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Summary 

The standard concerning the impairment testing for goodwill is often considered to be one 

of the most difficult standards in IFRS to comply with, which is largely due to the 

subjective and complex nature of the standard. Despite, the obvious issues with the 

standard it has remained fairly unaltered since its implementation back in 2005.  

The purpose of this research was to investigate to what extent companies listed on 

NASDAQ OMX Stockholm comply with the disclosure requirements in IAS 36, paragraph 

134. This research also intended to answer whether there is an association between the 

companies’ compliance level and certain company characteristics, more specifically 

company size, profitability, goodwill intensity and industry type. The study also considered 

how time affected the compliance level. 

We devised hypotheses for each of the company characteristics, and these were formulate 

with both previous research and theory in mind. The theories that were utilized in this study 

were the agency theory, the political cost theory and the cost-benefit theory. The 

hypotheses that lacked a concrete linkage to one of the theories were instead justified using 

the reasoning’s found in pre-existing disclosure studies. 

The necessary data was collected from companies’ annual reports, which we accessed from 

either Business Retriever or directly from the companies’ official websites. An own 

interpretation of IAS 36, paragraph 134 was made in order to able to assess each company 

on equal terms. The collected data was then transferred to a disclosure index in order to get 

a compliancy score for each company investigated. 

The empirical findings of this research showed that two out of five hypotheses were 

significantly associated with the companies’ compliance level. The analysis rejected 

hypotheses related to profitability, goodwill intensity and industry type. The findings 

however showed that both year and company size are associated with the compliance level. 

The positive association between compliance and year, implies that compliance increases as 

companies get more accustomed to the standard. The findings further suggest that larger 

companies comply better with standard because they are under more political pressure and 

more inclined to please their stakeholders. 
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1. Introduction 
We will begin this chapter by going through the problem background and problem 

discussion. In these two sections we briefly touch upon the history of IFRS as well 

as on the implications of the impairment test, and its corresponding disclosure 

requirements. This is followed by our research question and purpose. Lastly, the 

study’s theoretical and practical contributions as well as its delimitations are 

discussed.  

 
1.1 Problem Background 
In the year 2002 the European Union (EU) reached a historical decision that completely 

changed the accounting landscape. The decision required all EU member states to adopt the 

International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) by year 2005. Today more than ten 

years later almost 140 countries are using IFRS and this number will only continue to grow 

in the coming years. IFRS can be described as a set of international accounting standards 

that explain how certain accounting entries are to be presented in financial statements as 

well as how they are supposed to be disclosed. The purpose of IFRS is to create 

transparency by improving both the comparability and quality of financial information. A 

high level of comparability and quality is especially important seeing as the global market 

plays a much more crucial role today in a company’s day to day operations than what it did 

before (Pacter, 2015, p.10-26). 

IFRS includes detailed guidelines on how to measure intangible assets. Intangible assets are 

often considered to be one of the more controversial accounting areas (Sundgren et al., 

2013, p. 105). This is due to the fact that intangible assets lack physical substance, which in 

turn make them more difficult to measure reliably (Lev, 2005, p. 302). Our study will only 

focus on one type of intangible asset namely goodwill. Goodwill is an intangible asset that 

in simple terms can be described as a company’s reputation and image (Sundgren et al., 

2013, p. 113). It is calculated by adding the total amount of price paid at the acquisition 

date with the fair value of non-controlling interest, the sum is subtracted with total net 

assets recognized in order to get the amount of goodwill (Zülch & Hendler, 2014, p. 373). 

A yearly study released by Duff and Phelps (2015, p.7) showed that 89.7% of the European 

companies investigated recognized a goodwill item in their balance sheet during 2014.  

In 2004 the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) decided to change the 

accounting procedure for goodwill. The amortization of goodwill was substituted with the 

impairment testing for goodwill. IASBs reason for substituting the amortization approach 

was mainly due to the difficulty and uncertainty in estimating the useful life of goodwill 

(Petersen & Plenborg, 2010, p.419-421). The impairment test on the other hand has 

received criticism for being too subjective in the sense that it relies heavily on managerial 

assumptions (KMPG, 2014, p.8-9).  

IAS 36 is the standard in IFRS that deals with the impairment testing for goodwill. The 

impairment loss recognized by an entity in their financial statements is the entity’s carrying 

value less its recoverable amount (Zülch & Hendler, 2014, p.221). The recoverable amount 

is the higher of an asset’s fair value less cost of disposal and value in use (Zülch & Hendler, 
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2014, p. 224). A study published by ESMA (2013) showed that a majority of the companies 

examined in their study applied the value in use approach to determine the recoverable 

amount. Other studies also seem to point towards value in use being the more common of 

the two (Glaum et al., 2013, p. 198; Petersen & Plenborg, 2010, p. 429). If value in use is 

applied to determine the recoverable amount a considerable amount of assumptions need to 

be made. These assumptions include determining what discount rates, growth rates and 

cash flow projections to apply (Bepari et al., 2014, p.119). These specific key estimates are 

highly influenced by managerial assumptions, which in turn means that the estimates can 

differ largely from company to company.  

Another problematic area that has received much attention in IAS 36 is how companies 

should define a cash-generating unit (CGU). Hayn and Hughes (2006, p.226) implied that 

the allocation of goodwill to CGUs is one of the most complex aspects of the impairment 

test. A study by KMPG (2014) showed that a third of the companies participating in their 

study had trouble understanding how goodwill is supposed to be allocated to a CGU.  

Disclosures about the impairment test for goodwill requires a company to follow a specific 

set of guidelines laid out by IAS 36, paragraph 134. This paragraph requires a company to 

disclose certain information about the CGUs, the carrying value, the recoverable amount 

and other specific key estimates. In a study conducted by Devalle and Rizzato (2012, 

p.107) only 27% of the companies investigated did comply with the disclosure 

requirements for impairment testing. ESMA (2013) implies that there are two possible 

reasons for a low compliance level. The first one is that the issuers simply disregard the 

requirements and the second one is that the standard lacks detailed guidelines. According to 

Baboukardos and Rimmel (2014, p. 13) the disclosure level directly influences the markets 

valuation of a company. They imply that a high disclosure will have a positive impact on a 

company while a low disclosure level will have the opposite. There exists several theories 

that are used to explain how specific company characteristics such as company size, 

industry type, goodwill intensity and profitability impacts companies compliance (Sharma, 

2012). Our study uses three such theories, and these are agency theory, political cost theory 

and cost-benefit theory. Both the agency theory and the political cost theory has been used 

to explain how both company size and profitability impacts the compliance of companies 

(Inchausti, 1997). The cost-benefit theory on the other hand has been used to explain how 

goodwill intensity impacts compliance (Bepari et al., 2014, p.123). 

 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

According to Hoogendoorn (2006, p. 24) reporting in accordance with IFRS has proven to 

be fairly difficult in practice. One possible explanation for this is that companies 

underestimate the complex nature of the standards, and as a consequence have trouble 

complying with the requirements put forward by IFRS. Hoogendoorn (2006, p. 25-26) 

further states that the identification of CGUs as well as the calculation of the recoverable 

amount are two of the most problematic issues in practice. Determining the recoverable 

amount involves subjective estimates of future cash flows, and as a consequence of this 

estimates can differ largely from company to company. Unavoidably this directly goes 

against one of IFRS most fundamental aims, which is to enhance comparability. 

The subjective nature of IAS 36 unintentionally also allows managers to exercise a high 
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degree of discretion when disclosing information about the goodwill impairment treatment 

(Bepari et al., 2014, p. 117). It is entirely up to the managers to decide how the impairment 

treatment should be defined and recorded. This means that the users of financial statements 

always will be at an information disadvantage (Seetharaman et al., 2006, p. 351). Thereby 

making it difficult for them to control the validity of the information, which in turn creates 

incentives for the managers to manipulate the numbers were they see fit (Lhaopadchan, 

2010, p.125). 

In 2014 KPMG released an article titled “Who cares about goodwill impairment?”, were 

they criticized the impairment testing approach for being too complex and time consuming. 

They also discussed some alternative ways to account for goodwill. As recently as 2014 the 

Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) decided to update their current standard 

regarding the accounting treatment for intangibles and goodwill. This update meant that 

private companies reporting in accordance with US GAAP once again were allowed to 

amortize goodwill on a straight-line basis (FASB, 2014, p.2). The reason for this update 

was that users of private company financials statements did not perceive the goodwill 

impairment test to give decision-useful information, hence many stakeholders completely 

disregarded goodwill as well as goodwill impairment losses when analyzing the economic 

outlook of the company (FASB, 2014, p.1). FAS142 was issued in 2001 and it is the US 

GAAP equivalent to IAS 36 in IFRS, which was issued in 2004. This begs the question, 

how long before IFRS amends IAS 36? 

It is now more than 10 years after the introduction of the impairment test, and companies 

still have trouble fully complying with disclosure requirements of IAS 36, paragraph 134. It 

has gotten better over the years, there is nevertheless still room for improvements.  

 

1.3 Research Question  
IAS 36 is usually considered to be one of the most complex standards within IFRS. 

Therefore, we decided to examine how well companies are able to comply with its 

disclosure requirements. The aim is however not only to investigate the compliance level, 

but also to examine whether specific company characteristics can explain the disclosure 

behavior of the companies’ listed on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm. This has led us to form the 

following research question:  

Is companies’ compliance with the impairment testing for goodwill affected by certain 

company characteristics, and has the compliance level changed during the period 2005-

2014? 

1.4 Research Purpose  
The purpose of this study is to explore to what extent companies listed on NASDAQ OMX 

Stockholm comply with the disclosure requirements in IAS 36, paragraph 134. This is done 

by creating a disclosure index that displays how many requirements each company follows. 

The compliance level is then used to examine whether certain company characteristics, 

more specifically company size, profitability, goodwill intensity and industry type affect 

the companies’ compliance level. The different industry types examined are the same as the 

sectors listed on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm, and they are as follows: oil & gas, materials, 

industrials, consumer goods, consumer services, health care, telecom, utilities, financials 
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and technology. The study is also going to measure whether the compliance level in IAS 

36, paragraph 134 has changed over the period 2005-2014. Hypotheses will be formulated 

for each company characteristic as well as for the variable year. These hypotheses will then 

be evaluated using two-sided hypothesis tests. 

1.5 Theoretical and Practical Contribution  
Disclosure studies have been around for quite some time and as a result there already exist 

a vast amount of previous research. Disclosure studies have however managed to stay 

relevant till this day, probably due to the fact that the standards are constantly being revised 

or outright changed. Following the introduction of IFRS many studies within this research 

area have focused on trying to establish a relationship between compliance and certain 

company characteristics. Many of these studies differ from each other because they 

investigated different standards within IFRS. We have decided to focus on IAS 36 because 

of its controversial nature. We further believe that the Swedish setting along with choice of 

company characteristics will make our study sufficiently different from previous research. 

The theoretical contribution of our study is thus to expand upon the already existing 

literature about the subject.  

The findings of this study should be of interest to a number of parties, including users of 

financial statements, standard setters and managers. The findings could be used by users of 

financial statements to increase their understandability and knowledge about disclosures. 

Furthermore, by better understanding the issues surrounding the disclosure of IAS 36, 

paragraph 134 financial statement users might be able to make more informed investment 

decisions. The findings in this study may also enable standard setters to consider ways to 

improve IAS 36. Managers may also receive inputs on how to disclose goodwill 

impairments appropriately. 

 

1.6 Delimitations  
The study is restricted to companies listed on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm. Furthermore, only 

companies that recognize a goodwill item in their balance sheet will be included. The study 

also considers three separate years, more specifically 2005, 2010 and 2014. This means that 

a company is included even if goodwill is only recognized in one of the above mentioned 

years. The company characteristics: company size, profitability and goodwill intensity can 

all be measured in several different ways. We will however only use one type of calculation 

for each characteristic, which in turn may restrict the validity of the findings to a certain 

degree. Lastly, the study will only consider purchased goodwill. This means that neither 

internally generated goodwill nor negative goodwill will be considered.  

 

1.7 Choice of Subject  
Both of us have studied accounting on an advanced level, thereby we already knew from 

the start that the study would be oriented towards accounting. When we began searching for 

topics to write about, we stumbled upon a few articles that investigated the impairment of 

goodwill. The complex nature of goodwill coupled with the fact that the accounting 

procedure for goodwill had changed as recently as 2005, was what eventually led us to 

conduct a study about goodwill impairment. We then thought that it could be interesting to 
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investigate how well companies listed in Sweden complied with the disclosure 

requirements for the impairment testing of goodwill. Further investigation showed that 

certain company characteristics may impact companies’ compliance level. This notion led 

us to begin searching for theories that could explain this relationship. All of this eventually 

led us to our research topic.   

 

1.8 Definitions 
This section briefly explains some of the key terms used throughout our study in order to 

enhance the readers understanding of the subject.  

 

 Cash-generating unit (CGU) – A CGU is the smallest identifiable group of assets 

that generate cash flows.  

  

 Carrying value – An assets value after deduction of accumulated depreciation and 

accumulated impairment losses.  

 

 Value in use – The net present value of future cash flows expected to be derived 

from an asset or a CGU. Measuring the value in use requires a company to 

estimate future cash flows, growth rates and discount rates.   

 

 Fair value – The price received when selling an asset or paying a liability in an 

orderly transaction between market participants.  

 

 Compliance level – In our study the term compliance is used to indicate at what 

level companies comply with the requirements in IAS 36, paragraph 134.  

 

 Disclosure index – An index that displays how well each disclosure requirement is 

upheld.    
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2. Scientific Method 
This chapter begins with a brief discussion about our previous knowledge in the subject. 

This is followed by an explanation of the scientific basis of the study. After this the study’s 

deductive nature and quantitative research strategy is discussed. How we went about 

searching and examining the literature used in this study is discussed at the end of this 

chapter.  

2.1 The author’s previous knowledge  
Previous knowledge are thoughts, emotions and impressions that a researcher already 

possesses before undertaking a study. In a study where a researcher approaches the research 

object subjectively extensive previous knowledge is considered to be an asset. If a study 

however takes an objective standpoint extensive previous knowledge might unintentional 

distort the study (Patel & Davidson, 2011, p. 29-30). According to Johansson-Lindfors 

(1993, p. 76) previous knowledge can be divided into two aspects, these are first hand and 

second hand previous knowledge. First hand previous knowledge is developed from a 

researcher’s self-perceived experiences about the subject. Second hand previous knowledge 

is a researcher’s theoretical knowledge about the subject. Johansson-Lindfors (1993, p.76) 

further explain that a researcher’s previous knowledge will to some degree influence the 

objectivity of the study. This since factors such as social background, level of education 

and practical experience all create knowledge in one way or another.  

We have mainly acquired knowledge regarding the subject of choice through our studies at 

Umeå University. During the study period we have studied various different subjects within 

business administration such as finance, management, marketing and accounting. For this 

specific study the courses within accounting are considered the most useful. Accounting 

also happens to be our main field of study, both C-level and D-level courses have been 

studied within accounting. During these courses we have learned things that are highly 

relevant for the study such as how to interpret IFRS, the basics of goodwill impairment as 

well as general information about how accounting works both in theory and in practice.  

From a practical point of view neither of us have any prior experience within this area and 

our theoretical knowledge is still on a fairly basic level. This might have a negative impact 

on the study since it increases the possibility of overlooking important steps. The lack of 

previous knowledge might however allow us to view the subject more objectively. As 

Johansson-Lindfors (1993, p. 76) stated extensive previous knowledge about a subject 

might hinder the objectivity of the study, hence our lack of practical experience within 

accounting might end up being an advantage rather than an obstacle.  

2.2 Ontology  
Ontology is known as the philosophy of nature, within this philosophy there are two kinds 

of ontologies namely realism and idealism. Ontological realism suggests that the world 

exists even if we cannot observe or feel it. This means that the world would exists even if 

all of our senses were turned off. Critical realism is an ontology commonly used in natural 

science, it emphasizes among other things the importance of being objective when carrying 

out a study. This is done by carefully developing research methods that eliminates the 

problem of subjectivity. Ontological idealism is the direct opposite of ontological realism 

and suggests that reality cannot exist independently from our thoughts about it (Patel & 
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Davidson, 2011, p. 15-16). Our study associates more with ontological realism that 

highlights the importance of being objective when conducting a study. 

Saunders et al. (2012, p. 130-131) divides ontology into two aspects, these are objectivism 

and subjectivism. The objectivistic aspect resembles that of the ontological realism 

described by Patel and Davidson (2011, p. 15). According to Saunders et al. (2012, p. 130-

131) the objectivistic aspect suggests that a social entity exists independently from social 

actors. The subjectivist aspect on the other hand states that social phenomena is created by 

social actors through their perceptions and actions.   

Studying how well companies follow the disclosure requirements for goodwill impairment 

does not require any direct contact with the companies being studied. Annual reports will 

instead be browsed through in order to find the necessary data. Which in turn will allow us 

to remain independent from the companies being studied. The companies are chosen by 

random in order to ensure that our own personal preference of the companies will not shine 

through. Based on this it becomes quite clear that our study will be more in line with 

objectivism.  

 

2.3 Epistemology  
Epistemology is known as the philosophy of knowledge and consists of two different 

views, empiricism and rationalism. The empiricist view suggests that people gather their 

knowledge from experiences and impressions. A radical view of empiricism implies that 

people are born with no knowledge and thereby have a false impression of the reality, this 

is eventually turned into experience. The rationalistic view on the other hand suggests that 

knowledge is derived from a person’s common sense. Rationalism is hence the complete 

opposite of empiricism in that it believes that ideas and abilities among other things are 

already within us when we are born (Patel & Davidson, 2011, p. 17).  

Epistemology can be separated into two opposite aspects, these are positivism and 

interpretivism. The positivist aspect has its origin in the field of natural science. It states 

that events can be confirmed by the senses and that the purpose of theories is to generate 

hypothesizes. Furthermore, supporters of the positivist aspect believe that knowledge is 

derived through data collection and that science is value-free, in other words objective 

(Bryman, 2011, p. 30-32). Patel and Davidson (2011, p. 29) state that the positivist aspect 

usually is coupled with a quantitative study. Advocates of the interpretivist aspect is of the 

opinion that a researcher has to view the world from the research subject’s point of view to 

fully grasp the behavior of these subjects (Bryman, 2011, p. 32). The two different aspects 

differ hence drastically from one another on their views on subjectivity and objectivity.  

Our study aims to investigate whether certain company characteristics have any noticeable 

effects on the disclosure level. We are going to create hypotheses based on existing 

disclosure theories in order to answer this question. Furthermore, in order to properly test 

each hypothesis a vast amount of data from annual reports needs to be collected and later 

analyzed to find casual relationships in the data. Our study is also going to try to be as 

objective as possible. The above mentioned things are often apparent in a positivist 

research, hence we believe that our study should be treated with a positivist aspect in mind 
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2.4 Axiology  
Axiology is concerned with the study’s judgments about values. It is important to be aware 

that a researchers own values may directly affect the credibility of the study. It is hence 

important to not draw conclusion based on own personal beliefs (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 

137-138). We will as much as possible try to leave out our own values and beliefs about the 

subject in order to ensure the credibility of the study. We will not point fingers or speculate 

why a specific company is not willing to disclose certain information. Impairment testing 

for goodwill is however a rather controversial topic that might raise a few ethical concerns. 

This in turn might make it unavoidable to completely leave out personal beliefs for the sake 

of argumentation. Nevertheless, rash conclusions based on our own personal beliefs will be 

avoided. 

 

2.5 Research Approach  
According to Saunders et al. (2012, p. 143-148) there are three forms of reasoning, these 

are deductive, inductive and abductive. Studies adopting an inductive approach begin with 

data collection and end with theory creation. The deductive approach is the direct opposite 

of the inductive approach. In other words, it moves from theory to data collection. The 

abductive approach can best be explained as a mix of deductive and inductive, moving back 

and forth between the two. Out of these three forms the deductive approach has to be 

considered the most suitable approach because our study mimics its structure. 

According to Bryman (2011, p. 26) a deductive approach follows six sequential steps. The 

first step is theory, second is hypotheses, third is data collection, fourth is results, fifth is 

confirmation or rejection of the hypotheses and the last step is revision of theories. We start 

by finding relevant theories that can be applied to our study by searching through previous 

literature within the same research area. We will then create the hypotheses that are going 

to be tested. After this the data collection commences by collecting data from annual 

reports. The data is then processed using Microsoft excel and SPSS. With the data analyzed 

we will be able to confirm or reject the hypotheses and discuss the validity of each theory. 

 

Figure 1: Deductive approach 

 

 

 

2.6 Research Design  
When it comes to the methodological choice a study can adopt one of three methods. It can 

either be purely qualitative or quantitative. The third method is a mix between the two 

(Saunders et al., 2012, p. 165). A quantitative method is often associated with studies that 

take a positivistic philosophy, a deductive approach and an objective stand towards the 

respondents being studied. A quantitative method is often also the preferred method when 

the study involves gathering vast amounts of data and analyzing said data using a range of 

statistical techniques (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 162-163). Our study puts a lot of emphasis 
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on the characteristics often found in a quantitative study, therefore a quantitative method 

feels like the natural choice for our study. 

Measuring the disclosure level of companies requires a fair amount of data that is most 

easily collected by scanning through annual reports. A qualitative study on disclosure 

requirements for goodwill impairment testing would probably be more difficult to 

performer seeing as it is a sensitive topic for many companies. The impairment testing for 

goodwill is coupled with uncertainty and managerial discretion. Which in turn creates 

incentives for managers to use income smoothing techniques in impairment decisions 

(Lhaopadchan, 2010, p. 126). The sensitive nature of goodwill impairment testing would 

thus probably make it harder to find willing respondents if a qualitative method were to be 

applied. By doing a quantitative study this concern is avoided and the objectivity of the 

study is enhanced in the process. 

 

2.6.1 Time Horizon  

The time horizon of a study is usually either cross-sectional or longitudinal. A cross-

sectional design is often associated with collecting data from more than one case at a 

certain point in time. It should then be possible to examine the quantitative data in relation 

to two or more variables in order to form patterns (Bryman, 2011, p. 64). A longitudinal 

design on the other hand is able to study change and development. Data collection is 

thereby not restricted to a certain point in time and can be collected through different time 

periods (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 190-191). According to Bryman (2011, p. 69) the two 

designs are not that different from one another. The main difference being that a 

longitudinal design is able to give knowledge about the temporal relationship between 

different variables. 

The time horizon in our study resemble that of a cross-sectional design the most. This since 

all of the above mentioned characteristics of a cross-sectional design are apparent in our 

study. Firstly, the data will be collected from several Swedish companies listed on 

NASDAQ. Secondly, the data collection will occur simultaneously during a single point in 

time. Thirdly the quantitative data that we collect will enable us to examine relationships 

between variables to form patterns. According to Saunders et al. (2012, p. 191) it is 

however not uncommon to include a longitudinal element to a cross-sectional study. Our 

study will also look whether the disclosure level as changed over the course of time. The 

data collection will however still be collected at a single point in time since the data is 

already published, nevertheless this will add a longitudinal element to our study. To be able 

to study the change in the disclosure level we have decided to focus on three separate points 

in time. The years being examined are 2005, 2010 and 2014. 2005 is selected since it is the 

year when the EU member states began adopting the standards in IFRS. The reason why we 

decided not to measure the disclosure level every year is mainly due to the time constraint 

of the study.  

2.7 The perspective of the Study  
According to Bjereld et al (2013, p.17) a perspective will help the reader to better 

understand the context of the study. There is a risk that the reader will view the study from 

their own perspective if the researcher does not specify the perspective of the study. This in 

turn could easily lead to misunderstandings, therefore we will explain the perspective of the 
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study in this section. The main perspective of the study is from a standard setter’s point of 

view. The standard setters’ can use this study too see what disclosure requirements 

companies fail to fulfill with. Furthermore, the standard setters could use that knowledge 

when setting new standards or revising old ones. An alternative perspective could be from 

an investor’s point of view. Investors could use this study to better understand relationship 

between disclosures and certain company characteristics. This in turn might enable them to 

make better investment decisions.  

 

2.8 Literature Search  
From the beginning the literature search mainly consisted of looking through old course 

literature in order to find topics that we found interesting. When we had decided upon a few 

potential research topics we began to search through databases for articles that would 

increases our understanding of the topics further. In addition to this, previous researchers’ 

suggestions for further research was browsed through to identify areas where more research 

is needed. This eventually led us to our topic of choice. Some of the keywords that have 

been used to find literature include: goodwill, goodwill impairment, IAS 36, disclosure 

quality, compliance level, disclosure theories, and etcetera. The database Business Source 

Premier and Google Scholar was primarily used as means to find relevant literature on our 

subject. Additionally, the database DiVA was used as inspiration and as guidance on how 

to structure the paper.  

During the literature search we found out that there already existed a fairly vast amount of 

previous disclosure studies. They however differed in what IFRS standard to use as their 

base. We were also able to find a few studies that had disclosure requirements for goodwill 

impairment testing as their base. They were however not conducted with the Swedish 

market in mind and many of them lacked sufficient theoretical anchoring. Many of the 

articles referenced trough out our study was found in a chain like motion. Where we first 

found some relevant articles and by scanning through their reference lists we were able to 

find an even larger array of relevant literature. The quantitative statistical methods applied 

in our study are largely inspired by those used by Bepari et al (2012).  

2.9 Source Criticism  
According to Evjegård (2009, p. 71-74), there are certain criteria that must be fulfilled 

when assessing the literature in a study. The criteria that needs to be considered are 

authenticity, independence, freshness and concurrency. The authenticity criteria mean that 

the literature used has to be free from any signs of adulteration. The majority of scientific 

articles in our study have been published in trustworthy journals. Furthermore, most articles 

are peer-reviewed as well as frequently cited by other researchers. Thereby we believe that 

we are able to meet the authenticity criteria. The independence criteria imply that the value 

of the source increases when it is traced back to the study of origin. A primary source is 

therefore generally perceived to be better than a secondary source, because a secondary 

source can unintentionally distort the origin of the primary sources standpoint. We have 

approached this criterion with much care in order to ensure that any theory or reasoning in 

our study is retrieved from the primary source. This is especially transparent in our 

theoretical framework where each theory applied in our study is traced back to the founders 

of said theory. We however believe that the inclusion of secondary sources to some degree 
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is almost inevitable. According to Johansson (2011, p. 86) including secondary sources in a 

study may as a consequences affect the understandability of the study, which in turn 

directly influences the studies use of language.  

The freshness criteria imply that there should exist more recent studies within the research 

area in order to ensure a study’s relevance. Thereby it usually is better to include new rather 

than old sources in a study (Evjegård, 2009, p. 72). Our study is composed of both recent 

and old literature. The old literature aims to explain how the different theories came into 

existence as well as how they have been applied in disclosure studies in the past. The more 

recent literature builds upon the already established theories about disclosure. The adaption 

of IFRS has also helped disclosure studies remain relevant till this day. For this reason, 

there is no shortage of research that studies how the disclosure level is connected to specific 

firm characteristics. The concurrency criteria consider two different factors, the 

understandability factor and the forgetful factor. The understandability factor suggests that 

a person with no prior experience with a specific happening is less likely to be able to judge 

the happening correctly. The forgetful factor implies that information might be forgotten if 

not acted upon soon after the information was derived (Evjegård, 2009 p. 73-74). The 

concurrency criteria should not raise any issues for us since the timeframe for completing 

our study is restricted to just a few months. In other words, it is highly unlikely that 

information will be forgotten during this time. Furthermore, we believe that we have 

enough information about accounting related topics to be able to judge the information 

correctly.  
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3. Theoretical Frame of Reference 
This chapter begins with a more thorough explanation of the term goodwill. This is 

followed by a discussion regarding the qualitative characteristics of IFRSs conceptual 

framework. After this the theories and the most relevant previous studies are discussed. 

Lastly, the hypotheses are created and justified using the theories and previous studies.  

 
3.1 Goodwill  
The accounting procedure for goodwill constitutes one of the most complex areas within 

accounting. From a theoretical perspective goodwill lacks a clear definition, however in 

accounting we often distinguish between internal goodwill and acquired goodwill. Internal 

goodwill is a company’s reputation and image. This means that as awareness of a company 

increases, so does the internal goodwill. Acquired goodwill on the other hand is the 

difference between the price paid and the fair value of net assets in company at the 

acquisition date. This means that acquired goodwill is created during an acquisition, and 

recognized on company’s balance sheet as an asset (Sundgren et al., 2013, p.114). In our 

study all attention is directed towards acquired goodwill. According to Seetharaman et al. 

(2006, p.351) goodwill is a very unique intangible asset, in the sense that it cannot be 

coupled to any specific item, instead it represents the value of all tangible as well as 

intangible assets in a company. Giuliani and Brännström (2011, p.172) argued that there 

seems to be a gap between IFRS theoretical concept of goodwill and its application in 

practice. The authors, further explained that this gap becomes an issue when valuing, 

auditing and interpreting goodwill.  

Ever since IASB approved IAS 36 in 2004, goodwill is required to be tested for impairment 

at least once a year. During the decision phase IASB however considered two additional 

approaches. The first one was a straight-line amortization approach with the additional 

requirement to test for impairment whenever there was reason to believe that the goodwill 

was impaired. The second approach was an accounting procedure that combined the first 

alternative with the currently used impairment-only approach. The second approach was 

ultimately dismissed in favor of the impairment-only approach, because IASB felt that the 

complexity of the second approach would decrease both comparability and reliability. This 

despite the fact that many stakeholders seemed to favor the combined approach (Fabi et al., 

2014 p.11-12). 

3.2 Qualitative Characteristics of Financial Statements  
The conceptual framework of IFRS presents a number of qualitative characteristics that are 

important to consider in order to ensure the usefulness of the financial statements for the 

users (Zülch & Hendler, 2014, p.7). The conceptual framework consists of two categories, 

this are fundamental qualitative characteristics and enhancing qualitative characteristics. 

Relevance and faithful representation are fundamental qualitative characteristics. 

Understandability, comparability, timeliness and verifiability are complementary 

characteristics. In other words, they are intended to enhance the usefulness of the above 

concepts, therefore the name enhancing qualitative characteristics (Epstein & Jermakowicz, 

2010, p.13-14). 
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3.2.1 Fundamental Qualitative Characteristics  

Relevance is an essential characteristic in financial statements. If the users do not find the 

information relevant for their decision-making needs, they will not be able to use the 

information to evaluate the present and future outlook of the company. The other 

characteristic in this category is faithful representation. Faithful representation means that a 

company has to faithfully present the financial information it actually intends to present. 

Faithful representation is affected by three concepts, this are substance over form, 

neutrality, and completeness. Substance over form means that a company has to present the 

economic reality of accounting transactions and not only the legal form in which they 

appear. Financial information should be neutral, hence a company should not present 

financial information in such a way that it influences the users to make disadvantageous 

decisions. Completeness implies that financial statements should include every piece of 

information that contributes to the full understanding of it (Zülch & Hendler, 2014, p.7-9).  

 

3.2.2 Enhancing Qualitative Characteristics  

The term understandability simply means that the information in financial statements needs 

to be understandable for the users. This does not necessarily mean that everybody has to 

understand the information, however users with reasonable knowledge about businesses 

and financial reporting should be able to grasp the content without over extensive studying. 

Comparability is essential in financial statements. Users of financial statements must be 

able to compare a company through time in order to detect trends. Furthermore, users 

should also be able to compare companies with each other in order to evaluate their relative 

economic outlook. Timeliness means that information has to be produced in a timely 

manner in order for it to stay relevant for the users of financial statements. There may exist 

a trade-off between reliability and timeliness, where management has to decide whether to 

provide incomplete information on time or delay the information to ensure its reliability 

(Zülch & Hendler, 2014, p.7-9). Verifiability is coupled with the true and fair presentation 

of a company’s economic situation. Both knowledgeable and independent observers should 

be able to verify that the information is faithfully presented. Verification can take one of 

two forms namely direct or indirect. Direct verification means that a user can verify the 

information through direct observation. Indirect verification requires a bit more effort from 

the user and might involve examining the inputs to a model or to a formula (IASB, 2010, 

p.20-21).   

3.3 Agency Theory 
Stephen Ross and Barry Mitnick are often considered to be the founders of the agency 

theory. Ross (1973) developed the economic theory of agency, while Mitnick (1973) 

developed the institutional theory of agency. The combination of these two theories would 

eventually become known as the agency theory. This study will however use a study 

published by Jensen and Meckling (1976) as its theoretical base for the agency theory, this 

since it is more renowned and cited.  

According to Jensen and Meckling (1976, p. 308) an agency relationship occurs when two 

parties (i.e. the principal and the agent) enters into a contract with each other. This contract 

entitles the principals to order the agent to perform specific services on their behalf, which 

in turn means delegating some of the decision making responsibilities to the agent. A 



 14 

 

 

 

   

potential issue in this relationship arises if both parties seek to maximize their respective 

utility. In such a scenario the agent may not have enough incentives to act in accordance 

with the principals’ best interest in mind. When there is a conflict of interests between the 

two parties, the principals can align the agent’s interest with that of their own by 

establishing appropriate incentives for the agent. The internal costs that arises from creating 

these incentives is known as agency costs. 

According to Jensen and Meckling (1976, p. 308) there are three types of agency costs: 

monitoring, bonding, and residual losses. Monitoring costs are internal control devices 

introduced by the principals as a means to either monitor or restrict the actions of the agent. 

Bonding costs can be thought as a contractual obligation between the principals and the 

agent that in one way or another limits the agent’s activities. Bonding costs are thus 

incurred by the agent and not by the principals. Residual losses are incurred when there still 

exist differences between principal and agent interests despite the use of monitoring and 

bonding. Francis and Wilson (1988 p. 679-680) argued that there exists an association 

between agency cost and the level of audit quality. They supported this argument by 

implying that as agency costs increase so does the demand for high-level audit quality. 

The agency theory is concerned with solving two problems that commonly occur in an 

agency relationship. The first problem is known as the agency problem and it occurs when 

the principals and the agent have conflicting goals. The result of this is that it becomes 

difficult for the principals to verify the actions of the agent. The second problem is known 

as the problem of risk sharing and occurs when the principals and the agent have different 

thoughts about risk. This becomes an issue in an agency relationship when the two parties 

want to act differently from one another due to differing risk preferences (Eisenhardt, 1989, 

p. 58).  

According to Eisenhardt (1989, p. 61) it is possible to separate the agency problem into two 

aspects, these aspects are moral hazard and adverse selection. Moral hazard implies that the 

principals cannot completely monitor the agent and in turn are not fully able to understand 

his or her actions. Adverse selection is the agent’s misrepresentation of his or her abilities. 

This happens when the principal is not able to confirm the true nature of the agent’s 

abilities. If the behavior of the agent is unobservable due to moral hazard or adverse 

selection the principals may invest in information systems that in turn will enable them to 

confirm the behavior of the agent. Both aspects of the agency problem thus concern the 

same issue but from different angels, namely that the principals are not able to fully observe 

the agent’s actions. When the principals have problem verifying the actions of the agent 

information asymmetry exists between the two parties. According to Fields et al. (2001, p. 

257) information asymmetry occurs when the manager is better informed than the 

investors. In other words, the information balance is uneven between the principal and 

agent. Shan-cun and Wei-ning (2012, p. 1363) argued that a company’s disclosure level 

could be used to indicate the degree of information asymmetry. They further suggested that 

information asymmetry is more apparent in companies with low disclosure levels. 

The agency theory has been developed along two lines of thought, these are the positivist 

and the principal-agent line. Both lines concentrate on the contracting problem that occurs 

between the principals and the agent. The principal-agent line has a wider focus and has 

been applied to various types of principal-agent relationships, such as employer-employee, 
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lawyer-client, and buyer-supplier. The positivist line has almost entirely focused on the 

relationship between owner and CEO. The two lines should not be viewed as different 

interpretations of the principal-agent relationship, but rather as complements for each other. 

The positivist line identifies different contract alternatives and the principal-agent line 

choses based on this the most efficient contracts (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 59-60). Disclosure 

studies usually have to consider more than one principal-agent relationship. This since the 

information disclosed by a publicly listed company is relevant for both new and current 

investors. Our study associates therefore more with the principal-agent line. 

According to Sharma (2013, p.191) several studies have used the agency theory to display 

that there exists a positive correlation between profitability and disclosure level. Inchausti 

(1997, p.55) explained this relationship in more detail by suggesting that managers in 

profitable companies have a higher tendency to use external information to achieve 

personal advantages. This means that managers in more profitable companies have more 

incentives to publish detailed disclosures to retain their position in the company.  

The agency theory has received a lot of criticism over the years on several standpoints. In 

an article published by Cuevas-Rodrígues et al. (2012) some of the criticism direct towards 

the agency theory is discussed. According to Cuevas-Rodríguez et al. (2012, p.539-540) 

one major disadvantage with the theory is that it always assumes that the agent will behave 

in a way that reduces the principal’s wealth. Contradictors of the theory however believe 

that the agent is able to act in an honest manner and in turn does not intentionally seek to 

disagree with the principal. Another criticism directed towards the theory is that it assumes 

that both principal and agent are rational beings and act as different functions. 

Contradictors of the theory however believe in the possibility that trust, honesty and loyalty 

can exist between the two parties. Lastly, the authors state that even though there are some 

obvious implications with the agency theory, there still exists endless possibilities to 

combine it with other frameworks. 

3.4 Political Cost Theory  
Watts and Zimmerman’s (1978) study is often considered to be the theoretical base for the 

political cost theory. Watts and Zimmerman (1978, p.131-132) argued that governmental 

interventions are directly influenced by the size of a company. As a consequence of this 

they hypothesized that management in larger companies would have more incentives to use 

sketchy accounting procedures (e.g. manage reported earnings and alter investment 

production decisions) to avoid the additional costs associated with governmental 

interventions. Holthausen and Leftwich (1983) used the term political visibility to explain 

the behavior of company management. According to Holtahusen and Leftwich (1983, p.87-

88) companies reported accounting numbers indirectly affect how consumers, employees, 

unions, politicians and bureaucrats view the company. If a company is perceived as 

unpopular in the eyes of the public and by politicians. Politicians may impose implicit or 

explicit taxes upon the company. The opposite scenario may also be the case, where a 

company’s good reputation incentivizes politicians to aid the company by granting them 

implicit or explicit taxes. Management in more politically visible companies may want to 

reduce political costs by choosing particular accounting techniques or by lobbying for 

alternatively against mandatory changes in accounting standards. Hagerman and Zmijewski 

(1979, p.143) suggested that managers can use an accounting technique that reduces 
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reported net income as a way to avoid political cost. By using an accounting technique that 

reduces reported net income a company will be able to go under the lobbyist’s radar and as 

a result stay away from unwanted publicity as well as potential disgrace.  

Watts and Zimmerman (1990, p.138-139) created three hypotheses that were aimed to 

predict the behavior of company management. All three hypotheses involved shifting 

earnings from future periods to current periods. The bonus plan hypothesis implies that 

management that employ bonus plans are more inclined to shift earnings. The debt/equity 

hypothesis implies that companies with a higher debt/equity ratio are more likely to shift 

earnings. The last hypothesis and the one that our study is mainly drawing inspiration from 

is the political cost hypothesis. This hypothesis states that large companies are more likely 

than small companies to use accounting choices that reduces reported profit. They argued 

that large companies attract more political attention than small companies and as a result of 

this are subject to higher political costs. They conclude based on this that size is a proxy 

variable for political attention. Lemon and Chan (1997, p.98) used the political cost 

hypothesis to explore how political attention relates to a company’s environmental 

disclosures. The authors came to the conclusion that companies that attract more political 

attention also disclose more environmental information. Inchausti (1997, p.53) takes a 

similar stand in her study and suggests that companies use disclosures to reduce political 

costs. 

The political cost theory has been subject to some criticism by authors questioning its 

validity. Ball and Foster (1982, p.183) argued that one of the biggest flaws with Watts and 

Zimmerman’s original study was that it disregarded industry membership. This is an issue 

since a majority of the large companies included in their study operated in the oil industry. 

Milne (2002, p.385) criticized studies within this area for not fully adopting Watts and 

Zimmerman’s arguments. The author points out that most studies tend to only apply the 

political cost hypothesis and completely disregard the two other hypotheses, and for this 

reason they are weak indicators of the validity of the political cost theory. Bujaki and 

Richardson (1997) found that more than one theoretical construct had been used in the past 

to proxy for size, thereby implying that size is able to proxy for more than political cost 

alone. 

3.5 Cost-Benefit Theory  
The purpose of a cost-benefit analysis is to examine a decision in terms of the benefits and 

weaknesses it will yield. The simplistic premise of the cost-benefit analysis allows it to be 

used in various different situations (Dreze & Stern, 1987, p.909). The remainder of this 

section will therefore focus on the cost-benefit theory from a disclosure context. 

According to Leuz and Wysocki (2006, p.192) corporate disclosure is associated with 

several costs and benefits. According to the authors disclosures are likely to improve the 

market liquidity as well as decrease the cost of capital. Additionally, enhancements in the 

disclosure level might also have a beneficial impact on corporate governance, which in turn 

enables managers to make better investment decisions. According to the authors an 

increased disclosure level has also has the potential to attract certain investor clientele. The 

costs of corporate disclosure are plentiful as well and include preparing, certifying, and 

distributing corporate information. Companies may also be less inclined to disclose certain 

information since it can be costly for them if it ends up in the wrong hands. If the costs 
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associated with a particular disclosure exceeds the benefits, a company is highly unlikely to 

include that information in their financial reports. According to Petersen and Plenborg 

(2010, p.437) companies with lower goodwill intensity are unlikely to put in the same 

amount of effort required to properly disclose information about the impairment test as 

companies with a higher goodwill intensity. They argue that companies that are less 

goodwill intensive will view the disclosure of the impairment testing as more negligible. 

This in turn means that they do not perceive the disclosures to be beneficial enough to have 

a positive impact on the value of the firm.  

Frank (2000, p.929) criticized the cost-benefit analysis for being biased in the sense that it 

overstates the values for goods and activities. Furthermore, the author suggests that the 

technique puts too much emphasize on the current costs and benefits and almost completely 

disregards future costs and benefits. 

3.6 Previous Research  
In this section we will review pre-existing disclosure studies. A majority of the studies 

discussed in this section have utilized the previously mentioned theories in an attempt to 

explain the disclosure behavior of companies. The studies that are less theoretically 

anchored provide useful insights regarding the ethical issues surrounding IAS 36. 

In 1997, Inchausti investigated whether certain company characteristics influenced the 

information disclosed by Spanish listed companies. The most relevant characteristics 

examined in her study was company size, profitability and industry classification. This 

since all of the above mentioned characteristics are also going to be examined in our study. 

The author used agency theory, political cost theory as well as signaling theory to explain 

how each characteristic impacts the companies’ compliance. Inchausti (1997, p.53) argued 

that the relationship between company size and compliance could be explained using both 

political cost theory and agency theory. She hypothesized that large companies are more 

likely to be subject to high political costs, and thereby disclosures could be used as a means 

to reduce these costs, this argument stems from the political cost theory. She also argued 

that large companies are in more need of external funds, which they receive from their 

stakeholders. Therefore, large companies might be more inclined to disclose appropriately 

in order to avoid angering the providers of their funds, this line of thought comes from the 

agency theory. Inchausti (1997, p.54) used once again the agency theory and political cost 

theory to demonstrate how profitability impacts compliance. She hypothesized that 

managers in profitable companies are more likely to use external information as a means to 

achieve personal advantages. Therefore, the managers in more profitable companies will 

disclose more detailed information in order to retain their position in the companies. She 

also argued that profitable companies will be more inclined to disclose more information in 

order to justify the level of profits. This last argument stems from the reasoning’s within 

the political cost theory, while the first one is based upon the ideas in the agency theory. 

Inchausti (1997, p.56) also justified the relationship between industry classification and 

compliance by referencing to the political cost theory. Out of these three characteristics the 

study only identified size as a significant determinant for compliance. This led her to 

conclude that both agency theory and political cost theory are sufficient theories at explain 
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the impact company size has on the compliance level (Inchausti, 1997, p.62). Even though 

Inchausti’s study was conducted prior to IFRS adaptation in EU, the findings and 

reasoning’s in her study still hold a lot of merit. The study also amplifies our decision to 

use both agency theory and political cost theory to explain the potential relationship 

between compliance and our chosen characteristics. 

Ballas and Tzovas (2010, p.41) conducted a study in which they examined how well 

companies from Greek complied with certain IFRS disclosure requirements during the year 

2006. The study also investigated whether company size, profitability, sector classification 

and listing status could explain the companies’ compliance level. Similarly, to Inchausti’s 

(1997) study both agency theory and political cost theory was used to explain the 

relationship between compliance and the above mentioned characteristics (Ballas & 

Tzovas, 2010, p.56). The findings in their study also share a striking resemblance to those 

found by Inchaust (1997). Their results implied that company size was significantly 

associated with the companies’ compliance level, while both profitability and sector 

classification showed no association (Ballas & Tzovas, 2010, p.57). The main difference 

between this study and the one conducted by Inchausti (1997) is that this study was 

conducted after the adoption of IFRS. This in turn means that IAS 36 was applicable by the 

time the study was conducted, and this is why we perceive the findings in this study to be 

relevant. Furthermore, Greece is a country coupled with financial difficulties and has been 

for quite some time, while the situation in Sweden is quite the opposite. This in turn 

enables us to make some interesting comparisons between our results and those found in 

this study.  

Bepari et al. (2014, p.116) investigated what effect the global financial crisis and other 

company characteristics have on companies compliance. The characteristics investigated 

included size, profitability, goodwill intensity and industry type among others. These 

characteristics are exactly the same as those examined in our study. The authors justified 

the different characteristics by referencing to commonly used disclosure theories such as 

the political cost theory and the cost-benefit theory. For the variable goodwill intensity, the 

authors hypothesized that companies with more goodwill will be more inclined to disclose 

more information about the impairment test (Bepari et al., 2014, p.123). This argument 

goes back to ideas in the cost-benefit theory, which state that companies will disclose more 

information when the benefits of doing so exceeds the costs (Leuz & Wysocki, 2006, 

p.192). The authors also cite Watts and Zimmerman’s study from 1990 about the political 

cost theory when explain the possible relationship between company size and compliance 

(Bepari et al., 2014, p.122). The authors motivate the choice of industry type by arguing 

that some industries might be more goodwill intensive than others, thereby making it a 

crucial variable to consider. The signaling theory is another commonly used theory in 

disclosure studies, and was used to explain the possible relationship between profitability 

and compliance (Bepari et al., 2014, p.123). All of the variables besides size were found to 

be significantly associated with the companies’ compliance. Size was only found to be 

significant when the dummy variables for industry type were excluded (Bepari et al., 2014, 

p.138-140). This study is relevant for our study due several reasons. Firstly, the company 
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characteristics and the way in which they are calculated are very reminiscent to those in our 

study. Secondly, both the political cost theory and the cost-benefit theory have been applied 

in the study. Lastly, our statistical model will be created based upon the one used by Bepari 

et al. (2014, p.129). 

Petersen and Plenborg (2010, p.419) questioned companies listed on Copenhagen Stock 

Exchange regarding how they implement the impairment test. The authors also investigated 

several factors that may explain why certain companies fail to fulfill with the requirements 

in IAS 36. Their findings showed that the companies’ methods for defining a cash-

generating unit was not done in accordance with IAS 36. Furthermore, the estimation of the 

recoverable amount proved to be highly inconsistent amongst the studied companies 

(Petersen & Plenborg, 2010, p.436). In an attempt to explain the inconsistencies in the 

impairment test, the authors examined five different factors. Two of these factors share a 

striking resemblance to those being examined in our study, namely firm size and goodwill 

magnitude. The authors argued that large companies will have a higher compliance level 

than small companies due to the fact that they possess more competence, thereby they are 

expected to commit fewer inconsistences than small companies. The authors also point 

towards goodwill magnitude as a possible factor affecting how companies’ carry out the 

impairment test. They argue that companies with insignificant amounts of goodwill will 

care less about the disclosure of the impairment test than companies with large amounts of 

goodwill. This reasoning is very reminiscent of the ideas in the cost-benefit theory 

(Petersen & Plenborg, 2010, p.437). The findings however showed that neither goodwill 

magnitude nor company size was statistically significant (Petersen & Plenborg, 2010, 

p.441). This study is relevant because it brings up the problematic nature of the impairment 

test. 

Glaum et al. (2013) conducted a study in which they compared the compliance with IFRS 3 

and IAS 36 across 17 different European countries. The authors found both company-

specific as well as country-specific factors to influence the companies’ compliance level 

(Glaum et al., 2013, p.195). Their findings showed that companies in more developed 

countries have a higher compliance level than those situated in less developed countries 

(Glaum et al., 2013, p.181). This in turn led the authors to conclude that accounting 

traditions as well as other country-specific factors still play a major role when it comes to 

the companies’ ability to comply with certain disclosure requirements (Glaum et al., 2013, 

p.195). At a company-level the variables company size and goodwill intensity amongst 

others were investigated. The authors believed that company size would be significant, 

which they justified by referencing to the political cost theory (Glaum et al., 2013, p.172). 

Their findings however showed no association between size and compliance. Goodwill 

intensity was on the other hand found to be significantly associated with the companies’ 

compliance (Glaum et al., 2013, p.184). Even though our study does not investigate 

whether country-specific factors impact the compliance level, these factors might still be 

necessary to consider when comparing our results with the results found in similar studies. 

Furthermore, this study also amplifies the relevance to investigate how size and goodwill 
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intensity impacts the companies’ compliance level. 

Avallone and Quagli (2015, p.107) researched how managers can alter the results of the 

impairment test using subjective assumptions about the variables used to determine the 

recoverable amount. The authors re-estimated both the average long-term growth ratio and 

the average weighted average cost of capital (WACC) ratio using publicly available 

information attained from external sources. This was then compared to the actually ratios 

used by the companies in order to display the differences (Avallone & Quagli, 2015, 

p.109). Their findings indicated that managers determined both the discount rate and the 

growth rate in a way that enables them to avoid recognizing any impairment losses. The 

authors go one to explain that internal estimates generally are better indicators than market 

estimates. Internal estimates are however coupled with a high degree of asymmetry, which 

as a consequence might force the managers to adopt morally hazardous behavior (Avallone 

& Quagli, 2015, p.113). Moral hazard is an aspect within the agency theory, which is used 

to describe the problem that occurs when the principals cannot fully understand or monitor 

the actions of the agent, thereby creating an information gap between the two parties 

(Eisenhardt, 1989, p.61). This article is relevant for our study since it explores the ethical 

implications of IAS 36, by bringing up the managers’ discretionary power when it comes to 

the impairment test. Furthermore, the article also provides a possible explanation to why 

certain companies disregard recognizing an impairment loss in their annual reports.  

Carlin and Finch (2010, p.369) found Australian companies to have trouble complying with 

the disclosure requirements for impairment testing during the year 2006. The authors 

argued that the implementation period of the standard was to blame for the low compliance. 

The authors also argued that the complex nature of the standard amplifies why so many 

companies had trouble complying with the standard during the initial years (Carlin & 

Finch, 2010, p.387). This study is relevant for our study because it gives a possible 

explanation to why compliance increases as years pass.  

 
3.7 Hypotheses 
For us to be able to test whether our chosen company characteristics impact the investigated 

companies’ compliance level, we have devised a hypothesis for each characteristic. These 

hypotheses are formulated with both previous research and theory in mind. The hypotheses 

that lack a concrete linkage to one of the chosen theories, are instead justified using the 

reasoning’s found in pre-existing disclosure literature.  

3.7.1 Size 
According to the political cost theory large companies are more likely than small 

companies to attract political attention, and as a consequence of this large companies are 

subject to higher political costs. Thereby it is theorized that large companies will disclose 

more information as a means to minimize these costs (Watts and Zimmerman, 1990, p.138-

139). The agency theory is not as widely used as the political cost theory to demonstrate the 

impact company size has on compliance, it has however been applied in the past in order 

demonstrate this relationship (Inchausti, 1997, p.53). According to the agency theory large 
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companies require more external funds than small companies. Therefore, it is theorized that 

they will disclose more detailed information in order to avoid conflicts that would 

jeopardize their chances of receiving those external funds (Inchausti, 1997, p.53). Previous 

studies have expressed mixed opinions regarding the relationship between company size 

and compliance. Both Inchausti (1997, p.62) and Ballas and Tzovas (2010, p.57) found size 

to be positively associated with the companies’ compliance. More recent studies have 

however shown the opposite, namely that size is not associated with compliance (Petersen 

& Plenborg, 2010; Glaum et al., 2013, p.172; Bepari et al., 2014, p.138). We defined 

company size as the natural log of companies’ total assets, and the related hypothesis is as 

follows:  

 

H01: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is not associated with the size 

of companies’. 

Ha1: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is positively associated with 

the size of companies’. 

 
3.7.2 Profitability  

Both agency theory and political cost theory has been used to demonstrate the relationship 

between compliance and profitability (Inchausti, 1997, p.54; Ballas & Tzovas, 2010, p.56). 

According to the agency theory managers in profitable companies are more likely to use 

external information to advance their own personal interests. Thereby they will disclose 

more detailed information to their stakeholders in order to retain their position in the 

companies. According to the political cost theory profitable companies are more inclined to 

disclose more detailed information in order to justify their level of profits (Inchausti, 1997, 

p.54). Similarly, to company size previous studies have displayed mixed results regarding 

profitability’s impact on compliance (Inchausti, 1997, p.62; Ballas & Tzovas, 2010, p.57; 

Bepari et al., 2014, p.141). In our study profitability is defined as the companies’ net 

income divided by owner’s equity, which is consistent with how Bepari et al. (2014, p.123) 

defined profitability in their study. The hypothesis for profitability is as follows: 

 

H02: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is not associated with 

companies’ profitability. 

Ha2: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is positively associated with 

companies’ profitability.  

3.7.3 Goodwill Intensity 

Previous studies that have focused specifically on the disclosure requirements found in IAS 

36 have tended to examine how goodwill intensity impacts the companies’ compliance 

level (Petersen & Plenborg, 2010, p.437; Bepari et al., 2014, p.123; Glaum et al., 2013, 

p.177). Leuz and Wysocki (2006, p.192) argued that companies are unlikely to disclose 

information if the cost of doing so exceeds the benefits. This reasoning originates from the 

cost-benefit theory. Bepari et al. (2014, p.123) used the cost-benefit theory to explain how 

goodwill intensity impacts compliance. They argue that companies with significant 
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amounts of goodwill will have more incentives to accurately disclose information about the 

impairment test than companies with insignificant amounts of goodwill. In our study 

goodwill intensity is measured by dividing the companies’ goodwill with their total assets. 

The related hypothesis is as follows:  

H03: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is not associated with 

companies’ goodwill intensity. 

Ha3: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is positively associated with 

companies’ goodwill intensity  

3.7.4 Industry Type 

Bepari et al. (2014, p.141) argued that companies in certain industries are more goodwill 

intensive than others, and because of this there exists incentives for researchers to separate 

the different industry types from each other. Previous studies have displayed rather 

conflicting results regarding whether industry type impacts the compliance level. Both 

Inchausti (1997, p.62) and Ballas and Tzovas (2010, p.57) found no association between 

industry type and compliance. Bepari et al. (2014, p.141) however found enough evidence 

to conclude that there definitely exists an association between industry type and 

compliance. We have therefore devised the following hypothesis: 

 

H04: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is not associated with industry 

type. 

Ha4: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is associated with industry 

type  

3.7.5 Year 

Carlin and Finch (2014, p.134) speculate that a low compliance during the initial years of a 

standard could be justified by the implementation period of a standard. This means that 

compliance will gradually increase as companies get more used to the new reporting 

requirements, and as a result the compliance will increase as the years pass. This notion led 

us to formulate the following hypothesis: 

H05: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing has not increased during the 

period 2005-2014. 

Ha5: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing has increased during the 

period 2005-2014. 
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4. Practical Approach 
In this chapter, we describe how we went about collecting our data. The study design, the 

sampling technique as well as our losses are described in detail in this chapter. 

Furthermore, this chapter also introduces the reader to our disclosure index as well as to 

our interpretation of IAS 36, paragraph 134. Our statistical model and the most relevant 

statistical tests are also touched upon in this chapter. Lastly, we bring up some critique 

toward our method of choice and present a full list of our hypotheses.  

 
4.1 Study Design  
According to Lantz (2014, p.21-22) the two most common study types are experimental 

and observational. The purpose of the study will be an important determinant when it 

comes to deciding the most suitable study design. An observational study is chosen when 

the researcher wants to examine something as it is without affecting the data collected. In 

experimental studies the sample selection is affected on purpose by the researcher. An 

experimental study can thus be seen as the total opposite to an observational study.  

Our study is very much in line with the observational study design. We will collect data 

from annual reports. Furthermore, we will not make any attempts to manipulate or twist the 

data, but rather examine it as is. The data we receive will then be used to describe the 

relationship between certain variables.  

 
4.2 Sample Selection  
According to Saunders et al. (2012, p.262) probability sampling can be divided into four 

subsequent steps. These steps consists of deciding the sampling frame, sample size, 

sampling technique as well as checking whether the sample is representative of the 

population. The sampling frame is the list from which the sample is drawn. In our case the 

sampling frame is the companies listed on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm, which contain a total 

of 282 companies.  

The sample size is simply the number of observations in a sample. According to Saunders 

et al. (2012, p.265) a larger sample size will decrease the possibility of errors. Time and 

money are also factors that needs to be considered before choosing a sample size. Many 

studies have strict budgets and time constraints, and as a consequence these studies do not 

have the luxury of choosing larger sample sizes. We chose to investigate a total of 94 

companies, which is one-third of the companies listed on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm. This 

also means that we had to examine a total of 282 annual reports. In other words, one for 

each of the investigated years, which in our case consisted of the years 2005, 2010 and 

2014. This ultimately means that our sample size consists of a total of 282 observations. 

According to Saunders et al. (2012, p.266-267) business researchers usually use a 

confidence level of 95% and a margin of error somewhere between 3% and 5% to 

determine whether the sample can be considered to represent the whole population. By 

applying a confidence level of 95% and a margin of error equal to 5% we can determine 

that our sample size (number of observations in a sample) appears to be sufficiently large.   

According to Saunders et al. (2012, p.270) researchers can chose between five different 



 24 

 

 

 

   

probability sampling techniques, these are simple random, systematic random, stratified 

random, cluster and multi-stage. For our study we decided to go with the systematic 

random sampling technique. This technique is similar to the simple random technique, with 

the main difference being that the sample is chosen directly from a preexisting list. 

According to Bryman (2013, p.184) the simple random technique is a complicated 

procedure, which requires researchers to use a random number table when choosing the 

sample. According Bryman (2013, p.184-185) an alternative to the simple random 

technique, which does not require a random number table is the systematic random 

technique. A requirement for keeping the systematic random technique random is that the 

pre-existing list cannot be in a systematic order. This since it could disturb the sample and 

in turn bias it. If the pre-existing list is however not systematically ordered researcher will 

be able to make a randomized selection of their sample using the systematic random 

technique.  

The first step in systematic random sampling is to number each case on the preexisting list. 

In our case this meant numbering each company listed on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm. After 

this the sampling fraction needs to be calculated, which is done by dividing the actual 

sample size with the total population. In our case the sampling fraction equaled three 

(282/94). The next step concerns randomly picking a starting company. For us this involved 

randomly picking a starting company amongst the first three companies. Through random 

chance the third company on the list was eventually chosen. From here and onwards every 

third company is chosen until we reached the actual sample size (Saunders et al., 2012, 

p.275). The last step in probability sampling requires the researchers to check whether the 

sample is representative. According to Saunders et al. (2012, p.280) it is often possible the 

compare the collected data with data from another source. If there exists no statistically 

significant differences between the two sets of data, the sample can be considered 

representative.  

The pre-existing list on NASDAQ is displayed in an alphabetical order. This means that the 

list could be perceived to follow a systematic order, however this would only make the 

order of the list biased if there existed a connection between the starting letter of a company 

and their company characteristics. This is something that we find highly unlikely and we 

have not been able to spot any relationship between the starting letter of a company and a 

company’s characteristics. On the other hand if the list was ordered based on company size 

or profitability for instance it most likely would have made the sample selection biased. 

Another possible risk might be that companies in some industries are more prone to start 

with the same letter. This however did not seem to be the case for the list on NASDAQ. 

Furthermore choosing a random starting number in the very beginning of the procedure 

also makes so that all companies have the same chance of being picked and not only every 

third. We could however have made an entirely new list of the companies listed on 

NASDAQ. This would have enabled us to make the sample selection procedure even more 

random.  
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4.3 Data Collection 
We have mainly accessed the annual reports from each company’s official website. During 

instances where the annual reports could not found on the official websites, the database 

Business Retriever was used instead. If the annual reports could not be found on Business 

Retriever either they were left out. Collecting data in this manner is known as secondary 

analysis. According to Bryman (2012, p.301-303) there are several advantages with 

secondary analysis. Firstly, secondary analysis is cheaper and the quality of data is often 

good. Secondly, secondary analysis is beneficial since it allows the researcher to spend 

more time on analyzing the data and less time on collecting it. According Bryman (2012, 

p.304-305) there also exists some disadvantages with secondary analysis. When doing a 

secondary analysis there is a possibility that some of the key variables are missing. This can 

become an issue since the researcher cannot control the quality or the amount of data 

retrieved from the secondary sources. A risk with collecting annual reports from several 

different sources could be that the numbers in the annual reports are presented in a slightly 

different manner. We have in some instances checked whether the numbers retrieved 

through Business Retriever corresponds with those retrieved from the companies’ official 

websites, during these instances the numbers have been the exact same. The risk that some 

of the numbers were presented in different ways nevertheless remain. 

 

4.4 Losses 
Losses are those observations that will be excluded from the final sample for one reason or 

another (Lantz, 2014, p.169). In our study losses were mainly registered due to two reasons. 

The first reason being that several companies did not recognize any goodwill in their 

balance sheet. The second reason was the lack of available annual reports. This was most 

noticeably when trying to find annual reports from 2005. If a company did not recognize 

any goodwill during the year or if an annual report could not be found for a specific year, 

the company was excluded from the final sample. It is however only the year in which this 

occurred that is excluded from the final sample. Seeing as our study was conducted with 

three separate years in mind, we experienced some losses due to the fact some companies 

were not operational back in 2005. If one year was found to be drastically different from 

the other years due to mergers or separations, that year was excluded from the final sample. 

Two industry types were also unintentionally left out, these were utilities and oil & gas. 

The NASDAQ OMX Stockholm list only included a total of six oil & gas companies and two 

utility companies, which means that there existed quite a high risk that both industries 

would be left out using the sampling method we used. Our total losses for each respective 

year was as follows: 48 in 2005 and 29 for both 2010 and 2014. Our final sample thus 

consists of a total of 176 observations, which means that the initial sample size has 

decreased substantially due to the losses that we encountered.  

According to Moore et al. (2011, p.111) an outlier is an observation that is outside of the 

overall pattern in the scatter plot. This sort of observations affect the statistical 

measurements negatively, therefore excluding these irregularities would enhance the 

reliability of the statistical measurements. When we tested for potential irregular 

observations we found four outliers that affected our statistical calculations negatively.  
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This led us to exclude these observations and count them as losses.  

 

4.5 Data Processing  
Microsoft Excel has been used to process the data collected from the annual reports. Both 

the level of compliance as well as the data necessary to calculate each company 

characteristic was summarized in several excel files. In cases where the basis used to 

calculate the recoverable amount was unknown, the value in use approach has been 

considered as the basis. The reason why value in use was considered instead of fair value 

less cost of disposal is because it is without a doubt the more common way to calculate the 

recoverable amount. This solution was constructed to ensure that the companies’ that only 

complied with the first fundamental requirement would not receive a misleading 

compliance level. 

In cases were companies issued annual reports that were split amongst two financial years, 

the selected year had to be combined with the subsequent year. The reason behind this 

choice was to ensure that the impairment test had been implemented. If annual reports that 

were split along 2005 and 2004 were chosen, the impairment test might not have been 

implemented yet. For consistency the same procedure was applied for each subsequent 

year.  

SPSS is a statistical software program that provides tools for data analysis and data 

management. Furthermore, SPSS includes dozens of fully integrated modules (IBM, 2016). 

We believe that SPSS includes all the tools and statistical test necessary to generate valid 

and reliable results. 

 

4.6 Statistical Tests 
In this section we present the different statistical tests that are going to be performed using 

SPSS. Furthermore, some key statistics relevant to the interpretation of the results are also 

discussed.   

4.6.1 Descriptive Statistics 

One way to describe and compare variables is with the help of descriptive statistics. 

According to Saunders et al. (2012, p.502-506) descriptive statistics can generally be 

divided into two separate categories, these are central tendency and dispersion measures. 

The most common central tendency measurements are: mode, mean and median (Saunders 

et al., 2012, p.503). In our study we will only focus on the mean and the median, and these 

will be used to present some basic statistics for our nominal variables and the variable 

company size. Dispersion measures are used to describe how the data values are dispersed 

around the central tendency, and two of the most frequently used ways of doing this is by 

stating the inter-quartile range and standard deviation (Saunders et al., 2012, p.506). In our 

study we only use the standard deviation to investigate the spread around the computed 

means. If the standard deviation is similar to the mean it implies that the mean is more 

typical, which in turn means that the data values for a variable are more concentrated 

around the mean (Saunders et al., 2012, p.506-507). According to Moore et al. (2011, p.26) 
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descriptive statistics are mainly used to get a basic understanding of the data, in other words 

they are not used to reach the actual answer. Therefore we will only present our descriptive 

statistics to increase the understandability of the data. The data from our regression analysis 

will be used to answer whether a hypothesis was rejected or not.  

 
4.6.2 Testing for Normality  

According to Osbourne and Waters (2002) it is essential to test whether variables are 

normally distributed before proceeding with a multiple regression analysis. The reason for 

this is that non-normally distributed variables run the risk of distorting the validity of the 

end results. A large sample size is often more prone to be normally distributed. This 

consequently means that a multiple regression might not always be the best fit for studies 

with smaller sample sizes (Williams et al., 2013, p.3).  

Visually inspecting histograms and P-P plots are two of the more common methods to 

check whether the variables used in a regression model are normally distributed. For this 

reason we will use SPSS to generate histograms and P-P plots. After this we will examine 

the figures in order to see whether the distribution can be considered approximately normal. 

The results of these tests will be presented and interpreted in section 5.2.1.  

4.6.3 Testing for Linearity  

According to Saunders et al. (2012, p.524) linearity explains how change in a dependent 

variable relates to change in one or more independent variables. Testing for linearity is 

crucial in studies that will use multiple regression as a means to generate useful statistics. 

This since a non-linear relationship between the dependent variable and the independent 

variables may cause the multiple regression model to under-estimate the actual relationship 

between the variables (Osbourne & Waters, 2002).  

One easy and useful method to determine whether a linear relationship exists between the 

dependent and independent variables is through inspection of residual plots (Saunders et al., 

2012, p.524). In our study we will use SPSS to generate a scatterplot that displays the 

standardized residuals on the y-axis and the standardized predicted values on the x-axis. 

The pattern that is created on the scatterplot will then help us determine whether a linear 

relationship exists or not. The results of this test will be presented and interpreted in section 

5.2.2. 

4.6.4 Multicollinearity  
Multicollinearity occurs when two independent variables correlate with each other, and in 

turn affects the dependent variable (Moore et al., 2010, p.610). In regression analysis, it is 

essential that limited collinearity exists between the independent variables. If two 

independent variables are highly correlated with each other, accurately estimating the 

coefficients in a model becomes very difficult. Furthermore, if two independent variables 

have the exact same pattern distinguishing their impacts on the dependent variables is 

impossible. The existence of moderate collinearity may still allow the researchers to 

distinguish the effects the two independent variables has on the dependent variable 

(Studenmund, 2014, p.262). According to Studenmund (2014, p.272) there exists no true 

statistical test for multicollinearity, however variance inflation factor (VIF) tests are 

commonly used to detect multicollinearity. We have decided to use VIF tests to detect the 



 28 

 

 

 

   

possibility of multicollinearity.  

VIF-tests are commonly used when you have more than two independent variables. VIF-

tests examine whether one independent variable can be explained by all the other 

independent variables in a model. Each independent variable is tested against each other in 

order to create an index that displays the VIF-values for each relationship. The more 

independent variables one has the larger the index will be (Studenmund, 2014, p.273). 

According to Studenmund (2014, p.274) VIF-values above five should raise concerns to the 

researchers that multicollinearity might exist between the independent variables. According 

to Moore et al. (2011, p.610) however a VIF-value above ten is an indicator of 

multicollinearity. We have used SPSS to create a VIF index, where all of our independent 

variables are compared to each other. 

4.6.5 Heteroscedasticity 

In regression analysis, the existence of heteroscedasticity in the data might have major 

implications on the validity of the end results. According to Studenmund (2014, p.102-103) 

heteroscedasticity occurs when the variance of the error terms differs across observations. 

We have decided to test for heteroscedasticity using the Breusch-Pagan test and the 

Koenker test.  

It is not possible to perform these tests using the default menus in SPSS. There is however 

a SPSS macro coded by Marta Garcia-Granero (2002) that will allow us to perform these 

tests using SPSS. For both the Breusch-Pagan test and Koenker test we have decided to use 

a significance level 0.05. This means that if the p-value displayed in either test is less than 

0.05, heteroscedasticity is likely to exist in our data and adjusting the standard errors for 

heteroscedasticity should be done. If the tests however display p-values greater than 0.05, 

we can conclude that it is unlikely that heteroscedasticity exists in our data and no 

adjustments are necessary. According to Pryce (2002, p.13) the Koenker test is more 

appropriate when the sample size is small and non-normal. 

 

4.6.6 Multiple Regression Analysis 

A multiple regression analysis includes two or more independent variables. The purpose of 

the analysis is to display the relationship between the independent variables and the 

dependent variable. The multiple regression analysis isolates an independent variable from 

all others included in the model, which in turn means that the researchers can explain what 

effect a certain independent variable has on the dependent variable, without having to 

worry about the other independent variables effecting the dependent variable (Studenmund, 

2014, p.13).  

In our multiple regression analysis, the dependent variable will be the companies’ 

compliance level. The independent variables (i.e. the predictors) are the different company 

characteristics, which in our study consists of company size, profitability, goodwill 

intensity, industry type and year. The multiple regression analysis will enable us to see 

what effect each company characteristic has on the compliance level. The regression 

equation will be similar to the one used by Bepari et al. (2014, p.129).  

According to Saunders et al. (2012, p.524) researchers have to ensure that a total of four 
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assumptions are met before attempting to perform a regression equation. These four 

assumptions have all been discussed in the previous sections and they are normality, 

linearity, homoscedasticity and multicollinearity. If these assumptions are not met the 

results generated by the regression model will most likely lose much of its trustworthiness 

(Osbourne & Waters, 2002). A consequence of not upholding these assumption might for 

example lead to type I and type II errors, which we briefly discuss in section 4.10. A 

limitation of trying to creating a proper multiple regression model is that it might require 

many adjustments before all of the assumptions are met. This can often become a 

complicated and time-consuming matter. In addition to this too many adjustments to the 

core model might compromise what the study initially aimed to answer. It might be enough 

that one of these assumptions fail to meet the requirements to distort the results of the entire 

study.   

If researchers manage to overcome the difficulties of creating a proper multiple regression 

model they will enjoy the many advantages of multiple regression. One such advantages is 

that multiple regression enables researchers to use multiple independent variables to 

explain variation in a dependent variable. Another advantage with multiple regression is 

that it allows researchers to incorporate both categorical and continuous independent 

variables into the model (Keith, 2015, p.18). Both of these advantages are crucial in order 

for us to make our desired study.  

4.6.7 Anova 

Anova also known as analysis of variance is a statistical method for comparing several 

means (Moore et al., 2011, p.742). The purpose of the Anova test is to assess whether the 

observed differences amongst variables are caused by something else than by chance alone 

(Moore et al., 2011, p.743). In order to be able to assess this a null hypothesis and an 

alternative hypothesis is stated. In an Anova test the null hypothesis implies that the 

population means are all equal, while the alternative hypothesis suggests that they are not. 

For researchers to be able to test this a significance level has to be determined (Moore et 

al., 2011, p.744). We have decided to use the same significance level for this test as for the 

other statistical tests, namely 0.05 and 0.01. This means that if the Anova test displays a p-

value lower than 0.05 and 0.01 the null hypothesis is rejected. This in turn means that it is 

likely that differences amongst the variables measured is caused by something else than by 

chance alone. 

4.6.8 Adjusted R2 

R2 measures how well a certain regression model fits the sample data. The R2 is always a 

value between one and zero, and the closer it is to one the better the regression model will 

fit the sample data (Studenmund, 2014, p.51). The problem with R2 is that adding more 

independent variables to the regression equation will never decrease the value of the R2 

(Studenmund, 2014, p.54). This is also the reason why we will not pay as much attention to 

R2 in our regression model. The adjusted R2 on the other hand will increase, decrease or 

stay the same as more variables are added to the regression equation (Studenmund, 2014, 

p.56). The adjusted R2 will thus be used when evaluating the fit of our regression model.  

4.6.9 Hypetheses testing 
According to Djurfeldt et al. (2010, p.183) hypotheses can be used to see whether there is 
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any correlation between different variables. Hypothesis testing will also allow the 

researchers to see whether the observed results are due to random chance or caused by 

something else. When performing a hypothesis test, the researchers usually state what the 

null hypothesis is as well as what the alternative hypothesis is. The null hypothesis is often 

a statement of the values that the researchers do not expect (Studenmund, 2014, p.128). All 

of our null hypotheses expect no correlation between the dependent variable and the 

independent variables. The alternative hypothesis on the other hand is often a statement of 

what the researchers hope is true (Studenmund, 2014, p.129).  

When conducting hypothesis tests researchers have to decide whether the alternative 

hypothesis should be one-sided or two-sided. According to Moore et al. (2011, p.354) this 

choice is unfortunately not always that straight forward. The authors further state that when 

researchers do not have a specific direction firmly in mind before conducting the tests, the 

researchers should always adopt the two-sided alternative. Furthermore, some users of 

statistics argue that we should always work with the two-sided alternative. We have 

therefore decided to conduct our hypothesis tests using the two-sided alternative.  

In order to be able to reject or support a certain hypothesis a significance test has to be 

performed. The significance test will give a probability score for each variable, which is 

used to determine whether a hypothesis should be rejected or supported (Moore et al., 2011, 

p.251). Before any test can be carried out the researchers have to decide what significance 

level to use. The significance level stands for how much evidence we need in order to reject 

the null hypothesis (Moore et al., 2011, p.358). We have decided to use both 0.05 and 0.01 

as our significance levels. The decision to specifically use these two significance levels is 

largely based upon what has been used in past disclosure studies (Bepari et al., 2014; 

Glaum et al., 2013). Furthermore, using two significance levels instead of just one also 

diminishes the risk of encountering type 1 and 2 errors. A more thorough explanation of the 

error types are given in section 4.10. 
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Applicable for companies using 

the value in use method

Applicable for companies using 

the fair value method

Corresponding subparagraph 

in IAS 36 paragraph 134

The carrying amount of godowill 

allocated to the units(s) Yes Yes 134 (a)

The basis for the recoverable amount 

(VIU or FV) Yes Yes 134 (c)

Key assumptions that the cash flow 

projections are based upon Yes Yes 134 (d)i, 134 (e)i

Despecription of key assumption 

values Yes Yes 134 (d)ii, 134 (e)ii

Durtation of cash flow projections Yes Yes 134 (d)iii, 134 (e)iii

Growth rate Yes Yes 134 (d)iv, 134 (e)iv

Discount rate Yes Yes 134 (d)v, 134 (ei)v

Level in FV hiearchy No Yes 134 (e)iiA

Changes in the valuation method No Yes 134 (e)iiB

Deviating amount Yes Yes 134 (f)i

The value assigned o the key 

asssumptions Yes Yes 134 (f)ii

Change in value Yes Yes 134 (f)iii

4.7 Disclosure Index  
Table 1 displays what disclosure requirements companies using the value in use approach 

alternatively the fair value approach need to address in their disclosure notes. The purpose 

of the disclosure index is to assign a 1 to the companies that fulfill a certain requirement, 

and a 0 to those companies that do not. In order to assess whether a company complied with 

a certain disclosure requirement we created our own interpretation of IAS 36, paragraph 

134, which is found in chapter 4.9. 

 

Table 1: Disclosure Index 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The disclosure index is used to achieve a compliance score (Cscore) for each investigated 

company during all of the examined years. The Cscore is calculated by dividing the actual 

compliance score with the best possible score. The equation for calculating the Cscore is as 

follows: 

𝐶𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑐,𝑦 =  
∑ 𝑑𝑟,𝑐,𝑦𝑠𝑖,𝑐,𝑦

12
𝑟=1

∑ 𝑠𝑟,𝑐,𝑦
12
𝑖=1

 

 

The Cscorec,y is the compliance score for company c during year y. The formula dr,c,y 

indicates how many requirements, a certain company has fulfilled during a specific year. 

The other formula sr,c,y indicates how many requirements a company is supposed to disclose 

during a specific year. The equation we have used is similar to the one used by Bepari et al. 

(2014).  

4.8 Statistical Model   
When we constructed our statistical model, we primarily used the study published by 

Bepari et al. (2014) for inspiration. Bepari et al. (2014) included among other things the 

variables company size, profitability, goodwill intensity and industry type in their statistical 



 32 

 

 

 

   

model. All of these variables are included in our statistical model as well and will be 

explained in more detail in this section. Furthermore, the equitation for our statistical model 

will be presented. 

4.8.1 Independent variables  

The variables company size, profitability and goodwill intensity are all treated as scale 

variables in SPSS. Size is calculated by taking the natural log of a company’s total assets. 

The natural log was used in order to ensure that the distribution would look approximately 

normal. Profitability and goodwill intensity are both expressed in percentages. Profitability 

is calculated by dividing a company’s net income with their owners’ equity. Goodwill 

intensity is calculated by diving a company’s total goodwill with their total assets.  

Industry type and year are both treated as nominal variables. Nominal variables lack 

numerical values and instead include two or more categories. The variable year includes 

three categories, one for each examined year. The variable for industry types consists of 

eight categories, one for each industry type. Furthermore, each industry type was made into 

a dummy variable in order to accurately portray their impact on the dependent variable. 

According to Studenmund (2014, p.235) dummy variables are always assigned with a value 

of either 1 or 0. The value 1 is assigned when a particular condition is met, when the 

condition is not met a value of 0 is assigned instead. In our case this meant that when one 

industry type received the value 1, the remaining industry types received 0. To avoid falling 

into the dummy variable trap it is important to always have one less dummy variable than 

the number of categories. The dummy variable that is left out will serve as the constant in 

the equation (Studenmund, 2014, p.237). In our case the constant is the industry type 

financials. 

4.8.2 The model  

In this section, we present the multiple regression model that we are going to apply in our 

study. The purpose with this regression model is to display the potential effect the 

independent variables (company characteristics) have on the dependent variable 

(compliance), thereby the following model was created: 

Cscorecy = β0 + β1Size + β2Profitability + β3Goodwill intensity + β4Year2005 + β5 Year2010 + 

β6 Year2014 + β7 Consumer goods + β8 Consumer Services + β9 Industrials + β10 Health care 

+ β11 Materials + β12 Telecommunications + β13 Technology 

Where: 

Cscorecy = compliance score for company c during year y. 

β0 = Intercept. 

Size = company size, defined as the natural log of total assets.  

Profitability = net income divided by owner’s equity  
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Goodwill intensity = goodwill divided by total assets  

Year2005 = 1 if it is an observation for 2005, 0 otherwise  

Year2010 = 1 if it is an observation for 2010, 0 otherwise  

Year2014 = 1 if it is an observation for 2014, 0 otherwise  

Consumer goods = dummy variable taking the value of 1 for consumer goods, 0 otherwise  

Consumer Services = dummy variable taking the value of 1 for consumer services, 0 

otherwise 

Industrials = dummy variable taking the value of 1 for industrials, 0 otherwise  

Health care = dummy variable taking the value of 1 for health care, 0 otherwise  

Materials = dummy variable taking the value of 1 for materials, 0 otherwise  

Telecommunications = dummy variable taking the value of 1 for telecommunications, 0 

otherwise 

Technology = dummy variable taking the value of 1 for technology, 0 otherwise 

As mentioned in section 4.8 the above model is largely inspired by the one used by Bepari 

et al. (2014). There are nevertheless some elements that differentiates our model from 

theirs, most noticeable might be the exclusion of some independent variables. The reason 

why we decided to exclude some of the independent variables is because the focus of our 

study is somewhat different. For instance our study is not trying to answer whether the 

global financial crisis had an effect on firm’s compliance, therefore this feature is not 

included in our model. Furthermore, the statistical model used by Bepari et al. (2014) is not 

unique, many other researchers have used very similar models to analysis how different 

company characteristics effect compliance (Inchausti , 1997; Ballas & Tzovas, 2010; 

Glaum et al., (2013). The most important thing when we decided upon what independent 

variables to include in the model was that they met two criteria. Firstly, they had to be 

relevant for study. Secondly, there had to exist some theoretical arguments to why these 

company characteristics effect firm’s compliance level. We feel that the independent 

variables that we chose meet both of these criteria. 

4.9 Interpretetion of IAS 36, paragraph 134 
In this section, we will present our interpretation of IAS 36, paragraph 134, which serves as 

our guidelines when assessing the companies’ compliance with the disclosure requirements. 

As mentioned previously in this study IAS 36 is heavily influenced by managerial 

assumptions. This in turn grants companies with some leeway in their interpretation of 

paragraph 134. We therefore believe that an interpretation of the paragraph is necessary in 
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order to ensure that each company is examined on equal terms. See appendix 1 for a 

complete extract of IAS 36, paragraph 134.  

Subparagraph A: 

The carrying amount of goodwill needs to be allocated to each corresponding CGU. 

Companies that had a goodwill item in their balance sheet, but who did not disclose to what 

CGU it was distributed received zero points.   

Subparagraph B: 

Subparagraph B does not explicitly address goodwill; it is thus excluded from our study. 

Subparagraph C: 

The basis used to estimate the recoverable amount needs to be clearly stated in the 

disclosure notes. In other words, a company is required to state whether value in use or fair 

value less cost to sell has been applied. When this requirement was fulfilled companies 

received one point and when it was not zero points were distributed.  

Subparagraph D: 

The requirements brought up in subparagraph D (i-v) only applies to companies that uses 

value in use to determine the recoverable amount.  

Subparagraph D (i): 

The key assumptions on which the cash flow projections are based upon needs to be clearly 

stated. Key assumptions are those estimates that the CGU’s recoverable amount is most 

sensitive to. Examples include assumptions regarding the discount rate, growth rate and 

cash flows. Subparagraph D (i) does not explicitly mention how many key assumptions that 

needs to be included in order to meet the requirement. We have therefore decided to give 

one point to companies that included assumptions about the cash flows and discount rates. 

If assumptions about these two were not included companies received zero points.  

Subparagraph D (ii):  

A description of how the values for each key assumption is determined is required. A 

company is also required to state whether the values reflect prior experiences or if they are 

based on external sources of information. In cases where the values are not consistent with 

either prior experience or external information a company is required to motivate why this 

is the case. When this requirement was fulfilled companies received one points and when it 

was not zero points were distributed. 

Subparagraph D (iii):  

The period over which the projected cash flow is forecasted needs to be stated. If a period 

greater than five years is used for a CGU, an explanation justifying the choice is required. If 

no period was mentioned or if a greater period than five years was applied but not justified, 

zero points were distributed.  

Subparagraph D (iv):  
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The growth rate applied to the cash flow projections beyond the period covered by the most 

recent forecast needs to be justified. Furthermore, if a company’s growth rate exceeds the 

long term average growth rate, a justification of this is required. If the growth rate was 

clearly and precisely stated companies received one point. If the growth rate was stated in 

intervals or completely disregarded companies received zero points. 

Subparagraph D (v): 

The discount rate used in the cash flow projections needs to be clearly stated. If the 

discount rate was stated in intervals or not mentioned at all companies received zero points.   

Subparagraph E:  

The requirements brought up in subparagraph E (i-v) only applies to companies that uses 

fair value less costs of disposal to determine the recoverable amount. The valuation 

techniques used to measure fair value less costs of disposal need to be mentioned in the 

disclosure notes. If fair value is not measured using an observable market price for the 

CGUs, companies are required to disclose the following subparagraphs as well.  

Subparagraph E (i): 

The interpretation that was applied in D (i) also applies for this subparagraph.  

Subparagraph E (ii):  

The interpretation that was applied in D (ii) also applies for this subparagraph.  

Subparagraph E (iiA):  

The level in the fair value hierarchy that the fair value is based upon has to be clearly stated 

in the disclosure notes. Companies received one point if the level was clearly stated and 

zero if it was not mentioned.  

Subparagraph E (iiB):  

If the valuation technique is changed for some reason. A company is required to disclose 

information regarding the change and the reason for it. If these requirements were fulfilled 

companies received one point, if they were not zero points were distributed. 

Subparagraph E (iii-v): 

If fair value less costs of disposal is determined using discounted cash flow projections 

companies are required to disclose additional information regarding the discount rate, 

growth rate and the period over which management has projected cash flows. The same 

interpretations that applied in subparagraph D (iii – v) also applies for subparagraph E (iii – 

v).  

Subparagraph F:  

Regardless of whether the recoverable amount is determined using the value in use or the 

fair value less costs of disposal, a sensitivity analysis has to be performed. The purpose of 

the sensitivity analysis is to examine whether possible changes in key assumptions will 

result in an impairment loss. If a company recognizes an impairment loss these additional 
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disclosures are required. 

Subparagraph F (i):  

Companies are required to disclose the amount by which the recoverable amount exceeds 

the carrying amount. If the deviating amount was clearly stated in the disclosure notes one 

point was distributed, otherwise zero points were given.  

Subparagraph F (ii):  

Companies are required to disclose information regarding the values assigned to each key 

assumption and how changes in these assumptions affect the impairment. If this was 

reflected upon in the disclosure notes one point was distributed, otherwise zero points were 

given.   

Subparagraph F (iii):  

Companies have to display by what amount the values assigned to each key assumption has 

to change in order for the recoverable amount to equal the carrying amount. If this was 

properly disclosed companies received one point, if it was not companies were given zero 

points.   

4.10 Critique of method 
The sample in our study exclusively consists of the companies listed on NASDAQ OMX 

Stockholm, which includes a number of different industry types. The industry types are 

however not equally representative on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm, which unfortunately 

meant that our sample became unevenly distributed amongst the different industries. This 

in turn might create some problems when trying to generalize the findings related to the 

different industry types. When using a random sampling technique there is always a risk 

that parts of the sample will be unrepresentative, however in our case the uneven 

distribution was mainly due to the fact that there simply did not exist that many companies 

in certain industry types on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm.  

Furthermore, our sampling technique also did not allow us to see whether a company had a 

goodwill item in their balance sheet before actually investigating their annual reports. This 

in turn meant that a large proportion of the original sample was excluded because no 

goodwill was reported in their balance sheet. We could have used some alternative 

sampling technique that only included companies with a goodwill item in their balance 

sheet. This in turn would have limited the number of losses, but at the same time the 

sampling technique would not be as random anymore.  

When gathering data from several points in time there is always a risk that data from far 

back will not be available. This exact thing happened to us, on many occasions it was 

difficult to find annual reports that dated back to 2005 and sometimes they simply could not 

be found. As a consequence, the sample size in year 2005 is smaller than for the other 

years. Another issue that arises due to the fact that some companies did not recognize a 

goodwill item in their balance sheet or due to the fact that annual reports could not be found 

for some years, is that is becomes difficulty to follow the development for individual 

companies. In other words we cannot see whether the compliance level has increased for 

some of the investigated companies, because we simply do not have the data. This 
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unfortunately also hinders the generalizability of our study to some degree.   

When assessing the companies’ compliance level, we felt that it was necessary to make our 

own interpretation of IAS 36, paragraph 134. The interpretation was constructed so that 

each company would be evaluated on the same basis. Making an own interpretation 

involves some subjectivity however. This means that even if we study the paragraph 

carefully before constructing our own interpretation there is always a risk that something is 

overlooked, which in turn might change the final outcome of the study.   

A larger data amount would probably also give us a higher adjusted R2. Therefore, the 

losses we encountered will probably lower the value of the adjusted R2, which 

unfortunately also means that the models explanatory power will be affected negatively.  

According to Studenmund (2014, p.130) a researcher may unintentionally reject a true null 

hypothesis or fail to reject a false null hypothesis. The first mistake is referred as a type 1 

error, while the second mistake is known as a type 2 error. This means that there exists a 

risk that we might for example reject a hypothesis that in reality should have been accepted.  

An oversight in our statistical model is that it does not incorporate control variables. 

Control variables are variables that a researcher is not especially interested in examining 

but that are immensely important nevertheless. These control variables are held constant 

throughout the entire analysis, this since their unchanged state allows the relationship 

between dependent and independent variables to be better understood (Saunders et al., 

2013, p.174-175). According to Sundell (2012) not including control variables in a 

regression analysis increases the risk of drawing incorrect conclusions about the 

relationship between the dependent and independent variables. Not considering control 

variables also makes the statistical model more likely to be subject to omitted-variable bias. 

Omitted-variable bias occurs when a model fails to consider one or more important factors. 

The fact that our statistical model does not include control variables decreases the 

reliability of the results we will receive. This may also result in our model displaying either 

a more positive or a more negative relationship between the variables than what it actually 

is.  

4.11 Summary of Hypotheses  
Hypothesis 1: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is positively 

associated with the size of companies’.  

H01: hs ≠ hc 

Ha1:hs = hc 

hs- Higher firm size 

hc- Higher compliance 

Hypothesis 2: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is positively 

associated with a companies’ profitability 
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H02: hp ≠ hc 

Ha2: hp = hc 

hp- Higher profitability 

hc- Higher compliance 

Hypothesis 3: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is positively 

associated with companies’ goodwill intensity. 

H03: hg ≠ hc 

Ha3: hg = hc 

 

hg- Higher goodwill intensity 

hc- Higher compliance 

Hypothesis 4: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill impairment testing is different for 

companies’ belonging to different industry types. 

H04: it ≠ hlc 

Ha4: it = hlc 

it- Industry type 

hlc- Higher or lower compliance 

Hypothesis 5: Compliance with IFRS for goodwill testing has increased during the period 

2005-2014.  

H05: mry ≠ hc 

Ha5: mry = hc 

mry- More recent year 

hc- Higher compliance 
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Year Mean Std.	Deviation Median

2005 51,39% 31,16% 53,57%

2010 75,58% 24,21% 85,71%

2014 84,76% 18,20% 85,71%

Total 72,65% 27,59% 85,71%

5. Empirical Results 
This chapter summaries the most vital results and statistics gained during the data 

processing. The chapter begins by presenting some basic descriptive statistics about the 

relationship between the company characteristics and compliance. Thereafter, the 

statistical tests and their results are presented. 

 
5.1 Descriptive statistics 
This section will presented descriptive statistics related to the company characteristics. This 

section will also present how well the companies’ complied with each specific disclosure 

requirement in IAS 36, paragraph 134.  

5.1.1 Compliance over time 

Table 2 displays the mean, standard deviation and median for the compliance levels during 

the years 2005, 2010 and 2014. The mean indicates that the compliance level has steadily 

increased over the ten-year period. Table 2 also shows that the mean and median are fairly 

similar to one another for each observed year, which would imply that our data is evenly 

distributed around the mean. It was most common during both 2010 and 2014 that 

companies’ complied with six out seven disclosure requirements, which explains the 

median of 85.71%. The standard deviation has steadily declined over the observed years, 

which suggests that the compliance levels have become more concentrated around the 

mean. 

Table 2: Compliance statisitcs 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 exhibits the mean compliance level for each observed year. A compliance level of 

0% was most common during year 2005, where four out of 46 companies failed to comply 

with any of the disclosure requirements. Furthermore, full compliance was also most 

infrequent in year 2005, which explains why the mean compliance level is so much lower 

during 2005. Full compliance was most common during 2014, where 25 out of 65 

companies achieved a compliancy score equal to a 100%. The largest increase in 

compliance level was registered between 2005 and 2010, where the mean compliance level 

increased with 24.2 percentage points. Between 2010 and 2014 the mean compliance level 

only increased with 9.2 percentage points, thereby implying that the increase has begun 

stagnating.   
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Figure 2: Mean compliance level over time 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.1.2 Compliance per disclosure criterion 

Table 3 displays the mean compliance level for each disclosure criterion in IAS 36, 

paragraph 134. For further description about each subparagraph see the interpretation 

model in chapter 4.9. The observations column displays to how many companies a specific 

subparagraph is applicable to. On instances where a company used the observable market 

price to determine the fair value, that company did not have to disclose any further 

information regarding how the fair value was determined. In other words, only 

subparagraph A and subparagraph C needed to be disclosed. In 2010 two companies 

determined the recoverable amount using an observable market price, thereby they did not 

have to include any further information related to subparagraph E (i-v). This also explains 

why there are 65 observations for fundamental requirements in 2010, and only 63 

observations for value in use and fair value combined in 2010. Furthermore, some 

companies used both approaches to determine the recoverable amount, which is the reason 

to why the same observation can exist for both value in use and fair value. 

Table 3: Disclosure criterions 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criterion 2005 Observations 2010 Observations2 2014 Observations3 Total

Fundamental	Requirements

Subparagraph	A 82,61% 46																				 93,85% 65 96,92% 65 91,13%

Subparagraph	C 69,57% 46																				 80,00% 65 93,85% 65 81,14%

Value	in	use

Subparagraph	D	(i) 47,83% 46 83,87% 62 96,92% 65 76,21%

Subparagraph	D	(ii) 26,09% 46 56,45% 62 67,69% 65 50,08%

Subparagraph	D	(iii) 50,00% 46 72,58% 62 95,38% 65 72,66%

Subpararapgh	D	(iv) 34,78% 46 70,97% 62 86,15% 65 63,97%

Subparagraph	D	(v) 69,57% 46 88,71% 62 89,23% 65 82,50%

Fair	value

Subparagraph	E	(i) 100% 1 100,00% 1 100,00% 1 100,00%

Subparagraph	E	(ii) 100% 1 100,00% 1 100,00% 1 100,00%

Subparagraph	E	(iiA) 0% 1 0,00% 1 100,00% 1 33,33%

Subparagraph	E	(iiB) 100% 1 100,00% 1 100,00% 1 100,00%

Subparagraph	E	(iii) x 0 x 0 0,00% 1 0,00%

Subparagraph	E	(iv) x 0 x 0 100,00% 1 100,00%

Subparagraph	E	(v) x 0 x 0 100,00% 1 100,00%

Impairment	loss

Subparagraph	F	(i) 0% 9 25,00% 8 8,33% 12 11,11%

Subparagraph	F(ii) 22,22% 9 25,00% 8 58,33% 12 35,19%

Subparagraph	F	(iii) 0% 9 0,00% 8 0,00% 12 0,00%
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Compliance	per	industry	type	

The results in table 3 shows that almost all observed companies applied the value in use 

approach to determine the recoverable amount. There was only a total of five observations 

for the fair value approach. Table 3 further shows that compliance was lowest in 2005 for 

each of the subparagraphs. The compliance level has also increased for each subparagraph 

over each subsequent year, with the exception of Subparagraph F (i), which decreased with 

16.7 percentage points between 2010 and 2014. Table 3 also shows that compliance with 

the fundamental requirements were amongst the highest, and compliance with 

subparagraph D (ii) and subparagraph D (iv) among the lowest. The disclosure 

requirements for when an impairment loss is recognized had the overall lowest compliance 

level. Furthermore, none of the observed companies were able to comply with the 

requirements of subparagraph F (iii).  

5.1.3 Industry Type 
Figure 3 displays the mean compliance level for each industry type. The industry type 

telecommunication has the highest mean compliance level with 88.6%, this might however 

be due to the reason that no observations were made for telecommunication in 2005. The 

companies’ operating in the industry type consumer goods had the overall lowest mean 

compliance level with 65.8%. The results thus display a total deviation of 22.8 percentage 

points between the lowest and highest complying industry types. The results in figure 3 

should however be interpreted with much care, since the number of observations in each 

industry type varies quite a bit. A total of 58 observations were made for industrials, while 

only five observations were made for telecommunication. The large difference in the 

number of observations per industry type unfortunately reduces our ability to reliably 

predict how the industry type as a whole impacts the companies’ compliance level.  

 

Figure 3: Mean compliance per industry type 
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Size	interval Mean N Std.	Deviation

10,00-12,00 59,87% 11 25,33%

12,01-14,00 66,04% 44 29,31%

14,01-16,00 74,98% 62 28,87%

16,01-18,00 74,64% 34 26,97%

18,01-20,00 77,36% 13 12,59%

20,01-23,00 85,83% 12 12,59%

Figure 4 displays how the compliance level has changed over the years 2005, 2010 and 

2014 for each industry type. The compliance level was lowest during 2005 for each of the 

industry types with the exception of telecommunication, which had no observations for 

year 2005. The highest increase in compliance can be detected between 2005 and 2010 for 

all of the industry types. The compliance level has not increased as rapidly between 2010 

and 2014, the industry type consumer services even showed a decline between these years. 

 

Figure 4: Compliance lever over 2005-2014 for each industry type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

5.1.4 Company size 

Table 4 groups the different company sizes into intervals, in order to demonstrate the 

relationship between company size and compliance. Furthermore, the mean and standard 

deviation for each interval is displayed. According to table 4 the compliance level is 

steadily increasing as company size increases, with a minor exception between the intervals 

14.01-16.00 and 16.01-18.00. The standard deviations are largest in the intervals that have 

the most observations. 

Table 4: Size intervall 
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5.2 Statistical tests 
This section will display the results of the most relevant statistical tests. We will begin by 

going through the results of our multicollinearity test and original regression model. The 

rest of the section will be dedicated to the second model, which uses the exact same 

dependent and independent variables as the first model. The only difference between the 

two models is that the second model adjusts the heteroscedasticity in our data.  

 

5.2.1 Normality 

A defining characteristic of a normally distributed histogram is that it takes the so called 

bell-shaped form. This essentially means that it decreases equally on both sides of the 

histogram as it moves away from zero (Saunders et al., 2012, p.510). From the histogram 

displayed in figure 5 we can see that the distribution looks approximately normal. It is by 

no means perfectly bell-shaped, but at the same time it looks fairly symmetric without any 

evident skewness.  

Figure 5: Histogram 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If the plotted points in a normal P-P plot follow a straight line it is a clear indication that the 

distribution is normal. The plotted points in figure 6 do not follow a perfectly straight line, 

however all of the plotted points cluster close to the fitted line indicating that the 

distribution is approximately normal. Both the histogram in figure 5 and the normal P-P 

plot in figure 6 indicate that our variables are approximately normally distributed. This 

consequently means that no further adjustments are necessary. 
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Figure 6: Normal P-P plot 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2.2 Linearity  

A scatterplot of standardized residuals against predicted values can be used to detect 

whether a linear relationship is evident or not (Osbourne & Waters, 2002). If the 

assumption of linearity is to hold the scatterplot should display a random pattern centered 

around the line of zero standard residual value. From figure 7we can clearly see that the 

plotted points do not form a curvilinear relationship. There also does not seem to be any 

clear relationship between the residuals and the predicted values, which indicates that the 

assumption of linearity is upheld. The dispersion of the plotted points in figure 7 also 

appear to be similar on both sides of the line. It is however worth mentioning that it is 

difficult to make an entirely trustworthy assessment of linearity solely based on this 

scatterplot.  
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Figure 7: Scatterplot 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2.3 Multicollinearity  

Table 5 displays the VIF values for each of the independent variables. The highest VIF 

value can be found between industrials and telecommunication, and it equals 8.76. Most of 

the high VIF values are found between the different industry types. A majority of the VIF 

values are however between one and two. According to Moore et al. (2011, p.610) a VIF 

value that exceeds ten is a strong indicator that multicollinearity exists between the 

independent variables. Seeing as all of our VIF values are below ten, we can be fairly 

confident that multicolllinearity does not exist between our independent variables. Even if 

mullitcollinearity would exist the best remedy is often to do nothing, as long as it does not 

affect the end results to much (Studenmund, 2014, p.281).  
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Model R R Square

Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error of 

the Estimate

1 .536a ,288 ,240 24,05955%

Model Summary

a. Predictors: (Constant), Technology, Year, Materials, 

Telecommunications, Consumer Services, Profitability, Health Care, 

Consumer Goods, Size, Goodwill, Industrials

Table 5: Multicollinearity test 

 

 

5.2.4 Original Multiple Regression Model 

The explanatory power of the model, in other words the adjusted R2 equals 0.24. Our 

adjusted R2 is not especially high, however it is at the same time not alarmingly small 

either. According to Studenmund (2014, p.56) altering the regression to improve the 

adjusted R2 should not be done, we have therefore made no attempts at maximizing our 

adjusted R2. The standard error of the regression is 24.1%. If the standard error is 

considered too high some adjustments might be appropriate in order to ensure that the 

sample better reflects the actual population. Adjusting the regression model for 

heteroscedasticity slightly altered the standard errors for each variable, this will however be 

explained in more detail when we examine the second model.  

 

Table 6: Model summary 

 

 

 

 

 

The p-value (Sig.) in the model equals 0.000. In actuality however the p-value is not equal 

to zero, but rather to a value too small to be displayed in table 7. The p-value is smaller 

than both 0.05 and 0.01, therefore it is highly likely that the model is statistically 

significant. This means that the relationship between the variables is caused by something 

else than by random chance.  

 

VIF
Size	

dep

Prof	

dep

Goodwill	

dep

Year	

dep

Industrials	

dep

C	Goods	

dep

C	Serv	

dep

Tele	

dep

Health	C	

dep

Mat	

dep

Tech	

dep

Fin	

dep

Size	ind D 1,51 1,5 1,49 1,51 1,51 1,51 1,51 1,51 1,51 1,51 1,51
Prof	ind 1,16 D 1,07 1,16 1,16 1,16 1,16 1,16 1,16 1,16 1,16 1,16

Goodwill	
ind 1,41 1,30 D 1,38 1,41 1,41 1,41 1,41 1,41 1,41 1,41 1,41

Year	ind 1,06 1,07 1,04 D 1,07 1,07 1,07 1,07 1,07 1,07 1,07 1,07

Industrials	
ind C C C C D 2,56 3,11 8,76 2,87 6,46 2,90 2,81
C	Goods	

ind 1,21 1,21 1,22 1,22 1,22 D 2,06 4,77 1,93 3,56 2,05 1,81
C	Serv	ind 1,23 1,23 1,18 1,23 1,23 1,71 D 4,10 1,80 3,25 1,74 1,88
Tele	ind 1,09 1,08 1,08 1,09 1,09 1,25 1,30 D 1,28 1,75 1,25 1,28
Health	C	
ind 1,19 1,19 1,19 1,19 1,19 1,68 1,90 4,25 D 3,28 1,83 1,82
Mat	ind 1,11 1,09 1,11 1,11 1,12 1,30 1,42 2,43 1,36 D 1,46 1,29
Tech	ind 1,32 1,36 1,26 1,38 1,38 2,05 2,10 4,76 2,09 4,03 D 2,51
Fin	ind 1,32 1,75 1,66 1,75 1,75 2,37 2,96 6,37 2,73 4,63 3,29 D
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Sum of Squares df

Mean 

Square F Sig.

Regression
38321,573 11 3483,779 6,018 .000b

Residual 94933,389 164 578,862

Total 133254,962 175

b. Predictors: (Constant), Technology, Year, Materials, Telecommunications, Consumer Services, 

Profitability, Health Care, Consumer Goods, Size, Goodwill, Industrials

a. Dependent Variable: Compliance

ANOVA a

Model

1

Table 7: ANOVA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8 shows that both profitability and goodwill intensity have p-values far greater than 

0.05. This implies that it is unlikely that the compliance level is impacted by either 

profitability or goodwill intensity. All of the industry types besides consumer services also 

have p-values greater than 0.05. From table 8 we can deduce that only the coefficients for 

size, year and consumer services have p-values that are below 0.05. With a significance 

level of 0.01, only the coefficient for year remains statistically significant. From table 8 we 

can see that the 95% confidence interval (CI) is wider for the industry types than what it is 

for the other independent variables. Telecommunication has the widest CI with a lower 

bound value of -14.0 and an upper bound value of 34.7. The width of the CI for the other 

independent variables are considerably smaller, suggesting that they give a more precise 

estimate. The standard errors are much higher for the industry types than for the other 

independent variables. Material and telecommunication have the highest standard errors; 

they are also the least representative industry types in the sample. The sample only includes 

five telecommunication companies and seven material companies, and this is likely also the 

reason for the high standard errors. 
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**Significant at 0.01, two-tailed test, *Significant at 0.05, two-tailed test. 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta
Lower 

Bound

Upper 

Bound

(Constant) 3.521 17.009 .207 .836 -30.064 37.107

Size 2.096 .874 .194 2.397 .018* .369 3.822

Profitability .023 .086 .019 .266 .790 -.147 .193

Goodwill .031 .127 .019 .241 .810 -.220 .281

Year 15.521 2.379 .444 6.523 .000** 10.823 20.219

Industrials 2.660 6.468 .045 .411 .681 -10.112 15.432

Consumer 

Goods
-3.954 7.521 -.047 -.526 .600 -18.804 10.895

Consumer 

Services
18.137 8.409 .195 2.157 .032* 1.534 34.740

Telecommu

nications
10.352 12.333 .063 .839 .403 -14.001 34.704

Health 

Care
4.250 8.078 .047 .526 .600 -11.701 20.200

Materials 4.434 10.520 .031 .421 .674 -16.338 25.205

Technology .735 8.868 .009 .083 .934 -16.775 18.244

a. Dependent Variable: Compliance

Coefficients a

Model

Unstandardized Coefficients

t Sig.

95.0% Confidence 

Interval for B

1

	

Breusch-Pagan test for Heteroscedasticity (CHI-SQUARE df=P) 

   32.893 

       Significance level of Chi-square df=P (H0:homoscedasticity) 

    .0005 

       Koenker test for Heteroscedasticity (CHI-SQUARE df=P) 

    32.324 

       Significance level of Chi-square df=P (H0:homoscedasticity) 

    .0007 

       

Table 8: Coefficients 

 

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2.5 Heteroscedasticity Test  

Table 9 displays the results of the heteroscedasticity tests. The Breusch-Pagan test shows a 

p-value equal to .0005, which is less than our significance level of 0.05. Because the p-

value in the Breusch-Pagan test is less than our significance level we reject the null 

hypothesis of homoscedasticity. This in turn implies that it is likely that heteroscedasticity 

exists in our data. According to Pryce (2002, p.13) the Koenker Test is more appropriate 

with small sample sizes and when the data is not normally distributed. Our final samle size 

of 176 observations is rather small, and therefore the Koenker test is more appropriate for 

us. The p-value derived from the Koenker test is .0007, which again is less than our 

significance level of 0.05. Both heteroscedasticity tests thus reach the same conclusion, 

which is the rejection of the null hypothesis for homoscedasticity.  

 

Table 9: Heteroscedasticity test 
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Model	Fit:

R-sq F df1 df2 p

0,2876 5,7109 11,0000 164,0000 0,0000

Heteroscedasticity-Consistent	Regression	Results

Coeff SE	(HC) t 	P>|t|

Constant 3,5213 16,8750 0,2087 0,8350

Size 2,0956 0,7925 2,6442 0,009**

Profit 0,0230 0,1163 0,1976 0,8436

Goodwill 0,0305 0,1296 0,2356 0,8141

Year 15,5206 2,7209 5,7042 0,000**

Industrials 2,6602 6,6237 0,4016 0,6885

Consumer	Goods -3,9542 7,5202 -0,5258 0,5997

Consumer	Services 18,1374 7,6917 2,3581 0,0195*

Telecommunications 10,3515 8,3901 1,2338 0,2190

Health	Care 4,2498 7,2496 0,5862 0,5585

Materials 4,4336 10,6390 0,4167 0,6774

Technology 0,7348 10,6590 0,0689 0,9451

**Significant at 0.01, two-tailed test, *Significant at 0.05, two-tailed test. 

5.2.6 The Model Adjusted for Heteroscedasticity  

The R square (0.29) in table 10 is the exact same value as the one displayed in table 6. The 

F-statistic of 5.7 is slightly higher after the standard errors were adjusted for 

heteroscedasiticity. This would imply that the p-value in table 10 also is slightly higher than 

the one in table 7. It is however not a noticeable increase, seeing has both p-values still 

display a value equal to 0.000. We can hence be rather confident that the relationship 

between the variables still are caused by something else than by random chance.    

 

Table 10: Model summary adjusted for heteroscedasticity 

 

 

 

A first glance at table 11 shows that the variables’ standard errors as well as their p-values 

have slightly changed from those displayed in the original multiple regression model. The 

adjustment does however not change the beta coefficients, which is why they are the same 

in both models. The standard errors are however re-estimated using Hayes and Cai’s (2007) 

robust technique. Table 11 shows that the coefficients for year, size and consumer services, 

which were statistically significant at 0.05 in the first model still remain statistically 

significant after the adjustments. The p-value for size equals 0.009 after the adjustment, 

which implies that size would be statistically significant at 0.01 in this model. The p-value 

for year is still 0.000, which means that it still is statistically significant at 0.01. The other 

independent variables still have p-values far greater than 0.05, suggesting that they 

probably do not impact the companies’ compliance level.  

Table 11: Heteroscedasticity-consistent regression results 
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6. Analysis 

This chapter begins with a more general analysis of the findings related to the disclosure 

criterions within IAS 36, paragraph 134. This is followed by a more thorough analysis 

regarding the validity of each hypothesis tested. Throughout the analysis the theories and 

arguments of the previous researchers outlined in chapter 4, will be applied to justify our 

reasoning’s.   

6.1 Compliance with paragraph 134 
Our findings show that the companies’ compliance level has increased for each of the 

subsequent years examined. This in turn could imply that the compliance level increases as 

companies get more accustomed to the standard. Even though this trend is pointing 

upwards, our results indicate that full compliance has yet to be achieved. It could therefore 

be argued that IAS 36 fails to fulfil one of IFRS most fundamental qualitative 

characteristics, namely faithful representation. This fundamental qualitative characteristic 

states that financial reports need to include every piece of information that contributes to 

the full understanding of it (Zülch & Hendler, 2014, p.9). This should raise some questions 

to the standard setters regarding whether the standard is too complex for the companies to 

comprehend. This does however not mean that the compliance level with the standard is 

low for the companies’ listed NASDAQ OMX Stockholm. The opposite is actually the case, 

because when comparing the results we received for the year 2005 with the ones received 

by Ballas and Tzovas (2010, p.53) for the year 2006, we can clearly see that companies 

listed in Sweden comply better with the disclosure requirements than companies listed in 

Greece. The compliance level differs in fact with as much as 12 percentage points. A 

possible explanation for this difference is country-specific factors such as accounting 

traditions and economic environment. It has been argued that less developed countries tend 

to have a lower compliance level (Glaum et al., 2013, 171). Seeing as Sweden often ranks 

high on the human development index (UNDP, 2015, p.212) it might not be that surprising 

that our results differed.  

During the data collection phase we noticed that the quality of the disclosure notes related 

to the impairment testing for goodwill differed quite a bit from company to company. The 

lack of clarity in the standard consequently meant that two companies could fulfil the same 

disclosure requirement, even though the other one clearly had a higher disclosure quality. 

This in turn made the standard very difficult to interpret, and therefore it can be argued that 

the standard contradicts the conceptual framework of IFRS. The conceptual framework 

clearly states that anybody with reasonable knowledge about financial reporting should be 

able to understand the content without over extensive studying (Zülch & Hendler, 2014, 

p.7). Furthermore, the lack of clarity may also negatively impact the companies’ ability to 

produce comparable financial information, which again goes against the conceptual 

framework of IFRS (Zülch & Hendler, 2014, p.9). 

Our findings indicate that the fundamental requirements were amongst the most complied 

criterions. Subparagraph A, which concerns the disclosure of the carrying amount of 

goodwill allocated to the CGUs had a mean compliance level of 91.13%. Petersen and 

Plenborg (2010, p.436) found evidence that suggested that companies had trouble defining 

CGUs in accordance with what is required by IAS 36. Thereby, our results contradict their 
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findings to a certain degree. At the same time however it is difficult to assess whether the 

companies actually disclosed enough information to consider this requirement fulfilled, this 

since the standard is rather vague regarding how many CGUs a company actually is 

supposed to disclose. This in turn meant that we had to assess whether the CGUs 

mentioned in the companies’ disclosure notes actually were the ones related to the 

goodwill.  

The other fundamental requirement is Subparagraph C, which concerns the disclosure of 

the basis used to determine the recoverable amount. Our findings regarding this 

requirement indicate that the value in use is by far the most commonly used technique to 

determine the recoverable amount. These findings are consistent with those found in 

previous research (Glaum et al., 2013, p.198; Petersen & Plenborg, 2010, p.429). Petersen 

and Plenborg (2010, p.429) suggested that the reason for why the fair value approach is less 

commonly used is due to the fact that it requires a company to know the market value of the 

CGU, and this kind of information is rarely available. This in turn makes it difficult for the 

companies to determine the fair value using an observable market price. Another possible 

reason for why the value in use approach is more favored might be that it enables managers 

to adjust the related estimates in a way that is beneficial for them. This argument stems 

from the concept moral hazard within the agency theory that states that an information gap 

exists between manager and stakeholder, whenever the stakeholder cannot monitor or 

understand the actions of the manager (Eisenhardt, 1989, p.61).  

Some of the least complied criterions were subparagraph D (ii) and subparagraph D (iv), 

both of which are related to the disclosure of the value in use approach. More specifically, 

these two subparagraphs concern the description of the key assumptions and growth rates. 

A possible explanation for the overall low compliance level for these two criterions could 

possibly be found in the cost-benefit theory. The theory suggests that companies will be 

less inclined to disclose sensitive information that might harm them in some way (Leuz & 

Wysocki, 2006, p.192). It could therefore be argued that these criterions are of a sensitive 

nature, and something that the companies are reluctant to share with their competitors. 

The least complied criterions in our study were the ones related to the companies’ 

disclosure of the impairment loss, that is subparagraph F. Only 29 out of 176 observations 

recognized an impairment loss, all years combined. This number is alarmingly small and 

might be an indicator that the companies’ use subjective assumptions about the recoverable 

amount to avoid recognizing any impairment losses (Avallone & Quagli, 2015, p.113). We 

can however not confirm whether this is the case, since our data does not give any concrete 

answers regarding this. 

 

6.2 Hypotheses  
Five different hypotheses were created in order to answer the research question presented in 

the introductory chapter. Four of these hypotheses are based upon company characteristics, 

while the last one is a variable for year. The following sub-sections will analyze the 

findings related to each hypothesis. 

6.2.1 Size 
Our results indicate that company size is positively associated with the companies’ 
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compliance level. The original regression model showed a p-value equal to 0.018, while the 

regression model that was adjusted for heteroscedasticity showed a p-value equal to 0.009. 

This consequently means that the alternative hypothesis holds at a significance level of both 

0.05 and 0.01.  

Watts and Zimmerman (1990, p.138-139) proposed that large companies are more likely 

than small companies to attract political attention, and as a consequence of this they will 

also be subject to higher political costs. They further suggested that disclosures could be 

used to reduce these costs. Our findings seem to support this reasoning, seeing as the larger 

companies included in our study also appeared to have a higher compliance level. It could 

thus be argued that the larger companies in our study are more politically visible than the 

smaller ones. This might also mean that the reputation of the larger companies’ takes a 

greater blow if the compliance is not on par with what is expected by the public. 

Furthermore, Holthausen and Leftwich (1983, p.87-88) suggested that the reputation 

impacts how politicians view a company. This in turn would suggest that companies’ that 

disclose more information as a means to uphold their reputation, also would be more likely 

to receive political aid from the politicians in the form of implicit and explicit taxes. A low 

compliance level for smaller companies might not raise the same level of commotion, 

seeing as the political cost theory suggests that they draw less political attention. Based on 

this it could be argued that the smaller companies in our study find complying with the 

disclosure requirements in IAS 36, paragraph 134 to be more negligible due to the lack of 

political pressure. This obviously also creates problems for the standard setters, seeing as 

disclosure requirements are supposed to be followed by all companies regardless of their 

size. Therefore, putting more political pressure on the smaller companies might be the 

answer to increase their compliance level.  

According to Jensen and Meckling (1976, p.308) conflicts of interests between managers 

and stakeholders are resolved by aligning their interests. The stakeholders do this by 

creating incentives for the managers. Inchausti (1997, p.54) proposed that large companies 

will have more incentives than small companies to please their stakeholders because they 

are in more need of external funds. This reasoning could be a possible explanation to why 

we found that the larger companies in our study complied better with the disclosure 

requirements in IAS 36, paragraph 134. The larger companies could use the disclosures as a 

means to prove to their stakeholders that they deserve continued funding, while the smaller 

companies who are not in need of as much funding might consider the disclosures to be 

negligible, hence the lower compliance level.   

Previous studies that have investigated the impact of size have reached conflicting results. 

Ballas and Tzovas (2010, p.57) identified company size as one of the variables explaining 

the compliance level, while Petersen and Plenborg (2010, p.441) concluded in their study 

that company size is not associated with compliance. Bepari et al. (2014, p.141) only found 

company size to be significant when the industry effect was controlled for. Our results are 

hence more in line with what Ballas and Tzovas (2010, p.57) found.   

 
6.2.2 Profitability  

Our findings indicate that profitably is not statistically associated with level of compliance. 

The p-values in both regression models are far greater than our significance levels of 0.05 
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and 0.01. This consequently means that we could not find enough evidence to support the 

alternative hypothesis, which was that profitability is positively associated with the 

companies’ compliance level.  

Inchausti (1997, p.54) reasoned that managers in more profitable companies will be more 

likely to use external information to advance their own personal interests, thereby they will 

disclose more information in order to retain their position in a company. Our findings 

appear to contradict this reasoning, this since we could not find any indication that 

profitable companies actually complied better with the disclosure requirements in IAS 36, 

paragraph 134. It could be argued that IAS 36 is not an appropriate standard to investigate, 

when trying to demonstrate what impact profitability has on compliance. Examining an 

entirely different standard might have yielded a completely different result, since managers 

might perceive disclosure of that information to be more beneficial for their own personal 

interests. Bepari et al. (2014, p.138-140) however found a positive association between 

profitability and compliance with IAS 36, paragraph 134. Their findings thus contradict the 

argument that IAS 36 is not an appropriate basis for investigating how profitability impacts 

compliance. A possible explanation for why our results differ from those found by Bepari 

et al. (2014) could be that profitability no longer is sufficient at explaining the compliance 

level. Carlin and Finch (2014, p.387) argued that it takes time for companies to get used to 

new reporting requirements, but as knowledge and understanding for the standard increases 

so does the compliance. It could thereby be argued that companies have reached a stage 

now, where they regardless of their profitability are equally able to comply with the 

disclosure requirements for impairment testing. Furthermore, the agency theory has been 

criticized for assuming that principals and agents always act as different functions (Cuevas-

Rodríguez et al., 2012, p.539-540). This means that the theory does not believe that honesty 

and trust can exist between managers and stakeholders. If we however assume that 

managers can act in an honest and trustworthy manner, the motive for why profitability 

impacts compliance does not work. In other words, managers would not disclose more 

information as a means to gain personal advantages but rather because it is morally right.  

According to the political cost theory profitable companies will be more inclined to 

disclose detailed information in order to justify their level of profits (Inchausti, 1997, p.54). 

It is however difficult for us to determine the validity of the political cost theory in this 

aspect, seeing as our results showed that profitability is not associated with the companies’ 

compliance level. It is also worth noting that the original founders of the political cost 

theory never explicitly mentioned profitability as a determinant factor (Watts and 

Zimmerman, 1978). This could also be a reason for why the political cost theory is not able 

explain this relationship. Furthermore, our results are consistent with those found by 

Inchausti (1997, p.62) and Ballas and Tzovas (2010, p.57), who both used the political cost 

theory and agency theory to explain this relationship.  

6.2.3 Goodwill Intensity  

Our results show that there is no significant relationship between goodwill intensity and the 

companies’ compliance level. The p-value for the variable goodwill intensity equals 0.8141 

and is thereby far greater than both 0.05 and 0.01. This in turn means that we cannot reject 

the null hypothesis. 
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Petersen and Plenborg (2010, p.437) argued that more goodwill intensive companies will 

make more of an effort to disclose the related information appropriately. This argument is 

however not supported by our results, seeing as goodwill intensity does not appear to have 

any noticeable effect on the companies’ compliance with IAS 36, paragraph 134. It is also 

worth noting that Petersen and Plenborg (2010, p.441) could not find enough evidence to 

support their own argument, our results are thus consistent with what they were able to 

find. 

The cost-benefit theory has been criticized for focusing too much on the present and not 

enough on the future (Frank, 2000, p.929). This argument might possibly explain why the 

cost-benefit theory appears to be insufficient at explaining the impact goodwill intensity has 

on the companies’ compliance level. The impairment testing for goodwill is largely built 

upon cash flow projections, growth rates and other key assumptions about the future. In 

other words, IAS 36 requires companies to make assumptions about the future, which is 

something that the cost-benefit theory has been criticized for. It is however important to 

note that goodwill intensity can be measured in more than one way. In our study we divided 

total goodwill with total assets, an alternative approach could be to divide total goodwill 

with total immaterial assets instead. Thereby, the way in which goodwill intensity is 

calculated might also affect the end results. 

6.2.4 Industry Type  
Our results appear to indicate that the industry type does not impact the companies’ 

compliance level. The only industry type that is statistically different is consumer services, 

which has a p-value equal to 0.0195 after the standard errors have been adjusted for 

heteroscedasticity. The remaining industry types were not found to be statistically different 

from the constant.  

Bepari et al. (2014, p.123) argued that it is likely that certain industries are more goodwill 

intensive than others, and for this reason it is relevant to include variables for each industry 

type being studied. The motive behind this hypothesis is thus very reminiscent to the one 

we used for the goodwill intensity hypothesis. Furthermore, seeing as we already rejected 

that hypothesis, the findings related to the industry types might not be that surprising. This 

in turn suggests that even if we were able to find an association between industry type and 

compliance, the relationship could not be explained with the goodwill intensity argument.  

Our findings regarding industry type can probably also partially be explained by the fact 

that the different industry types were not representative. If the companies were more 

equally distributed amongst the different industry types the findings might have been 

different. One alternative approach could have been to combine the different industry types 

in order to get fewer categories that are more representative. 

6.2.5 Year  

Both regression models show a p-value for year that is equal to 0.000, this is below our 

significance levels of both 0.05 and 0.01. This consequently means that we are able to 

reject the null hypothesis and in turn conclude that it is highly likely that the level of 

compliance is affected by the variable year.  
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A possible reason for why our results show that the compliance level increases for each 

consecutive year could possibly be explained by the implementation period of the standard. 

According to Carlin and Finch (2010, p.369) companies require time to adapt to new 

reporting standards, and therefore the compliance level tends to be lower during the initial 

years of a standard. This argument seems to hold true in our study. In our study year 2005 

had by far the lowest compliance level, which might not be that surprising seeing at it was 

the first year that required the companies’ to apply the impairment test. 

Petersen and Plenborg (2010, p.436) found that the impairment test is very complex to 

perform in practice. Thereby it could be argued that the complex nature of IAS 36 impacts 

the length of the implementation period negatively. This leads to questions concerning what 

the standard setters perceive as a reasonable implementation period. A low compliance 

level might be perceived as acceptable during the implementation period. However, if a low 

compliance persists after this period has ended it might indicate that the standard is too 

complex or that the implementation period is not adjusted for the complex nature of the 

standard. Seeing as our results indicate that the compliance level increases for each 

subsequent year, the argument that it might be due to both the implementation period and 

the complexity of the standard is enhanced. We can however not conclude based on this 

how long the implementation period is or how long it should be; it is up to the standard 

setters to decide upon the latter. 
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7. Conclusion 
In this chapter we will examine whether the initial research question can be considered 

fulfilled. The chapter also presents the study’s contributions as well as suggestions for 

further research.  

The main aim of this study was to answer the research question presented in the 

introductory chapter:  

Is companies’ compliance with the impairment testing for goodwill affected by certain 

company characteristics, and has the compliance level changed during the period 2005-

2014? 

The company characteristics investigated in our study were company size, profitability, 

goodwill intensity and industry type. Furthermore, we also examined whether the 

compliance level had changed during the period 2005-2014. Hypotheses were formulated 

for each characteristic in order to answer whether they impacted the compliance levels for 

the investigated companies. These hypotheses were based on both pre-existing disclosure 

theories and previous findings within this research area. A general disclosure index was 

created in order for us to able estimate the companies’ compliance level. 

According to our findings two out of five hypotheses were found to be significantly 

associated with the companies’ compliance level. The hypothesis concerning company size 

appeared to be positively associated with the compliance level. In other words, larger 

companies were more likely to have a high compliance level. This consequently implies 

that both agency theory and political cost theory are appropriate theories for explaining this 

relationship. The hypothesis related to the variable year was also found to be significantly 

associated with the compliance level. Thereby, implying that compliance with IAS 36, 

paragraph 134 increases as the companies get more accustomed to the standard. The other 

three hypotheses, related to the variables profitability, goodwill intensity and industry type 

were rejected by the analysis. As a consequence of this it is difficult for us to verify the 

appropriateness of the theories used to explain the relationship between these 

characteristics and the compliance level. 

According to our results full compliance with IAS 36, paragraph 134 has yet to be 

achieved. This raises several questions regarding the actual efficiency of the standard. What 

is considered to be an acceptable compliance level according to the standard setters, and do 

they reckon that full compliance will be achieved one day or are they satisfied with a 

slightly lower compliance level. According to our results compliance appears to increase 

for each subsequent year, which also implies that the understanding for the standard is 

increasing for each year that passes. This effect has however started to stagnate, which 

might indicate that full compliance is closing in or alternatively that compliance with the 

standard has reached its limit. An implication regarding this reasoning is that we do not 

know whether the compliance level has increased for each year between the period 2005 

and 2014, we only know that it has increased for the three years examined in our study that 

is for 2005, 2010 and 2014. If the compliance level was shown to decrease during any of 

the years between 2005 and 2014, it would contradict our argument regarding the 

implementation period and complexity of the standard. 
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It has been theorized that large companies disclose more detailed information in order to 

reduce political costs (Watts & Zimmerman, 1990, p.138-139). Thereby, it might be 

appropriate for politicians to put more pressure on smaller companies as well, so that they 

understand the severity of non-compliance. Another way to motivate the smaller companies 

to disclose more information could be to create more incentives for them to do so. These 

incentives do not necessarily have to be external funds, but it has to be something that 

motivates them disclose more detailed information. An implication with these reasoning’s 

is that company size has been shown to proxy for other theoretical constructs besides 

agency theory and political cost theory (Bujaki & Richardson, 1997). Thereby, it is possible 

that another theory would be able explain the relationship between company size and 

compliance better. At the same time however most disclosure studies examined by us have 

used these exact two theories to explain this relationship. 

To conclude, we believe that our research question is at least partially answered, seeing as 

two out of five hypotheses were found to be significantly associated with the companies’ 

compliance level.  

 
7.1 Contributions  
Our findings regarding the impact company size has on compliance might incentivize the 

standard setters to take a closer look at larger companies to see what they are doing better. 

According to our disclosure theories the standard setters might want to apply stricter 

guidelines and more consequences for non-compliance for all companies regardless of their 

size. The results related to the variable year might incentivize the standard setters to revise 

IAS 36, because our results indicate that the standard is too complex at the moment. The 

information regarding how well each specific disclosure criterion in IAS 36 is complied 

with, can be used by standard setters to identify what requirements companies’ have an 

especially hard time complying with.  

It has been previously researched how different company characteristics impact companies’ 

compliance level. Thereby, our study will enhance the findings in the already existing 

disclosure studies, by performing a similar study on a new population. Furthermore, our 

study has combined different theories and arguments to make the study more theoretically 

anchored. From an investors perspective our study will hopefully enhance the investors’ 

knowledge about the impairment testing of goodwill, which in turn would allow them to 

make more informed investment decisions. The findings in this study should also be of 

interest for company management, since the information in this study might signal whether 

management should make rectifications to increase their compliance level. This could be 

done by examining the disclosure notes of larger companies, seeing as our study 

determined company size to be a relevant indicator for the companies’ compliance level. 

7.2 Further Research  
We collected data from one-third of the companies listed on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm. 

Before the data collection began we had a notion that most of the companies would 

recognize a goodwill item in their balance sheet, this was however not the case. Therefore, 

a recommendation for future researchers is to use a sampling method that allows them to 

replace any company that does not recognize a goodwill item in their balance sheet. This 
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will allow the researcher to have a smaller loss and in turn a more representative final 

sample.  

During our investigation we found that country-specific factors might influence the 

companies’ ability to comply with the disclosure requirements found in IFRS. Our study 

however only considered companies listed on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm, thereby it could 

be interesting to perform a similar study to ours, but instead conducted on several European 

countries. This would enable the researchers to compare the countries against each other, 

and as result show why companies in certain countries experience complying with the 

disclosure requirements to be more difficulty. 

We have on several occasions in this study brought up the complexity and subjectivity of 

the impairment test, which is something that the standard has been criticized for. With this 

in mind, it could be interesting to compare how well companies complied with the 

disclosure requirements related to goodwill accounting, both prior and after the impairment 

test was implemented. This would require the researchers to investigate how well 

companies complied with the disclosure requirements for the amortization approach contra 

the currently used impairment only approach. A study that compares the compliance level 

of these two approaches might enable the researchers to display whether the criticism 

aimed toward the impairment test is justified. The study might alternatively show that 

companies experienced the same level of difficulties prior to the implementation of the 

impairment test. Furthermore, there might exist a demand for this sort of study seeing as 

U.S GAAP once again allows privately owned companies to amortize their goodwill. 

Another area of interest could be to investigate the disclosure notes from other perspectives. 

The investigation could be conducted from the managers’ point of view; this would enable 

the researchers to understand how companies prepare their disclosure notes. Furthermore, it 

may explain whether managers consider IAS 36 to be as complex as has been suggested by 

previous researchers. The investigation could also be conducted from the auditors’ 

perspective, where researchers could question the auditors regarding their views about the 

impairment test.  
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8. Criteria of Truth 
In this last chapter we will discuss the reliability, replication and validity of our study. This 

chapter will also discuss the most relevant ethical and societal considerations related to 

our study.   

8.1 Reliability  
In order for a study to be reliable, it is essential that the findings of the study are repeatable. 

Reliability is especially important in quantitative studies, seeing as quantitative researchers 

generally are more affected by inconsistences in the measurements (Bryman, 2013, p.49). 

In our study all of the necessary data was collected from the companies’ annual reports. We 

primarily accessed the annual reports through the companies’ official websites. However, 

on instances where the annual reports could not be found on their official websites, the 

databases Business Retriever was used instead. We consider both sources to be highly 

reliable, seeing as it is easy for other researchers to repeat the data gathering process. The 

only downside is that the annual reports become harder to find as they get older, which 

might hinder repeatability in the future.  

Our regression model is largely based upon the one used by Bepari et al. (2014), which in 

turn is based upon models by other authors. Thereby, the regression models usefulness has 

already been established, which as a result increases reliability of the model. Some of the 

variables included in the regression model created by Bepari et al. (2014) were however 

excluded in our regression model, nevertheless the essence of the model was kept intact. 

A potential implication that may potentially decrease the reliability of our study is the 

interpretation of IAS 36, paragraph 134. The standard is very complex and subjective, 

thereby there exist a risk that a requirement is incorrectly interpreted or even overlooked. 

At the same time the interpretation model allows us to judge each company on equal terms, 

which in turn raises the reliability. 

8.2 Replication   
Replication is rather reminiscent to reliability, in that it further builds upon the notion that a 

study needs to be repeatable. The study procedure should be presented as clearly and 

correctly as possible, in order to ensure that other researchers can replicate the study 

yielding similar outcomes (Bryman, 2013, p.49). 

The study conducted by Bepari et al. (2014) was used on several occasions as guidance. We 

however noticed that their research lacked clear descriptions about the study procedure, 

which made it difficult for us to replicate their study procedure. This made us realize, what 

needs to be clearly and sufficiently explained in order to avoid repeating the same problem. 

A concrete example of this is our interpretation model, created explicitly for the 

interpretation of IAS 36, paragraph 134. This interpretation model allowed us to judge each 

company based upon the same circumstances, and this in turn makes the findings of the 

study more replicable to other researchers. Furthermore, each step and application of 

methods has been thoroughly explained to ensure that replicability is possible. Therefore, 

we believe that our study is able to fulfil the criterion for replication. 
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8.3 Validity  
Validity concerns assessing whether or not the study is sufficiently connected to the actual 

conclusions drawn by the researchers. In this section we will show how our study relates to 

three forms of validity, namely measurement validity, internal validity and external validity 

(Bryman, 2013, p.50-51). 

The term measurement validity is used to explain whether or not the methods actually 

measure what they are intended to measure (Bryman, 2013, p.51). The measurement 

validity should be fairly high in our study seeing has our regression analysis is very 

reminiscent of those used by other researchers. Furthermore, the ratios used to calculate the 

company characteristics are consistent with how other researchers have calculated them. 

Internal validity concern questions about causality, we have to be sure that the causal 

relationship between two or more variables are caused by the intended variables (Bryman, 

2013, p.50). Seeing as our regression models were specifically designed to identify how 

certain company characteristics impacts the companies’ compliance levels, we can be fairly 

confident that the internal validity is acceptable. Furthermore, VIF tests were carried out in 

order to ensure that the different independent variables did not correlate with each other to 

much. 

External validity concerns questions regarding whether or not the findings of a study can be 

generalized beyond the context of the research (Bryman, 2013, p.51). According to Bryman 

(2013, p.169) probability sampling is one of the most important ways to show that the 

sample is representative. Our sample was comprised of one-third of the companies listed on 

NASDAQ OMX Stockholm, however due to missing annual reports and absence of goodwill 

the final sample decreased quite substantially. This unfortunately means that the losses we 

encountered affects the generalizability of the study negatively. This also means that our 

final sample size might not be considered representative anymore using a confidence level 

of 95% and a margin of error of 5%. Therefore, our findings should be interpreted with 

some caution. It is also important to note that our findings are generalizable to companies 

listed on NASDAQ OMX Stockholm, seeing as the study was conducted with these 

companies in mind. Thereby the findings cannot be used generalized to private companies 

or even companies listed in other countries. An issue that probably also makes the study 

less generalizable is the uneven distribution of companies in the different industry types. 

There is fairly large gap between the industry type with the most observations and the one 

with the least observations.  
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8.4 Ethical and Societal Considerations  

In this section we will discuss the most relevant ethical and societal considerations 

surrounding our study. 

Ethical questions regarding voluntariness, integrity, confidentiality and anonymity are 

common concerns for any type of study (Bryman, 2013, p.131). Bryman (2013, p.131-132) 

therefore suggests that researchers should be aware of four ethical principles. The first 

principle is known as the information requirement, this principle requires the researcher to 

inform the participants that the study is entirely optional and that they can resign from the 

study whenever they want. In our study this principle never really becomes an issue since 

we use information that already is readily available for everyone. The companies examined 

in our study are all publicly listed and therefore have no choice but to issue an annual report 

each calendar year. The main purpose of an annual report is to inform investors and other 

individuals about the financial situation of a company, therefore companies already know 

that their financial information is used in many different ways.  

The second principle is known as the concurrence requirement and it implies that 

participants have the right to decide whether they want to partake in the study or not 

(Bryman, 2013, p.132). This principle also becomes somewhat irrelevant for us since 

anyone is able to access this sort of information. Furthermore, the companies cannot really 

be considered participants of our study. Therefore we do not really have any obligations to 

ask for their permission to use the financial information. The third principle is 

confidentiality and it implies that researchers should be careful when handling sensitive 

personal data (Bryman, 2013, p.132). Confidentiality also becomes a non-existent dilemma 

in our study seeing has we do not have individual participants. Furthermore, we never have 

to worry about breaching any confidentiality agreement because all of the information is 

already publicly available. The fourth and final principle is known as the use requirement 

and it states that the information collected from participants should only be used to advance 

the study and for no other reasons (Bryman, 2013, p.132). The fact that the compliance 

level is shown for each investigated company might be considered unethical seeing as it 

portrays some companies better than others. This could consequently lead to other 

researchers using that information for other purposes, which ultimately might damage the 

company. We have however tried as far as possible to avoid mentioning specific companies 

in the actual body of the study. In the end however the information we used is publicly 

available and has only been used by us answer our study’s purpose.  

The scientific and practical approaches were also clearly and thoroughly explained in order 

to avoid any ethical dilemmas.  

It has been argued that managers enjoy a certain degree of discretionary power, when it 

comes to the impairment testing for goodwill. The subjective nature of IAS 36 has been 

argued to allow managers to use highly subjective assumptions about the estimates used to 

determine the recoverable amount (Avallone and Quagli, 2015, p.107). This aspect of the 

impairment test is very interesting, but at the same time probably very difficult to 
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investigate. For this kind of investigation, a qualitative study would probably be preferable. 

However, an immediate issue that might arise is that managers might not be willing to 

partake in a study that tries to expose sketchy accounting practices. Therefore, it would 

probably be difficult to find enough willing respondents. At the same time a quantitative 

study would probably not be able to give concrete evidence that this sort of behavior 

actually occurs, but only indicators that it might. Although our study does not specifically 

address this issue, our findings revealed some interesting thoughts, for example as to why 

so few companies recognized an impairment loss during the examined years. Could it be as 

Avallone and Quagli (2015, p.113) suggested, namely that managers alter the results of the 

impairment test using subjective assumptions about the discount rates and growth rates in 

order to avoid recognizing any impairment losses. To conclude, there definitely seems to 

exist a lot of ethical dilemmas surrounding this specific standard.  
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Appendix 1 

 

IAS 36. Paragraph 134 

 

”An entity shall disclose the information required by (a)-(f) for cash-generating unit (group 

of units) for which the carrying amount of goodwill or intangible assets with indefinite 

useful lives allocated to that unit (group of units) is significant in comparison with the 

entity’s total carrying amount of goodwill or intangible assets with indefinite useful lives: 

 

(a) the carrying amount of goodwill allocated to the unit (group of units); 

(b) the carrying amount of intangible assets with indefinite useful lives allocated to the 

unit (group of untis); 

(c) the basis on which the unit’s (group of units’) recoverable amount has been 

determined (i. e. value in use or fair value less costs of disposal); 

(d) if the unit’s (group of units’) recoverable amount is based on value in use: 

(i) each key assumption on which management has based its cash flow 

projections for the period covered by the most recent budget/forecasts. Key 

assumptions are those to which the unit’s  (group of units’) recoverable 

amount is most sensitive. 

(ii) a description of management’s approach to determining the value (s) 

assigned to each key assumption, whether those value(s) reflect past 

experience or, if appropriate, are consistent with external sources of 

information, and, if not how and  why they differ from past experience or 

external sources of information; 

(iii) the period over which management has projected cash flows based on 

financial budgets/forecasts approved by management and, when a period 

greater than five years is used for cash-generating unit (group of units), an 

explanation of why that longer period is justified; 

(iv) the growth rate used tom extrapolate cash flow projections beyond the 

period covered by the most recent budget/forecasts, and the justification for 

using any growth rate that exceeds the long-term average growth rate for the 

products, industries, or country or countries in which the entity operates, or 

for the market to which the unit (group of units) is dedicated ; 

(v) the discount rate(s) applied to the cash flow projections; 

(e) if the unit’s (group of units’) recoverable amount is based on fair value less cost of 

disposal, the valuation technique(s) used to measure fair value less costs of disposal. 

An entity is not required to provide the disclosures required by IFRS 13. If fair 

value less costs of disposal is not measured using a quoted price for an identical unit 

(group of units), an entity shall disclose the following: 

(i) each key assumption on which management has based its determination of 

fair value less costs of disposal. Key assumptions are those to which the 

unit’s (group of unit’s) recoverable amount is most sensitive. 
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(ii) a description of management’s approach to determining the value(or values) 

assigned to each key assumptions, whether those values reflect past 

experience or, if appropriate, are consistent with external sources of 

information, and, if not, how and why they differ from past experience or 

external sources of information. 

(iiA) the level of the fair value hierarchy (see IFRS 13) within which the fair value 

measurement is categorised in its entirety (without giving regard to the observability 

of ‘costs  of disposal’). 

(iiB) if there has been a change in valuation technique, the change and the reason (s) 

for making it. 

If fair value less costs of disposal is measured using discounted cash flow projections, an 

entity shall disclose the following information: 

(iii) the period over which management has projected cash flows. 

(iv) the growth rate used to extrapolate cash flow projections. 

(v) the discount rate(s) applied to the cash flow projections. 

(f) if a reasonably possible change in a key assumption on which management has 

based its determination of the unit’s (group of units’) recoverable amount would 

cause the unit’s (group of units’) carrying amount to exceed its recoverable amount: 

(i) the amount by which the unit’s (group of units’) recoverable amount 

exceeds its carrying amount; 

(ii) the value assigned to the key assumption; 

(iii) the amount by which the value assigned to the key assumption must change, 

after incorporating any consequential effects of that change on the other 

variables used to measure recoverable amount, in order for the unit’s (group 

of units’) recoverable amount to be equal to its carrying amount” (Zülch & 

Hendler, 2014, p. 237-238).  
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Companies	2010
Subpara:

A

Subpara:

B

Subpara:

D(i)

Subpara:

D(ii)

Subpara:

D(iii)

Subpara:

D(iv)

Subpara:

D(v)

Subpara:

E(i)

Subpara:

E(ii)

Subpara:

E(ii)A

Subpara:

E(ii)B

Subpara:

E(iii)

Subpara:

E(iv)

Subpara:

E(v)

Subpara:

F(i)

Subpara:

F(ii)

Subpara:

F(iii)

Acando 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Addonde	Group 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Alfa	Laval 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Alltele 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Astra	Zeneca	 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Attendo 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Avega	Group 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

B&B	Tools 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Beijer	Alma 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0

Bergs	Timber 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Billia 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Bong 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

BTS	group 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Bure	equity 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0

Capio 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Cavotec 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Cloetta 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Consilium	 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Duni 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Electrolux	 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Eltel 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Eniro 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 1 0

Fenix	Outdoor	 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

G5	entertainment	 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

GHP	Specialty	Care	 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Haldex	 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Hexagon 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

HiQ	International 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Husqvarna 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Indutrade	 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Black	Earth	Farming 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0

Investor 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Itab	concept	shop 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Kappahl 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

kinnevik 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0

kungsleden 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Latour 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Loomis 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Malmberg	elektriska 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Millicom	Int.	Cellular	SDB 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Mq	Holding 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Munksjö	oyg 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NCC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Nobina 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Nordea	bank 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Nordnet	 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Oem	Intarnational 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Orexo 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Prevas 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Probi 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Ratos 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0

Rejlers 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sandvik 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

SEB 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Skistar 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

SSAB 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

studsvik 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Swedbank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 1 0

Swedish	Orhpan	Bivitrum 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Systemair 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Trelleborg 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0

Unibet	group 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Vbg	Group 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Öresund 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Vitec	Software 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Companies	2014
Subpara:

A

Subpara:

B

Subpara:

D(i)

Subpara:

D(ii)

Subpara:

D(iii)

Subpara:

D(iv)

Subpara:

D(v)

Subpara:

E(i)

Subpara:

E(ii)

Subpara:

E(ii)A

Subpara:

E(ii)B

Subpara:

E(iii)

Subpara:

E(iv)

Subpara:

E(v)

Subpara:

F(i)

Subpara:

F(ii)

Subpara:

F(iii)

Acando 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Addonde	Group 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 1 0

Alfa	Laval 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Alltele 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Astra	Zeneca	 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Attendo 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Avega	Group 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

B&B	Tools 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Beijer	Alma 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 1 0

Bergs	Timber 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Billia 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Bong 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

BTS	group 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Bure	equity 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Capio 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Cavotec 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Cloetta 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Comhem	Group 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Consilium	 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Duni 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Electrolux	 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Eltel 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Eniro 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 1 0

Fenix	Outdoor	 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

G5	entertainment	 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

GHP	Specialty	Care	 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Haldex	 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Hexagon 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

HiQ	International 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Husqvarna 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 1 0

Image	Systems	 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Indutrade	 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 1 0

Investor 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Itab	concept	shop 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Kappahl 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

kinnevik 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0

Latour 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Loomis 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Malmberg	elektriska 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Medvir 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Millicom	Int.	Cellular	SDB 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Mq	Holding 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Munksjö	oyg 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NCC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Nobina 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Nordea	bank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Nordnet	 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Oem	Intarnational 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Orexo 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Prevas 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Probi 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Ratos 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0

Rejlers 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sandvik 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Scandi	standard 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

SEB 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Skistar 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

SSAB 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0

studsvik 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Swedbank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 1 0

Swedish	Orhpan	Bivitrum 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0

Systemair 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Trelleborg 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Unibet	group 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Vbg	Group 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 1 0

Vitec	Software 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0
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Companies	2005 Disclosure	level

Goodwill	

intensity	(value	of	

goodwill/	total	

assets)

Industry	type

Firm	size	(	Natural	

log	of	total	

assets)

Profitability	(	Net	

income/	owners	

equity)

Acando 28,57% 22,76% Technology	 12,99 18,79%

Addonde	Group 71,43% 35,08% Technology	 13,54 11,18%

Alfa	Laval 28,57% 21,79% Industrials 16,60 15,97%

Astra	Zeneca	 42,86% 3,84% Health	Care 19,04 34,50%

B&B	Tools 0,00% 9,96% Industrials	 14,65 13,05%

Beijer	Alma 10,00% 6,16% Industrials	 13,98 24,83%

Billia 100,00% 1,04% Consumer	Service 15,60 14,77%

Bong 85,71% 19,95% Industrials	 14,31 4,14%

BTS	group 28,57% 14,99% Industrials	 12,38 24,22%

Bure	equity 50,00% 22,78% Financials 15,21 27,46%

Consilium	 28,57% 2,33% Industrials	 13,18 0,10%

D.	Carnegie	&	Co 30,00% 0,03% Financials	 17,24 38,75%

Duni 0,00% 37,03% Consumer	goods	 15,54 -36,36%

Electrolux	 28,57% 4,69% Consumer	goods	 18,23 6,81%

Eniro 71,43% 65,90% Consumer	services	 16,79 19,79%

Fenix	Outdoor	 40,00% 10,03% Consumer	goods	 13,06 19,88%

Haldex	 71,43% 10,10% Consumer	goods	 15,35 14,29%

Hexagon 0,00% 34,56% Technology	 16,74 11,44%

HiQ	International 100,00% 33,27% Technology 13,25 29,83%

Holmen 42,86% 1,82% Materials 17,29 7,81%

Image	Systems	 0,00% 5,52% Industrials	 11,43 -218,16%

Indutrade	 10,00% 10,86% Industrials	 14,47 31,09%

Itab	concept	shop 14,29% 9,90% Industrials 13,55 23,12%

Kappahl 100,00% 24,16% Consumer	service 14,87 73,27%

kinnevik 14,29% 0,05% Financials 17,32 18,97%

Latour 60,00% 1,25% Financials 16,25 8,17%

Loomis 85,71% 8,78% Industrials 15,57 27,22%

Malmberg	elektriska 42,86% 1,75% Industrials 12,64 10,89%

Munksjö	oyg 0,00% 29,07% Materials 15,55 629,17%

NCC 70,00% 6,54% Industrials 10,21 17,26%

Nobina 0,00% 24,62% Industrials 14,79 1860,00%

Nordea	bank 71,43% 0,65% Financials 21,83 17,51%

Nordnet	 100,00% 2,54% Financials 15,59 28,32%

Oem	Intarnational 85,71% 1,23% Industrials 13,55 18,57%

Orexo 28,57% 0,69% Health	care 12,82 -12,76%

Prevas 85,71% 14,57% Technology 11,60 15,05%

Probi 57,14% 3,33% Health	care 11,33 -11,69%

Ratos 72,73% 26,12% Financials 16,91 18,67%

Rejlers 14,29% 24,81% Industrials 12,42 17,55%

Sandvik 71,43% 8,26% Industrials 17,90 26,08%

SEB 70,00% 1,04% Financials 20,85 8,30%

Skistar 85,71% 2,91% consumer	service 14,86 19,35%

studsvik 80,00% 10,77% Industrials 20,89 2,40%

Swedbank 71,43% 1,20% Financials 20,90 22,70%

Systemair 0,00% 3,39% Industrials 14,08 16,19%

Trelleborg 85,71% 30,92% Industrials 10,13 11,64%

Unibet	group 28,57% 64,28% consumer	service 14,24 22,63%

Vbg	Group 57,14% 34,38% Consumer	goods 13,66 20,31%

Vitec	Software 28,57% 25,97% Technology	 11,09 31,18%
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Companies	2010 Disclosure	level

Goodwill	

intensity	(value	

of	goodwill/	

total	assets)

Industry	type
Firm	size	(	Natural	

log	of	total	assets)

Profitability	(	Net	

income/	owners	

equity)

Acando 42,86% 42,64% Technology 13,91 7,89%

Addonde	Group 85,71% 47,29% Technology 13,95 7,16%

Alfa	Laval 71,43% 21,91% Industrials 17,12 22,94%

Alltele 85,71% 14,85% Telecommunications 12,46 5,94%

Astra	Zeneca	 85,71% 17,59% Health	Care 19,82 34,52%

Attendo 100,00% 73,08% Health	Care 15,94 47,87%

Avega	Group 14,29% 0,57% Industrials 11,56 49,24%

B&B	Tools 28,57% 31,84% Industrials	 15,52 7,57%

Beijer	Alma 40,00% 17,29% Industrials	 14,50 20,51%

Bergs	Timber 42,86% 0,25% Materials 13,50 8,89%

Billia 100,00% 1,77% Consumer	Service	 15,44 23,40%

Bong 71,43% 20,91% Industrials	 14,75 -18,31%

BTS	group 57,14% 29,02% Industrials	 13,09 21,15%

Bure	equity 50,00% 8,52% Financials	 14,91 21,80%

Capio 71,43% 23,20% Health	Care 16,69 -17,30%

Cavotec 71,43% 30,19% Industrials 21,07 -10,33%

Cloetta 100,00% 8,15% Consumer	Goods 13,93 4,23%

Consilium	 28,57% 4,80% Industrials 13,56 5,27%

Duni 85,71% 34,38% Consumer	goods	 15,06 16,02%

Electrolux	 85,71% 3,12% Consumer	goods	 18,11 19,39%

Eltel 71,43% 48,93% Industrials 15,96 11,41%

Eniro 90,00% 61,34% Consumer	Services	 16,18 -133,18%

Fenix	Outdoor	 42,86% 5,97% Consumer	goods	 13,69 27,65%

G5	entertainment	 71,43% 9,99% Technology	 10,03 42,19%

GHP	Specialty	Care	 57,14% 52,47% Health	Care 13,57 4,23%

Haldex	 71,43% 17,08% Consumer	goods	 15,44 5,57%

Hexagon 42,86% 49,28% Technology	 17,62 4,49%

HiQ	International 85,71% 37,10% Technology	 13,70 17,45%

Husqvarna 57,14% 21,11% Consumer	Goods 17,16 14,33%

Indutrade	 71,43% 14,85% Industrials 15,38 23,22%

Black	Earth	Farming 20,00% 0,00% Consumer	Goods 14,79 -17,30%

Investor 100,00% 10,48% Financials 19,22 17,99%

Itab	concept	shop 100,00% 20,04% Industrials 14,55 4,91%

Kappahl 100,00% 19,87% Consumer	service 15,07 13,10%

kinnevik 70,00% 1,24% Financials 17,99 25,03%

kungsleden 100,00% 0,82% Financials 17,01 10,58%

Latour 85,71% 9,44% Financials 16,50 5,72%

Loomis 100,00% 34,05% Industrials 15,84 15,88%

Malmberg	elektriska 85,71% 1,57% Industrials 12,75 7,23%

Millicom	Int.	Cellular	SDB 85,71% 20,41% Telecommunications 17,74 52,39%

Mq	Holding 100,00% 31,12% Consumer	service 14,31 9,33%

Munksjö	oyg 100,00% 26,34% Materials 15,38 11,17%

NCC 100,00% 5,19% Industrials 17,25 18,78%

Nobina 85,71% 14,14% Industrials 15,40 88,32%

Nordea	bank 85,71% 0,45% Financials 22,44 10,85%

Nordnet	 85,71% 0,69% Financials 17,18 16,49%

Oem	Intarnational 100,00% 5,86% Industrials 13,74 16,84%

Orexo 100,00% 2,48% Health	care 13,48 -19,06%

Prevas 100,00% 38,31% Technology 12,58 5,76%

Probi 71,43% 2,04% Health	care 11,81 11,11%

Ratos 64,29% 49,81% Financials 17,52 5,92%

Rejlers 85,71% 30,66% Industrials 13,20 12,53%

Sandvik 71,43% 11,48% Industrials 18,32 20,53%

SEB 100,00% 0,48% Financials 21,50 6,83%

Skistar 85,71% 2,40% Consumer	service 15,17 12,32%

SSAB 100,00% 30,54% Materials 17,93 1,99%

studsvik 100,00% 21,96% Industrials 21,08 0,77%

Swedbank 90,00% 0,80% Financials 21,26 7,87%

Swedish	Orhpan	Bivitrum 85,71% 22,65% Health	care 15,77 -2,45%

Systemair 85,71% 8,55% Industrials 14,68 16,40%

Trelleborg 60,00% 34,40% Industrials 10,22 9,70%

Unibet	group 85,71% 58,25% Consumer	service 14,70 22,84%

Vbg	Group 85,71% 25,96% Consumer	goods 13,79 9,85%

Öresund 0,00% 1,11% Financials 15,87 12,73%

Vitec	Software 57,14% 30,51% Technology 12,59 16,41%
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Companies	2014 Disclosure	level

Goodwill	

intensity	(value	

of	goodwill/	

total	assets)

Industry	type
Firm	size	(	Natural	

log	of	total	assets)

Profitability	(	Net	

income/	owners	

equity)

Acando 85,71% 52,50% Technology 14,40 2,81%

Addonde	Group 80,00% 47,45% Technology 14,26 11,49%

Alfa	Laval 85,71% 36,58% Industrials 10,93 17,25%

Alltele 71,43% 22,50% Telecommunications 13,23 9,66%

Astra	Zeneca	 85,71% 19,71% Health	Care	 19,81 6,29%

Attendo 100,00% 67,13% Health	Care	 16,09 8,80%

Avega	Group 14,29% 0,50% Technology 11,70 120,73%

B&B	Tools 85,71% 34,02% Industrials	 15,45 13,16%

Beijer	Alma 80,00% 19,48% Industrials	 14,82 24,22%

Bergs	Timber 85,71% 0,32% Materials 13,24 -10,90%

Billia 100,00% 3,72% Consumer	service 15,75 20,82%

Bong 100,00% 28,89% Industrials	 14,49 -39,73%

BTS	group 85,71% 30,36% Industrials	 13,43 12,91%

Bure	equity 85,71% 2,90% Financials	 15,08 29,10%

Capio 71,43% 42,92% Health	Care	 16,34 -0,17%

Cavotec 100,00% 26,38% Industrials	 14,60 7,42%

Cloetta 100,00% 19,91% Consumer	Goods 16,11 5,98%

Comhem	Group 100,00% 58,22% Telecommunications 16,75 -14,53%

Consilium	 42,86% 12,14% Industrials	 13,98 18,91%

Duni 71,43% 33,80% Consumer	goods 15,28 14,55%

Electrolux	 100,00% 6,41% Consumer	goods	 18,15 4,70%

Eltel 100,00% 41,29% Industrials 16,01 4,35%

Eniro 80,00% 65,59% Consumer	services	 15,64 -92,49%

Fenix	Outdoor	 85,71% 4,16% Consumer	goods	 14,74 22,37%

G5	entertainment	 28,57% 1,56% Technology	 11,90 6,53%

GHP	Specialty	Care	 57,14% 56,44% Health	Care 13,41 9,72%

Haldex	 57,14% 13,90% Consumer	Goods 14,89 8,37%

Hexagon 100,00% 50,18% Technology	 15,73 11,71%

HiQ	International 100,00% 34,70% Technology	 13,80 16,47%

Husqvarna 80,00% 18,81% Consumer	Goods 17,19 6,54%

Image	Systems	 57,14% 11,13% Industrials 11,45 -321,12%

Indutrade	 70,00% 19,44% Industrials 15,91 22,23%

Investor 100,00% 8,48% Financials 19,59 19,42%

Itab	concept	shop 100,00% 18,12% Industrials 14,93 16,91%

Kappahl 85,71% 24,24% Consumer	service 14,87 6,85%

kinnevik 50,00% 0,25% Financials 18,27 24,78%

Latour 85,71% 18,27% Financials 16,77 13,86%

Loomis 100,00% 37,59% Industrials 16,38 18,54%

Malmberg	elektriska 100,00% 1,34% Industrials 12,91 22,56%

Medvir 100,00% 6,89% Health	care 14,60 57,13%

Millicom	Int.	Cellular	SDB 100,00% 23,06% Telecommunications 18,33 74,75%

Mq	Holding 71,43% 30,68% Consumer	service 14,33 11,52%

Munksjö	oyg 100,00% 19,22% Materials 16,19 1,86%

NCC 100,00% 4,78% Industrials 17,48 20,73%

Nobina 100,00% 8,94% Industrials 15,70 30,32%

Nordea	bank 100,00% 0,33% Financials 22,53 11,17%

Nordnet	 85,71% 0,38% Financials 17,73 15,80%

Oem	Intarnational 85,71% 7,83% Industrials 13,93 24,77%

Orexo 85,71% 2,24% Health	care 14,02 -12,44%

Prevas 100,00% 38,78% Technology 12,84 8,44%

Probi 85,71% 1,57% Health	care 12,08 14,91%

Ratos 70,59% 41,80% Financials 17,42 6,64%

Rejlers 100,00% 27,84% Industrials 13,76 7,68%

Sandvik 85,71% 11,99% Industrials 18,48 16,34%

Scandi	standard 71,43% 19,75% Consumer	goods 14,95 6,33%

SEB 100,00% 0,39% Financials 21,69 14,28%

Skistar 100,00% 2,47% Consumer	service 15,14 15,14%

SSAB 70,00% 29,45% Materials 18,31 -31,78%

studsvik 100,00% 16,70% Industrials 13,86 -4,10%

Swedbank 90,00% 0,58% Financials 21,48 14,03%

Swedish	Orhpan	Bivitrum 70,00% 24,40% Health	care 15,67 -5,92%

Systemair 100,00% 13,08% Industrials 15,36 14,88%

Trelleborg 100,00% 31,71% Industrials 17,31 12,53%

Unibet	group 85,71% 49,76% Consumer	service 15,00 46,03%

Vbg	Group 70,00% 22,07% Consumer	goods 14,01 9,65%

Vitec	Software 70,00% 24,70% Technology 13,56 18,86%
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Acando	 kinnevik
Addnode	group kungsleden

Alfa	laval Latour

Alltele	 Loomis
Arctic	Paper Lundin	Gold

Astra	Zeneca Malmberg	elektriska

Attendo Medvir

Avega	group Micro	systemation

B&B	tools Millicom	Int.	Cellular	SDB

Beijer	Alma Mq	Holding
Bergs	timber Munksjö	oyg

Billia NCC

BioInvent Netent

Black	earth	farming NGEx	resources

Bong Nobina

BTS	group Nordea	bank

Bure	Equity Nordnet	
Capio NP3	fastigheter

Cavotec Oem	Intarnational
Cloetta Orexo

Com	Hem	Holding Oscar	properties	holding
Consilium Platzer	fastigheter	holding

C-Rad Prevas

D.	Carnegie Probi

Diös	fastigheter Ratos

Duni Rejlers

East	capital	explorer Rottneros

Electrulux Sandvik
Eltel Scandi	standard

Eniro SEB

Episurf Semafo

Ework	Scandinavia sintercast

Fast	Partner Skistar

Fenix	outdoor SSAB
G5	entertainment studsvik

GHP	specialty	care Swedbank

Haldex Swedish	Orhpan	Bivitrum

Heba Systemair
Hexagon Tethys	oil	

HiQ	international Traction

Holmen Trelleborg

Husqvarna Unibet	group

image	systems Vbg	Group

Indutrade Whilborgs	Fastigheter
Investor Vitec	Software

Itab	concept	shop Vostok	new	venture

Kappahl Öresund

Companies	in	selected	sample
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