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Are XBRL-based Financial Reports Better than
Non-XBRL Reports? Quality Assessment

Zhenkun Wang, Simon S. Gao

Abstract—Using a scoring system, this paper provides
comparative assessment of the quality of data estwEBRL
formatted financial reports and non-XBRL financigborts. It shows a
major improvement in the quality of data of XBRlrrfwatted financial
reports. Although XBRL formatted financial repord® not show
much advantage in the quality at the beginning, XBRancial
reports lately display a large improvement in theldgy of data in
almost all aspects. With the improved XBRL web datanaging,
presentation and analysis applications, XBRL fotethtfinancial

a That taxonomy is intended to provide a set of
XML-consistent tags that identify various itemdiafncial and
non-financial information relevant to business mipg. To tag
(in an XML-based framework) every piece of inforinat
enables efficient and effective searching and ramppiof such
information and facilitates continuous monitoringdeauditing
of such information [6]. It has been widely acknedged that
XBRL is the technology that provides the finan@ammunity

reports have a much better accessibility, are raocerate and better |yt 5 standards-based method to prepare, pulglighact and

in timeliness.
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|. INTRODUCTION

automatically exchange financial information. UsiX@RL
technology can obtain higher volume of specifioinfiation in
shorter time period and avoid human errors [7].

Although this technology is still very young, théogtion of
XBRL is remarkably fast across the world. Many coigis have

THE Internet has significantly extended the amount c}allready made or are planning to make financial ntépp using

information available in digital format, therefoneaking

XBRL mandatory [9]. In the US more than 8,000 bahkse

information more accessible and usable. Sharing arﬁ%en filing quarterly call reports in XBRL since tOler 2005

exchanging of information via the Internet are rahanging the
world. The change has not only improved the glazainomy,
but also created new opportunities and new chadierfgr
business [1], [2], [3]. Businesses all over the ldioare
increasingly using digital technology (both hardevaand
software) to improve the efficiency and effectivenef their
operation.

The application of HTML (Hyper Text Mark-up langwg
has made it very efficient for users to searchirffarmation on

the web. The application of XML (eXtensible Mark-up

Language) has enabled to develop business applisatiat are
user friendly and platform independent [4]. XMLad&ssystem

[2]. In Spain, over 400 banks are filing monthlydncial
statements in XBRL to the Bank of Spain [2]. In gem filing
of accounts by companies to National Bank of Beigiu
switched to XBRL in April 2007 [8]. In Japan, theKyo Stock
Exchange launched a pilot system in 2006 to dematesthe
usage of XBRL in financial reporting and in 2008rdanluced
this new technology to all financial bodies [10].

While XBRL and related issues (such as taxononoyrtieal
capability) have currently attracted much attention the
accounting press, extensive research into the tgualf
XBRL-based financial reports and the effect of XBBh the
efficiency and quality of financial reporting isrydimited. It is

“enabling data on the Web or any large network eadadily still unclear what the potential impacts of XBRLeawn the

swapped between any kind of device and any kind %fu

application, regardless of what programming languaige
application was originally written in” [5: 55]. lthe 1990s, the
America Institute of Certified Public AccountantdCPA), the
U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) aajdrm
international firms realised the potential of XMhdastarted to
back an international consortium to develop XBRKtémnsible
Business Reporting Language), which is an apptioati XML
for use in business reporting. This effort includdse
development of taxonomy for financial reporting anthe US
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP).
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ality of financial information [11]. This rese&raims to fill
this research gap by assessing the quality of XBR&ed
financial reports and comparing the efficiency dRL and
Non-XBRL financial reporting. Comparing 1000 XBRlaged
and non-XBRL annual reports from US, China and Bout
Korea, our study shows that XBRL-based financipbrés have
largely improved the quality of data. Although XBRirmatted
financial reports do not show much advantage ingtieglity at
the beginning, XBRL financial reports lately displa large
improvement in the quality of data in almost alpests. With
the improved XBRL web data managing, presentatiod a
analysis applications, XBRL formatted financial oegs have a
much better accessibility and are more accuratebatigr in
timeliness.
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1. PREVIOUS STUDIES ANDFRAMEWORK

A. XBRL Advantages

XBRL as a language for the electronic communicatién
business and financial data provides major bendfitshe
preparation, analysis and communication of
information. The literature has highlighted theguttal benefits
of XBRL in cost efficiency, automated exchange,agjrecope
and reach of business information, frequency, fimask,
accuracy, reliability and accessibility of infornmat (e.g., [12];
[13]; [14], [15]. According to [16], XBRL has theogential to
support most of the goals of corporate governatateebkolders
and to significantly improve governance. The litera has also
acknowledged that these benefits can only be eshlisyder
satisfactory IT and social environments. It is &djthat XBRL
will increase transparency through the use of fffic
taxonomies so the reported facts are clear anddeelimented
for the users [12]. XBRL offers potential advantagier
auditors such as automatic validation of calculatechbers or
compliance with disclosure checklists. Automatioamption
of instance documents enhances the protection agkenha
participants, reveals malpractices and mistakéaxopayers as
well as secures the borrowing [16]. The use of XBiembined
with the other user readable formats provides #reral public
with the user-oriented publication of financialdnfhation [16].

XBRL has the potential to liberate the substancénahcial
data from its form, allowing users create new deniselevant
knowledge by viewing and analyzing information iiffetent
and innovative ways, rather than being forced &t swith a
“one size fits all” statement. Fundamentally, datanat choice
shifts from preparer to user [16]. XBRL has evolveaim a
simple transmission protocol for financial informaeet into a

of financial statements each year. [20] proposeasaessment
framework for identifying categories and dimensiamisdata
quality and identifies ‘intrinsic, accessibilitypiatextual and
representational features’ as the main categofiggl@ations
of the quality of data. These five categories hemtdivided into

busineslifferent dimensions. For example, intrinsic featuincludes

accuracy, objectivity, believability and reputatiohey

consider high-quality data as data that is fit fise by data
consumers. Usefulness and usability are therefomsidered to
be the most important aspects of data quality. & &lprovides
the details of these categories and the dimensions.

TABLE |
DATA QUALITY CATEGORIESAND DIMENSIONS
Data Intrinsic Accessibility  Contextual Representatio
Quality nal
Category
Data Accuracy Accessibility  Relevancy Interpretability
Quality objectivity Access Value-Added  Ease Of
Dimensions Believability — Security Timeliness Understanding
Reputation Completeness Concise
Amount Of Representation
Data Consistent

Representation

(source: Strong, Lee and Wang, 1997, p.104)

Using this framework Strader [27] assesses XBRbrary
components and concludes that the impact of XBRIintimsic
data quality is limited because the verificatiosteyn in XBRL
is only based on mathematical calculations. Withard to the
accessibility of data, quality is only related e ase of access
but not security. The author reveals that XBRL datavides
more flexibility as XBRL definition link-base an@dtonomy
extension components are very extensible, which ban
changed by users and regulators on requirementekkmwthe
author fails to consider the application of XBRUIektender to

comprehensive set of technologies which supportta ddhe possibilities of tracking data input from thears of a

modelling (and more importantly, multidimensionabtal
modelling with XBRL dimensions), financial data qyieg and
setting of business rules (XBRL formulas), andvisealization
of business information (online XBRL and XBRL renidg)
[15], [16].

B. Quality of Financial Reporting and Data

Quality characteristics of financial reports haveeb
subjected to different interpretations. Redman eatggusing
current, comprehensive, easy-to-understand and ratecu
criteria to assess the quality of a good finanaabrt [17]. US
FASB Concepts Statement 2 “Qualitative Characiesisof
Accounting Information” defines quality as a hiefay of
accounting qualities with relevance and reliabiliy the
primary ones, and representational faithfulnessifiability,
neutrality, predictive value, feedback, comparahili
consistency and timeliness as additional criterBome
academics insist that quality is a transparencyfirncial
reporting that represents the underlying businesg] [or
emphasise on consistency and comparability whicblenthe
ability to analyze trends over a long period [1€]the US, the
Financial Analysts Federation used the timelineetail and
clarity of information presented to evaluate faufive hundred
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transaction. In this paper, we use the framewofR@fto assess
the quality of XBRL and non-XBRL financial reporis the
context of financial reporting that is generallyripaf a
company'’s data and information system.

In this research, a quantitative approach is usexsess the
quality of financial reports prepared with XBRL amdthout
XBRL from the user’'s perspective. First, criteriar fthe
characteristic of quality of data are identifiedheh, these
criteria are used as a scoring index to score XBiid
non-XBRL financial reports for the same period anthe same
region. Finally, these scores of XBRL and non-XBfRlancial
reports are evaluated by comparing data from tkiferent
countries. Using the criteria one of the author® whs good
experience in dealing with both non-XBRL and XBRhaicial
reports marks all sampled financial reports to emsthe
consistence in the assessment. Strong’s et alefvank [20] is
used as the main basis for our scoring scheme sessghe
quality of financial reports. Each XBRL and Non-RB
sample reports are marked under each data qualiggary
alongside each data quality dimensions with a sfrora 1 to
10, where 1 indicates extremely poor quality andritiicates

RESEARCHMETHODS
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extremely good quality. Scores are then be aggedgat
categories and used in specific dimensional corepariand
analysis. We develop a quality analysis scoringehstown in
Table Il.
TABLE II
QUALITY ANALYSIS MARKING MODEL

Modulus Score Sub-Score

QO (Overall)
Qla (Intrinsic) Qlal (Accuracy)

Q1A2 (Objectivity)
Q1A3 (Believability)
Q1A4 (Reputation)

Q2B1 (Accessibility)
Q2B2 (Access Security)
Q3C1 (Relevancy)

Q3C2 (Value-Added)
Q3C3 (Timeliness)
Q3C4 (Completeness)
Q3C5 (Amount Of Data)
Q4D1 (Interpretability)

Q4D2 (Ease Of

Understanding)
Q4D3 (Concise

Representation)
Q4D4 (Consistent

Representation)

Others

Q1B (Accessibility)
Q1C (Contextual)

Q1(Major
Scores)

Q1D (Representational)

Q2(Gap:Q0-Q
1)

Q3(Errors)

IV. SAMPLE AND DATA

The samples of financial reports are collected thasethe
availability of XBRL formatted financial report dapublished.
We use the XBRL data resources from the US EDGARI&e

upgraded its web based XBRL data presentation engin
(2008-2010). Accordingly, we collected addition@DIsamples
from each new set. The same size of non-XBRL fotedat
financial report samples over the same periods e@tected in
these three countries to ensure the comparabflitgese data.
There are five groups of XBRL formatted financigports and
five groups of non-XBRL financial reports from thdata
resources. The first two groups of XBRL and non-XBR
financial report samples are from the US EDGAR ramli
system. While the first group is pioneer volunt¥&RL filing,
the second group is the official XBRL filing. Thext two
groups of samples are from Shanghai Stock Exchaysfem.
The first XBRL group of these two is only availabfe raw
XML format and the other group is in advanced wekgrated
format. The final group of data is from the KoreBART
system where XBRL data has been continuously uesell year.
In total, 1000 financial reports under these fiveups are
individually marked under ISM and compared by regitime
period and data quality categories.

V. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

A.USA

In the case of US, the first group of XBRL repdki$01) has
a high quality than non-XBRL reports in general. i&h
contextual feature in both cases are similar, thiginsic,
accessibility, representational features of XBRIsdzhfinancial
reports are all slightly better than the non-XBRlports. Both

system, Chinese stock exchange system and Koremk stthe XBRL and non-XBRL reports have very low qualtores
exchange system. The reason of using the US XBR4& da with an average of about 5 out 10.

because US is the earliest country to suggest XBR file
reports in XBRL. There are two groups of XBRL fircél
reports data in the EDGAR online system. One ispib@eer
volunteer filing group in year 2007 which log XBRbrmatted
financial data from year 2004 to 2007. The othesugris
current official XBRL filing system which includefinancial
reports from year 2008 to now. The reason to usmaZh
Shanghai Stock Exchange data is because Chinadak of
the earliest countries to file XBRL formatted fircdad reports
and these reports are publically available todatheir official
website. The Shanghai Stock Exchange has two groféips
XBRL formatted financial reports: the first mandatéinancial
reports dated year 2005 as an additional type pdrte being
available to the public in raw XML format, and tbarrent
integrated XBRL financial reports since year 2008nbw.
South Korean DART (Data Analysis, Retrieval and ribfar
System), which is the first to use graphic inteefaom XBRL
web implications, is also one of the most compl¥@RL
formatted financial reports databases.

Both Chinese and Korean XBRL database can be freel

accessed and downloaded by the public, however,UtBe
EDGAR online system requires security log in. Wéialy
collected 100 samples from each country as thed@sof our
XBRL formatted financial reports. Later on, the B®GAR

TABLE Il
US01 MARKING RESULT— XBRL VS NoN-XBRL
Quality Quiality Min Max Average  Overal
Category Dimensions Xbrl N-B Xbrl Xbrl |
N-B N-B Xbrl N-B
Accuracy 3 3 9 7 4 5
. Objectivity 5 6 8 8 7 7
Intrinsic Believability 5 6 7 9 8 7 ° 6
Reputation 4 4 8 8 8 6
Accessibility 6 2 8 6 7 4
Accessibility Access 3 3 7 8 5 6 6 5
Security
Relevancy 4 2 8 6 6 5
Value-Added 2 3 7 7 4 4
Timeliness 3 4 7 6 5 5
Contextual Completeness 2 z 7 76 6 5|5
Amount of 3 3 8 9 5 4
Data
Interpretability 2 3 7 7 4 6
Ease of
Understanding 2 2 8 6| 6 7
Representational Concise 3 3 9 8 5 5 5 6
Representation

Consistent
Representation 4 4 9 9 5 6

brl (XBRL) US-01, Type: Annual Report; Year: 20@007; Sample Size: 100;
ormat: Web XBRL; Type: Volunteer Filing. ResourteS. Securities & Exchange
Commission, Link: http://216.241.101.197/viewerD@EAR Online)
N-X (Non-XBRL) US-01, Type: Annual Report; Year:@32007; Sample Size: 100;
Format: PDF. Resource: U.S. Securities & Exchangmr@ission + Random Web,
Link: http://216.241.101.197/viewer (EDGAR Online)

Online updated its XBRL taxonomy and filling system Table Il presents the scores. The reason for rissilt is
(2008-2010). Similarly, Shanghai Stock Exchangeo alsprobably due to the fact that the first group oh#BRL
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reports from the US EDGAR online system was autaathy
generated from the XBRL formatted financial reports

The second group of financial reports (US02) fréra US
EDGAR online, however, are significantly betterrittae first
group in both XBRL and non-XBRL formatted financieports.
The marking scores are presented in Table 4. Theexwal
and representational features of the reports & ghoup are
much higher than those in the previous group pteslén Table
.

TABLE IV
US02 MARKING RESULT— XBRL VS NoN-XBRL
Quality Quality Min Max Average  Overall
Category Dimensions Xbrl Xbrl N-B Xbrl Xbrl N-B
N-B N-B
Accuracy 7 4 10 9 9 8
L Objectivity 6 2 9 9 7 7
Intrinsic Believabilty 6 3 8 8 8 6 ° 7
Reputation 5 5 8 9 77
Accessibility 5 2 8 8 6 5
Accessibility Acces;s 6 3 7 9 8 7 7 6
Security
Relevancy 2 4 9 8 7 6
Value-Added 3 5 8 8 5 7
Timeliness 4 3 8 9 7 1
Contextual 7 7
ontextual gompletenes 3 2 9 9 7 8
Amount of

Data
Interpretabilit

y

Ease of

Understandin 4 3 7 9 8 7

-9

Zl-;flepresentauo ' Concise - 7 6

Representatio 5 4 8 9 6 5

n

Consistent

Representatio 5 4 8 8 8 6

n
Xbrl (XBRL) US-02, Type: Annual Report; Year: 208809; Sample Size: 100;
Format: Web XBRL; Type: Official XBRL Web Filing. ésource: U.S. Securities &
Exchange Commission, Link: http://pro.edgar-ontioen/expandedsearch.aspx
(EDGAR Online Pro)
N-X (Non-XBRL) US-02, Type: Annual Report; Year:@®2009; Sample Size: 100;
Format: PDF.
Resource: U.S. Securites & Exchange Commission and@m Web, Link:
http://pro.edgar-online.com/expandedsearch.asipG@&R Online Pro)

Yet, the non-XBRL reports have lower quality in geal than
the XBRL reports, with only contextual quality faegs are
indifference. The result indicates that with theelepment of
XBRL technology and application software, financigports in
XBRL start to show advantages over non-XBRL forett
financial reports. The top three features that XBRtmatted
financial reports show high quality than the nonfB
formatted financial reports include ‘accuracy’nigéliness’ and
‘accessibility’. In addition, the presentationalaferes are
currently improved in XBRL web applications. iMatri
software in the EDGAR online system can now presemt
compare different XBRL formatted financial reportdl
graphically, which improves the interpretabilitydaease of
understanding dimensions.

When comparing the XBRL formatted financial repdresn
different year groups, we can see a substanti@rdiice on the
level of quality represented. As shown in Figurettie first
group of the US XBRL financial reports has poor teatual
and representational quality (below 5). After tveays, with the
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development XBRL taxonomy, Dragon Tag and iMatrBRL
application software, these weaknesses has beeaesazdd and
the contextual and representational quality of XBRtmatted
financial reports have considerably improved.

The reasons that the first group of XBRL formaffiedncial
reports representing a poor quality may include:XBRL
taxonomy and related XBRL application software wseti
under developed at the time; 2) The first groupXBRL filing
was voluntary at the time, which had some impadhercontent
and accuracy of filing; 3) Most of XBRL financia@ports in the
first group were directly mapped from previous MBRL
formatted groups, then pdf formatted reports werproduced
from these XBRL reports that caused a poor conierihe
amount of information included and the accuracyhaferic
data. XBRL formatted financial reports in the setaroup
were all seriously validated by XBRL numeric logimftware to
ensure the accuracy of data. Also, the convenietfit Matrix
financial analysis software definitely improved theability of
XBRL formatted data in usability and presentatispects such
as ease of understanding and concise representation
8

0 XBRL-US1
7 M XBRL-US2

o B N W s U O N

Intrinsic Contextual
Fig. 1 A comparison of the quality of XBRL repobstween US01
and US02

B.China

In the case of China, when comparing the year 20BBL
and non-XBRL reports, the XBRL formatted reportsvéha
considerably lower quality than those non-XBRL fatted
reports in contextual and representation as showhable 5.
Figure 2 shows that the average score of XBRL tisggeronly
around 4 out of 10, whereas the average scorediorXBRL
reports is around 6 out of 10.

Comparing the details of quality scores, we cantatthis
group of XBRL reports have lower security and poore
interpretability than non-XBRL reports. The mairasens for
this are: 1) This group of XBRL data were simplypped
directly from current financial reports when the if&se
Taxonomy was not ready and XBRL mapping software st
under developed; 2) Companies that did these mgpgmity
included very limited amount of information frometloriginal
reports; 3) There was no XBRL web integrated priedimal
software available at the time.

TABLE V
CHO1 MARKING RESULT— XBRL VS NoN-XBRL
Quality Quiality Min Max Average Overall
Category Dimensions XbrIN-B ~ XbrIN-B  XbrIN-B Xbrl N-B
Intrinsic Acc_ura_c_y ! 3.9 71 8 5 7 6
Objectivity 7 4 8 9 7 8
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Believability 4 3 9 8 5 6
Reputation 6 4 8 9 7 6
Accessibilit  Accessibility 2 3 7 7 7 5 5 6
y Access Security 4 6 6 & 3 7
Relevancy 2 4 6 9 4 8
Value-Added 1 5 4 8 3 7
Contextual ~ Timeliness 2 3 5 9 3 6 3 7
Completeness 1 4 4 9 2 7
Amount of Data 1 5 3 8 2 7
Interpretability 2 5 5 8 3 6
Ease of
Representat Understanding 1 6|4 9 2| 7
Concise
ional Representation 2 2|6 8| 3| 6 48
Consistent

Representation 3 2 8 6 6 4

Xbrl (XBRL) CN-01 Type: Annual Report; Year: 200Bpol Size: 827, Sample Size:
100; Format: Raw XML.

Resource: Chinese Shanghai Stock Exchange,
http://Aww.sse.com.cn/sseportal/webapp/datapre38BXBRLFileListAct
N-X (Non-XBRL) CN-11, Type: Annual Report; Year: @8 Pool Size: 1213;
Filtered Sample Size: 100; Format: PDF.
Resource: Shenzhen Stock
http://disclosure.szse.cn/m/search0425.jsp

Exchange, Web

O XBRL-CN1
B XBRL-CN2

© B N W s U N®

Intrinsic Contextual

Fig. 2 A comparison of the quality of XBRL repokstween CNO1
and CNO2

Table VI shows the quality of the second group BRX data
in the Shanghai Exchange system has been gregihpwed.
After a two-year period of delaying in the devela The
Shanghai Stock Exchange system finally developedewa
XBRL application interface for all their financiadports filings.

TABLE VI
CHO2 MARKING RESULT— XBRL VS NoN-XBRL
Quality Category Quality Dimensions Min Max Average Overall
Xbrl N-B Xbrl N-B Xbrl N-B Xbrl N-B
Accurac 6 5 10 9 9 8
N Objectivity 5 3 8 8 7 7
Intrinsic Believabilty 5 7 9 10 9 g 8 8
Reputation 6 5 8 9 8 8
_— Accessibility 5 5 8 8 9 6
Accessibility ) cess security 4 4 9 9 7 g 8 7
Relevanc 5 6 9 9 6 7
Value-Added 5 3 8 10 8 8
Contextual Timelines: 4 5 9 9 8 8 7 8
Completeness 3 6 9 9 7 8
Amount of Dati 5 6 9 9 7 8
Interpretability 3 3 8 7 6 5
Ease of
Understanding 4 5 9 8 7 7
Concise
Representational Representatic 4 2 8 7 5 5 7 6
Consistent
Representation 6 3 9 8 7 6

Xbrl (XBRL) CN-02, Type: Annual Report; Year: 20882009; Pool Size: 864 + 882; Sample Size: 100ntfedr Web
XBRL Interface; Added Functions: Comparison (ma¥gpF Source Link, Feedback.

Resource: Chinese Shanghai Stock Exchange, Litgk/ligtxbrl.sse.com.cn/ssexbrl/index.htm

N-X (Non-XBRL) CN-12, Type: Annual Report, Year: @® & 2009; Sample Size: 100; Formats: PDF; Resource
Chinese Shanghai Stock Exchange,
Link:http:/www.sse.com.cn/sseportal/iwebapp/datsgméS SEPeriodicPDF?COMPANY_CODE=600016&REPOR™
YEAR=2008&REPORTTYPE=n.

From the table, we can see that the XBRL formditexhcial
reports showing very high quality in the intrinsiand
accessibility features, with contextual slightlyvier than the
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Link:

Lnk:

non-XBRL formatted reports and representation $igh
higher.The overall score of XBRL reports is aroudra 8 out of
10, whereas the non-XBRL reports is around 7 outwittich
have little differences. However, the score of mndsamples
has much lower accessibility than XBRL reports and
non-XBRL reports from the same source, with presém
scoring the highest in all three types of repa@tsmparing in
detailed scoring, we can see that the XBRL and XiBRL
reports in this group have added a huge amountseful
information, which is almost equal to the randommgkes. On
the other hand, random samples have lower accs@mg and
believability than the other two types of repofféie biggest
disadvantage for the random samples is not asteascess as
theXBRL data which is all directly available and searchain
Shanghai Stock Exchange website. The main reasothi®
change is majorly because the advance of XBRL tanxgyrand
development of XBRL web interface applications. Hoer,
those XBRL formatted financial reports are stilhgeated from
traditional pdf reportsXBRL format has improved the data
accessibility and representational features. Stilke data are
relying on the non-XBRL formatted data, insteadi@ating in
XBRL format from the start, which can only increase
accountant’s workload. A good aspect of this grofiXBRL
financial reports in the Shanghai Stock Exchangeesy is that
they include the descriptive information and categpothem
inside the XBRL reports. The new web preventatiweliaation
made those more convenient for viewing and comgaAdded
analysis tools on the web page improved the usaloifithese
data and provided a bett®BRL user experience. Comparing
XBRL formatted financial reports from the Shanglsiock
Exchange system in two periods we can see that the
Accessibility, Contextual and Representational ipétatures
have all been greatly improved in the latter grafipXBRL
formatted reports. The average quality score ofiteegroup of
XBRL reports is four out of ten, whereas the averggality
score of the second group @R XBRL reports is around six to
seven out of ten. The CNO1 group XBRL data showskwa
contextual and presentational aspects; For the CH0p,
XBRL data have good quality in almost all aspetitsmore
detailed quality scores, the CNO2 XBRL data improve
accessibility score on the aspect of security amdextual score
on the aspects of completely, value added dataasmalint of
information. In addition, the presentational featurare
improved mainly because of better interpretabilithe main
reason for this improvement was mainly becausénefmbuch
improved web interface system. To be precise,ithegroup of
XBRL financial reports was only like a display dretofficial
website system, but without actual usability. Om dither hand,
the second group of XBRL does really take the atagm of
what XBRL can offer.With integrated web financial data
managing, presenting and analysis software, thétged these
financial reports as well as the usability of th&sancial reports
have been greatly improved. Again, it has indidatlkat the
improvement of XBRL financial reports’ quality i®eply relying
on the development of XBRL taxonomy and XBRL apgiicn
software.
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C.South Korea

South Korea has only one official XBRL data systdre
XBRL formatted financial reports collected from DAR
database has shown better quality in Intrinsic Aocessibility
features as shown in Table VII.

TABLE VIl
KR MARKING RESULT— XBRL VS NON-XBRL
Quiality Category Quality Dimensions Min Max Average Overall
Xbrl N-B Xbrl N-B Xbrl N-B Xbrl N-B
Accuracy 5 4 10 7 8 6
Lo Obijectivity 5 4 8 6 6 5
Intrinsic Believabilty 7 3 9 6 6 s 75
Reputatiol 4 4 8 7 7 5
o Accessibility 5 2 9 7 8 4
Accessibilly ) ccess Securi 5 3 8 6 4 4 614
Relevancy 3 5 9 8 7 7
Value-Addec 2 4 5 7 4 6
Contextual Timeliness 3 4 7 8 7 6 6 7
Completeness 4 3 8 9 6 7
Amount of Data 3 7 7 9 6 8
Interpretability 5 4 8 8 6 6
Ease of
Understanding 8 8] 5 6
Concise
Representational Representation 2 3 8 9 8 7 6 6
Consistent
Representation 3 3 7 7 8 5

Xbrl (XBRL) Type: Annual Report; Year: 2007-2008pét Size: 15019; Sample Size: 100; Format: Web XBRL
Interface. Resource: South Korean DART (Data AimlysRetrieval and Transfer) System, Link:
http://englishdart.fss.or.kr/dsbd001/main.do; Rép://xbrl.kosdag.com/?lang=english

N-X (Non-XBRL) Type: Annual Report; Year: 2007; Sakn Size: 100, Format: PDF.

Resource: Korean Exchange, Lithttp:/eng.krx.co.k + Random Wel

In detailed quality scoring, the non-XBRL financralports
are week in intrinsic features mainly because & kbwer
believability and objectivity. The general acce#ijbscores of
non-XBRL reports are low in security and detailedessibility.
Nevertheless, the non-XBRL financial reports aii sightly
better than XBRL formatted reports
completeness and amount of data.

In all, the quality of South Korean’s XBRL and n¥BRL
are much more consistent than the US and Chinacisly on
the XBRL side. This may due to Korean developedoadg
website XBRL managing system from the beginningh(aigh
later than the US and China), and used a mixedoagfron
filing these financial reports. However, the disadtage of
Korean'’s financial report filing is that they amgbed behind
the development of XBRL comparing with the US artdn@.
The general quality score of Korean XBRL formatteports of
2009 are much improved than 2007, but not as gedbase in
American and Chinese database.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Using a scoring system, this paper provides a coatipa
assessment of the quality of data between XBRL #&tted
financial reports and non-XBRL financial reports.shows a
fast increasing trend in the improvement of thdiguaf data of
XBRL formatted financial reports. Although XBRL foatted
financial reports do not show much advantage inqimegity at
the beginning, XBRL financial reports lately displa large
improvement in the quality of data in almost alpests. With
the later XBRL web data managing, presentation amalysis
applications, XBRL formatted financial reports hawenuch
better accessibility, are more accurate and bettémeliness
and retain a consistent format.
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