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This thesis contributes to the reporting of Intellectual Capital (IC) and includes four papers on
the recognition and comparability of IC. IC, often called intangibles in the financial reporting
discourse, reflects resources which create value in and for organizations. These resources
originate out of human knowledge and capacities, which, through their uniqueness, can provide
competitive advantages for an organization. As something intangible, IC is a challenge to report
as it is not only a matter of reporting value that has been or can be realized but also a matter
of reporting the creative processes focusing on present and future value. This challenge is a
particular reflection of how and when to recognize IC as something reportable and is intensified
if IC needs to be comparable.

The thesis draws on the distinction that is made between mandatory and voluntary reporting
when discussing recognition and comparability. Three of the studies relate to firms’ practices
of reporting through annual reports. Since these reports contain both mandatory and voluntary
sections, reflecting reporting both as a requirement as well as a possibility, different aspects of
reported IC is emphasized. Using a wider range of documents, the fourth study relates to the
enforcement of the mandatory reporting standards which the firms are required to apply in their
reporting.

As the overall finding in the thesis, three categories of recognition of IC are developed
which reflect differences related to whether the reporting is mandatory, voluntary or, as this
thesis argues, something in between. Reflected through the categories, comparability interrelates
differently with recognition. The thesis contributes with the description of IC as a foundation for
reporting which makes the matter of recognition of IC in reporting complex. It further highlights
that through recognition of IC reporting is continuously expanding wherefore it is not possible
to identify an end of an already expanded and demarcated reporting regime. In this expansion,
by settling what is mandatory reporting through requested characteristics, voluntary reporting
is defined.
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1 Introduction 

Reporting is present in many aspects of society. It ranges from the local 
housing cooperative (Brf Soleken, 2011), through the voluntary organization 
(Röda Korset, 2011), to the profit-seeking global firm (ABB, 2011). It also 
varies with respect to time – there are quarterly reports (Investor, 2012), 
annual reports (Bonnier, 2011; IMF, 2011) and even reports reflecting on 
decades (SOU 2001:79). As a reflection of reporting, one should not be sur-
prised if organizations make efforts to report on issues that are deemed im-
portant. And, consequently, to be silent about what is deemed unimportant. 
Or, maybe, to be silent on what is deemed too important? But how then 
could we view the (non-)possibility of undertaking any reporting? 
 
One way to approach this question is to look upon reporting practices in 
terms of mandatory and voluntary. However, if this separation of mandatory 
and voluntary is considered, a condition must be present that maintains this 
separation of reporting(s). In relation to this condition, mandatory reporting 
carries requirements for achievement of certain ends, and reporting is the 
means to these ends. These mandatory requirements on reporting are some-
thing officially imposed by some actor other than a reporting entity. One 
example of an end that is argued for through mandatory reporting is market 
efficiency (Regulation (EC) No 1606/2002; Securities Act 1933 (SEC. 2 (b)) 
and 1934 (SEC. 3 (f))).  
 
In order to achieve a chosen end, mandatory reporting needs to have a cer-
tain quality but which definition though can differ depending on a particular 
end. Regardless of what particular end is in place, the commonality between 
different ends is that it places certain requirements on the act of recognition. 
That is, recognition in mandatory reporting relates to what information is 
needed to achieve a particular end decided by a regulator. For the achieve-
ment of market efficiency, one quality of reporting is the possibility of com-
paring information, and comparability of reporting would then be relevant. It 
would enable a comparison between organizations by requiring reporting to 
be comparable. 
 
Voluntary reporting, however, implies a freedom to report but also freedom 
in how to report. It presents the reporting entity with the possibility and not 
with a requirement of reporting, nor a requirement for a particular quality 
level to be achieved. Therefore, a reporting entity does not, from a voluntary 
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reporting point of view, have to adhere to some externally imposed require-
ment as within mandatory reporting. As an outcome, recognition of what 
information is to be reported is therefore a choice by the reporting entity in 
order to achieve a, for the entity, desired end. Recognition need not be un-
dertaken for comparability purposes, although neither is this banned as an 
end to be aimed for. 
 
However, this particular distinction is by no means the only one possible. 
When an external actor is mentioned as an actor deciding what is mandatory 
reporting, the decision on something being mandatory is commonly related 
to a legal decision and therefore refers to a jurisprudential order. Even if 
something is not mandatory according to this definition, neither does it need 
to be fully voluntary. Organizations can mimic and adapt (DiMaggio and 
Powell, 1983), and be constrained by different aspects of power (Dreyfus 
and Rabinow, 1983). These are aspects that point towards constraints that 
would shift the view on what is mandatory and what is voluntary on the ba-
sis of the initial distinction. In particular, negative economic or social conse-
quences for an organization from particular (reporting) behavior, even 
though voluntary from a legal perspective, can place restraints on how or 
what the firm reports.  
 
These differences in views on the border between mandatory and voluntary 
are something that needs to be acknowledged as they are a part of the report-
ing activities. However, the initial division between mandatory and volun-
tary does adhere to a division which in spite of geographical dispersion pro-
vides one common denominator that makes it useful as a point of departure 
for understanding reporting. Yet, regardless of division used, the mandatory-
voluntary distinction does not suffice alone to settle the approach to report-
ing; attention needs to be given to the content that is to be reported. 
 
Something which has come to receive increased attention is the emphasis on 
knowledge, in particular knowledge for use in the economy (OECD, 2012; 
UN, 2007; World Bank, 2012)1. Knowledge represents a driver in the econ-
omy through education, infrastructure, research and employment (ibid.) cre-
ating value and economic growth. As a reflection of this, labels such as ‘new 
economy’, ‘information economy’, or ‘knowledge economy’ highlight that 
value, today, must be understood more broadly than in the past. Some have 
suggested this change as a shift of paradigm away from an industrial econo-
my towards intangibles (Kuhn, 1962, Shortridge and Smith, 2009), while 
others disagree (Basu and Waymire, 2008). Regardless of position argued by 
any of the sides, however, the importance of knowledge and intangibles are 
acknowledged. 

                               
1 For links to the OECD, UN and World Bank website sections for more information, see the 
bibliography. 



 11 

 
As important sources in the economy, knowledge and intangibles arguably 
need to be reported to nurture development in society and the economy. 
However, while knowledge and intangibles are important in the economy 
they are a challenge for reporting to embrace and communicate (OECD, 
2012). In particular, what knowledge and what intangibles are to be reflected 
in and through reporting? How could or should this knowledge and these 
intangibles be recognized? Even further, can what is recognized be com-
pared? It again comes back to a matter of deciding on a certain aim of report-
ing, but this also requires certainty on how knowledge works, something 
that, even though might not be considered uncertain, at least require further 
investigation. The knowledge and the intangibles described are what some 
refer to as Intellectual Capital (Lin and Edvinsson, 2011, Stewart, 1999) and 
it is the reporting of this Intellectual Capital that is the focal attention in this 
thesis. 
 
The framing of the thesis is outlined as follows. The next section, Section 2, 
part 1, further explains how Intellectual Capital can be understood, followed 
by a part 2 which discusses mandatory and voluntary reporting and some of 
the implications of this. Part 3 of Section 2 brings parts 1 and 2 together and 
comments on matters of recognition and comparability, followed by part 4 
where the aim and research question of the thesis are presented alongside 
their sub-parts. Section 3 comments and reflects on the data and methodolo-
gies that have been used and Section 4 summarizes the findings from the 
four papers that have been written. In this section a table, Table 1, is found 
with an overview of the different papers in the thesis. Section 5 presents the 
overall conclusion and Section 6 the overall contribution of the thesis, while 
Section 7 contains suggestions for future research. After this, the four papers 
follow. 
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2 The subject 

This section first comments on how to understand Intellectual Capital (IC)2 
through a broader conceptualization of it, and is then followed by a part on 
reporting. That part, part 2, considers both mandatory and voluntary report-
ing, followed by discussions on management in reporting not limited just to 
management of reporting, and ends with considerations on use and under-
standing of reporting. A third part then brings IC and reporting further to-
gether, commenting on some reporting particularities, i.e. recognition and 
comparability. The final part, part 4, covers the aim of the thesis and the 
research question alongside their sub-parts. However, before continuing any 
further in the explanation of these matters, the position of value requires 
some consideration. 
 
Arguments on growth (OECD, 2012; World Bank, 2012; UN, 2012) relate 
IC to value. Stressing the importance for IC emphasizes not only the present 
but as well a bond with the future where value can be considered an outcome 
of growth that occurs or is expected to occur from IC. Suggestions of IC 
reflected by the gap between the book value and market value of firms 
(Edvinsson and Malone, 1997, Stewart, 1991, Stewart, 1999) subscribe to 
such views. Notably, support for this is indicated by the argument that re-
porting IC impacts on value and returns (Abdolmohammadi, 2005, Aboody 
and Lev, 1998, Dumay and Tull, 2007, Lev and Sougiannis, 1996, Lev and 
Zarowin, 1999, Lev et al., 2009, Matolcsy and Wyatt, 2006, Uyar and Kiliç, 
2012, Wyatt, 2005). 
 
However, the impact of IC on value is not uncontested as discrepancies are 
found in its informativeness and impact on performance (Kristandl and 
Bontis, 2007, Mitchell van der Zahn et al., 2007, Komnenic and Pokrajcic, 
2012). What it suggests is a further need for investigation of the issues in 
reporting IC and how it is presented. In particular, with a lack of relationship 
between IC and value, IC reporting can be disregarded, but if IC is coupled 

                               
2 IC is initially a non-accounting concept (Stewart, 1991; 1999) wherefore intangibles would 
be an equivalent financial accounting and reporting term (Fincham and Roslender, 2003). 
Throughout this introduction of the thesis, i.e. Kappa, IC and intangibles will be used inter-
changeably. It is acknowledged that the distinction can be contested but it will be maintained 
for clarity reasons. Maintaining separate definitions would involve defining IC and intangi-
bles respectively rather than understanding use of the resources and capabilities being repre-
sented, matters which will be explained further in what follows. 
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with value, it ought to be explained in reporting. The position of value, and 
no value, will be discussed in section 3, but the presentation needs to be read 
on the assumption that IC and reporting matters (Catasús and Gröjer, 2003). 
In particular, how IC impacts on value is dependent on reporting to be un-
derstood. That understanding is influenced by the reports presented. Before 
these issues are further developed, however, some description of IC will be 
given. 

2.1 Intellectual Capital 
The term IC as a label was used by Galbraith in 1969 when acknowledging 
Kalecki for his works (Feiwal, 1975, p. 17), an acknowledgment which 
points towards human knowledge and capacity. The notion of IC remained 
absent in the broader debate but received increased attention in the early 
1990s with a suggestion of brainpower as an essential asset (Stewart, 1991). 
However, humans are a core matter in the fabric of society, and the im-
portance of people has long been acknowledged (Roslender, 2009). The in-
creased consideration of IC can be understood as acknowledgment of the 
importance of human ability. This ability would suggest IC referring to an 
intangible resource, or intellectual material (Stewart, 1999), of knowledge 
and capacity of human origin. 
 
A proposition of IC as a resource beginning with people suggests the possi-
bility of the capacity of the brainpower being put into use when people are 
active. If so, a transformation of knowledge is possible, where what is tacit 
in use can be made explicit and thereby possible to formalize and describe 
(Nonaka, 1991). IC thereby extends beyond any single human and can be 
structured and shared even to the point where it is decoupled from humans as 
carriers and is instead found in systems and documents (Stewart, 1999).  
 
Further, what can be noted is that the transformation reflects IC as a practice 
related to development. It is not only that people use knowledge; people’s 
use of knowledge develop the knowledge and can appear in a chain of use in 
which a use of IC can itself (later) be further used. A practice of knowledge 
use refines and broadens IC as a resource into several resources but with the 
same human origin. It refers use of IC to an activity of transformation, where 
transformation can continue to further refine IC both as resources and prac-
tices (Lynn, 1998, Roberts, 2003). 
 
However, IC is not limited to a matter of transformation (Lynn, 1998, 
Roberts, 2003). It is acknowledged that resources constituting IC interrelate 
with a possible connectivity between the different resources (Bontis, 1998, 
DATI, 2000, Edvinsson, 1997, MERITUM, 2002, Mouritsen, 2003, 
RICARDIS, 2006, Roberts, 2003). It suggests that IC is not independent of 
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other IC, as one resource can be dependent on another resource. Moreover, 
considering IC as a practice, connectivity through interaction might need to 
be ongoing for continuous existence of some IC. With this connectivity con-
sidered, it would be suggested that elements of IC are not only resources but 
also bundles of resources. At the same time, with the need for interaction, a 
transformation can continue to occur. IC is always in a state of development. 
 
With both practice as a part of connectivity and transformation, the need for 
use in IC can be stressed for its maintenance but it is the use of IC by a firm 
that reflects the creation of value, i.e. value creation (Fincham and 
Roslender, 2003, Stewart, 1999) of a firm. Use of IC in value creation pro-
vides a competitive advantage (Stewart, 1999), suggesting links between IC 
and strategy (Marr et al., 2003). As a strategy link, rather than viewing exog-
enous and endogenous factors independently they interrelate (Barney, 1991, 
Porter, 1996, Wernerfelt, 1984). In particular, dealing with something exter-
nal could require a corresponding internal resource to meet this challenge, or 
as an alternative, a reconfiguration of resources to take another approach, 
avoiding whatever is challenging. An example is to deal with competition as 
a reactive or proactive approach. 
 
IC could nevertheless be considered broader than an internal reaction to 
something external by a firm. A suggestion of IC as “…the possession of 
knowledge, applied experience, organizational technology, customer rela-
tionships and professional skills…” (Edvinsson and Malone, 1997, p. 44) 
approaches an acknowledgment of the external as something that is part of a 
firm’s IC. In particular, IC in a firm can develop by the use of external re-
sources as transformation need not be limited to what is available internally. 
What it does is challenge the borders of an entity, as matters which can be 
involved in creating value need not officially be considered a part of the 
entity. Further still, it is not only the case that the internal can encompass the 
external but it could also be that the external can embrace the internal. An 
example mentioned by Edvinsson (1997) is customer relationships. Depend-
ing on the perspective taken, the customer could impact on the firm through 
the need for a firm to adapt due to control and participation from customers 
being active in the activities and production of the firm. From the perspec-
tive of the firm it instead at least attempts to encompass and surround the 
customer. This positions IC as something which can extend far beyond any 
firm. 
 
An issue implicated is then where IC ends, as it is not independent of the 
culture, economy and organization where it is used (Basu and Waymire, 
2008). As noted, attention has been paid to IC in business for some time 
(Edvinsson and Malone, 1997, Stewart, 1991, 1999) but has come to expand 
further towards IC in nations (Lin and Edvinsson, 2011, Salonius and 
Lönnqvist, 2012, Ståhle and Ståhle, 2012). This would relate to e.g. infra-
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structure (World Bank, 2012), innovation (World Bank, 2012) and research 
and development (UN, 2007), education (UN, 2007; World Bank 2012), and 
employment (OECD, 2012), as noted in the Introduction, section  1. Depend-
ing on the span and range at which IC is viewed, interrelation can occur on 
different levels, i.e. firm IC and national IC, but also between levels. IC at a 
national level is a context in which business takes place. National IC would 
be an advantage for a country but could also imply that there would be a 
final border. However, no border appears yet to have been revealed. Possi-
bly, there is no distinct ending as business encircles the globe beyond any 
particular national boundaries. 
 
In summary, as an initial point of departure, IC can be noted as being re-
sources and practices in transformation and connectivity. This can be sug-
gested to relate to a distinction between a noun and a verb (Mouritsen, 2006, 
p. 832-833) where the former emphasizes the outcome rather than the devel-
opment, a development which would be reflected in the later. However, one 
does not exist without the other, even a verb needs a noun. This is a tradeoff 
that is present in reporting IC to which attention is given next. 

2.2 Reporting 
Reporting IC as resources and practices in transformation and connectivity 
can be considered to result in reporting that covers soft values (Mouritsen 
and Roslender, 2009). In Sweden a tradition of suggestions on how to report 
IC can be noted from the Konrad Group (1989) on IC in general, and human 
resources (Gröjer and Johanson, 1998) in particular, even before IC was 
noted as a common label (by Stewart (1991)). Now, some 25 years later, 
sustainability is demanded globally (UN, 2012). 
 
Reporting of soft values (Mouritsen and Roslender, 2009) poses a challenge 
regarding how it should be done. In particular, with IC contesting bounda-
ries, distinct organization boundaries are questioned (Begely et al., 2008), 
which reflects boundaries of the reporting unit being contested. However, it 
is not only boundaries of the reporting unit that are contested, so too are the 
boundaries of reporting (Gowthorpe, 2009). Considerations on what should 
be included (Roslender and Stevenson, 2009) and how IC should be meas-
ured (Mårtensson, 2009) are issues that are still under development. 
 
A distinction in IC reporting can be made between a request for some kind 
of generic, or common, reporting and reporting oriented towards manage-
ment communication (Nielsen and Madsen, 2009). This is not to suggest that 
a common approach would not be possible to use for management to com-
municate. It is rather a matter of the possibility of management adapting 
reporting to suit the firm’s specific situation in the second approach whereas 
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in the first approach of a generic reporting, common design issues to which 
the firms operations ought to fit receive more attention. However, what the 
distinction of approaches (Nielsen and Madsen, 2009) also relates to is 
whether the reporting should be regulated or not (Beyer et al., 2010), that is, 
if it is to be mandatory or voluntary. 

2.2.1 Mandatory reporting 
IC as value creation can be compared with the argument in reporting on val-
ue realization (Fincham and Roslender, 2003, Stewart, 1999). The focus 
from a value realization perspective is on whether value exists or can be 
anticipated and thus can be reported. Commonly this focus is found in man-
datory reporting, where a decision first is if value exists and secondly, if it 
does, if it should be reported. When having a focus on value that is realized, 
the value is also measurable and therefore related to issues with measure-
ment, which is particularly commented on in subsection  2.3.2 Recognition of 
IC. As measured value it is referred to as financial information found in the 
financial statements when being mandatory required. However, mandatory 
reporting can also contain requirements of complementing the financial 
statements with non-financial and supplementary information as explana-
tions of choices related to the value reported. The option of voluntary report-
ing of value realization does exist but it would then commonly have to be 
outside the financial statements, see e.g. the outcome of the brand value de-
bate (Napier and Power, 1992, Power, 1992).  
 
One area of interest is how financial reporting impacts on and interacts with 
the market (Kothari, 2001) which can be used as arguments for or against 
regulation (Holthausen and Watts, 2001, Barth et al., 2001). However, in the 
critique of the efficient market hypothesis Lee (2001) argues that it is not 
reasonable to begin with an assumption that the sea is flat merely because 
water is so in a glass. Understanding market efficiency as different forms of 
strength (Fama, 1970) is not a straightforward distinction as the need for a 
perfect reference point could be missing. What Lee (2001, p. 237) suggests 
is that instead of looking at an efficient market as a destination, it is a jour-
ney where the price as a reflection of value is yet to be discovered. 
 
These two views could be suggested as reflecting different approaches to 
how to consider standard setting and thus mandatory reporting. One ap-
proach takes an economic decision approach to standard setting, with a cal-
culus-oriented view of a search for the optimal standard in the interaction 
with the market. Another approach takes a sociological view of understand-
ing how and why a reporting standard is accepted with less, or no, attention 
to whether there is a particular market as such. 
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From a base of economics, reporting is linked to economic consequences 
(Verrecchia, 2001) which therefore can be reasons for regulatory interven-
tion. One suggestion within corporate governance for intervention would be 
that agency costs can be reduced with more efficient contracting from regu-
lators being able to impose regulation, which shareholders cannot. Another 
suggestion would relate to efficiency where economies of scale can reduce 
information duplication. (Beyer et al., 2010, p. 315-316.) However, a chal-
lenge is that dealing with these economic consequences through regulation 
and mandatory reporting creates friction (Kothari et al., 2010) which are thus 
consequences as such. Suggestions of these frictions could be externalities 
where a firm’s disclosure can impact on another firm, either as informative 
on other entities in addition to the disclosing entity, or as having an impact 
on another firm’s decision (Beyer et al., 2010, p. 315-316). In both instances 
social welfare can be enhanced if these matters are controlled.  
 
As one indication of economic consequences transparency is arguably im-
portant as it should enable and stimulate analysis of what is reported, at least 
as an ideal. Considerations of transparency reflects the informativeness of 
the (mandatory) reporting and if it needs to be voluntarily supplemented or 
not (Nielsen and Madsen, 2009). Notably, both disclosure in footnotes and 
the balance sheet can be associated with share price (Al Jifri and Citron, 
2009) but be considered differently in terms of informativeness between user 
groups (Imhoff Jr et al., 1993). However, as an opposing view, mandatory 
disclosure can be overall suboptimal as reduced risk sharing can follow 
(Beyer et al., 2010, p. 316). What this suggests is that mandatory reporting is 
both a matter of overall effects, i.e. economic consequences, as well as a 
design issue oriented towards particularities. 
 
Following the notion of increased importance of IC but not reported accord-
ingly (Edvinsson and Malone, 1997, Stewart, 1991, Stewart, 1999), there 
was questioning of the relevance of the regulated, i.e. mandatory, reporting 
and its accuracy of reflecting value realization (Fincham and Roslender, 
2003, Lev and Zarowin, 1999). At the core was whether usefulness, i.e. use-
ful to communicate financial information following the changes in business, 
had decreased (Lev and Zarowin, 1999) or not (Francis and Schipper, 1999). 
 
With the suggestion of decreased usefulness there have followed claims of 
reforming the accounting model (Lev and Zarowin, 1999, Lev, 2008). That 
is to say, the relevance of the reporting ought to be enhanced. This is coun-
tered with the notion that the present accounting model is appropriate 
(Skinner, 2008a, 2008b). This later view represents a claim that issues with 
the reporting model (if any) are corrected by market forces, where any 
changes needed in reporting by preparers will be directly requested by its 
users (ibid.). Another suggestion aligning would be that of whether financial 
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statements should report everything or that certain matters ought to be left 
out (Upton, 2001). 
 
These two lines of arguments have two implications. The idea that markets 
would correct any discrepancy could be applied to all reporting (Lev, 2008). 
If markets are efficient they would solve the reporting issue without particu-
lar intervention by external institutions. This is similar to the notion of com-
petitive sets of accounting standards to be chosen from by reporting compa-
nies, where the choice would be market driven by choosing a particular set 
that is preferred by a targeted investor (Kothari et al., 2010, Sunder, 2002). 
A suggestion of having some matters regulated, that is, maintaining the ac-
counting model, assumes that intervention is needed (Lev, 2008). The sec-
ond implication is that if there are matters that financial statements should 
not report, a basis for what (not) to report is needed, but such a decision 
would (assuming the trip and not a final destination (Lee, 2001)) be in a state 
of change. 
 
These two implications would be in line with taking a more interpretive ap-
proach to standard setting. In this approach, research in standard setting can 
focus further on the formal standard-setting process with exposure drafts and 
comment letters, e.g. how self-interest and national accounting background 
have affected an individual stakeholder’s view on a matter (Larson, 2008), 
impact of stakeholder groups on the outcome of a standard (Kwok and 
Sharp, 2005) and more implicit structural matters of control (Weetman, 
2001). Proposed influences of control outside the official process are lobby-
ing (Zeff, 1978, 2002). In particular, firms, i.e. preparers, or politicians voice 
opinions on certain issues that they do not wish to implement. The outcome 
of these influences depends on the strength of both the lobbyists and the 
standard-setting body. As such the outcome of a standard setting process 
need not be transparent, at least not in practice. Notably, with increased en-
dorsement of International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS), the Inter-
national Accounting Standards Board (IASB) is an influential actor as a 
standard setter. 

2.2.2 Voluntary reporting 
The need for regulation of the market or not also depends on whether firms 
would act to achieve market efficiency without regulation, if market effi-
ciency at all is the final goal. Suggestions of economic consequences 
(Verrecchia, 2001) therefore have some bearing on the field of voluntary 
reporting. In particular, they would relate to voluntary reporting through 
which firms either respond to market demands or, or even more, market 
needs that the firms identify without an official demand for enhanced market 
efficiency. Proposals of standardized or generic voluntary reporting (Nielsen 
and Madsen, 2009) can resemble arguments and counter-arguments on man-
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datory reporting. However, instead of repeating similar arguments on volun-
tary as with mandatory reporting, a difference between the fields related to 
IC can be mentioned. 
 
One of the characteristics of voluntary reporting of IC is that it starts with 
the value creation process, i.e. value creation, and ends up with a proposition 
of value realization (Fincham and Roslender, 2003, Stewart, 1999). How 
value is understood to be created may depend on how matters are ap-
proached (Isaac et al., 2009) and the voluntary reporting is a possibility of 
reporting varieties of ways in which value is argued to be created. This pos-
sibility is, at the same time, a challenge as the reporting entity does not only 
need to know how value is created in the entity, it needs to understand how 
to communicate it in reporting. Arguably, voluntary reporting is a freedom 
but there is a need for understanding of how to use this possibility. 
 
During a period of time a number of different voluntary reporting models 
focusing on value creation have been suggested.3 These represent both ideas 
of how value is created and of how it could be reported. What these different 
models have in common is their supplementary character to mandatory re-
porting using non-financial indicators as well as non-measured or explanato-
ry information for reporting. As a commonality the proposals are often not 
unrelated to the suggestion of scorecards (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, Kaplan 
and Norton, 1996) and strategic maps (Kaplan and Norton, 2000) in order to 
explain how resources interact in the creation of value (Marr et al., 2004). 
This, in turn, concerns linking the past, the present, and the future which is 
challenging given the connectivity between different parts of IC (Bontis, 
1998, DATI, 2000, Edvinsson, 1997, MERITUM, 2002, Mouritsen, 2003, 
Roberts, 2003). However, this is not to neglect that voluntary reporting can 
include measurement of financial information. 
 
The models introduce different approaches on how to report and on occasion 
they do so in conflict with something being voluntary through some suggest-
ed limitations as they need to define what to report. However, what the mod-
els have in common is the consideration of management in parallel with the 
external reporting. One approach towards management is for management to 
communicate what it finds important as success factors rather than just in-
creasing disclosure, making transparency a matter of explaining value crea-
tion rather than mere arguing that more is better (Nielsen and Madsen, 
2009). Therefore the models can also be read as examples of how to ap-
proach IC reporting, for further understanding of what this facet of voluntary 
reporting implies. As such, voluntary reporting expands beyond any particu-

                               
3 For a comprehensive overview of reporting approaches, see RICARDIS (2006, p. 62-73) 
and also Alcaniz et al. (2011). 
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lar model. Therefore, these models can be read both as models and also as 
examples of how to understand different facets of voluntary reporting of IC. 
 
The Intangible Assets Monitor (Sveiby, 1997) is one of the earlier reporting 
models and starts from the assumption of people as the only true agent. An 
invisible part of the balance sheet, consisting of a classification as Employee 
Competence, Internal Structure, and External Structure is considered. In-
spired by this model, the Skandia Navigator was developed where IC is 
found on the liability side of the balance sheet (Edvinsson, 1997), making it 
a liability item borrowed from stakeholders which then is reflected in good-
will on the asset side of the balance sheet. It takes a focus on the roots rather 
than the fruits. As a classification apparatus it begins with two classes, hu-
man capital and structural capital. A distinction between the two is that the 
former cannot be owned, whereas the latter can be owned from the perspec-
tive of the shareholder, and the human capital is consequently transformed 
into structural capital. Values for the IC categories are arrived at by deriving 
value from the market value present. 
  
Following a project in the European Union (EU), the MERITUM guidelines 
(2002) use a classification similar to the Intangible Assets Monitor (Sveiby, 
1997) with human, structural, and relational capital. They focus on identifi-
cation, measurement, and management of intangibles, and their disclosure. 
As a management approach related to strategy, it is a matter of identification, 
measurement, and finally action. As a reporting approach it should improve 
relationships and knowledge sharing with stakeholders, not only be descrip-
tive. Another EU project (RICARDIS, 2006) focuses on reporting IC in re-
search-intensive SMEs, and provides recommendations for the SMEs’ re-
porting, recommendations on how users should interpret the statements, and 
suggests policies for public authorities to stimulate these SMEs’ reporting. It 
presents a view of IC as a driver of value and acknowledges the need for 
R&D to be coupled with complementary (intangible) assets in order for val-
ue creation to occur. 
 
A national project, the DATI (2000), was initiated by the Danish Agency for 
Trade and Industry. It is argued in the project that the preparation of external 
reporting of IC stimulates knowledge sharing and management. The report-
ing includes what is called a ‘knowledge narrative’ describing how customer 
needs are matched by company performance and describes management 
challenges concerning how to implement the narrative (as knowledge man-
agement strategy). Notably, the IASB as a body for mandatory reporting also 
released a Management Commentary in 2010 (IASB, 2010a) but this does 
not appear to be a response to these initiatives. 
 
A more current development related to IC reporting is the suggestion of 
Integrated Reporting, which was suggested in the King Code of Governance 
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for South Africa (‘King III’) (IoDiSA, 2009). One country pioneering this 
initiative is South Africa, where the Johannesburg Stock Exchange requires a 
Social Responsibility Index from listed companies4, which now with the 
King III (IoDiSA, 2009) is extended towards providing Integrated Reporting. 
Integrated reporting is further developed in South Africa through IRC (2011) 
referring to a principles-based approach and at an international level through 
IIRC (2011) with the aim of achieving global consensus. The reporting 
acknowledges developments in IC reporting but stresses the preparation of 
one all-encompassing report, whereas an IC report has not had that empha-
sis, e.g. DATI (2000) or RICARDIS (2006). Even further, while earlier 
models acknowledge stakeholders, e.g. MERITUM (2002, p. 76) and RI-
CARDIS (2006, p. 54), Integrated Reporting (IIRC, 2011) enables the organ-
ization to be ‘more’ accountable because of common resources and ‘demon-
strate’ stewardship. 
 
As the models are proposals, studies of IC have focused on firms’ disclosure 
of IC using e.g. some variation of the tri-part classification presented here 
(Goh and Lim, 2004, Guthrie and Petty, 2000, Haji and Ghazali, 2012, 
Striukova et al., 2008, Yi and Davey, 2010) and focus has been given to 
amounts of IC items (Goh and Lim, 2004, Guthrie and Petty, 2000, 
Striukova et al., 2008, Vergauwen and van Alem, 2005) and ranking of IC 
content reported (Campbell and Abdul Rahman, 2010, Haji and Ghazali, 
2012, Husin et al., 2012, Yi and Davey, 2010). Other findings concern 
comments on implementation (Mouritsen et al., 2001) and conceptual 
(Mouritsen, 2006) related matters. 

2.2.3 Stewardship and usefulness  
A possible tension between management and reporting relate to the distinc-
tion between stewardship and decision usefulness. They can be considered as 
two different logics for reporting (Catasús and Johed, 2009), where the ful-
fillment of one does not necessarily correspond with the other (Gjesdal, 
1981). Stewardship covers a matter of management effort which is different 
from luck, and for it to be in position either a direct observation is required 
or else “…information that allows investors to make inferences about the 
manager’s actions” (Beyer et al., 2010, p. 297). In focus of the stewardship 
view is the outcome of what has been done and is therefore more backward 
looking. It thus relates to accountability, i.e. managers giving an account of 
what it does with assets and liabilities (Lennard, 2007). A further distinction 
in stewardship that therefore can be made is between operational and finan-
cial stewardship where the former shows what has been earned with what 
and the later being oriented towards financial exposure (Wrigley, 2008, p. 
259). IC as something creating value dependent on management would be 
                               
4 http://www.jse.co.za/Products/SRI.aspx, last accessed 130414 
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related to the former but it does not reflect a possible future orientation also 
found with IC.  
 
The term usefulness has received critique for maintenance of a financial 
logic instead of focusing on production (Botzem, 2012, p. 177). Commonly 
usefulness relates to useful for valuation purposes (IASB, 2010b), thus tak-
ing a forward oriented focus, and the perspective emphasizing usefulness is 
what is commonly found in mandatory reporting. The focus in the (new) 
IASB framework (2010b) is that usefulness would include assessment of 
whether the stewardship responsibility of management is appropriate (para-
graphs BC1.24-27). A difference between assessment of cash flow prospects 
and stewardship is not maintained, in order not to emphasize one over anoth-
er (paragraph BC1.27). However, in the framework (IASB, 2010b) steward-
ship remains scarce as wording but can be noted with management’s dis-
charge of responsibility of making “…efficient and effective use of the re-
porting entity’s resources”, which can be seen in the return produced (para-
graph OB16). The issue with this view is therefore that it does not separate 
what managers can have an impact on from what they cannot impact on from 
a stricter stewardship view. 
 
Stewardship and decision usefulness could in principle be the same if there 
was a common denominator with a focus on current actions, assuming these 
would be signaling of what has and what will be done. (Kothari et al., 2010, 
p. 254.) This is of particular importance for IC. A reason is that usefulness is 
oriented towards future cash flows independently of whether actions have 
been taken by managers for their achievement, but it is challenging in prac-
tice due to the need of comprehending the current performance (ibid.). As 
the potential of IC need not to be currently reflected, potential can be future 
oriented as to value realization. Therefore, what needs to be considered in 
relation to stewardship of management is the reflection of what management 
currently does, and thus implicit what it does not do, and how that relates to 
the future. If a separation of aspects of management in mandatory reporting 
occurs, voluntary reporting can recreate the link and thereby bring mandato-
ry and voluntary reporting more together (Riegler and Höllerschmid, 2006). 
The release of a Management Commentary (IASB, 2010a) by a mandatory 
standard setter would appear to approach that. 
 
Having this broader view on stewardship of IC and management, a consider-
ation of why this stewardship is important to communicate can be discussed, 
which would relate to use and understanding of reporting. 

2.2.3.1 Considering use and understanding 
Reporting is arguably undertaken for use by its users. The IASB, together 
with the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB), refers to primary 
users, who are defined as existing and potential investors, lenders and other 
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creditors (IASB, 2010b, paragraph OB5) but in the previous definition in-
clude a number of other stakeholders (IASB, 1989, paragraph 9). Regardless 
of who is defined as a user, as a body developing standards for reporting, 
their focus on user categories implies certain tradeoffs. This is arguably to be 
understood in relation to the general purpose of financial reports to 
“…provide information to help … [the users] to estimate the value of the 
reporting entity … [and] are not designed to show the value of [it]…” 
(IASB, 2010b, OB7). This estimation points to the importance of usefulness 
of reporting. 
 
The different reporting models commented on earlier could be extended to 
discussing a user and usefulness. The Edvinsson (1997) and Edvinsson and 
Malone (1997) position is that of extracting IC from value argued to be pre-
sent, i.e. market value. This is not dissimilar to value relevance studies (e.g. 
Lev and Sougiannis, 1996, Aboody and Lev, 1998) in an analytical sense, 
arguing for association between a variable and stock value. It is a backward-
oriented approach deriving the items related to IC with impact on value pre-
sent. It takes note of what is implied as useful by users when estimating val-
ue. 
 
A challenge that can be noted is a possible discrepancy between value and 
price. Noise investors and investors trading on information arbitrage (Lee, 
2001) represent a difference, with the latter arguing for mispricing occurring, 
i.e. market inefficiency. Mispricing is related to use. While a noise investor 
would trade on information that does not have any argued underlying sub-
stance, no one is right all the time, making every investor a noise investor on 
occasions (ibid.). What this would point to is not only whether information is 
new or not but if information is understood. How information is understood, 
if understood at all, arguably impacts on whether it is assumed useful or not.  
 
That something is relevant because it can be associated with or derived from 
a (market) value could be an indication of noise and need not be substance. 
Instead, whether something contributes to value is not only a matter of what 
contributes but how it does so. Although there can be arguments for separat-
ing what is known from speculation (Penman, 2009), ‘known’ needs to be 
related to understanding if it is to in some appropriate manner impact on 
action. That is, knowing something implies that it is understood but if it in-
stead is misunderstood, acting on it would become noise in the price and not 
a reflection of substance. 
 
Reporting as independent of prices is an ideal proposition, but noting items 
informing prices suggests a possible interrelationship. A position that ac-
counting should challenge management and analysts, i.e. value challenging 
price (ibid.), implies critically scrutinizing what is reported. This can be im-
portant, in particular if an emphasis is placed on measurement. Nevertheless, 
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reporting is still needed from management. Accounting for and voluntary 
reporting of intangibles and their management does not therefore have to 
contradict a position of value challenging price. A user can evaluate report-
ing differently, but of importance is understanding of what is reported as that 
impact on perceived value by users. Thus, management and description of 
use of IC in firms are important through reporting for enhancing understand-
ing of what currently is done. 
 
It is certainly the case that some matters are considered not to be useful by a 
particular category (Elwin, 2008) but at the same time, a discrepancy be-
tween what is reported beyond what is required or requested can be adjusted 
by users (Wrigley, 2008). At the same time, an implication of this is that 
more reporting for transparency matters (Nielsen and Madsen, 2009) need 
not enhance but can rather counter understanding. Where that balancing 
point is, is not to decide here but to be noted. In conclusion, as a matter of 
use and understanding, an understanding of what management undertakes, 
i.e. management activities, is of importance in IC reporting. 

2.3 Intellectual Capital and Reporting 
Having considered IC and reporting, each in its own section yet not fully 
separate, some further comments can be made on the areas taken together. In 
a first subsection management and reporting is considered, followed by sub-
sections on recognition of IC and the reporting characteristic of comparabil-
ity. In particular, the subsection on recognition brings recognition and man-
agement further together and comparability relates to the possibility of com-
paring specific processes of creating value. 

2.3.1 Management and preparing reports 
Accounting reflects activities undertaken through registration of its events. 
However, there has been a change from International Accounting Standards 
(IAS) to IFRS which can be understood as placing greater emphasis on the 
reporting instead of the activities leading up to the reporting. A position of 
usefulness to embrace accountability (IASB, 2010b), i.e. stewardship, im-
plies a reversal of the order from activities to reporting. Therefore, to main-
tain focus on activities it can rather be suggested that usefulness is (to be) 
subsumed within stewardship and not stewardship in usefulness, at least for 
IC reporting. 
 
Further, it is argued here that IC as resources and practices in connectivity 
and transformation (Bontis, 1998, DATI, 2000, Edvinsson, 1997, Lynn, 
1998, MERITUM, 2002, Mouritsen, 2003, RICARDIS, 2006, Roberts, 
2003) is related to activities. Activities can be spontaneous or structured, but 
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what can be suggested is that the tradeoff for IC reflects (some kind of) 
management choice (Mouritsen and Roslender, 2009). This provides a link 
to the coupling of operating stewardship, IC and management (Wrigley, 
2008, p. 259) in subsection  2.2.3 Stewardship and usefulness. Yet, what it 
further points to, regardless of a label of stewardship according to a specific 
description, is that management not only undertakes activities to be reported 
but also activities in preparing both mandatory and voluntary reports. 
 
In spite of mandatory or voluntary disclosure (Beyer et al., 2010, Dye, 2001, 
Verrecchia, 2001), management involved in preparing reports can communi-
cate IC through their choice of reporting. As has been noted, IC can com-
municate value-relevant information (Aboody and Lev, 1998, Lev and 
Sougiannis, 1996). Notably, management as preparers of reporting, can 
communicate through their actions value-relevant IC information (Matolcsy 
and Wyatt, 2006, Wyatt, 2005) that if withheld can enable insider gains 
(Aboody and Lev, 2000). Not only that, how something is framed in terms of 
good or bad news can convey meaning reflected in an investor response to it, 
both when studying information in general (Li, 2010a, Shalev, 2009) and IC 
(Dumay and Tull, 2007) in particular. It is suggested that goodwill could be 
good for management being accountable for an acquisition whereas impair-
ment is not (Kothari et al., 2010, p. 263). Arguably it is dependent on behav-
ior. 
 
One matter of financial statement preparation concerns faulty, i.e. inappro-
priate, actions of management of some kind. This is related to whether fi-
nancial statements reflect the intention of the standard setter or whether any 
manipulation occurs. One issue in the mandatory area is earnings quality 
(McVay, 2006) and balance sheet reclassification (Imhoff Jr and Thomas, 
1988), both impacted by management action. Further, findings indicate that 
changing a set of accounting standards might not change earnings manage-
ment behavior (van Tendeloo and Vanstraelen, 2005, Jeanjean and Stolowy, 
2010), but a decrease in earnings management following the adoption of 
newer standards focusing on the balance sheet (Kohlbeck and Warfield, 
2010) is suggested. In the voluntary reporting a hypothesis could be that 
management might manipulate even a strategic narrative, i.e. IC (Nielsen 
and Madsen, 2009) or, in generic terms, use impression management (Merkl-
Davies et al., 2011). Beyond this, however, management can be more subtle 
through matters such as investment initiation delays sacrificing economic 
value for effects in reporting (Graham et al., 2005). 
 
What can be noted is a matter of management of the reporting, i.e. it is not 
certain that firms present a description of what is appropriate according to a 
standard, be it mandatory or voluntary. However, the perspective of mali-
cious behavior in reporting only concerns one area of management. A point 
that appears implicitly assumed is that management has the capacity to man-
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age. It is a matter of ‘has’ preceding ‘does’, emphasizing having the capacity 
to do and not acting according to an ethical standard, which occurs after the 
management of IC. It could be seen as a distinction between management 
behavior compared to management’s operating options and capabilities. That 
is, if there is capacity to report, a (lack of) capacity to manage IC will be 
communicated. This does though not point to that capacity to manage ought 
to be interpreted as that everything should be managed to the point of control 
if that would imply a negative rather than positive outcome. Rather, non-
management can also be a management decision. As an outcome, if capacity 
to report is assumed, restrictions in reporting would be noted in the mandato-
ry or regulated reporting field. Therefore some attention will be given to this 
distinction. 

2.3.2 Recognition of IC 
In mandatory reporting, a change in the quality characteristics that has oc-
curred in IFRS (IASB, 2010b) is the distinction between fundamental and 
enhancing characteristics. The former are relevance, referring to as be-
ing“…capable of making a difference in the decision of the user” (paragraph 
QC6), and faithful representation. Faithful representation is an argument for 
information to be complete, neutral and free from error, replacing reliability. 
While faithful representation was a sub-characteristic of reliability in the 
earlier framework (IASB, 1989), it is now more central. The change reflects 
capturing the substance of an economic phenomenon and this is linked to the 
matter of recognition, in particular if a framework defines substance 
(Rutherford, 1988). It is argued that some of the changes are related to the 
information economy (Shortridge and Smith, 2009), and this could possibly 
reflect a shift in the interplay between recognition and the changes in the 
economy. 
 
Elements for recognition are economic elements, but these elements can be 
impacted by changes and would then change their economic implication. 
That is, recognition concerns economic events, both new ones and current 
changes. A challenge present when considering recognition is that recogni-
tion occurs under uncertainty. Two types of uncertainty can be noted, ele-
ment uncertainty and measurement uncertainty, where the former refers to 
whether something (i) exists and if so (ii) possibilities for its identification, 
whereas the latter refers to ways of measuring it (Johnson and Storey, 1982). 
A change in an asset, i.e. acknowledged as consisting of identified elements, 
should therefore be the impact of flow between the measurement points. 
Nevertheless, given the previous discussion, intangibles do not only pose a 
measurement uncertainty but also an element uncertainty. 
 
One trait in mandatory reporting that has been discussed is the reliability 
mentioned. Testing for value relevance would be related to reliability in a 
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standard-setting situation. However, with the observations made, the impact 
of reliability in empirical findings is limited as the constructs do not com-
monly separate the two (Wyatt, 2008). Considering that future benefits of an 
investment in R&D are more uncertain than in PPE, future reliability is im-
pacted (Kothari et al., 2002) and can thus provide a possible link to the 
trade-off discussion between relevance and reliability. This has bearing on 
the certainty of perceived value from IC suggesting that recognition of IC, 
again, is more uncertain, without answering though whether it is due to is-
sues of identification or measurement. 
 
What can be noted in mandatory reporting is that with an asset definition 
(IASB, 1989) identification and measurement occur at the same time (Napier 
and Power, 1992, Power, 1992). This corresponds to activities being under-
taken reflecting a process perspective. However, this has not been the com-
mon approach in mandatory reporting considering intangible assets. Report-
ing intangible assets has been more of an exception than a rule. Reliability 
has possibly had an impact, either on element or measurement uncertainty, 
or on both. Notably, IAS 38:63 even forbids recognition of internally devel-
oped intangible assets in financial statements. The change of position on 
reliability (IASB, 2010b) does though provide future prospects of fewer 
restrictions on the mandatory reporting of intangible assets. 
 
Nevertheless, a direct study of measurement processes is not the focus in 
research or findings presented in the thesis of but rather the enablement or 
outcome of this measurement process, and thus not unrelated to the area of 
faithful representation. In particular, some changes have been noted in re-
porting intangibles and intangible assets with the introduction of IFRS 3 
Business Combinations. The different papers in the thesis directly or indi-
rectly relate to aspects of these changes. In the two subsections that follow, 
some comments in relation to the balance sheet and the change that occurred 
will be given. The first subsection will from a voluntary reporting perspec-
tive consider the dynamics of the balance sheet in general with the inclusion 
of management, and the second subsection comments on the development 
with IFRS 3 and how that relates to IC as described here. The issues dis-
cussed provide a background for the different papers and for some issues 
commented on in subsection  5.1 Further interpretations of the findings. 

2.3.2.1 The balance sheet re-considered 
In voluntary IC research and argumentation a focus has been on what assets 
to recognize and how it could be done. However, little attention is paid to 
liabilities of IC (Gowthorpe, 2009). There have been some suggestions of 
considering liabilities related to IC to balance against the assets, both inter-
nal and external as well as calculable and non-calculable (Caddy, 2000, 
Harvey and Lusch, 1999, Stam, 2009), and dealing with the opposite BV-
MV gap being a negative and non-positive difference (Abeysekera, 2003). In 
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spite of limited attention being paid to liabilities in IC, the demands of envi-
ronmental concerns, societal and community aspects, and citizens would 
pose different demands on the firm that it has to ‘take into account’. These 
aspects are neither present in the design of the financial reports, in particular 
with regard to the balance sheet. On occasion a provision for a particular 
item or issue can be recognized (IAS 37) but this appears to be of limited 
scope. 
 
Taking an approach of IC as a liability item (Edvinsson, 1997) and different 
suggestions of IC liabilities (Abeysekera, 2003, Caddy, 2000, Harvey and 
Lusch, 1999, Stam, 2009), what can be proposed is that the liabilities side of 
the balance sheet should be a relationship side. It is on the liability side that 
claims of different stakeholders would be notable, stakeholders with which 
the entity has relationships. Different claims made on the firm would be a 
reflection of the firm being dependent on its surrounding(s) to continue its 
undertakings. What this emphasizes is a need for different inputs that posi-
tion the firm in a dependency towards others generating the claims. This 
interplay is what suggests the liabilities side to be a relationship side of the 
balance sheet. Claims on the firm are what give it relationships with different 
constituencies. 
 
This position is not to neglect the possibility of the firm having claims on its 
constituents as well. However, a claim need not represent a relationship. One 
example of the distinction would be to consider an accounts receivable, a 
claim on a customer. With the receivable the relationship, if there were any, 
might have ended at the time of the accounts receivable being in place and 
instead only represent a legal claim. The legal claim need not represent a 
relationship either as it could be driven by other concerns such as securitiza-
tion etc. This could also impact on the claims made on the firm, implying 
that not all claims would be relationships as such. Rather, strict adherence to 
a classic contract law approach (Macneil, 1978) could be counterproductive 
for a relationship.  
 
A different view would relate to expectation following from a gift (Mauss, 
1966) where expectancy of a return imposes an obligation on the recipient. 
The reciprocal expectancy and interaction impact on a relationship, which if 
it did not exist previously, is thereby initiated. However, it would not be the 
expectancy only that causes a relationship but rather the obligation from 
which expectancy could follow. A relationship would, from the suggested 
approach to the balance sheet, transcend a legal definition as it would relate 
to what could be argued as a business sense of being obligated to someone or 
something following a known or assumed expectancy. This is what has an 
impact on understanding accounting for intangibles.  
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Continuing with the example of a customer, an expectancy of the customer 
imposes an obligation on the firm to fulfill this expectation and would reflect 
a possible customer relationship. This is also where an influence of man-
agement can be noted. It is a successful management of this obligation that 
would be an asset. That is, IC as a liability item coupled with management of 
this item enables possible realization of an IC asset, i.e. management is 
stressed as important in IC. It is therefore not unrelated to the connection of 
IC (as a liability item) being translated into assets, as a reflection of the posi-
tion suggested by Edvinsson (1997). 
 
However, IC as an asset to be reported reflects expectancy of being success-
ful rather than a known future outcome. This therefore stresses the need for a 
continuous management activity rather than an outcome that is only related 
to a successful past. It puts emphasis on the present where issues from previ-
ously have to be dealt with and also on current activity having implications 
for future development. Given the instance view on assets (Napier and 
Power, 1992, Power, 1992), i.e. identification and measurement occurring at 
the same time, the present is where management begins and it is from there 
that management continues. Reporting implications with liability-asset de-
velopment at the same time marks a distinction where, if a claim exceeds 
any possible asset, there would be an IC liability from management issues, 
which if large, could imply a larger BV compared to MV, tying in with what 
was described earlier (Abeysekera, 2003, Caddy, 2000, Harvey and Lusch, 
1999, Stam, 2009). 
 
As an outcome, what can be suggested is that reporting management of rela-
tionships is of importance regardless of whether it is employees, customers, 
suppliers etc. A reason why this is so is that it is the management of the obli-
gation by the reporting entity that, in turn, impacts on the current and future 
potential that possibly is reflected in a corresponding asset. Labeling in such 
a situation is secondary in significance to understanding what impact or ef-
fect the management of the relationship, i.e. the obligation, has in order to 
understand what it does (Mouritsen, 2006). 

2.3.2.2 A change in mandatory recognition 
Following the introduction of IFRS 3 Business Combinations, the recogni-
tion of intangible assets in an acquisition was further stressed compared to 
the preceding IAS 22. A challenge that occurs with the change in recognition 
criteria for the assets is that it appears to place identification over measure-
ment. Separability is emphasized, stressing classification (Catasús, 2000a, 
Gröjer, 2001). What, however, remains exempt is recognition of an assem-
bled workforce, i.e. the collective workforce (IFRS 3:B37) separate from 
goodwill as that “…does not represent the intellectual capital of the skilled 
workforce - the (often specialized) knowledge and experience that employ-
ees of an acquiree bring to their jobs”. Instead a workforce permits continued 
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operations. It is argued that future economic benefits cannot be controlled 
(IFRS 3:BC176; IAS 38:15), nor can the workforce be separated (IFRS 
3:BC178). IC is instead recognized as part of other assets (IFRS 3:BC180). 
 
From this two items can be noted as being acknowledged in the mandatory, 
i.e. financial, reporting field. The first is that with IC as something that be-
gins with human capital, there remains a challenge of separating identifica-
tion and measurement. Following Edvinsson (1997), recognizing the work-
force as an asset would be reversing the order. It can be seen from a critical 
perspective (Roslender et al., 2011) as an issue whatever is done, but as there 
is a financial accounting reference and not a matter of attention to employees 
(Roslender and Stevenson, 2009) the outcome as such could be considered 
appropriate. Possibly, it could be related to a distinction between primary 
and secondary IC (Roslender and Fincham, 2001, Roslender and Fincham, 
2004) considering human capital as primary IC, whereas the outcome in 
structural and customer capital is secondary and thus reported. A distinction 
between human capital and IC can also be noted with IIRC (2011). 
 
What it however emphasizes is a second item, which is that the lack of 
acknowledgement of the workforce stresses the need for a clearer accounting 
of the representation of this ‘(often specialized) knowledge’. Recognizing 
intangible assets are, as has been noticed, a matter of reflecting relationships. 
The attention of ‘assetizing’ would from the point of view of secondary IC 
(Roslender and Fincham, 2001, Roslender and Fincham, 2004) focus on 
intangible assets from the secondary IC category. Measurement would not 
approach the employee directly (Mårtensson, 2009) but rather the impact, or 
the output, of the employee. Nevertheless, in the situation with IFRS 3 the 
workforce would end up in goodwill being lost in an ambiguity. So, for this 
view the outcome would not be appropriate or satisfying as a core facet of IC 
would be absent in the mandatory reporting. 

2.3.3 Comparability of reporting 
Enhancing characteristics in mandatory reporting are comparability, verifia-
bility, timeliness, and the understandability previously commented on 
(IASB, 2010b). Different characteristics can be suggested in the voluntary 
models, and inferred meaning can on occasion differ between the mandatory 
and voluntary suggestions when overlapping, e.g. reliability and verifiability 
might be mixed (DATI, 2000, IASB, 2010b, MERITUM, 2002). The charac-
teristics might neither explicitly refer to quality but would then instead be 
implied, which however suggests quality being of not only one meaning. 
Something that appears common is comparability. In this area there are both 
international and technical aspects that can be noted. For readability purpose 
two subsections are used, where the first one comments on international 
harmonization which mainly refers to mandatory reporting. The second sub-
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section continues with this considering some technical aspects and relates 
those issues to voluntary reporting. 

2.3.3.1 Development of international harmonization 
One field of research in comparability of accounting is the aspect of interna-
tional comparative accounting (Nobes and Parker, 2008). Comparative ac-
counting has a focus on differences between national accounting approaches. 
In particular, it concerns a classification of different national reporting prac-
tices, where countries are grouped depending on disclosure or measurement 
practices (Nair and Frank, 1980) as well as differences in underlying eco-
nomic and social factors (Nobes, 1983), of which some divisions have been 
questioned (d'Arcy, 2001, Nobes, 2004, d'Arcy, 2004). What can be empha-
sized is that differences between countries have been noted regardless of 
differences in methodology, where differences instead concern the groupings 
of countries. 
 
Comparability has come to be further emphasized as an international re-
quirement with IFRS. IFRS are being accepted in more countries, which has 
been argued as reflecting a market demand (Whittington, 2005, p. 128). Ac-
ceptance of IFRS in the EU (Regulation (EC) No 1606/2002) and for foreign 
companies in the United States (Erchinger and Melcher, 2007) are examples. 
What it emphasizes is harmonization of accounting rather than comparative 
accounting with the introduction of a supranational requirement for report-
ing. A challenge for harmonization is partial acceptance of IFRS, e.g. in 
China (Baker et al., 2010), as this is neither complete official acceptance of 
comparability.  
 
However, a change with the introduction of IFRS is that development to-
wards harmonization can be studied on the comparativeness of national ac-
counting standards in relation to IFRS (Boolaky, 2006), including explanato-
ry factors, e.g. culture (but not legal system) (Ding et al., 2005). That is, one 
set of accounting standards can become a benchmark and a frame of refer-
ence. Nevertheless, IFRS does not only have to be an external reference for 
international comparison. By considering the possible harmonization 
through adoption of IFRS is it possible to study differences as well as simi-
larities between countries that have adopted IFRS (Nobes, 2006), different 
from comparing reporting regimes in comparative accounting. In particular, 
a lack of common systematic consistency as a foundation in accounting for 
intangibles has been noted (Stolowy and Jeny-Cazavan, 2001). The national 
discrepancy has since then been replaced with IFRS as a common reference 
in several countries. With an increased common foundation for intangible 
assets accounting through IFRS it could be possible to study possible IC 
harmonization in a mandatory regime.  
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2.3.3.2 Challenging discrepancies 
A challenge with comparability is achieving this in spite of national discrep-
ancies. In the previous section national reporting practices as well as eco-
nomic, social and cultural factors were mentioned (Ding et al., 2005, Nair 
and Frank, 1980, Nobes, 1983). Culture need not impact directly on account-
ing but can do so through other country-specific institutions (Nobes, 1998). 
However, another matter can be noted with IC and the consideration of vol-
untary reporting. It is suggested that culture could impact on the application 
of IC management and reporting practice (Chaminade and Johanson, 2003) 
but the authors do not find any strong support for their argument. Countering 
the aspect of culture in voluntary disclosure is that there need not be a differ-
ence because of nationality but that difference can depend on industry 
(Bozzolan et al., 2006). 
 
Another challenge with IC is an understanding of how IC works in the crea-
tion of value (Marr et al., 2004) regardless of country specifics, i.e. some 
kind of generic knowledge of it. In particular, it poses a challenge in achiev-
ing coherent and standardized reporting, and voluntary reporting is no excep-
tion here. It could possibly even be considered awkward to even attempt to 
achieve such an undertaking if it works differently for different firms. It 
relates to the choice of pushing reporting prescriptions top-down or using a 
bottom-up reporting approach from the particular practices (Li, 2010b).  
 
One way to deal with these differences in mandatory reporting is through a 
conceptual framework. The IFRS conceptual framework (IASB, 1989), relat-
ing to the issue of comparability, enhances consistency for the alignment of 
judgments as a way of dealing with cultural differences. The framework 
requires though a process of its agreement to achieve harmonization from its 
use. (Whittington, 2008, p. 497.) Nevertheless, consistency is argued to help 
in achieving comparability and not the other way around (IASB, 2010b). 
Related to standards, what this would reflect is that once negotiations have 
reached a conclusion there is an agreement not only on how to develop 
standards but as well on how they are to be interpreted in application. The 
view of comparability from reporting standards can therefore be supported 
by arguments for a particular reporting standard design and technique to be 
applied, e.g. fair value (Barlev and Haddad, 2007), from a foundation agreed 
upon, and then continue with application of this particular accounting tech-
nique through interpretation using the same foundation. 
 
However, achieving a desired outcome with reporting standards as the single 
main approach is questioned (Ball et al., 2003). There are indications that a 
change in the institutional environment can have a positive impact on firms 
that have adopted IFRS prior to their mandatory application (Daske et al., 
2008). Further, increased disclosure quality with IFRS of three countries 
with similarities in the institutional settings has been noted (Daske and 
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Gebhardt, 2006) but also, differences in the disclosure behavior of banks 
dependent on the regulatory environment have been found (Bischof, 2009). 
At the same time, in spite of government interest policy change there are 
issues with convergence due to lack of understanding of IFRS or opportun-
ism (Chen and Zhang, 2010).  
 
This last issue could be considered to support an argument of that compara-
bility and harmonization would be dependent on regulatory mechanisms and 
institutionalized governance technologies (Baxter and Chua, 2008, p. 471). 
What this suggests is that to achieve high quality as a reporting outcome 
both reporting standards and institutional support, such as enforcement, are 
needed. This makes enforcement another actor in reporting. Organizations 
that can be noted in the area of enforcement are the European Securities 
Market Authority (ESMA), the International Organization of Securities 
Commissions (IOSCO), and the Securities and Exchange Commission 
(SEC). 
 
A remark can be made on the interface between mandatory and voluntary 
reporting and comparability. The Management Commentary (IASB, 2010a) 
allows presentation of resources not in financial statements, including human 
and intellectual capital resources (paragraph 30). However, the presentation 
can be adapted to the circumstances of the organization, and it is up to an 
individual jurisdiction to decide on assurance level (BC16). Nevertheless, 
this is what makes the IASB (2010a) position complex to the point of con-
tradiction. Acknowledgment of the need for possible adoption to specific 
circumstances runs counter to mandatory IFRS. Possibly, decision useful-
ness is a vague term that could allow flexibility for adoption (Botzem, 2012, 
p. 92). This leads on to voluntary reporting. 
 
In the voluntary reporting filed, management oriented reporting decided by 
the single firm (Nielsen and Madsen, 2009) would not require any institu-
tional oversight as there is not any externally required outcome of the report-
ing. By shifting position to generic models (ibid.), a challenge that can be 
found is that there is not only a less coherent reporting policy, there is also 
the aspect of different readings as no traditional way exists (Bukh and 
Johanson, 2003) thereby challenging common interpretation. However, all of 
the reporting models mentioned except Edvinsson (1997) and IoDiSA (2009) 
refer to the idea of framework. The common suggestion of frameworks for 
voluntary reporting also indicates a quality assessment criterion of compara-
bility (MERITUM, 2002, DATI, 2000) or refers to it in the description 
(IIRC, 2011, RICARDIS, 2006). Achieving standardization or systematiza-
tion through consensus (Whittington, 2008, p. 497) is again one approach 
that can be used (Edvinsson and Malone, 1997, IASB, 2010a, IIRC, 2011, 
IRC, 2011, RICARDIS, 2006). 
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Nevertheless, the challenge of achieving consistency in voluntary reporting, 
is acknowledged with the need to allow translation and adoption at different 
speed (RICARDIS, 2006). One approach is having some standardization of 
indicators at a general level but not specified at the organizational level 
(ibid.). In a similar manner, using a principles-based approach should enable 
adaptation to organization and industry specificities (IIRC, 2011). 
 
Notably, in this voluntary reporting field enforcement is absent, possibly 
placing more dependence on possible market efficiency from comparison. 
Nevertheless, some kind of assurance is aimed for (IIRC, 2011; IRC, 2011). 
The approach of IoDiSA (2009) suggests an option for achieving some kind 
of standardization that is both adoptable but also offers some enforcement 
options. It is not a matter of ‘comply or explain’ but ‘apply or explain’, even 
mentioning ‘substance over form’ (IRC, 2011). It emphasizes the need to 
consider how to apply before having to explain why any kind of model 
frame is not applied. 

2.4 Aim 
In the preceding subsections IC has been explained, different approaches to 
reporting have been considered, and remarks have been made on IC in re-
porting. Studying reporting ought to provide “…insight into the whole finan-
cial reporting process” (Dye, 2001, p. 231). This makes the distinction be-
tween mandatory and voluntary reporting interesting as well as the institu-
tional setting in which it can be found. In particular, IC not fitted into the 
mandatory reporting can be covered in the voluntary reporting, or vice versa, 
where one reporting impasse can illuminate another. It is a matter of com-
municating how to recognize something that remains ‘unrecognizable’ ac-
cording to a particular accounting and reporting regime, and to make up for 
possible deficiencies following possible restrictions in a reporting field. It is 
not only when something is or is to be recognized that can pose a challenge, 
but also if comparability of what is recognized is possible. This can be con-
densed into the aim: 
 

The aim of the thesis is to analyze recognition and comparabil-
ity of Intellectual Capital in the interplay with mandatory and 
voluntary reporting. 

 

2.4.1 Research question(s) and the different papers 
The introduction of IFRS in a country or group of countries, e.g. the EU, is 
an example of the introduction of a common financial reporting structure 
with comprehensive mandatory requirements. Such an introduction therefore 
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entails an official distinction between what is mandatory reporting and what 
is voluntary reporting, with influence on recognition of IC. A characteristic 
in the considerations of recognition is comparability, but comparability of IC 
implies different meanings depending on perspective. From a value creation 
perspective it is a matter of comparability of the value creation process, 
whereas with value realization it is the value that is realized which, however, 
can reflect a value creation process. As a reflection of requirements on or 
possibilities through reporting of IC, recognition is paramount. The institu-
tional setting is therefore not only important in order to understand recogni-
tion, the different aspects of mandatory and voluntary reporting from firms 
points towards practice(s) of recognition. From this point of view an over-
arching research question can be developed: 
 

How can recognition in Intellectual Capital reporting be under-
stood? 

 
The papers in the thesis cover different aspects of mandatory or voluntary 
reporting and they all relate to either recognition, comparability or both from 
reporting activities of IC. Another commonality, as mentioned in subsec-
tion  2.3.2 Recognition of IC is their common reference of IFRS 3 Business 
Combinations and in particular the part related to intangibles. An overview 
of the different papers can be found in Table 1, page 50. 
 
Paper I 
The first paper, Paper I, provides a description of a part of the institutional 
environment of IFRS as a mandatory reporting scheme, covering the area of 
IFRS as enforceable. Enforceable, or enforceability, appears to link a report-
ing standard to the ability or possibility to enforce it, which relates to both 
recognition and comparability. However, enforceability is a challenge for the 
IASB as IFRS are developed supranationally, independently of any particu-
lar enforcement regime. The paper investigates a relationship between en-
forceable and enforcement and how enforceability influences IFRS. It is also 
concerned with how ‘enforceable’ relates to the further enablement of re-
porting intangibles in mandatory reporting. IFRS 3 is used here as an illus-
tration. 
 
The aim:  
to develop the concept of enforceability related to the IASB. This is done by 
(i) considering different views on enforcement in an international context, 
and (ii), by considering the relationship between enforcement and intangi-
bles 
 
The research question:  
In what ways does the IASB produce enforceable standards? 
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Paper II 
The second paper, Paper II, compares the application of IFRS 3 in Sweden 
and Italy. In particular, it covers the mandatory recognition of intangible 
assets and whether they can be related to a value creation, i.e. management, 
understanding. As two countries that are Member States of the EU, Sweden 
and Italy, were chosen, this is line with testing national differences where 
both countries use IFRS (Nobes, 2006). The countries adopted IFRS at a 
similar time and they have a similar background with regard to institutions 
such as markets, legal system, firm ownership structure and previous ac-
counting system, while not being completely alike (Nobes, 1983). This al-
lows an approach to be taken to understand differences in behavior of man-
agement when preparing reports. It should also be acknowledged that the 
research was performed early in adoption of IFRS and a learning curve by 
preparers (Hartwig, 2012) could possibly have resulted in different findings. 
If so, it would further support a behavioral element in preparing reports. 
 
The aim: 
to understand how much and what intangible assets firms from two different 
contexts disclose in order to comprehend if accounting harmonization is 
actually reached in practice and what hurdles if any have to be surmounted 
to reach it 
 
The research questions: 
How much of the purchase price has been recognized as intangibles in the 
two countries? 
 
Which intangibles have been identified and valued as intangible assets in the 
two countries? 
 
Paper III 
The third paper, Paper III, also relates to the application of IFRS 3 in Swe-
den and Italy, but national comparability remains in the background. The 
paper is focused on a possible goodwill definition derived from descriptions. 
That is, whether it remains an ambiguous accounting object or whether ref-
erences are comparable enough to derive a typical characterization. This is 
possible to study as goodwill arising from an acquisition needs to be recog-
nized and a description given about what it refers to. Even though goodwill 
reporting thus is mandatory, the description given is open to what is an ap-
plicable description, and as the focus is on a description in the paper it opens 
up a voluntary approach, beginning in the mandatory reporting.  
 
The aim and research question: 
to identify a definition of goodwill related to how companies describe their 
purchased goodwill 
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Paper IV  
A fourth paper, Paper IV, goes outside the borders of the mandatory report-
ing and institutional setting in Paper I. It is found in the voluntary field, fo-
cused on management’s voluntary disclosure on customer relationships, one 
example from IFRS 3 of an intangible asset. Here a functional view is taken 
on how a customer relationship can be understood as potential, but the view 
is also contrasted with some kind of face management such as legitimacy or 
impression management. 
 
The aim:  
to show how firms disclose the link between customer relationships and 
value creation 
 
The research question: 
How do customer relationships reflect value creation? 
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3 Methodology 

Management disclosure can be understood as a means of communication 
from the preparer. It is communication of what has occurred but also, what 
will occur, that is to say communication of content. Communication of this 
content is, as noted, impacted by both external actors for the firm such as 
standard setters and regulators, as well as management’s own undertakings 
impacting on the content. Understanding communication through reporting 
is, however, not without implications, in particular, whether reporting pas-
sively can represent the preparer like a telephone or not (Solomons, 1991a, 
Solomons, 1991b, Tinker, 1991). Approaching a study on reporting matters 
can therefore be done against a backdrop of communication. 
 
This part is outlined as follows. It begins with a description of the data used, 
then followed by a discussion of the use of methods and their relation to 
value. It ends with a reflection of the differences between the methods. Ref-
erences to the different papers can be found in Table 1, page 50. 

3.1 Data used 
Two commonalities can be noted with all the four studies, of which one is 
presented in this section and another one in the next. One is the use of natu-
rally occurring data (Silverman, 2010). The data used are texts, including 
numbers. Sources are annual reports, other documents and websites. Speech-
es are included in the data but they all have been used as transcriptions 
available on websites and have therefore been provided by whoever is re-
sponsible for the particular website. These sources are data available without 
having been invoked by the researcher, unlike interviews, which are a setting 
constructed by a researcher and possibly others. This is not the same, how-
ever, as the data not having been chosen by the researcher which rather is an 
act of framing (Goffman, 1990) the research setting. The different data for 
the papers will be mentioned next.  
 
Data for Papers II and III come from the annual reports of firms listed on the 
Milan (MTA/MTAX) and Stockholm (SSE, i.e. OMX) Stock Exchanges on 
19 June 2007. The annual reports relate to 2006 and 2005-2006 and were the 
first period to cover the mandatory requirement of applying IFRS (Regula-
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tion (EC) No 1606/2002) from 2005. On 19 June 2007 were there 264 listed 
companies in Sweden and 265 in Italy. The number of listed companies is 
thus even. The data that has been focused on is the note in the financial 
statements specifying a purchase analysis of acquired companies. The empir-
ical corpus used has been extracted from these analyses. This has generated a 
total of 170 analyses in Sweden and 138 in Italy. 
 
Data for Paper IV are the annual reports of firms listed on the Stockholm 
Stock Exchange (SSE, i.e. OMX) covering the years 2000-2009. The reports 
considered have been those available from a national database on annual 
reports for firms listed in Sweden. As the database at the time of use was 
being developed it does not cover all of the reports for the full period. In 
total 853 reports are included in the study out of a total of approximately 
2,300 reports during the period. The unit of analysis has been text concern-
ing “customer relationship” or the Swedish equivalent “kundrelation”. To 
acquire these units, the annual reports have been searched for these words 
and the surrounding text has been collected for analysis. 
 
Unlike the other papers Paper I has a broader spread in the data and differs 
from the use of annual reports. The data consists of documents covering 
reporting standards and their development as well as enforcement aspects. 
These areas are related, or arguably restricted, to the IASB, IOSCO, the EU, 
and the United States. Official documents such as regulations and policies 
have been used as well as discussion papers, comment letters and speeches. 
Speeches included a larger number of speeches given by the SEC representa-
tives and staff. A number of websites have also been surveyed for infor-
mation5.  

3.2 Methods in use 
Another commonality for the studies is the common approach as a point of 
departure of asking the texts questions, but the background or approach for 
doing so has been different. It is related to what research design and method 
was used, but as mentioned in the previous section this relates to the data. As 
a distinction, qualitative data (Silverman, 2010) is a focus, and it is therefore 
not a matter of whether a methodology used is qualitative or quantitative but 
whether it suits the data.  

                               
5 Mainly http://ec.europa.eu, www.esma.europa.eu, www.fasb.org, www.iasb.org, 
www.iasplus.com, www.iosco.org, www.sec.gov 



 40 

3.2.1 Content analysis 
The aim of studying how something is done offers a number of possibilities 
in terms of what methods and designs to use. A study object is not limited to 
a particular view, nor is it defined in one way. In the study of reporting of 
IC, an assumption here is the relationship to value. More specifically, IC is 
related to value creation, and this is something that ought to be reflected in 
the reporting if the assumption is that reporting is a chain in the link between 
IC and value. This leaves the study with some options as to what to assume 
in the particular approaches and methods used, and what to study as an ob-
ject. What can be suggested is that studying reporting focuses on some send-
er-receiver model that arguably is in need of modification to suit the particu-
lar situation. 
 
Reporting interacting with value in these perspectives assumes an associa-
tion between reporting and value (Holthausen and Watts, 2001). Value is 
tested for by the implication of how reporting impacts on value. As a matter 
of value creation through value realization, similarities related to returns are 
present (Lev et al., 2009). What the research approach represents is a matter 
of testing for IC as a value driver (Lev et al., 2009, Uyar and Kiliç, 2012) but 
it begins with value as an empirical observation, although its strength as an 
argument through association is debated (Holthausen and Watts, 2001, Barth 
et al., 2001). The use of quantitative data proxies the user through value but 
becomes a means for creating a model of research with clearer boundaries. 
 
However, when value is removed as a proxy for interaction between report-
ing and the user, the absent user needs to be replaced. As this is done, the 
means of understanding communication needs further consideration. With 
the approach of using qualitative data, these are methodological issues to be 
dealt with. Using this category, in its broadest sense, a couple of metaphors 
can be noted. 
 
The container metaphor suggests that messages can be contained in language 
(Krippendorff, 1993). It takes the position that communication is not only 
transparent, i.e. without impact on what is communicated, but that there are 
objective qualities in what is communicated, that communication is transpor-
tation, and that what is communicated can be understood alike by all who are 
exposed to what is communicated. Differently, the transmission metaphor 
(ibid.) relates to cryptography, focusing on the enciphering of messages 
which can be deciphered by the addressees. An influence here is the Shan-
non and Weaver (1949) model. The interplay of sender – receiver is empha-
sized to a greater extent as a sender encodes as s/he expects the receiver to 
decode and the receiver decodes with an assumed knowledge of how the 
sender encodes. That is to say, there is no meaning in what is transmitted but 
reproducibility and reversibility of information is implied.  
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These metaphors can then be noted in the area of studying communication, 
in particular with regard to content analysis. Content analysis is involved to 
differing extents in Papers II, III and IV. One of the initial, and common, 
notions of content analysis has come to focus on the manifest, i.e. face, con-
tent of what is communicated, and to be “…a systematic, objective and 
quantitative description…” of this content (Berelson, 1952, p. 18). By that is 
meant an acknowledgement of a structure in language where issues of con-
text having an impact on how something is understood are disregarded. The 
method in this approach ties in with the container metaphor, as what is 
communicated is the content. Quantification emphasizes quantity as a means 
of importance. 
 
Content analysis has since long been a method used in media studies on 
news coverage (Krippendorff, 2004, 2009). Over time development towards 
the transmission metaphor has been noted. Before considering this, some 
critique of this metaphor needs to be considered. In an effort to analyze the 
aspect of mass communication, Thompson (1990) considers another facet of 
production and reception, making it at odds with the Shannon and Weaver 
(1949) model. Transmission is linked to production but there is no linear 
relationship with reception decoding. What is received is impacted by the 
context and the environment in which the decoding occurs. That is to say, 
how content is understood can differ from what the sender intended, i.e. 
what is sent can be impacted by an environment differing from that of the 
recipient. There is no single enciphering – deciphering relationship, implying 
that there is no single meaning but possibly several, which would be differ-
ent from a sender’s intent. 
 
A more recent definition of content analysis suggests it to be “…a research 
technique for making replicable and valid inferences from texts … to the 
context of their use” (Krippendorff, 2004, p. 18). It is suggested as enabling 
study of communication without active participation of a recipient where an 
analyst can replace a recipient when performing an analysis by the use of 
inferences about aspect related to recipients (ibid.). It would suggest opening 
up for influences from a broader transmission metaphor such as Thompson 
(1990). The approach goes beyond being quantitative, as a quantitative anal-
ysis begins as a qualitative one, and qualitative content analysis can there-
fore be suggested (Krippendorff, 2004). 
 
In Paper II content analysis is used and with the approach of disclosure in-
dex, quantifying labels noted, it shares some commonality with the Berelson 
(1952) version. Its considerations of recording labels enable it to fairly easily 
be replicable. Nevertheless, as a particular section is analyzed, some context 
is considered and it could therefore suggest some opening towards a Krip-
pendorff (2004) definition. A label such as ‘Brand’ in a financial statement is 
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an asset recognized in financial reports, whereas this label in other parts of 
the annual report need not imply a similar aspect. Further, as the frame of 
reference is a classification of IC reflecting value creation, the undertaking is 
an investigation of whether the labels could be found to reflect this value 
creation methodology. As that would not deny other possible understand-
ings, using other references for inferences would further support a Krippen-
dorff version. That is, content is not contained in the labels. 
 
As a more positive approach, Paper II shares the similarity with quantitative 
studies of testing whether an ex ante assumed relationship or conditions can 
be supported by data. Although not strongly in focus, in Paper II value is 
assumed to be achieved, and thus reported, with the use of the framework 
reference, i.e. MERITUM Guidelines (2002). Studying reporting of value 
creation is limited with this method as it does not allow for an understanding 
of how value creation can be understood in reporting as received. This is 
challenging as it also needs to consider an understanding of value in the re-
porting. Before developing this position of value creation in reporting, value 
will be considered. 

3.2.2 Value 
The notion of value relevance could be interpreted as valuation relevance 
(Bartov, 1997). It suggests the user valuing rather than only accepting value. 
This will now be developed further. 
 
‘Understandability’ (IASB, 2010b) as a quality characteristic of mandatory 
reporting is a challenge due to design approaches. However, understandabil-
ity relates to understanding as an act and not only a design approach, as de-
scribed in subsection  2.2.3.1 Considering use and understanding a number 
does not occur in reporting without a label. It is the label that can begin to 
tell the story of what the number represents, and a label is a link to a narra-
tive that can be communicated. A possible difference between a financial 
statement and non-financial statement, i.e. IC statement, is that a label in the 
former can indicate, but is only a starting point for further developing a nar-
rative in the latter. That is to say, a label establishes a link as an explanation 
or narrative. Following Mouritsen (2004, p. 265):  

This fits well with a theory of intellectual capital oriented towards construc-
tion – construction of relations between disparate elements of action around 
intellectual resources. Such a theory would suggest that the intellectual capi-
tal statement is itself an arena for developing intellectual capital rather than 
mapping it. 

 
Interplay between regulated and non-regulated information is a matter of 
linking what has been separated, providing a further explanation of some-
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thing by a firm. It is accounts and relationships between them that create the 
narratives in a plot by the firm. How this interplay between mandatory and 
voluntary information is understood by users will not only impact on what 
IC is perceived as, but also on whether it is relevant. The re-construction by 
the user impacts on user relevance, i.e. not only an argued relevance by 
someone else. It connects relevance and understanding, mobilizing (Catasús 
et al., 2007) and intervening (Mouritsen, 2004) with impact on (non-) action. 
That is, value is something understood rather than preexisting for a user of 
reporting. This would suggest that precision in measurement is not as im-
portant as understanding of what it represents, in particular as measurement 
is both ontologically and epistemologically subjective (Mouck, 2004). 
 
With reporting allowing action at a distance (Robson, 1992) it is a practice 
that can translate items of value in a comprehensive manner. It is a position 
that need not be different from an ordinary company valuation approach 
(Penman, 2010), yet it does further emphasize IC as a value driver (ibid.). 
Notably, if information is perceived as relevant by its users, reporting is rel-
evant (Catasús and Gröjer, 2003), which impacts on perceived value. That 
opens up to different stakeholders. By extension, stakeholders should be able 
to assess a long-term perspective of a firm (IIRC, 2011), and a report should 
communicate “…the interdependencies between the success of the organiza-
tion and the value it creates for investors, employees, customers and, more 
broadly, society” (p. 5). 

3.2.3 Beyond content analysis 
Opening up towards understanding of value creation noted through reporting 
beyond content analysis implies some further considerations. With content 
analysis beginning as qualitative (Krippendorff, 2004) everything could be 
considered content analysis. Arguably, all analysis is content analysis, re-
gardless of whether quantitative or qualitative, as it is analysis of content. 
However, to maintain some clarity in the use of content analysis (Beattie and 
Thomson, 2007) other analytical references are introduced to exemplify a 
change between the positive and the post-positive. This is done, however, 
acknowledging the further developments of content analysis as a method as 
such by Krippendorff (2004), but leaving these considerations for explana-
tion elsewhere.  
 
This development can be noted in Paper III where an explorative approach 
begins to develop. As a simplistic transmission model is questionable 
(Thompson, 1990), understanding is not just one but several. It would sug-
gest that the question asked of how something is to be understood can have 
several answers. In this Paper III a definition of goodwill is searched for 
through analysis of content beginning inductively but still done within a 
frame of reference that is directing, or limiting, what is to be understood. 
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The goodwill definition searched for begins with reference to an asset re-
ported in the financial statement. What it implies is that a value is attached to 
the asset but a definition from this would then refer to how that value is ar-
gued to be supported. 
 
From a view of value creation, a definition would reflect how this value 
comes into existence in the report and an understanding would be related to 
this process. What it does is create a limit on the unit of analysis for how an 
asset is substantiated. In Paper III the unit is defined through the note on the 
purchase analysis in the financial statement of a firm. In terms of value for 
the user, the acceptance or non-acceptance of the particular element of study 
can be left without further consideration as it is more a matter of studying 
how arguments or motives are described. The subject of analysis is therefore 
texts which relate to how management explains and motivates an asset. 
 
References in Paper III for methods that are approached as influence on 
method are ethnomethodology (Garfinkel, 1984) and discourse analysis 
(Alvesson and Karreman, 2000, Jørgensen and Phillips, 2010, Phillips and 
Hardy, 2002).Ethnomethodology reflects how matters are developed through 
acts and utterances (Garfinkel, 1984) and has a further relationship with 
conversation analysis (Silverman and Torode, 1980). Meaning of something 
is created in interaction between people and how they talk. Texts can be 
studied as talk (Catasús, 2000b) but reading reports does not correspond to 
any conversation between people but is rather an interaction between the 
report and the reader. This suggests the report as talking but unlike a conver-
sation in a conversation analysis (Silverman and Torode, 1980), any conver-
sation cannot be observed. Instead, it is a conversation where the firm talks 
through utterances with an unknown audience (Garfinkel, 1984, p. 200-201). 
 
However, as a part of the research one in the audience that listens is the re-
searcher. What this suggests is making a researcher a part of what is being 
researched (Garfinkel, 1984, Latour, 1986). This involvement is something 
that is dealt with further in discussing Paper IV in the next subsection. 
 
One matter to consider with talk is what understanding should be attached to 
utterances as a matter of the linguistic turn (Alvesson and Kärreman, 2000). 
Utterances as indicators on matters, carriers of cultural meaning, or reflect-
ing actual practices (ibid., p. 152) imply different weight to language. As an 
aspect of reporting, whether there is any difference between reporting and 
practice goes beyond studying reporting as such, something which is also 
commented on further in the next subsection. The matter of coding earlier 
critically reflected on (Thompson, 1990) would imply indicating rather than 
carrying. 
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Discourse analysis (Alvesson and Karreman, 2000, Jørgensen and Phillips, 
2010, Phillips and Hardy, 2002) would allow a difference between meaning 
as collapsed or unrelated in discourse (Alvesson and Karreman, 2000). As 
the study reflects on how goodwill is described, there is a bias in the ac-
ceptance of some relationships between what, i.e. goodwill, and how, i.e. 
traits, something is described. This relationship is an implicit acceptance in 
the study. Although meaning is not carried, financial statements as a refer-
ence for sending and receiving implies this bias in how something indicated 
should be interpreted and an influence of the note needs to be acknowledged. 
This is how the inspiration from discourse analysis ought to be understood. 

3.2.4 Further analysis of content 
In Paper IV a similarity with Paper III is the approach of studying text as talk 
(Catasús, 2000b, Alvesson and Kärreman, 2000) with influences of ethno-
methodology (Garfinkel, 1984). Even though discourse analysis (Alvesson 
and Karreman, 2000, Jørgensen and Phillips, 2010, Phillips and Hardy, 
2002) is not explicitly mentioned, it is arguably an implicit part influencing 
what is done. In particular, two discourses are present with one on value 
creation (Fincham and Roslender, 2003) and another on legitimacy (Deegan, 
2002, Meyer and Rowan, 1977, DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). The focus is 
on value creation, while legitimacy is mainly commented on. 
 
A discourse of value creation could be questioned as to whether it exists but 
would arguably tie in with IC as a macro-oriented discourse (Alvesson and 
Karreman, 2000) of value creation. This is not to deny that what could be 
suggested is also a managerial discourse of accountability (Catasús, 2008) 
for value creation. As a rational means of doing business, customers are 
needed for business, which positions managers as accountable for the out-
come of the relationship with the customers. However, as an overall focus, 
even if accountability of management is acknowledged, the overall point of 
departure is IC as value creation. 
 
A second discourse noted, but not in a major focus, is legitimacy. Legitima-
cy is something which has been considered as an argument for reporting 
when studying IC disclosure (Haji and Ghazali, 2012) also being coupled 
with stakeholder theory (Guthrie et al., 2006). The discourse represents the 
need to adapt in order to be accepted. Although not extended in the paper, it 
does question the value of customer relationship, which by extension could 
suggest a questioning of value creation – something which could even bring 
into question the assumption for this thesis. This could also be seen as a re-
flection of management accountability (Catasús, 2008) but possibly a forced 
one.  
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With the discourse on value creation, the position taken in Paper IV goes 
beyond what has been introduced in Paper III as value existing is not only to 
be explained. What is proposed in Paper IV is a way of understanding how 
value is created from reading the reporting. This is done without a final limit 
of value, or value reference, settled in the reporting. The method used is 
something which, just like Paper III, draws on ethnomethodology. The ap-
proach taken is at the same time something which opens towards critique 
from the legitimacy discourse. 
 
Ethnomethodology (Garfinkel, 1984) considers situated actions, conversa-
tions and speeches, and how they socially construct the situation. In these 
acts of construction, implicit and tacit, possibly even without further consid-
erations, understandings take place in order to move the act forward. These 
references introduce a phenomenological relation in ethnomethodology 
(Heritage, 1984), where a phenomenon becomes a referent in the act. Refer-
ents or references are arguably needed in order to enhance communication, 
which can be previously noted in the suggestion for Paper III in financial 
statements as a reference in the sender – receiver model. What this reference 
matter in ethnomethodology possibly could suggest is a distinction between 
something socially constructed as a referent for some phenomenon behind. 
Something socially constructed would be an interface or layer on something 
else as separate matters. 
 
With the hint at a dual understanding from two discourses in Paper IV, a 
possibility of a separation between reporting and what is done is introduced. 
What it could suggest is a comparison between front and back stage 
(Goffman, 1990) where different ways of acting would occur, which could 
imply some impression management in the reporting. Different proposals of 
impression management besides Goffman (1990) are made (Abhayawansa 
and Guthrie, 2012, Merkl-Davies et al., 2011) and ethnomethodology 
(Garfinkel, 1984) does not deny that it is possible. Rather, ethnomethodolo-
gy could suggest that management of impressions is a means for identifica-
tion for the one which one ‘is’ but does not have full knowledge or control of 
‘being’ (ibid.)6. 
 
However, if indicating intervenes and impacts on understanding of value and 
action (Catasús et al., 2007, Mouritsen, 2004) construction continues. It is 
not possible to make a distinction between the act of construction and 
whether there is something else behind. Discourses are rather different refer-
ents in the understanding and interpretation of reporting. Even if firms were 
to act differently from their reporting, action based on the reporting would in 
relation to the report serve as a construct. Viewing a discourse as a frame of 
reference, what the frame of reference suggests is that acting on the reporting 

                               
6 An example of this would be Agnes in Chapter Five (Garfinkel, 1984).  
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could possibly be different depending on how it is understood. The proposed 
dual reference is therefore discourses for understanding, not whether it is a 
representation of something. Notably, at the end of Paper IV the different 
discourses could be found to align rather than being at odds on certain is-
sues. 
 
Besides a common reference to discourse (Alvesson and Karreman, 2000, 
Jørgensen and Phillips, 2010, Phillips and Hardy, 2002) and ethnomethodol-
ogy (Garfinkel, 1984) both Papers III and IV share a similarity of using larg-
er samples of a textual unit of limited size. As the utterances are interpreted 
added together to note some common tendencies, the discourses introduced 
are rather general and broad. The suggested discourses in Paper IV do have 
some resemblance of being macro-oriented (Alvesson and Karreman, 2000), 
while in Paper III the matter is less specified. The data does therefore not 
contradict some overall reference for understanding and interpretation. How-
ever, as the firms’ voice is of interest an actor perspective is taken which 
does imply some local orientation (ibid.) being close range and suggests that 
the utterances could be locally adapted. It puts the local firm as actor at the 
center, stressing the firm as a point of departure for further understanding. 

3.2.5 Shifting the level 
By taking a perspective of studying reporting, and in particular some parts of 
it, firms are treated as actors that talk, and the fact that there are structural 
limitations is accepted but not in focus. However, in Paper I there is no focus 
on what the firm reports but rather how a part of the mandatory reporting 
structure can be understood. It describes a part of the structure which im-
pacts on reporting done by firms as actors. The development and adoption of 
a particular set of global reporting standards creates an institutional setting 
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983, Irvine, 2008) and mandatory reporting implies 
that a structure exists in which the firm reports. This structure is further 
needed if voluntary reporting is possible to study, as otherwise it would only 
be reporting. 
 
Paper I reflects on the development of parts of this overall reporting institu-
tional structure. As an overall structure it includes both the general and glob-
al as well as the particular and local, this being mentioned but without argu-
ing that it, i.e. the structure, has yet succeeded. It shifts societal analysis lev-
el, from the firms reporting to the reporting structure(s). However, Paper I 
reflects on development from the perspective of the IASB. That is to say, it 
does not shift focus from the actor but merely from one actor to another. 
Because of the shift of actor, the level of analysis shifts. Notably, a part of 
the theory concerns how an institutional setting impacts on the IASB 
(Power, 1997). 
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However, what has changed is the size of the unit of analysis. Larger sec-
tions of texts and full documents are included. In these situations less atten-
tion might be given to details and more to an overall understanding of what 
is discussed. Similarities with Papers III and IV concerning interpretation of 
texts should thus be acknowledged. 

3.2.6 A remark on study and development 
Having considered methodological matters, a relevant question would be 
whether studying reporting could have any implications for the development 
of reporting? 
 
Preceding the SEC in the USA, best practice of preparers and auditors de-
veloped whatever standards were available (Kothari et al., 2010). A similari-
ty with this can later be noted as a suggestion with the FASB (2008) Concept 
Statement 5 on recognition and measurement. The Statement describes what 
was practice at its development rather than providing any conceptual basis 
(Schipper, 2003, Storey and Storey, 1998) and is argued to have informed 
the IASB (1989) framework (Cairns, 2001, in Botzem, 2012). That is, what 
reporting practice explains about reporting as an operating undertaking, can 
further provide some insights into the approach to management of IC by 
firms for understanding of value creation. 
 
Studying practice of doing accounting and reporting in firms can be done on 
location, placing the craft and skills under close scrutiny. There are benefits 
of being where the action is making a decision on what available alternative 
to choose, such as being able to explain some of the reasons for the choice of 
a particular item. A challenge with this approach, however, is restrictions in 
access due to secrecy where even if it not denied it can be severely restricted. 
An alternative is therefore studying the published reporting.  
 
The linguistic comparison (Catasús, 2000b, Alvesson and Kärreman, 2000) 
used here uses text as talk to reflect action (Mills, 1940). What it allows is a 
means of understanding accounting decisions through means of external 
communication. This method of studying accounting through reporting is 
done indirectly through approaches on understanding reporting. This could 
be an argument for further attempts to cover practices on location. However, 
what it does is focus on what is reported, not how it is done, to further un-
derstand the communication through reporting. 
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4 A summary of the papers 

Having covered aim and research questions as well as data and methodology 
used, findings will be mentioned here. In this section a table, Table 1, giving 
an overview of the different papers with reviews from previous sections 
related to the specific papers (see subsection  2.4.1 Research question(s) and 
the different papers, and section  3 Methodology) can also be found. The 
table should preferably be viewed before reading the findings below for a 
better appreciation of the results. Viewed in the mandatory – voluntary di-
chotomy described earlier when developing the research questions, Paper I 
relates to the international institutional setting for mandatory reporting, and 
if Paper II relates to mandatory reporting, Paper IV to voluntary reporting, 
Paper III is somewhere between the two as some kind of case at the border 
with some influences from both sides. 
 
In Paper I it is found that with different views on enforcement, ‘enforceable’ 
needs to be continuously defined. This may explain why the IASB is reluc-
tant to discuss enforcement and enforceability in its working papers. Further, 
achieving the aim of IFRS as enforceable is an outcome of the joint efforts 
of several actors. Notably, central actors in these efforts are not only the 
actual enforcement agencies, but other actors are crucial for seeking the sup-
port needed for the production of enforceability. These findings are devel-
oped with intangibles as one reference. It is finally argued that the IASB 
prefers enforcement oriented towards principles rather than rules in order to 
enable good reporting practices at the possible cost of allowing poorer re-
porting. This is made possible through the principle-based enforcement rely-
ing on a vague idea of enforceability about the potentiality of enforcement. 
This, in turn, suggests the development of enforceability to have an impact 
on a major shift in the reporting of intangibles. 
 
In Paper II the findings that can be noted are a difference in behavior be-
tween Swedish and Italian firms. Swedish firms disclose a larger number of 
asset labels compared to Italian ones, while Italian firms appear to assign 
more value to the assets disclosed. It is therefore argued that more labels 
might not indicate higher quality. However, a wide variety of labels shows a 
spread in what is disclosed. What can also be noted is that the reference clas-
sification scheme used, the MERITUM Guidelines, indicates that intangible 
assets are not reported according to the distinct and separate classes suggest-
ed by MERITUM.  
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In Paper III the findings point towards most commonly goodwill being re-
ferred to as a residuum, i.e. as a left-over item. When some explanation is 
given a distinction between core goodwill, intangibles or both can be noted. 
The aim of finding a practical definition of goodwill was not fulfilled. As the 
main aim neither is to make a comparison between countries and evaluate 
the standard, it is only mentioned that it is more common in Italy for firms to 
refer to goodwill as a residuum, whereas it is more common for Swedish 
firms to give goodwill some description. 
 
In Paper IV the findings indicate that firms describe customer relationships 
as something that in different stages, i.e. in the line of development, is linked 
to value creation and three main categories are found. The categories are 
Ambition, Acting and Possessing. Further, analyzing the categories from a 
financial reporting view on asset development, a tension in maintenance of 
potential emphasizes value creation as active in the present. Finally, an alter-
native view to the functionalistic view focused on suggests customer rela-
tionships as a legitimacy-building practice. However, the views might have 
different perspectives but some connections between the two can be noted. 
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5 Conclusion 

The act of recognition defines what IC to report through accepting or deny-
ing its place in a reporting category. In particular, the research question in 
the current work is: 
 

How can recognition in Intellectual Capital reporting be under-
stood?  

 
The question, as noted previously, includes different aspects of comparabil-
ity related to both mandatory and voluntary reporting. The studies undertak-
en reflect different parts of an interplay, or possibly interplays, between the 
different areas of recognition, comparability, mandatory and voluntary. What 
they have in common is reporting IC. However, while having this common-
ality they can be considered as representing a diversity in how IC reporting 
can be approached. In particular, the papers can be understood as represent-
ing different categories of recognition of IC in reporting. 
 
The categories represents a development from a minor or possibly no sys-
temic towards a stronger emphasis on systemic. An emphasis on systemati-
zation can suggest the categories being separate levels of recognition and 
possibly suggest that they could be viewed as such. From a perspective of 
comparability, a systematization which enhances comparability would sug-
gest increased comparability as being of higher order than less structured 
comparability. This is not to say that comparability is the end of reporting 
and need not to be accepted as a means of deciding recognition. It is, howev-
er, one way to understand it from the papers. Beginning from the end of the 
order of the presentation of papers, three categories can be developed for the 
different facets of recognition of IC in reporting. 
 
In a first category, Category A, voluntary reporting, considered in Paper IV, 
is a means for firms to report what they find appropriate, which makes 
recognition of IC a subjective matter. Voluntary reporting represents a com-
munication of recognition of items that are of such importance for a firm that 
its disclosure is undertaken. The particular reporting act acknowledges that 
something is accredited as a resource of importance. It thereby presents offi-
cial recognition of how value is perceived to be created from a firm’s subjec-
tive perception. This approach of reporting by a firm enables management 
communication of what is argued to be of this importance (Nielsen and 
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Madsen, 2009) and can describe the chains and maps of value creation 
(Kaplan and Norton, 2000, Marr et al., 2004). 
 
The management communication (Nielsen and Madsen, 2009) perspective 
acknowledges, and thereby at the same time remains an aspect of, manage-
ment orientation in reporting (DATI, 2000, MERITUM, 2002, Mouritsen 
and Roslender, 2009, RICARDIS, 2006). What a management orientation 
suggests is that something can be internally recognized but remains undis-
closed. It is not possible to know beyond reporting whether there is an 
awareness of IC in the firm, nor whether management of what is known oc-
curs. A flip side to this is that it is not certain that IC reported is managed or, 
furthermore, whether a firm or its management is certain of what is to be 
done with the IC that it is aware of. This opens up the possibility of manag-
ing impressions and how to be perceived (Graham et al., 2005, Merkl-Davies 
et al., 2011).  
 
That said, by placing trust in what is reported, reporting can be understood to 
impact on how the firm is perceived in terms of value (Dumay and Tull, 
2007, Li, 2010a). This allows the possibility of IC reporting to reflect man-
agement capacity. This perspective of capacity places a stronger perception 
of reporting as a matter of how or what something is as a functionalistic 
view and understanding. Whether capacity is present, is not, and will argua-
bly never be, fully known. As an aspect of the subjectivity of recognition of 
IC in reporting, there is uncertainty on the appropriate management choice 
(Mouritsen and Roslender, 2009, Nielsen and Madsen, 2009). Nevertheless, 
as indicated by Paper IV, although there are different understandings on 
management, the reporting suggests as an option that the understandings are 
different descriptions of a behavior or way of acting. 
 
A second category, Category B, is primarily related to Papers II and III. In 
this category a shift from merely a firm’s subjective approach on recognition 
of IC towards comparability of recognition of IC is made. It is a develop-
ment from recognizable IC in Category A to re-cognizable IC in Category B. 
Comparability as a quality characteristic (DATI, 2000, IASB, 2010b, 
MERITUM, 2002) can be suggested to introduce increased as well as institu-
tionalized attention to a commonality of reference for users. This shift needs 
to be considered as a shift from a subjective perception towards enhanced 
intersubjectivity of recognition of IC in reporting. To achieve this increased 
intersubjectivity, a standard of reporting can be introduced which presents 
the user with a common point of reference for communication from the pre-
parer. 
 
The introduction of a standard can occur both as a matter of mandatory 
(Beyer et al., 2010, Francis and Schipper, 1999, Lev and Zarowin, 1999) and 
voluntary (DATI, 2000, IIRC, 2011, IRC, 2011, MERITUM, 2002) report-
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ing. Regardless of which, they both propose that users can make use of some 
design of the reporting (Beyer et al., 2010). There is a though a difference in 
the emphasis on usefulness and stewardship (Catasús and Johed, 2009, 
Lennard, 2007, Kothari et al., 2010) which can place different emphasis on 
the reporting on management. However, not only that, it can affect the rela-
tive weight of the view on capital markets (Kothari, 2001, Lee, 2001). Dif-
ferent approaches thereby suggest different proposals for how users ought to 
understand reporting and reporting frameworks and standards. 
 
Nevertheless, a common point of reference through a standard, regardless of 
whether mandatory or voluntary, at the same time introduces a generic ap-
proach, not only to reporting (Nielsen and Madsen, 2009), but to recognition 
of IC. This imposes a limitation on recognition of IC in reporting as it needs 
to be comparable. On the one hand, it can enable enhancement of how man-
agement can have others recognize the firms’ recognition of value creation. 
On the other, a remaining challenge is whether a resource uniqueness fol-
lowing IC can be made comparable (Marr et al., 2004) but this is a quality 
decision with the standard, not of the firm.  
 
This is not to disregard the fact that the possibility of management of im-
pressions and earnings management is present in this category. As manage-
ment prepares reports they can choose what to communicate (Matolcsy and 
Wyatt, 2006, Wyatt, 2005), and where and how to communicate it (McVay, 
2006, Imhoff Jr and Thomas, 1988, Shalev, 2009). This can be done within 
mandatory reporting or even outside it by disregarding its limits, or by 
choice of application of voluntary reporting schematas. What the mandatory 
and voluntary reporting standards do is, as further ends of a continuum, to 
stress a top-down standard application acceptance, in order to maintain a 
comparability of recognition of IC in reporting. However, indications have 
been noted that national differences might not impact voluntary reporting 
practices whereas industry differences do (Bozzolan et al., 2006, Chaminade 
and Johanson, 2003). Influence on comparability would then be related to 
similarities in recognition of similar matters and processes. 
 
A third category, Category C, relates mainly to Paper I even though the other 
papers are involved to different extents. In this category value, in particular 
value creation, might not be neglected but takes a secondary priority com-
pared to comparability even further than Category B. Different from Catego-
ry B, Category C would reflect recognition of comparability of IC in report-
ing. A distinction that can be made to Category B is the emphasis of a set-
tling of a point where the appropriate application is done or achieved. This 
point is settled by a judgmental approach of what is appropriate or correct 
application of a standard. Firms are thereby told what should not be in the 
reporting or what is missing when a standard is applied. What is appropriate 
reporting becomes a negative definition with such a view when applied and 
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can therefore be understood as not being erroneous in application when 
comparability is achieved. 
 
By taking this position of a point of acceptance and the emphasis on recogni-
tion of comparability of IC in reporting a paradox can arise. Similarity can 
be required in institutional setting in order to achieve this comparability 
point in practice (Ball et al., 2003, Bischof, 2009, Chen and Zhang, 2010, 
Daske and Gebhardt, 2006, Daske et al., 2008). Regardless of national 
origin, any regulatory body (Baxter and Chua, 2008, p. 471) would have to 
be able to deal with this. At the same time, it is an interrelationship between 
exogenous and endogenous factors (Barney, 1991, Porter, 1996, Wernerfelt, 
1984) and the value creation from that (Marr et al., 2003) that is to be report-
ed. This would then include the uniqueness of resources (ibid.) that could be 
context-dependent in this exogenous – endogenous relationship, which could 
counter a similarity in institutional setting. Notably, it is in this setting that 
the challenge of harmonization can be found with the differences in report-
ing between countries (Ding et al., 2005, Nair and Frank, 1980, Nobes, 1983, 
Nobes, 1998, d'Arcy, 2001, Nobes, 2004, d'Arcy, 2004). This is something 
that is discussed further in the subsection below. 
 
This category reflects a strong emphasis on mandatory reporting. It does not 
therefore include developments within voluntary reporting. Imitations in 
voluntary reporting standards to solve this can be found with suggestions of 
achieving consensus (Edvinsson and Malone, 1997, IASB, 2010a, IIRC, 
2011, IRC, 2011, RICARDIS, 2006). However, it is present in mandatory 
reporting when emphasis is placed on the standard through the use of a 
framework (Whittington, 2008). Nevertheless, neither of these achieves the 
final outcome of recognition of comparability of IC in reporting. A further 
attempt to deal with enforcement of mandatory reporting in line with an em-
phasis on reporting standards is what is developed in Paper I. 
 
A first conclusion that can be drawn is that recognition in IC reporting takes 
different meanings depending on what recognition is implied to represent. 

5.1 Further interpretations of the findings 
Viewing the categories as different approaches allows an alternative to only 
consider them as levels in a hierarchy of comparability, in order to further 
interpret the different findings. Relating the categories to each other can be 
considered a means of understanding different aspects of IC reporting. In 
particular, the relationship between value creation and value realization 
(Fincham and Roslender, 2003) can be considered with the focus on behav-
iors. 
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Two ways of understanding behaviors of recognition using both a mandatory 
and a voluntary frame of reference can be noted from the findings. This is 
done by approaching Category B, first from the point of Category C as a 
setting for interpretation of Papers II and III, second from the point of Cate-
gory A providing an explanation as a point of reference to be used on how 
value is created in the interpretation of Papers II and III. When undertaking 
such interpretation, the steps in the Methodology section, section  3, provide 
a frame for a distinction in how to understand value, value realization and 
value creation. 
 
A first comment on recognition begins from the point of view of Category C 
with the reference to attempts at achieving consistency without a strict en-
forcement. With absence of such strong central enforcement, translation and 
adoption at different speed (RICARDIS, 2006) would be one approach to 
understanding comparability. Given this, two remarks are made on compara-
bility, one at a standard technical level, and another at a geographical level. 
 
Considering a standard technical level, it has been argued here that the 
recognition criteria through ‘freedom of contract’ (Ramberg, 2002) are 
something good yet lead to a number of labels. A technical decision based 
on a local choice can still be understood differently as contractual mecha-
nisms instead of one mechanism could be present, even though the contract 
remains hypothetical and one. Rather than achieving a similarity in outcome, 
the rule-oriented recognition criteria both allow and enable a communication 
of indicated different accounting practices which are reflected through dif-
ferent reporting practices. It is possible to note with, as indicated, a number 
and variability of labels and can be further explained as goodwill having 
different definitions implying difference in its reflection of use. 
 
At a country level, comparability is limited, and this could possibly be due to 
some country-specific aspects. One could be different acceptance of stand-
ards from abroad. A suggestion such as ‘useful’ representing a vague con-
cept to enable a global approach (Botzem, 2012) could support a view of 
management interpreting IC as not being something useful. That would 
make a threshold for usefulness lower in Sweden than Italy as values of sin-
gle assets partly being higher in Italy. Although scarcely mentioned, good-
will explanations are more often given in Sweden than in Italy. That together 
can indicate that management of IC takes different priorities in the countries. 
What can also be noticed is a challenge with comparability using a voluntary 
framework as no distinct classification of IC is achieved in any of the coun-
tries. Nevertheless, it is also challenged when a classification is derived from 
the practices themselves. This can be noted as a reflection of comparability 
as related to comparability of management. 
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A behavioral element as noted from the previous paragraphs would suggest 
that comparability can take the shape of an idea in mandatory reporting, 
similar to what is indicated on enforceability in the end of Paper I. From this 
perspective a reporting standard becomes a weak idea when its influence in 
application on reporting is limited. It is something that enables management 
to reflect reporting of IC specificities but what as well is a possible found is 
uncertainty on what to recognize (Johnson and Storey, 1982). Something 
that can be noted is that official systematization for recognition has made the 
global become local, but as an outcome the local has not become global as 
the standard would prescribe. 
 
With enforceability linking rule with application extending the influence of 
the reporting standards recognition criteria, what occurs is that instead of 
enforceability contributing to a comparable outcome, it could be understood 
as enabling a discrepancy with practice. It makes a reporting standard not 
different from a voluntary framework as a benchmark that allows discrepan-
cy through acknowledgment of the particular. Thereby it entertains a propo-
sition that a framework of global reporting implies an ocean of voluntary 
possibilities. Further, what it suggests is that IFRS could be a means for in-
creasing the institutional acceptance of previously mentioned reporting prac-
tices. Currently the mandatory appears voluntary and practices can flourish. 
However, IFRS can be found useful as an external reference from which to 
depart in allowing a point of reference for interpretation of recognition of IC 
in reporting (Nobes, 2006, Stolowy and Jeny-Cazavan, 2001). Such a posi-
tion would reinterpret useful as described by the IASB, and is enabled be-
cause proper Category C enforcement is not in place supporting a particular 
view on useful. 
 
As a second comment on recognition, the perspective shifts from Category C 
to Category A. In subsection  2.3.2 Recognition of IC found above, an under-
standing of a balance sheet dynamic was introduced on coupling IC with 
reporting. IC is considered there as a relationship issue (Edvinsson, 1997) 
beginning as a liability item which is developed into an asset. An example 
here is a customer relationship where the relationship, differing from the 
customer as such, is something that possibly could be added to the asset side 
through active management and judgment. It would place emphasis on what 
is being done, emphasizing on-going management compared to (only) 
achieve a particular standard of reporting. 
 
Interaction between resources and elements of IC need not be a conflict but 
can be a reflection of an interplay and transformation that, if reported, can 
challenge perceptions of quality if distinct classes are looked for (Gröjer, 
2001). This has been noted here with relational and structural capital being 
coupled when looking at separate intangible assets. However, extending 
transformation (Lynn, 1998) to the relationship view introduced (Edvinsson, 
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1997) does introduce drama into development when value creation meets 
value realization (Fincham and Roslender, 2003). 
 
In particular, IC as a relationship issue (Edvinsson, 1997) beginning as a 
liability item could possibly be in conflict with this asset development. In the 
findings on reporting of customer relationships a tension could be noted 
between being and not being an asset where a remaining risk is whether a 
dynamic relationship is maintained. In order for the dynamic to be main-
tained, on-going management is needed. However, faulty management is 
also what can disturb the dynamicity in the relationship. If the relationship is 
controlled to a point comparable to a controlled asset in the mandatory re-
porting, the relationship can deteriorate. As a reflection of capacity to man-
age, what the voluntary disclosure points towards is management-ability of 
the relationship which when transferred or compared to the mandatory dis-
closure would have to be understood as control-ability. 
 
The conflict of value creation, as has been developed in the findings, can be 
extended to the debate on whether IC should be on the balance sheet (Lev 
and Sougiannis, 1996, Lev and Zarowin, 1999, Lev et al., 2009) or whether 
the income statement is sufficient (Penman, 2009). It does not only reflect 
positions on certainty but also the corresponding position of potential. That 
is to say, what is certain might have less potential compared to what is less 
certain. However, the approach does also offer a means of understanding the 
matter of goodwill compared to single intangible assets. This would be so as 
the tradeoff between the two reflects a management issue given the perspec-
tive on relationships taken (here). 
 
The limited value of intangible assets recognized but the simultaneously 
larger amount attributed to goodwill in the findings can indicate an aspect of 
management capacity concerning ambiguities in relationships. One perspec-
tive is that it can be understood as a management hesitation, implying a neg-
ative connotation. Nevertheless, another perspective of this is as an ac-
knowledgment, by adding a label, of something being, or being attempted to 
be, managed rather than controlled. It is a reversal of the order in moving 
from control towards increased potential. It would be an indication of on-
going management but as it is management and not control, some values 
would remain uncertain and contained in goodwill. Thus, the relationship 
between intangible assets suggests a tension on relationship issues of wheth-
er something is to be a single asset or not. 
 
However, when goodwill is ambiguous in the reporting, i.e. unclear on 
meaning, it can indicate issues with an ability for (continuous) management. 
Further, it can indicate a lack of direction of the firm (Marr et al., 2003, Marr 
et al., 2004), at least with regard to IC in firms acquired. However, being 
active need not display progressing positive economic conditions, as man-
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agement capacity may be lacking. Assuming goodwill represents on-going 
attempts of management, an activity can be challenging to what should be 
done, i.e. purpose, as action can be counterproductive (Starbuck, 1983). 
What remains, however, is that opportunity can be missed with too strong 
and clear direction. Thus, the relationship between clear and less clear mean-
ings of goodwill can indicate a tension between the direction of the firm and 
the possibility of realizing potential in an unplanned opportunity. 
 
What these two behaviors on recognition in reporting have in common is 
different facets of tensions in the reporting. Therefore, a second conclusion 
that can be drawn is that recognition in IC reporting is a reflection of these 
tensions. The tensions can be noted in two different behaviors. The first be-
havior points towards recognition found in a tension between value creation 
as described through reporting practice and value realization as a proper and 
requested outcome. This is seen in different practices and priorities noted in 
the findings. The second behavior points towards recognition found in a 
tension between what choices are made in reporting. This is seen in the ten-
sion between something being recognized as an asset or not, and whether 
goodwill reflects a clear description or not.  
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6 Contribution 

Before continuing it can be recalled that:  
 

The aim of the thesis is to analyze recognition and comparabil-
ity of Intellectual Capital in the interplay with mandatory and 
voluntary reporting. 

 
It is argued in the thesis that reporting IC is a matter of reporting soft values, 
values which have capacity for value creation (Mouritsen and Roslender, 
2009). Nevertheless, as commented by the authors (ibid.) this is by no means 
without challenges (Gowthorpe, 2009, Mouritsen and Roslender, 2009, 
Mårtensson, 2009, Nielsen and Madsen, 2009, Roslender and Stevenson, 
2009). Why is this so? Is it because of issues with recognition and compara-
bility? Is it because of some dichotomy between mandatory and voluntary 
reporting? These are matters that have been considered when developing 
different Categories A (recognition), B (comparability of recognition) and C 
(recognition of comparability) in section  5 Conclusion. 
 
In particular, it is possible to see a shift in the relationship between recogni-
tion and comparability of IC with the transition from voluntary to mandatory 
reporting. This shift in the relationship from the transition, changes the posi-
tion of recognition which, in turn, has an impact on the possibilities of re-
porting capacity for value creation. An understanding of recognition in IC 
reporting developed from the Categories A, B and C thus relates to this in-
terplay.  
 
However, the changing views on recognition of IC and the challenge with IC 
that the views reflect do also impact on reporting and the distinction between 
mandatory and voluntary. Extending the interplay found in the understand-
ing of recognition through the Categories A, B and C, these are parts of the 
interrelationships that will be considered further. It will be done covering 
three areas: (1) IC as a basis for reporting makes recognition of IC in report-
ing complex, (2) continuously expanding boundaries of reporting, and (3) 
setting a distinction between mandatory and voluntary reporting. 
 
Related to the first area, as a matter of capacity of IC (Mouritsen and 
Roslender, 2009) it has been considered that IC begins with people 
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(Roslender, 2009, Stewart, 1991, 1999). It is not possible to consider an 
origin of IC without people, neither is it possible to consider any continuous 
value of IC without people. People are, and remain, a primary IC (Roslender 
and Fincham, 2001, 2004) and capacity for value creation. However, as this 
IC is transformed (Lynn, 1998, Nonaka, 1991, Roberts, 2003) new IC is 
developed which enables a presentation of a formalized and structured out-
put (Lynn, 1998, Nonaka, 1991). At the same time, in the transformation the 
practice of IC is further emphasized and what evolves is IC as both a noun 
and a verb (Mouritsen, 2006).  
 
With this development, IC not only begins with people, but in order to man-
age IC (DATI, 2000, Marr et al., 2004, MERITUM, 2002) people are need-
ed. Nevertheless, given the need for management, the capacity of IC for 
value creation (Mouritsen and Roslender, 2009) puts emphasis on the capaci-
ty of management, and thereby managers, which inextricably, again, are 
linked to people. Therefore, recognition of IC in reporting relates to recogni-
tion of both the knowledge and the management found with human capacity.  
 
Acknowledging that users are involved in recognition of IC through under-
standing (Mouritsen, 2004), the importance of communication through re-
porting can be stressed. A communication infrastructure (World Bank, 2012) 
enables interaction between people and provides a means for reporting un-
dertakings. As a structure for communication, infrastructure (World Bank, 
2012) forms a part of IC (Lynn, 1998). Nevertheless, in addition it is people 
that communicate and interact and without people there would thus be no 
material to report, nor any foundation for reporting. That is, there would not 
be any reporting without people. What it suggests is that IC can be reported 
and be included in reporting, but more importantly, IC can prepare a space 
for reporting. It can therefore be proposed that reporting, as a human activi-
ty, is a part of or influenced by IC. 
 
This interrelationship between IC and reporting makes the concept or phe-
nomenon of recognition complex. Nevertheless, this particular aspect of 
reporting settles a point of departure for further considerations on reporting, 
with distinctions regarding mandatory prescriptions and comparability as 
important for recognition. 
 
A second area is related to the boundaries of the reporting of IC (Gowthorpe, 
2009, Mårtensson, 2009, Roslender and Stevenson, 2009). Connectivity 
(Bontis, 1998, DATI, 2000, Edvinsson, 1997, MERITUM, 2002, Mouritsen, 
2003, RICARDIS, 2006, Roberts, 2003) challenges distinct boundaries since 
IC as interrelating resources and capacities extends beyond any particular 
encapsulation. From a view of IC as interrelating resources, its final end is 
not known, and from a view of IC as an activity it is in constant development 
and therefore evolving. Correspondingly, finding appropriate measures 
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(Mårtensson, 2009) or some reporting characteristics, i.e. comparability 
(DATI, 2000, IASB, 2010b, MERITUM, 2002), for IC as this broad phe-
nomenon suggests challenges the possibility of any reporting encapsulating 
IC (Gowthorpe, 2009). This challenge suggests that the possibilities of 
recognition of IC in reporting are contested. 
 
Further, as a reflection of IC, action and activity is stressed through IC being 
dependent on management and use (Marr et al., 2004, MERITUM, 2002). 
With a view on IC as active, recognition of IC in reporting needs to capture 
this active facet and would suggest recognition being an activity through 
interaction with this active facet. It can even suggest that recognition needs 
to be active if the present position of IC is to be captured (Napier and Power, 
1992, Power, 1992). Yet, even, if recognition is not possible, an activity is 
found in the decision not to report. 
 
However, beyond mere technical (Mårtensson, 2009) or some other report-
ing characteristic considerations (DATI, 2000, IASB, 2010b, MERITUM, 
2002), there can be a one-sided focus on the favorable parts of IC in report-
ing leaving some of the unfavorable parts outside the present reporting 
boundaries (Gowthorpe, 2009), e.g. liabilities (Abeysekera, 2003, Caddy, 
2000, Harvey and Lusch, 1999, Stam, 2009). Further, areas found or argued 
to be of less significance can be left out of a reporting initiative (Roslender 
and Stevenson, 2009). Regardless of any current position on these areas, a 
principal aspect to be noted is that through these undertakings, or lack of 
undertakings for that matter, recognition of IC can be limited through report-
ing. 
 
Notably, an argument for managing and using IC is that it creates value 
(Fincham and Roslender, 2003, Stewart, 1999) recalling that its management 
is related to it, i.e. IC being identified as something impacting on value 
(Marr et al., 2004, MERITUM, 2002). This is not to argue that everything 
creates value that is managed. Some things could fail but also, as is the situa-
tion with liabilities (Abeysekera, 2003, Caddy, 2000, Harvey and Lusch, 
1999, Stam, 2009), actions could be oriented towards limiting issues having 
a negative impact on value creation. What both the one sided focus and this 
management orientation jointly imply is a condition that whether IC is rec-
ognizable in reporting reflects its argued importance for value7. This would 
suggest that value creation can occur that is not reported at one point but 
later is argued to be of importance. Thus, recognizable is not similar to being 
recognized in reporting. 
 
What different considerations of IC recognition proposes is that what is to be 
included, and consequently what is to be excluded, remains ongoing work 

                               
7 Without disregarding the possibility of reporting for other purposes as well. 
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(Catasús, 2000a, Gröjer, 2001). This can be proposed at the same time as 
there is a distinction between mandatory and voluntary reporting (Beyer et 
al., 2010), a distinction which can suggest reportings rather than a reporting. 
This distinction is, as noted, a separation of particularities of reporting where 
certain requirements can be set for aspects in a particular design. Neverthe-
less, in spite of the distinction, together they form a whole, and it is therefore 
not a matter of either mandatory or voluntary. Rather, it is this whole that 
restricts and is restricted by IC and (different) recognition (practices). 
 
Nevertheless, a challenge is where the outer borders of this whole of report-
ing are. Items can be a mandatory requirement to report but as a matter of 
the organization, management initiatives can relate to a settlement of the 
border (Catasús, 2001) through a voluntary undertaking. This makes the 
outer border of IC reporting, i.e. not only IC, elastic and elusive. It challeng-
es a continuous particular definition of the whole. The settlement of borders 
is a part of the ongoing reporting activities by management which allow a 
whole to evolve. Considering boundaries of IC reporting (Gowthorpe, 2009), 
with recognition of IC as something inextricably linked to IC as active, the 
boundaries will continue to evolve, change and be rearranged. This devel-
opment with IC reporting would then also impact on the enlargement of re-
porting in general as it expands to cover new or further explore existing are-
as. 
 
A third area relates to the relationship between mandatory and voluntary 
reporting (Beyer et al., 2010) and the settlement of a division between the 
two. A related distinction to mandatory and voluntary reporting that has also 
been made earlier in the development of Category B (comparability of 
recognition, see section  5 Conclusion) is between common or generic report-
ing and management communication-oriented reporting (Nielsen and 
Madsen, 2009). A generic approach (ibid.) can be found in both the volun-
tary and mandatory reporting but depending on the particular requirements 
the strictness in approach can differ. 
 
Notably in the mandatory reporting field the arguments on usefulness of 
reporting are prevalent (Lev and Zarowin, 1999, Lev, 2008, Francis and 
Schipper, 1999, Skinner, 2008a, 2008b). However, in these lines of argu-
ment two positions on the interrelationship between mandatory and volun-
tary reporting are reflected.  
 
Suggestions of value relevance (Aboody and Lev, 1998, Lev and Sougiannis, 
1996) from IC reflect a line of argument (Lev and Zarowin, 1999, Lev, 
2008) that certain issues of the mandatory financial reporting need to be 
adjusted as usefulness is decreasing. What it proposes is that mandatory re-
porting needs to be updated as there is value realized (Fincham and 
Roslender, 2003) by the market from activities undertaken by the reporting 
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organizations. It implies that firm-related sources of reporting have been 
understood by users to create value (ibid.) that can be realized. By expanding 
the mandatory reporting, that particular reporting will encapsulate more of 
the reporting that is impacting on values. By such expansion, less space is 
given to a voluntary generic or management communication oriented report-
ing as mandatory generic reporting will expand (Nielsen and Madsen, 2009). 
 
According to another line of argument, the current mandatory financial re-
porting model is appropriate and suits its purpose (Skinner, 2008a, Skinner, 
2008b). This position ties in with the suggestion of a maintained usefulness 
of mandatory reporting (Francis and Schipper, 1999). This line of argument 
does not counter any possible value relevance of activities undertaken but 
neither does it see the need for expanding the mandatory reporting to cover 
for these activities. Rather, it accepts that there are other sources of reporting 
that can cover certain aspects, e.g. IC. What the position suggests is that 
more space is maintained for a voluntary generic or management communi-
cation-oriented reporting as mandatory generic reporting will not expand 
(Nielsen and Madsen, 2009). 
 
What can be emphasized is that of the two views on usefulness, the first one 
argues that value mainly needs to be reported from one source whereas the 
second one allows further sources for users to understand value (Mouritsen, 
2004). The latter could at the same time be understood to instead further 
stress certainty of measurement (Johnson and Storey, 1982, Kothari et al., 
2002, Napier and Power, 1992, Power, 1992) as a reflection of a possibly 
stronger emphasis on certain characteristics of quality (Upton, 2001). The 
two views as such reflect the trade off on what to include in and require of 
mandatory reporting but whatever outcome there is, the maintenance of high 
quality (IASB, 2010b) in mandatory reporting continues or is argued to con-
tinue. What high quality creates is a particular area of mandatory reporting in 
the possible whole of whatever could or should be reported. What this pro-
poses is that voluntary reporting is defined by what is not mandatory report-
ing. 
 
One characteristic that is a reflection of this high quality is comparability. To 
maintain the strictness of comparability in a mandatory area, however, a 
guard is needed. For this reason enforcement is required. However, when 
enforcement is vague, the mandatory border continues to be a negotiation 
(Larson, 2008, Kwok and Sharp, 2005, Weetman, 2001, Zeff, 1978, 2002). It 
is also possible in this negation to locate a (non) distinction between recogni-
tion and comparability found in Categories B (comparability of recognition) 
and C (recognition of comparability). The strict distinction between manda-
tory and voluntary as in the third area rather appears like an ongoing classifi-
cation in the making (Catasús, 2000a), which makes the interplay as found in 
Categories B and C a negotiated order.  
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All in all, these three parts of the contribution can be considered separate but 
they do interrelate. Paper I shows a new mandatory frame of reference for 
reporting from and through goodwill. In particular, this study shows that IC 
is made to fit into the reporting regime rather than applying an IC framework 
to challenge the way value is reported. Paper IV further points to the chal-
lenging intricacies of IC and reporting by describing “IC at work” from a 
voluntary perspective. 
 
Moreover, Papers II-IV reflects IC that is recognized in reporting, but im-
plicit also then what is not recognized, having an impact on the expanding 
borders of reporting. Whatever reason there is for (not) reporting, Papers II 
and III in particular indicates the outcome of reporting when institutional 
acceptance of measurement is in place, whereas Papers III and IV stresses 
the active element of IC reporting. Yet, returning to Paper I it also stresses 
the negotiation that occurs in the settlement of a classification border, where, 
again Papers II and III can be found, indicating that dealing with IC and 
reporting as a phenomenon is a continuous negotiation. 
 
A negotiation of something in the making, be it recognition in relation to 
comparability, mandatory reporting related to voluntary reporting, or the 
interplay between the two pairs, can be understood as a reflection of a jour-
ney rather than a destination (Lee, 2001, p. 237). This journey makes the 
undertaking active and ongoing, and possibly is dealing with this change just 
as with IC; it is challenging to capture and recognize its current position, 
both as borders are expanding as well as division of classes change. 
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7 Future research 

Management of IC has in this thesis been considered as something important 
in reporting. What has not been considered further is that constituents of IC 
such as employees and customers are active. Even further, a customer can 
participate in the production (Cova and Dalli, 2009) and it is with these ac-
tive constituents that loyalty can be noted. How to report this relates to the 
challenge of reporting activity. In particular, for mandatory reporting this is a 
challenge with matters of control since it suggests having to account for and 
report active assets. This is an aspect that requires further attention.  
 
Studying reporting is done with an assumption of who the user is. This 
makes the user, even though present, absent. Studies can be noted in consid-
ering what is important for categories, e.g. sell side analysts (Flöstrand, 
2006), but less is known about users. Some users can be better to the detri-
ment of others, i.e. lions need zebras (Lee, 2001), but that might suggest the 
market existing as a force beyond human appreciation and intervention, 
which could counter the idea of a regulated market. Future research in re-
porting in general, and IC in particular, might be to focus further on users. 
Going beyond mere noting of what could be understood as important items, 
it would relate to ‘use’ of what has been reported. It is not only a matter of 
whether something is understood but also if it is used in action (Hopwood, 
1976). This could help explain why some user perform better than others as 
an outcome of decisions, where understanding is translated into action, rep-
resenting both study objects for the translation process as well as the action 
process. 
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