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Abstract 
 

This study aims to assess the degree of government compliance with cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements in developing economies, 

and to highlight the areas of non-compliance relating to this standard. Based on a self-constructed checklist consisting of 68 disclosure 

items for a sample of 248 entity-year-observations relating to 62 central government entities from 10 DCs, the study findings reveal sig-

nificant diversities in compliance levels with cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements between the selected countries, varying between 

33.8 % and 80.8 %, with an overall mean compliance index of 55.1% over the 2020-2023 period. Moreover, the research results demonstrate 

that, despite the significant improvement in the cash-based IPSAS disclosure level over time, full compliance with this standard has not 

been achieved by government entities. Thus, a number of non-compliance areas are identified in the present research. This paper contributes 

to the public sector accounting literature by providing new insights into the degree of government financial transparency in the context of 

developing countries. This research is among the first to focus exclusively on the analysis of compliance level with cash-based IPSAS and 

to identify the main areas of non-compliance with this standard. 
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1. Introduction 

The emergence of the New Public Management (NPM) movement since the late 1970s has been a key event in the public sector history, 

where a greater emphasis is placed on budgetary rationality and government performance (Dunleavy and Hood, 1994; Lapsley, 1999). As 

an integral part of NPM, New Public Financial Management (NPFM) reforms play a crucial role in revolutionizing public financial infor-

mation systems through the shift from cash to accrual accounting and the development of international public sector accounting standards 

(IPSAS) (Christensen, 2010; Guthrie et al., 1999). These new management practices have been introduced in advanced economies and 

then gradually in developing economies with the aim of addressing the opacity of public fund management, improving financial transpar-

ency and government accountability, and promoting a performance-based public sector (Christiaens et al., 2015; Sellami and Gafsi, 2018). 

Recent years have seen a growing movement towards the use of accrual-based IPSAS. Aware that several countries still apply the traditional 

cash accounting model in the preparation of financial statements of their public sector entities (PSEs), the IFAC and its committee, the 

IPSAS Board, have published, since 2003, the cash-basis IPSAS in order not only to improve the quality of government financial reporting, 

but also to facilitate the future transition process to accrual-based IPSAS (IPSASB, 2017). In the context of developing countries (DCs), 

the implementation of NPM innovations and the adoption of IPSAS were largely boosted by the intergovernmental organizations such as 

the World Bank, the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the 

Asian Development Bank (Christiaens et al., 2015). According to these international institutions, the reform of government accounting 

practices is becoming increasingly demanding in order to strengthen the country's institutional capacity and achieve its development goals 

(Chan, 2006).  

Proponents argue that the weakness of accounting systems and the lack of transparency are the main drivers behind the government's 

inability to cover budgetary expenditures and discharge its financial accountability. In this regard, IPSAS are perceived as a useful tool for 

ensuring effective public financial management and a relevant benchmark for better assessing government actions (Chan, 2006; Mnif and 

Gafsi, 2024). However, a mere adoption of IPSAS does not allow governments to benefit from the expected advantages if public sector 

entities (PSEs) do not correctly apply these standards or do not prepare IPSAS-compliant financial statements (Benito et al., 2007; Mnif 

and Gafsi, 2020; Sellami and Gafsi, 2020). This paper aims to assess the degree of government compliance with cash-based IPSAS disclo-

sure requirements, specifically in the context of DCs, while highlighting the main areas of non-compliance with this standard during the 

period 2020-2023. Indeed, most of the existing studies focus on the assessment of compliance level with local standards (Ingram,1984; 

Giroux, 1989; Lim and McKinnon, 1993; Christiaens, 1999; Ryan et al., 2002) or international standards, with greater focus on accrual-

based IPSAS (Pina and Torres, 2003; Pérez and Lopez-Hernandez, 2009; Abushamsieh et al., 2014; Benito et al., 2007; Mnif and Gafsi, 
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2020; Sellami and Gafsi, 2020; Mnif and Gafsi, 2024). However, still little empirical evidence on the compliance level with cash-based 

IPSAS disclosure requirements has been undertaken.  

Another motivation for this research is the consideration of the complexity and the socio-economic importance of the public sector, as well 

as the significant impact of the NPM reforms on the development of government accounting. In addition, the awareness of the challenges 

and obstacles faced by several developing countries in implementing IPSAS constitutes another motivation for this paper. 

Based on a self-constructed checklist consisting of 68 disclosure items for a sample of 248 entity-year-observations relating to 62 central 

government entities from 10 DCS, the study findings reveal significant diversities in compliance levels with cash-based IPSAS disclosure 

requirements between the selected DCs, varying between 33.8 % and 80.8 %, with an overall mean compliance index of 55.1% over the 

2020-2023 period. Moreover, the research results demonstrate that, despite the significant improvement in the cash-based IPSAS disclosure 

level over time, full compliance with this standard has not been achieved by the sampled PESs. Thus, a number of non-compliance infor-

mation areas are identified in the present research. 

The results of the current research could be interesting and useful as they provide practitioners, academics and researchers with an in-depth 

analysis of the assessment of the level of government compliance with the cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements in the context of 

DCs, and the main problems encountered by PSEs in these economies in implementing this standard. The study results could also encourage 

the IFAC and IPSASB in their ongoing efforts in the field of public sector international accounting harmonization by focusing on the areas 

of non-compliance with such specific IPSAS standard. Furthermore, our results could stimulate the supporting role of international financial 

institutions (WB, IMF, etc.) in disseminating IPSAS in developing economies. By assessing the degree of compliance with cash-based 

IPSAS, our results could also help DCs’ policymakers in their accounting strategies to address the areas of non-compliance with this 

standard and further strengthen financial transparency and government accountability in order to facilitate the obtaining of foreign credits 

and financial assistance from transnational donors/lending institutions. 

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of prior literature pertaining to the extent of compliance with govern-

ment accounting standards. Next, the study methodology is described in Section 3. Then, we report, in Section 4, the research findings 

relating to the compliance level with cash-based IPSAS and the main non-compliance standard areas. Finally, the paper is concluded with 

a summary and discussion of policy implications in Section 5. 

2. Literature review on compliance with government accounting standards 

Prior research on international accounting harmonization provides evidence that the adoption (even if mandatory) of international account-

ing standards does not necessarily lead to the fact that these norms will be applied in the same way by all the entities, which in turn leads 

to significant diversities in the level of accounting disclosure whether between countries or even between entities belonging to the same 

country. The previous accounting literature provides evidence that the use of international accounting standards, even in a mandatory 

setting, does not necessarily lead to the fact that these norms will be applied in the same way by all the private or public sector entities, 

which in turn leads to significant diversities in the extent of disclosure requirements, whether between countries or even between entities 

belonging to the same country (Pina and Torres, 2003; Glaum et al., 2013; Juhmani, 2017; Mazzi et al., 2018). 

In the field of public sector accounting, empirical studies on the assessment of compliance level with national accounting standards have 

begun in the 1880, specifically in the context of developed economies (Ingram, 1984; Giroux, 1989; Lim and McKinnon, 1993; Christiaens, 

1999; Ryan et al., 2002; Bolıvar et al., 2013; Tejedo-Romero and Araujo, 2018). More recently, a number of studies have been conducted 

to analyse the degree of compliance with IPSAS disclosures, with more focus on the accrual-based standards’ requirements. Most of these 

searches have been carried out in the context of developing countries (Pérez and Lopez-Hernandez, 2009, four MERCOSUR countries; 

Abushamsieh et al., 2014, six Middle East Arab countries; Sukmadilaga et al., 2015, two ASEAN countries; Sellami and Gafsi, 2020, eight 

African countries; Mnif and Gafsi, 2024, in 13 DCs). The main previous empirical studies on the extent of government accounting disclo-

sures are reported in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Previous Empirical Studies on the Extent of Government Accounting Disclosure Requirements 

Author(s) Study sample 
Year/ Pe-
riod 

Account-

ing stand-

ards 

Research instrument Main findings 

Ingram (1984) 49 states (USA) 1980 US GAAP 
Accounting Practice In-

dex 

- There are significant diversities in the extent of compliance 
with national GAAP requirements amongst States. 

- Most American states do not provide complete information on 

public liabilities and assets of the government. 

Giroux (1989) 97 US cities 1983 US GAAP 
Accounting Disclosure 
index 

- There are significant differences in the amount of government 

accounting standards' disclosures across US cities and amongst 

disclosure items. 
- The overall mean scores relating to the pension and employee 

benefits and statistical section disclosures are higher than the 

overall mean index of operating budget disclosures. 

Lim & McKin-
non (1993) 

50 statutory authorities from 

the Australian State of New 

South Wales (NSW) 

1984 
National 
GAAP 

Self-constructed dis-

closure index, includ-

ing 39 items 

Relatively significant disparities in the extent of voluntary ac-

counting disclosure are revealed between NSW statutory au-
thorities and amongst non-financial and financial disclosure 

items. 

Christiaens 
(1999) 

100 Flemish municipalities 1995 
National 
GAAP 

Compliance Index 
Compliance levels range from 36.1% to 83.4%, with a mean 
score of 62% and a standard deviation of 10.2%. 

Ryan et al. 
(2002) 

36 Queensland local govern-
ment councils 

1997, 

1998 & 

1999 

National 
GAAP 

Local Government Ac-

countability (LGA) in-

dex 

- The extent of local government accounting disclosure has im-

proved over the three-year period. 
- Financial information items are completer and more precise 

than non-financial ones. Low government disclosure levels 

mainly concern performance aspects and the areas of corporate 
governance, executive and staff remuneration, as well as occu-

pational health and safety. 

Pina & Torres 

(2003) 

16 member countries of the 

OECD and the European 
Community 

2000- 

2001 
IPSAS 1 

The Cook's (1989) in-
dex 

 

 

- The overall average index of compliance with IPSAS 1 is 

55%. 
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 - The information items relating to long-term debt record the 

highest level of disclosure, thus reaching full compliance for 

some entities 

Da Costa-Car-

valho et al. 
(2007) 

175 municipalities in Portu-

gal 
2003 

National 

GAAP 
Compliance Index 

Compliance levels are higher for budgetary information, with a 

mean disclosure index of 87%. 

Pérez & Lopez- 

Hernandez 

(2009) 

Governments from four 

MERCOSUR countries (Par-
aguay, Argentina, Uruguay 

and Brazil)  

2006 

IPSAS 1 

and 

IPSAS 2 

Compliance index, 

comprising 76 items 
relating to IPSAS 1 

and IPSAS 2  

 Argentina registers the highest mean compliance level 
(53.9%), followed by Paraguay (42%) and Brazil (21%). 

Abushamsieh 

et al. (2014) 

Government entities of six 
Middle East Arab countries 

(Egypt, Palestine, Bahrain, 

Jordan, Oman and Kuwait) 

2007, 

2008 & 
2009 

IPSAS 1& 

IPSAS 2 

Self-constructed dis-

closure index  

Despite the significant reforms introduced in Middle Eastern 

Arab countries, the extent of compliance with IPSASs 1 and 2 
disclosure requirements is very low and is below 26%. 

Sukmadilaga et 

al. (2015) 

Government entities from 

two ASEAN countries: Ma-
laysia and Indonesia 

2012- 

2013 
IPSAS 

Self-constructed dis-
closure checklist based 

on that of Ernst and 

Young (2012) 

Malaysia and Indonesia both report very low levels of compli-

ance with IPSAS requirements 

Indonesia provides more accurate and complete information 
than Malaysia, with a mean disclosure level of 17% (against a 

mean compliance index of 9% for Malaysia). 

Tejedo-Romero 

& Araujo (2018) 

100 Spanish local municipal-

ities 

2008, 
2009, 

2010, & 

2012 

National 

GAAP 
Self-constructed index 

Ther is a significant disparity in the extent of compliance with 

national standards’ requirements with an overall mean disclo-
sure score of 65.1%. 

Sellami & Gafsi 

(2020) 

60 sub-Saharan African gov-

ernment entities 

2014- 

2017 

Five Ac-

crual-

based IP-
SAS  

Self-constructed dis-

closure index based on 

that of Ernst and 
Young (2012 & 2018) 

Compliance levels differ from one African government to an-
other and between entities in the same country, with an overall 

average disclosure score of 62.5%. 

Mnif & Gafsi 

(2020) 

100 entities from different 

countries across the globe 

2015- 

2017 

IPSASs, 1, 

2, 3, 14 & 
24 

Self-constructed 

checklist of 116 items 

The mean compliance level for the study’ global sample is 

65.7%. 

Mnif & Gafsi 
(2024) 

500 entity-year observations 

of 125 

PSEs from 13 DCs 

2015- 
2018 

Accrual-

based IP-

SAS  

Self-constructed dis-

closure checklist based 
on that of Ernst and 

Young (2018) 

High level of disparity in the extent of compliance with ac-

crual-based IPSAS (1,2,3,14 & 24) amongst DCs’ govern-

ments, with an overall mean score of 61%. 

 

Whether conducted in developed or developing economies, the main results of all previous empirical studies, presented in Table 1, show 

significant differences in the degree of conformity to local and international accounting standards as well. In addition, they reveal that the 

amount of government accounting disclosures is generally lower in less developed countries 

 In terms of IPSAS implementation, most of the existing studies have focused on the assessment of compliance level with accrual-based 

IPSAS with greater emphasis on the disclosure requirements of IPSAS 1 “Presentation of financial statements” and IPSAS 2 “Cash flow 

statements” (Pérez and Lopez-Hernández, 2009; Abushamsieh et al., 2014; Sukmadilaga et al., 2015). More recently, other studies have 

expanded the scope of accrual-based IPSAS disclosure requirements to cover other standards, namely IPSAS 3 “Accounting policies, 

changes in accounting estimates and errors,” IPSAS 14 “Events after the reporting date”, and IPSAS 24 “Presentation of budget information 

in financial statements” (Mnif and Gafsi, 2020; Sellami and Gafsi, 2020; Mnif and Gafsi, 2024). However, very few researchers like Pina 

and Torres (2003) and Abushamsieh et al. (2014) have underlined and explained the areas of non-compliance for OEDC and Middle East 

Arab countries, respectively.  

On the other hand, a number of studies have attempted to empirically analyse the determinants of compliance with (accrual-based) IPSAS 

disclosures by highlighting the influence of the economic, institutional and political-administrative environment on the level of government 

transparency, particularly in the context of DCs (Sellami and Gafsi, 2020; Mnif and Gafsi, 2024). The main results of these studies show 

that these economies have failed to achieve a high level of accounting disclosure due to their constraining environmental features such as 

the weak public management structure, vulnerable institutional capacity, inadequate regulatory framework, lack of appropriate and suffi-

cient skills, etc. In the context of ASEAN countries, more specifically Indonesia and Malaysia, Sukmadilaga et al. (2015) emphasize the 

need to introduce substantial changes and improvements in public financial management in these governments in order to improve financial 

transparency in the public sector and increase IPSAS disclosure levels. In the same vein, Araya-Leandro et al. (2016) stated that Central 

American government entities have not yet reached an acceptable level of convergence with IPSAS despite considerable efforts made to 

modernize public sector accounting in this region. 

All these previous studies provide a useful and comprehensive framework for accounting disclosure practices in the public sector. However, 

still little research on the extent of compliance with the cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements has been undertaken despite the increas-

ing acceptance of this standard, specifically in the context of DCs, and its considerable importance in improving the quality and transpar-

ency of government cash-based financial statements and alleviating the complexity of the future transition process to accrual-based IPSAS. 

3. Research methodology 

3.1. Sample and data sources 

The study sample consists of a number of DCs’ government entities belonging to the central government level and preparing their financial 

statements according to the cash-based IPSAS during the period 2020-2023.  

The overall initial sample includes 3408 entity-year observations, from which 548 are rejected because they relate to Government Business 

Enterprises (GBE). Indeed, this type of business is not within the scope of the use of IPSAS and it includes trading and financial enterprises. 

Next, 492 observations are also excluded because they belong to PSEs that have not adopted the cash-based IPSAS. Then, we discard 460 

entity-year observations for entities preparing financial statements according to the accrual-based IPSAS. Moreover, other entity-year-
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observations (444) are rejected because they relate to PSEs that do not publish English annual reports. In addition, 420 entity-year obser-

vations are removed from the sample because they relate to government entities whose annual reports do not refer to IPSAS appearing in 

the audit opinion or in the footnote relating to accounting policies. Next, we exclude from the study sample 404 entity-year-observations 

related to organizations operating at the local government level. Furthermore, 392 entity-year-observations for published reports that do 

not relate to the study period are also dropped. Thus, the final sample consists of 248 entity-year-observations relating to 62 central gov-

ernment entities whose 2020, 2021, 2022, and 2023 financial statements are obtained from the websites of various ministries, departments, 

and other central government bodies belonging to ten DCs from different regions across the globe. The sample selection process is pre-

sented in Table 2. 

 
Table 2: Sample Selection Process 

Initial sample  3408 

(-) Government Business Enterprises (GBEs) (548) 
(-) Entities belonging to jurisdictions with no formal adoption of cash-based IPSAS (492) 

(-) Entities preparing their annual reports under accrual-based IPSAS (460) 

(-) Entities with no published English language annual reports (444) 
(-) Entities with no reference to IPSAS in the audit opinion or in the accounting policy (420) 

(-) Entities belonging to the local government level (404) 

(-) Entities whose annual reports do not relate to the study period (392) 
Final sample 

Categorized by: 

 248 

Country (Geographic region) * Fiji (East Asia and Pacific) 28 
 Jamaica (Latin America and the Caribbean) 40 

 Lesotho (Sub-Saharan Africa) 20 

 Liberia (Sub-Saharan Africa) 32 
 Maldives (South Asia) 12 

 Pakistan (South Asia) 32 

 Rwanda (Sub-Saharan Africa) 28 
 Sierra Leone (Sub-Saharan Africa) 20 

 Somalia (Sub-Saharan Africa) 16 

 Zimbabwe (Sub-Saharan Africa) 20 
Government activity** General public services 14 

 Defence 03 

 Public order and safety 08 
 Economic affairs 11 

 Environmental protection 06 

 Housing and community amenities 03 
 Health 05 

 Recreation, culture, & religion 04 

 Education  07 
 Social protection 01 

* Sampled countries are classified by region according to the World Bank’s (2024) country classification. 

** Government activity divisions are defined according to the classification of the functions of government (COFOG, 1999) developed by the OECD, and 
published by the United Nations Statistical Division (European Commission, 2011). 

3.2. Construction of the disclosure checklist 

Consistent with the previous research (Glaum et al., 2013; Juhmani, 2017; Mazzi et al., 2018; Mnif and Gafsi, 2020; Sellami and Gafsi, 

2020; Mnif and Gafsi, 2024), we develop a self-constructed checklist in accordance with the revised cash-based IPSAS text in order to 

assess the compliance level with the standard’s accounting disclosure requirements. The study checklist is composed of 68 disclosure items 

which are classified into two main categories, namely Mandatory disclosure requirements (MDR) and Encouraged disclosure requirements 

(EDR), which together constitute the standard’s structure, as specified by the IPSASB (2017). 

The standard’s first part (MDR) identifies the financial and budgetary disclosure requirements relating to the treatment of cash receipts, 

payments and cash balances made by PSEs other than GBEs, which must be clearly disclosed in the financial statements and explanatory 

notes. The second part relating to the encouraged disclosure requirements (EDR) highlights additional accounting policies and methods 

that an entity is encouraged to adopt and apply in order to improve the reliability and transparency of its financial statements. 

As recommended by the IFAC/IPSASB, the study checklist contains the minimum requirements for the information to be provided in all 

government entities’ cash-based financial statements and which should be sufficiently understandable, reliable and relevant in order to 

meet the information needs of the various stakeholders. The content reliability of the self-constructed checklist was checked by an inde-

pendent IPSAS expert. Table 3 highlights the main disclosure items of the revised cash-based IPSAS, classified by category and subcate-

gory in accordance with the standard’s content and structure. 

 
Table 3: Checklist Content 

Standard part Disclosure category 
Nbr. of 

items 

Part (1): 

Mandatory disclosure requirements 

(MDR) 

1.  Information to be disclosed in the statement of cash receipts 

and payments 
03 

2.  Reporting period 02 
3.  Information about the entity 05 

4.  Restrictions on cash balances and access to borrowings 03 

5.  Comparative information 02 
6.  Identification of financial statements 05 

7.  Correction of errors 03 

8.  Foreign currency 02 
9.  Budget information 09 

10. Changes in accounting policies  03 

Total items per disclosure category 37 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:United_Nations
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Part (2): 

Encouraged disclosure requirements 
(EDR) 

1. Going concern 01 

2. Administrated transactions 02 

3. Disclosures of major classes of cash flows 02 

4. Additional information on assets, liabilities, revenues, expenses and comparison with bud-

get 
02 

5. Consolidated financial statements 04 

6. Acquisitions and disposals of controlled entities and other operating units 03 

7. Joint arrangements 02 
8. Financial reporting in Hyperinflationary economies 02 

9. Payments by third parties on behalf of the entity 02 

10. Recipients of external and other assistance 11 
Total items per disclosure category 31 

Total disclosure items of Cash-based IPSAS 68 

3.3. Calculation of the IPSAS compliance index 

In line with the prior literature (Lopes and Rodrigues, 2007; Al-Shammari et al., 2008; Ben Saâda and Gafsi, 2019; Sellami and Gafsi, 

2020; Mnif and Gafsi, 2024), The IPSAS disclosure index used in this study is unweighted, dichotomous, and adjusted for non-applicable 

items, where each d isclosure  i tem is coded as disclosed (1), not disclosed (0) or not applicable (NA). Adjusting the index for non- 

applicable items avoids penalizing an PSE for not disclosing one or more irrelevant elements. Indeed, and in order to minimize errors, the 

study checklist was carefully constructed by removing some elements whose applicability to a given PSE cannot be assessed and judged 

by an external review (Glaum et al., 2013). 

In the current research, a global disclosure index (CASHIPSASDIjt) is computed for each government entity and for each country, sepa-

rately. CASHIPSASDIjt is the ratio of the total number (T) of items (di) provided by the PSE (j) to the maximum number of applicable 

items (M) for that government entity during the year (t): 

 

𝐶𝐴𝑆𝐻𝐼𝑃𝑆𝐴𝑆𝐷𝐼𝑗𝑡 =
𝑇 ∑ 𝑑 𝑖,𝑗𝑡𝑛

𝑖=1  

𝑀 ∑ 𝑑𝑖,𝑗𝑡𝑚
𝑖=1

  

4. Research findings 

Cash-based IPSAS is IPSAS is a high-quality international standard that was developed and initially published by the IPSAS Board in 

2003 in order to be applied by all PSEs, other than GBEs, which use cash-based accounting method in the preparation of their annual 

reports. The standard was subsequently revised in 2006, 2007 and 2017, respectively, and it is, in its latest revised version, applicable from 

1 January 2019. Cash-based IPSAS aims to prescribe the manner in which general purpose financial statements should be prepared and 

presented on a cash basis in order to ensure transparency and comparability in the financial reporting of receipts, payments and cash 

balances of ESPs around the World.  

In this section, we attempt to assess the degree of compliance with the mandatory and non-mandatory disclosure requirements of this 

standard by central government entities in developing economies, and also to identify the main areas of non-compliance during the period 

2020-2023. 

4.1. Descriptive statistics relating to the compliance level with cash-based IPSAS 

The results of the descriptive statistics relating to the extent of compliance with cash-based IPSAS over the 2020-2023 period are reported 

in Table 4. 

 
Table 4: Descriptive Statistics Relating to the Level of Compliance with Cash-Based IPSAS in Developing Countries During the Period 2020-2023 

Country  N Compliance level  Min  Max  Mean Median S-D 

Fiji  28 MDR 0.6216 0.702 0.658 0.648 0.0277 

  EDR 0.645 0.709 0.669 0.661 0.0272 
  FDR 0.632 0.705 0.663 0.661 0.0205 

Jamaica  40 MDR 0.486 0.648 0.577 0.567 0.0514 

  EDR 0.612 0.645 0.628 0.612 0.0163 
  FDR 0.544 0.647 0.600 0.602 0.0329 

Lesotho  20 MDR 0.540 0.756 0.656 0.656 0.0679 

  EDR 0.516 0.548 0.532 0.532 0.0165 
  FDR 0.529 0.661 0.600 0.588 0.0430 

Liberia  32 MDR 0.432 0.459 0.441 0.432 0.0130 

  EDR 0.451 0.483 0.459 0.451 0.0141 
  FDR 0.441 0.470 0.449 0.448 0.0097 

Maldives  12 MDR 0.540 0.648 0.596 0.594 0.0372 

  EDR 0.548 0.612 0.594 0.596 0.0215 
  FDR 0.558 0.632 0.595 0.595 0.0254 

Pakistan  32 MDR 0.378 0.702 0.510 0.513 0.0744 

  EDR 0.354 0.573 0.466 0.419 0.0144 
  FDR 0.397 0.573 0.466 0.463 0.0426 

Rwanda  28 MDR 0.648 0.864 0.750 0.756 0.0547 

  EDR 0.709 0.741 0.729 0.741 0.0160 
  FDR 0.691 0.808 0.741 0.735 0.0325 

Sierra Leone  20 MDR 0.432 0.621 0.540 0.554 0.0601 

  EDR 0.451 0.516 0.483 0.483 0.0330 

  FDR 0.441 0.573 0.514 0.522 0.0465 

Somalia  16 MDR 0.324 0.351 0.337 0.337 0.0139 
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  EDR 0.354 0.387 0.358 0.354 0.0110 

  FDR 0.338 0.367 0.347 0.345 0.0105 

Zimbabwe  20 MDR 0.432 0.567 0.493 0.486 0.0495 

  EDR 0.387 0.419 0.403 0.403 0.0165 

  FDR 0.411 0.500 0.452 0.448 0.0326 
All countries  248 MDR 0.324 0.864 0.562 0.567 0.1193 

  EDR 0.354 0.741 0.538 0.516 0.1204 

  FDR 0.338 0.808 0.551 0.558 0.1142 

MDR: Mandatory disclosure requirements 
EDR: Encouraged disclosure requirements 

FDR: Full disclosure requirements 
 

Table 4 presents for each sampled country the mean, standard deviation, median, minimum and maximum value relating to the level of 

compliance with mandatory disclosure requirements (MDR), encouraged disclosure requirements (EDR), and full disclosure requirements 

(FDR) of the cash-based IPSAS standard during the study period. The descriptive statistics findings show significant diversities in compli-

ance levels with cash-based IPSAS full disclosure requirements between the sampled DCs, varying between 33.8 % and 80.8 % over the 

2020-2023 period.  

The overall mean compliance index relating to FDR for the study sample is 55.1%, with a standard deviation of 0.1142 and a median of 

55.8%. The overall average compliance with MDR is 56.2%, with a standard deviation of 0.1193 and a median of 53.8%. As regards 

encouraged disclosure requirements (EDR), the overall mean compliance index is 53.8 %, with a standard deviation of 0.1204 and a median 

of 51.6%. However, none of the selected countries have achieved full compliance with cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements, whether 

mandatory or non-mandatory, during the period 2020-2023. 

According to previous studies, differences in the extent of compliance with government accounting standards disclosures may be related 

to the specific environmental characteristics of each country, such as the quality of public administration and the strength of public man-

agement systems (Sukmadilaga et al., 2015; Sellami and Gafsi, 2020; Mnif and Gafsi, 2020 & 2024), government political culture (Mnif 

and Gafsi, 2024), political competition (Bolıvar et al., 2013), the quality of accounting education (Sellami and Gafsi, 2020), government 

financial condition (Carpenter, 1991; Laswad et al., 2005; Carvalho et al., 2007; Bolívar et al., 2013), and the level of citizen wealth (Mnif 

and Gafsi, 2024). Disparities in compliance levels may also be associated with microeconomic factors such as the size of public sector 

entity (Carvalho et al., 2007; Garcia and Garcia-Garcia, 2010; Bolívar et al., 2013), accounting and auditing department expertise 

(Cheng,1992), state entity’s audit budget and audit quality (Cheng,1992; Sellami and Gafsi, 2020; Mnif and Gafsi, 2024). 

Furthermore, the results in Table 4 show that the Government of Rwanda records the highest levels of compliance (74.1% for FDR, 75% 

for MDR, and 72.9% for EDR), followed by the Government of Fiji whose average disclosure index reaches 66.3% for the standard’ full 

requirements, 65.8% for MDR and 66.9% for EDR. Indeed, the Rwandan government has made, over the past decades, considerable efforts 

to reform the public management system, strengthen the country's institutional capacity, and improve government accounting practices. In 

2006, the government has implemented a public financial management action plan aimed at strengthening several aspects of the existing 

system, more specifically in the areas of accounting, control, and auditing (IMF, 2011). In fact, the government sought to improve financial 

transparency and combat corrupt practices through the establishment of a quality accounting and auditing framework and the implementa-

tion of stronger financial controls and reporting procedures. Rwanda has also developed and implemented new rules on fiscal and financial 

decentralization and procurement reforms through the creation of autonomous and semi-autonomous tax agencies with the aim of enhanc-

ing public sector performance by streamlining tax collection and increasing government revenue (Samaratunge et al., 2008). Rwanda has 

made great strides in putting in place an adequate legal framework for budget management with the Organic Budget Law and accompanying 

financial regulations passed in 2006, thanks to which government budget is prepared through a transparent and appropriate set of procedures 

and in accordance with international accounting standards. Recently, a comprehensive and ambitious five-year new Public Financial Man-

agement Strategic Plan (PFM SSP 2024-2029) was developed and validated by the government and its development partners in June 2024 

with the objective of accelerating and promoting the country's socio-economic development through the implementation of an effective 

fiscal policy and strengthened accountability measures. The key areas of intervention of this new plan include the improvement of trans-

parency and accountability of public financial management, and the achievement of government economic and financial sustainability 

(MINECOFIN, 2024).  

As for the Government of Fiji, it has taken relevant procedures and corrective measures aimed at redefining the public management system, 

ensuring budgetary rationalization and promoting effectiveness and efficiency in the public sector. These actions involve, for example, the 

development of the Fiji PFM Improvement Programme (PFMIP) 2016–2019 focusing mainly on a set of priorities including budget trans-

parency, regulatory compliance, improving debt and government expenditure management and promoting the digitalization of public man-

agement practices (ADB, 2017). 

However, the results of the descriptive statistics described in Table 4 reveal that the lowest average levels of FDR compliance belong to 

the Somali government (34.7%), followed by Liberia and Zimbabwe with overall average indices of 44.9 % and 45.2 %, respectively. 

Indeed, the introduction of NPM reforms, including IPSAS implementation, is still challenging and complex in several sub-Saharan African 

countries like Somalia, Zimbabwe, Uganda, Liberia and Burundi. Producing IPSAS-compliant government financial statements in these 

economies seems to be difficult to be achieved in the absence of an adequate legal framework, political support, strong governance mech-

anisms and appropriate professional skills (Tanjeh, 2016; ACCA, 2017). According to Transparency International, sub-Saharan Africa is 

among the worst-performing regions in the world (Mnif and Gafsi, 2020). For example, the 2023 average corruption perceptions indices 

in Somalia, Zimbabwe, and Liberia are 11, 24, and 25, respectively (TI, 2023).  

Table 5 sets out the evolution of the compliance level with cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements (MDR, EDR and FDR) during the 

study period. 

The results in Table 5 show a significant increase in the level of compliance with the IPSAS standard and its different reporting components 

over time. The overall mean compliance level with the standard's FDR increases from 51.6% in 2020 to 58.3 in 2023, and this is the same 

case for the overall average compliance indices with MDR and EDR which increased from 47.7% to 60.7% and 49.4% to 55.6%, respec-

tively. Despite the challenges and difficulties faced by developing economies in implementing IPSAS, these countries have relatively 

managed to improve the extent of compliance with the cash-based standard. significant efforts have been made by DCs’ governments to 

strengthen transparency and financial accountability in the public sector. However, full compliance with the IPSASB' standard was not 

achieved during the 2020-2023 period. 
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Table 5: Compliance Level with Cash-Based Ipsas Disclosure Requirements by Year and by Country 

Country N Disclosure requirements 
Year/period 

2020 2021 2022 2023 Whole period 

Fiji  28 MDR 0.644 0.656 0.664 0.660 0.658 

  EDR 0.645 0.644 0.677 0.709 0.669 

  FDR 0.644 0.651 0.670 0.682 0.663 
Jamaica  40 MDR 0.508 0.589 0.564 0.645 0.567 

  EDR 0.612 0.616 0.638 0.645 0.612 

  FDR 0.555 0.604 0.598 0.645 0.602 
Lesotho  20 MDR 0.567 0.643 0.675 0.740 0.656 

  EDR 0.516 0.516 0.548 0.548 0.532 
  FDR 0.544 0.585 0.617 0.652 0.588 

Liberia  32 MDR 0.439 0.442 0.442 0.442 0.432 

  EDR 0.451 0.451 0.451 0.483 0.451 
  FDR 0.444 0.446 0.446 0.461 0.448 

Maldives  12 MDR 0.558 0.567 0.621 0.639 0.594 

  EDR 0.569 0.602 0.602 0.602 0.596 
  FDR 0.563 0.583 0.612 0.622 0.595 

Pakistan  32 MDR 0.439 0.513 0.506 0.581 0.513 

  EDR 0.403 0.415 0.419 0.419 0.419 
  FDR 0.422 0.468 0.466 0.507 0.463 

Rwanda  28 MDR 0.706 0.741 0.756 0.799 0.756 

  EDR 0.714 0.714 0.741 0.741 0.741 
  FDR 0.710 0.733 0.75 0.771 0.735 

Sierra Leone  20 MDR 0.454 0.524 0.589 0.594 0.554 

  EDR 0.451 0.451 0.516 0.516 0.483 
  FDR 0.452 0.491 0.555 0.558 0.522 

Somalia  16 MDR 0.324 0.324 0.351 0.351 0.337 

  EDR 0.354 0.354 0.362 0.362 0.354 
  FDR 0.338 0.338 0.356 0.356 0.345 

Zimbabwe  20 MDR 0.432 0.486 0.486 0.567 0.486 

  EDR 0.387 0.387 0.419 0.419 0.403 
  FDR 0.411 0.441 0.455 0.5 0.448 

All countries  248 MDR 0.477 0.557 0.567 0.607 0.567 

  EDR 0.494 0.525 0.547 0.556 0.516 
  FDR 0.516 0.547 0.558 0.583 0.558 

 

4.2. Areas of non-compliance with cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements  

Areas of non-compliance in the accounting standard represent the key items in the financial statements for which the entity has not provided 

complete information in accordance with the accounting regulations applicable to a defined period. Table 6 reports, in more detail, the 

extent of compliance with cash-based IPSAS for each of its main parts by category of disclosure items and by country over the period from 

2020 to 2023, identifying thereby the areas of non-compliance with the standard’s requirements. 

From Table 6, the study results indicate that compliance level with cash-based IPSAS disclosures by DCs’ government entities varies 

significantly among the different item categories. Regarding Part 1 of the standard relating to the Mandatory Disclosure Requirements 

(MDR), the disclosure items of the two categories “Information to be disclosed in the statement of cash receipts and payments” and “In-

formation about the entity” record the highest mean compliance levels, which are 82.9% and 79.5%, respectively, whereas disclosure items 

relating to the “Restrictions on cash balances and access to borrowings” have the lowest overall average compliance level (22.1%) during 

the period 2020-2023.  

As regards Part 2 of the cash-based IPSAS standard (EDR), the disclosure items of the two categories “Going concern” and “Additional 

information on assets, liabilities, revenues, expenses and comparison with budget” register the highest mean compliance levels, which are 

84 % and 57.2%, respectively, whereas disclosure items relating to the information category “Payments by third parties on behalf of the 

entity” record the lowest overall average compliance level (29.2%) over the 2020-2023 period. 

 
Table 6: Compliance Level by Item Category of Cash-Based IPSAS for Each Country Over the 2020-2023 Period 

Item category  Fiji  
Ja-
maica 

Le-
sotho 

Libe-
ria  

Mal-
dives  

Pa-

kis-

tan  

Rwanda  
Sierra 
Leone 

So-
malia  

Zim-
babwe  

All 
DCs  

Panel A: Mandatory disclosure requirements (MDR) 
 Information to be disclosed in the statement of 

cash receipts and payments 
0.667 1.000 1.000 0.667 0.727 0.989 0.928 0.667 0.667 0.750 0.829 

 Reporting period 1.000 0.112 0.500 0.500 0.125 0.109 0.500 0.500 0.468 0.200 0.469 

 Information about the entity 0.585 0.940 0.950 0.600 0.750 0.918 0.964 0.910 0.400 0.75 0.795 

 Restrictions on cash balances and access to 
borrowings 

0.321 0.100 0.133 0.333 0.250 0.104 0.416 0.167 0.333 0.100 0.221 

 Comparative information 0.500 0.500 0.650 0.500 0.625 0.109 0.598 0.250 0.333 0.500 0.508 

 Identification of financial statements 0.592 0.645 0.680 0.400 0.600 0.218 0.821 0.650 0.250 0.550 0.597 
 Correction of errors 0.678 0.500 0.416 0.104 0.583 0.662 0.750 0.416 0.333 0.500 0.416 

 Foreign currency 0.517 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.541 0.135 0.500 0.475 0.500 0.500 0.463 

 Budget information 0.714 .0.667 0.778 0.556 0.722 0.171 0.865 0.672 0.361 0.667 0.675 
Changes in accounting policies  1.000 0.558 0.400 0.114 0.500 0.690 0.0714 0.250 0.354 0.250 0.438 

Panel B: Encouraged disclosure requirements (EDR) 

Going concern 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.250 0.833 1.000 0.964 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.840 
Administrated transactions 0.500 0.500 0.575 0.000 0.500 0.500 0.482 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.435 
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Disclosures of major classes of cash flows 0.500 0.598 0.875 0.500 0.541 0.109 0.517 1.000 0.000 0.500 0.443 

Additional information on assets, liabilities, re-

venues, expenses and comparison with budget 
1.000 0.500 0.600 1.000 0.500 0.000 0.982 0.500 0.500 0.000 0.572 

Consolidated financial statements 0.928 0.500 0.250 0.750 0.500 0.250 0.750 0.250 0.234 0.500 0.327 

Acquisitions and disposals of controlled enti-
ties and other operating units 

0.750 0.667 0.333 0.333 0.667 0.333 0.667 0.333 0.333 0.333 0.478 

Joint arrangements 0.667 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.458 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.000 0.500 

Financial reporting in Hyperinflationary econo-
mies 

0.500 1.000 0.500 1.000 0.958 0.500 0.964 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.524 

Payments by third parties on behalf of the en-

tity 
0.892 0.825 0.250 0.468 1.000 0.000 0.982 0.250 0.667 0.000 0.292 

Recipients of external and other assistance 0.522 0.588 0.636 0.272 0.492 0.622 0.698 0.500 0.284 0.590 0.528 

5. Conclusion 

This study aimed to assess the degree of government compliance with cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements, specifically in the context 

of DCs, and to highlight the main areas of non-compliance with this standard during the period 2020-2023. 

Based on a self-constructed checklist consisting of 68 disclosure items for a sample of 248 entity-year-observations relating to 62 central 

government entities from 10 DCS, the study findings reveal significant diversities in compliance levels with cash-based IPSAS disclosure 

requirements between the sampled DCs, varying between 33.8 % and 80.8 %, with an overall mean compliance index of 55.1% over the 

2020-2023 period. Moreover, the research results demonstrate that, despite the significant improvement in the cash-based IPSAS disclosure 

level over time, full compliance with this standard has not been achieved by the sampled PESs. Thus, a number of non-compliance infor-

mation areas are identified in the present research. The results of this research are consistent with previous empirical studies demonstrating 

significant differences in the level of compliance with IPSAS standards in developing economies (Pérez and Lopez-Hernandez, 2009; 

Abushamsieh et al., 2014; Mnif and Gafsi, 2020; Sellami and Gafsi, 2020; Mnif and Gafsi, 2024).  

This study contributes to the public sector accounting literature by providing new insights into the degree of government financial trans-

parency in the context of developing countries through the assessment of compliance with cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements. 

Indeed, most of the existing studies focus on the assessment of the degree of compliance with local standards (Ingram,1984; Giroux, 1989; 

Lim and McKinnon, 1993; Christiaens, 1999; Ryan et al., 2002) or international standards, with more focus on accrual-based IPSAS (Pina 

and Torres, 2003; Pérez and Lopez-Hernandez, 2009; Abushamsieh et al., 2014; Benito et al., 2007; Mnif and Gafsi, 2020; Sellami and 

Gafsi, 2020; Mnif and Gafsi, 2024). However, still little empirical evidence on the compliance level with cash-based IPSAS disclosure 

requirements has been undertaken. To the authors’ best knowledges, this research is among the first to focus exclusively on assessing the 

level of compliance with cash-based IPSAS and to identify the main areas of non-compliance with this standard. 

The results of the current research could be interesting and useful as they provide practitioners, academics and researchers with an in-depth 

analysis of the assessment of the level of government compliance with cash-based IPSAS disclosure requirements in the context of DCs, 

highlighting the main problems encountered by PSEs in these economies in implementing this standard. The study results could also 

encourage the IFAC and the IPSASB in their ongoing efforts in the field of public sector international accounting harmonization by focus-

ing on the areas of non-compliance with such specific IPSAS standard. Furthermore, our results might stimulate the supporting role of 

international financial institutions (WB, IMF, etc.) in disseminating IPSAS in developing economies. By assessing the degree of compli-

ance with cash-based IPSAS, our results could also help DCs’ policymakers in their accounting strategies to address the areas of non-

compliance with this standard and further strengthen financial transparency and government accountability in order to facilitate the obtain-

ing of foreign credits and financial assistance from transnational donors/lending institutions. 

However, due to the lack of IPSAS adoption status for some DCs and the unavailability of annual reports of several PSEs, we could not 

include other countries/government entities, which is the main limitation of the present research which therefore opens the way for further 

future investigations on this topic. Indeed, it would be useful to expand the sample size to cover other PSEs operating in the context of 

developed or developing economies. Furthermore, it would be interesting to examine the determinants of compliance level with cash-based 

IPSAS and to analyze its impact on public sector management in several countries around the world. 
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