 0.0827 -1.2202 1.3964 0.3837 0.18 4.46 14.0*** 0.70** 0.0279 
            
Frankfurt             
Good news  11 0.0175 0.0440 -1.7179 0.0214 0.6231 -0.11 3.68 3.20 0.71*** -0.017 
Bad news  16 0.1166 0.1216 -0.6569 0.0100 0.3504 0.20 2.87 1.07 0.57** 0.0933 
            

Notes: 
Table 3 shows descriptive statistics on the event study samples, measured in the estimation period. The split between “good” and “bad” accounting 
announcements is based on an event window of thirty days for each part of the final results announcement. For each sample considered, the table describes 
the equally weighted portfolios composed of the sampled firms through their average, their median, and their minimum and maximum returns. Standard 
deviation, skewness and kurtosis for each series are also reported. The β (resp. α) is the average beta (resp. alpha) across the series. Hypothesis tests are 
conducted through unilateral student tests with * for significant at 10 %, ** significant at 5 %, and ***  significant at 1 %. All variables are intended to be 
per firm and are expressed in terms of daily average. #obs. stands for “number of observations”, S.D for standard deviation, Skew. for skewness, Kurt. for 
kurtosis, JB for Jarque Bera statistics.  
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Table 4  
 

Event Study around Accounting Announcements 
 

Panel A: Event study on Euronext 
 FRb PRb

  CAR >0 CAR <0   CAR >0 CAR <0 
# firms  4 12   4 12 
Period        

-6 to +6a  0.0363 -0.0273   0.0173 -0.0277 
-6 to 0  0.0171 -0.0304***   0.0012 -0.0283**

-5 to - 2  0.01450 -0.0214   -0.0176 -0.0136*

-1 to 0  0.0063 -0.0048   0.0262** -0.0162**

0  0.0056 -0.0037   0.0173 -0.0097 
0 to 1  0.0053 -0.0050   0.0158 -0.0128**

1 to 6  0.0192 0.0031   0.0160 0.0006 
0 to 6  0.0248 -0.0006   0.0332** -0.0091 

Panel B: Event study on Frankfurt 
 FR PR 
  CAR >0 CAR <0   CAR >0 CAR <0 

# firms  11 16   21 6 
Period        
-6 to +6  0.0505** -0.0590***   0.0250 -0.1290***

-6 to 0  0.0343** -0.0406***   0.0231** -0.0667***

-5 to -2  0.0065 -0.0193***   0,0020 -0,0321**

-1 to 0  0.0223** -0.0136***   0.0097* -0.0246***

0  0.0109 -0.0068   0.0122 -0.0053 
0 to 1  0.0129* -0.0080*   0.0153*** -0.0282***

1 to 6  0.0162 -0.0185**   0.0019 -0.0623***

0 to 6  0.0271* -0.0253***   0.0141* -0.0676***

 
Notes: 
Table 4 presents the cumulative abnormal returns on the periods resulting from the event study 
conducted on the “Euronext IFRS market” and the “Frankfurt IFRS market”. The abnormal 
returns were defined through a market model adapted by Scholes and Williams, while the 
standard deviation accounts for the accuracy of the market model estimates as well as the 
autocorrelation across time and the cross-sectional dependence. The hypothesis tests are 
conducted through unilateral student test with * for significant at 10 %, ** significant at 5 %, 
and ***  significant at 1 %. 
a Time period from t (days) = -6 to +6, with 0 being the accounting event (the preliminary or 
the final results announcement). 
b FR and PR stand respectively for “Final Results Announcements” and “Preliminary Results 
Announcements”. 
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APPENDIX  
 

IFRS Adopters 
 

 
# Firms 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 

ADIDAS-SALOMON 
AGFA – GEVAERT 
ANDRITZ 
ARCELOR 
ARINSO 
BARCO AG 
BAVARIAN NORDIC A/S 
BAYER AG 
BAYWA AG 
BEIERSDORF AG 
BEKAERT 
BELGACOM 
BERU AG 
BILFINGER BERGER AG 
BMW AG 
BWT AG 
COLOPLAST 
DECEUNINCK 
DEGUSSA AG 
DYCKERHOFF AG 
EADS  
ENERGIE VENÜNFTIG NUTZEN 
ESCADA AG 
EXMAR 
FLUGHAFEN DÜSSELDORF 
FRAPORT 
FUGRO 
GEBMAB 
HEIDELBERGER DRUCKMASCHINEN AG 
HENKEL KGAA 
INNOGENETICS 
KARDADST QUELLE 
KOENIG & BAUER 
LINDE AG 
LUNDBECK A/S 
MELEXIS 
MERCK KGAA 
METRO AG 
NEUROSEARCH A/S 
NOKIA 
NOVO NORDISK 
OUTOKUMPU GROUP 
PALFINGER 
PROSIEBENSAT.1 MEDIA AG 
RATIONAL AG 
RHEINMETALL AG 
ROULARTA 
RWE AG 
SALZGITTER 
SCHERING AG 
SEMPERIT 
SGL CARBON 
SOLVAY 
STADA ARZNEIMITTEL AG 
TAKKT AG 
TELINDUS 
UMICORE 
UMP KYMENNE 
WIENERBERGER 

 

 


