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Abstract The aim of this study is to investigate whether the dissemination of
information about Research and Development (R&D) in Sweden and Finland has
increased upon the adoption of International Accounting Standard no. 38 (IAS 38)
for companies listed on the “Stockholm Stock Exchange” and the “Helsinki Stock
Exchange”, and also to identify the determinants of these disclosures. The sample is
composed of 36 companies that were analyzed over the period between 2005 and
2008. Results in general show that the companies not only reported the information
required by IAS 38, but also made voluntary disclosures about these activities. With
regard to the determinants of disclosure the following conclusions were drawn: the
variables such as company size, debts, kind of auditor, internationalization, and
sector of activity are statistically significant for the “Required Disclosure Index”
dependent variable, while the variables such as company size, debts, profitability,
sector of activity, and country are statistically significant for the “Index of Vol-
untary Disclosure” dependent variable.

Keywords R&D activities - Disclosure of information -
Accounts harmonization - IAS 38 - Sweden - Finland

S. M. T. da Silva (&)
Escola Superior de Ciéncias Empresariais, Instituto Politécnico de Setibal, Settibal, Portugal
e-mail: susana.silva@esce.ips.pt

A. L A. P. de Carvalho Morais
Instituto Superior de Economia e Gestao, Lisbon, Portugal
e-mail: anamorais@iseg.utl.pt

J. D. Curto

Instituto Superior de Ciéncias do Trabalho e da Empresa, Instituto Universitario de Lisboa, Lisbon,
Portugal

e-mail: dias.curto@iscte.pt

@ Springer



392 Glob Bus Perspect (2013) 1:391-417

Introduction

Financial information must be easily accessible, reliable, and easy to understand in
order to respond to the needs of a global business community that requires clarity
and efficiency in the finance markets and economy. That is why an effort has been
made over the years to harmonize accounting standards so as to obtain common
principles that are internationally accepted; several international organizations have
been involved in this effort such as the International Accounting Standards Board
(IASB); the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD);
the European Commission; the International Organization of Securities Exchange
Commissioners (IOSCO); the International Federation of Accountants (IFAC); and
the United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC).

The convergence of standards that international organizations strive for involves
the recognition, measuring, and disclosure of financial information embodied in
uniform international accounting standards that meet the users’ needs, namely in
terms of its comparability. The work of the IASB and the European Commission is
particularly important; according to Volcker (2002) the actions of the IASB are
globally recognized and it is currently the foremost private organization as regards
issuing international accounting standards.

The disclosure of information about R&D activities is particularly relevant to
international accounting standard organizations that believe some information
should be disclosed on this matter. Aboody and Lev (2000), Archel (1999),
Domench (2001), Gomes et al. (2006), Leitdo (2006) and other authors report that
R&D financial information provided by entities is scarce and of little use to
investors, hindering the entities’ ability to face up to the economic environment.
Although several studies (Domench 2001; Gomes et al. 2006; Gray and Skogsvik
2004; Jones 2007; Leitdo 2006; Zeghal et al. 2007; others) analyze the information
disclosed (mandatory and voluntary) about R&D activities in national and
international companies (listed or unlisted on Stock Exchanges), we believe that
it is important to conduct new research projects that extend the scope of previous
studies. This paper contributes to the literature on three levels, namely by:

1. Analyzing the information disclosure on R&D activities after the adoption of
IAS 38;

2. Analyzing the information disclosure on R&D activities in a country with a
high rate of R&D activities;

3. Identifying the determinants on mandatory and voluntary R&D disclosure.

It is important to analyze the level of information disclosed on R&D activities
following the adoption of IAS 38 even though all companies should have adopted
the standard as of 1st January 2005 i.e., all companies should have the same level of
disclosure if they adopted the same standard.

On the other hand, the IAS demands a higher level of disclosure than national
standards. Analysis of the information disclosure level in a country with a high rate of
R&D reveals that R&D expenses tend to be significant, thus highlighting the importance
of disclosing this information. Therefore, companies in countries with a higher level of
R&D tend to disclose more information and comply more with the IAS 38 requirements.
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This study can also help the identification of the main R&D activities in the
companies of the sample. This can be useful, for example, to draw up standards
upon which a universally recognized system can be created for companies’
information disclosure of their R&D activities. This work can also aid future
research that intends to compare R&D information disclosed by stock-market listed
companies from other continents.

Theoretical framework

Due to the importance of R&D to companies, the accounting standards commissions
(ASB, FASB, TASB, CNC, and others) have a similar opinion about the disclosure
of this information. Most of their guidelines already foresee comprehensive
disclosure and establish a set of mandatory information to be disclosed.

However, according to the Proyecto Meritum' (2002)—supported by the
European Research Arena on Intangibles project (E*Know-Net)’—information
disclosed on intangible assets flowing into and out of the company remains scarce.
In other words, although these assets are important to the companies’ value, this is
not reflected due to the difficulty in complying with the requirements established by
the accounting standards.

However, according to other authors (Aboody and Lev 2000; Boone and Raman
2004; Kothari et al. 2002), the information disclosure about R&D activities is
related to a larger asymmetry of the information due to the unique and risky nature
of these activities, the limited use of information obtained from companies and the
absence of markets for this kind of intangible asset, thus highlighting the importance
of disclosing information about R&D activities to the investors.

Despite this recognized importance, the samples in some studies are small and
cover only limited types of industries. Jones (2007), for example, studied R&D
information in 119 US companies working in four types of intensive industries
(Chemical and Pharmaceutical Products, Machinery and Hardware, Electrical and
Electronic Equipment, and Instruments and Scientific Products). The results
obtained report that companies disclose information on R&D activities, especially
about ongoing projects; moreover, the lower the costs incurred by the company, the
more information they disclose.

Gray and Skogsvik (2004) analyzed the information disclosed in pharmaceutical
companies in Sweden and the United Kingdom from 1984 to 1998. Their results

' The Proyecto Meritum (Merit Project—Measuring Intangibles to Understand and Improve Innovation
Management)—was conducted by researchers from several institutions and countries of the EU. The
project began in November 1998 and ended in April 2001, and the objective was to propose a set of
directives to measure the intangible assets and their subsequent financial disclosure.

2 The E*-Know-Net—or “European Research Arena on Intangibles”—is a project that took place
between 1st September 2001 and 31st August 2003 financed by the European Commission as a Thematic
Network of the program “Concerted Actions and Thematic Networks” . It was financed by the OECD and
the European Investment Bank as well as many other institutions. The research results—which included
more than 200 companies in 7 different European countries—about evaluation, management and
disclosure of intellectual capital led to the publication of guidelines to support companies when
evaluating and disclosing their own intangible assets.
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showed that companies in these countries consistently reported voluntary information
relevant to the assessment of the competitive advantage, notably on R&D activities.

Other authors studied the importance of financial information on R&D expenses:
Aboody and Lev (2000), Barth et al. (2001), Domench (2001), Ferreira et al. (2001),
Francis and Schipper (1999), Lev and Zarowin (1999), Sampaio and Pimpao (2003),
Leitdo (2006).

Aboody and Lev (2000) analyzed 10,013 companies between 1985 and 1997 to
determine whether the financial information disclosure of 253,038 transactions of
buying and selling shares was relevant to R&D expenses. The authors concluded
that the companies with a higher volume of R&D activities had contributed to a
disparity in the information between managers and investors. Moreover, the
company managers who had privileged information had taken advantage of that
information to negotiate the companies’ shares.

Francis and Schipper (1999) studied between 400 and 4,800 American companies
every year from 1952 to 1994. The goal was to analyze whether the financial
information was shown to become less relevant in companies with more intangible
assets. As such, the authors formed two sub-samples and used a variable for
intangible assets not recognized on the Balance Sheet—the “market-to-book
value”—and an intangible investment index—R&D expenses (a percentage of
assets). They concluded that the financial information in companies with more
intangible assets does not lose relevance, given that the results of the two sub-
samples and the sample as a whole are similar.

Following the same research principles, Lev and Zarowin (1999) conducted a
study that aimed to analyze the use of financial information disclosed to investors.
The study was based on between 3,700 and 6,800 American companies a year from
1977 to 1996. They were organized into two indexes—equity and market
capitalization—and grouped into ten categories of a similar size. The percentage
change was assessed through the magnitude and frequency that the companies
changed their category over time. After testing this hypothesis based on variables
defined to obtain what the authors termed “economic rate of change” (p. 376), they
concluded that the percentage change increased over time due to two main factors:
the increased investment in R&D and the decrease in the informative content of the
results, thus supporting the conclusions of Aboody and Lev (2000).

Barth et al. (2001) conducted a study to analyze the performance of financial analysts
in the USA in companies with R&D activities. They concluded that they are more
interested in two kinds of companies: those with high R&D investments and those with
above average R&D investment for their industrial sector. They used a sample of 2,977
companies and analyzed them from 1983 to 1994. Like Aboody and Lev (2000), the
authors concluded that there is more disparity in the information between managers and
investors in companies with a high investment in R&D, and also greater uncertainty
about the company value and the share prices in the capital markets are underestimated.

The main aim of Domench’s study (2001) was to analyze the information disclosure
policy for R&D activities. The author used a sample of 100 industrial companies
operating in Spain in sectors with high levels of R&D. He reports that most companies
disclose little financial information about R&D activities, but that the disclosure has
gradually been increasing due to legal requirements to reduce conflicts.
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Ferreira et al. (2001) conducted a study to explore the main factors that influence
the disclosure of R&D expenses in Financial Statements. The sample was formed by
companies listed on the Lisbon and Porto Stocks Market from 1995 to 1999 and
which applied the Official Accounting Plan. The accounting of R&D expenses was
analyzed and it was concluded that few companies disclosed information on R&D
activities. Despite being mandatory, the information is scarce in Tables 8 and 9 in
Appendix to the balance sheet; as a result, users of financial information do not have
qualitative data about these activities.

The study by Sampaio and Pimpdo (2003) aimed to analyze information and
disclosure practices on intangible assets, recognized or not in the Balance Sheet, of
certain Portuguese companies. The sample comprised 57 companies listed on
Euronext Lisbon and the study focused on the analysis of annual reports and
accounts of 38 companies on 31st December 2001. The authors concluded that
financial information is disclosed on R&D activities in line with the standards of the
Official Accounting Plan. Some companies disclose the non-financial information
on the annual reports, although only a small percentage of them do so. Leitao (2006)
reached similar conclusions in a study analyzing the annual reports of 31
companies—the sample comprised 57 companies listed on Euronext Lisbon—on
December 31st 2001 and with notable R&D activities.

As shown by the above-mentioned studies it is not only important to fulfill the
requirements of the accounting standards, but also to improve the disclosure of
information about R&D activities, as the mandatory information is insufficient and
is primarily financial. The standards in each country should be adjusted in line with
an international reference so that economic and financial information is comparable.
However, although there will always be differences in accounting standards, these
must be quantified and disclosed in financial statements so that users can obtain the
necessary reliable and comprehensive information.

Although several studies address the disclosure and relevance of financial
information about R&D expenses, it is important to know what makes companies
disclose information voluntarily. Archambault and Archambault (2003) conducted a
study focused on the annual reports of 621 companies from 33 countries between
1992 and 1993. The authors concluded that the concept of financial disclosure is
complex and is not only influenced by several political and economic factors
inherent to countries, but also by other aspects related to the corporate systems, i.e.,
the company’s understanding of public interest. The authors concluded that
disclosure is the result of the influence of several cultural variables, together with
national economic policies and the companies’ operational and financial systems.
However, the study also highlights the influence that the expansion of the businesses
to international markets has on the increase in financial disclosure.

Francis et al. (2005) conducted a study on what made companies voluntarily
disclose financial information and ascertained to what extent this was related to the
need of external funding in countries where investment support is low and the
capital markets are financially underdeveloped. The sample included 856 non-
American companies from 34 countries and 18 different industries between 1991
and 1993. The study included several variables related to national economic
policies, the kind of funding practiced in each country and the companies’ market
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value. The authors concluded that if a company is dependent on external funding, it
tends to voluntarily disclose more financial information.

Oliveira et al. (2006) conducted a study to identify the factors that influence the
voluntary disclosure of intangibles in companies listed on the Euronext Lisbon on
December 31st 2003, by analyzing their annual reports. They concluded that the size
of the company, its auditor, its internationalization, its sector of activity, and the
kind of business all influence the voluntary disclosure of intangibles.

A study by Gerpott et al. (2008) focused on 29 international telecommunications
companies with the aim of detecting specific patterns in this business sector for the
voluntary disclosure of intangible assets in June 2003. They concluded that often
only a small amount of information was disclosed, but it was of a qualitative nature.
The disclosure depends significantly on the company’s country of origin. The level
of disclosure in companies from European countries was higher than in American
companies. The factors that influenced the information were not strongly related to
the financial and performance criteria of the companies under analysis.

Zeghal et al. (2007) studied some of the determinants of the disclosure of
voluntary information on R&D activities in Canadian companies. The authors
established a set of variables which they considered relevant to the disclosure of this
information: company size; debts; internationalization; R&D activities; accounting
policies; partnerships in R&D projects; management; and business area. The results
show that the company size, R&D activities, and partnerships had a positive impact
on the disclosure level. On the other hand, other factors like debts, international-
ization, and accounting policies for R&D activities were not significant for the
disclosure level. The results corroborate the conclusions of Oliveira et al. (2006)
regarding company size.

Although most of the studies on the factors relevant to the disclosure of
information tested the importance of size, profitability, internationalization, debts
and company auditor in several countries, the results are not significant, i.e., they
show that the relation between the company’s features and disclosure practices
depends on the market.

Goals and research questions

The various structural and cultural differences between the accounting standards
and practices adopted by different international organizations are the biggest
barriers to the harmonization of accounting rules and the search for solutions that
permit standard accounting in the economic internationalization process. Global-
ization—a phenomenon caused by the search for cheaper capital in foreign markets
and the diversification of the portfolio to raise profitability—has increased the need
to set standards for international accounting. According to Graham and Neu (2003),
this gives it an increasingly important role in the internationalization process.

Due to globalization and the consequent internationalization of businesses, some
studies on accounting standards (Alves and Antunes 2010; Baker and Barbu 2007,
Barbu 2004; Giner and Mora 2001; Nobes 1991; Nobes and Parker 2008; Tay and
Parker 1990; Van der Tas 1988) have shown that harmonization should not only
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address users’ and entities’ needs, but should also be seen as an essential process to
improve the international comparability of financial statements. Choi and Mueller
(1992) state that comparability is the only pattern or rule for all similar situations,
while Nobes and Parker (2008) suggest that the comparability of accounting
practices is due to a set of boundaries that are adjusted to their variation degree; the
experience in European countries is the most representative as it is part of the
harmonization of law and is strictly linked to the legislation in EU. Tay and Parker
(1990, p. 73) say that this is “a movement away from total diversity of practice”,
i.e., accounting harmonization results from the legislators’ and regulators’ efforts to
reduce accounting diversity when reporting transactions or in financial statements
(Aisbitt 2001). However, according to Amaral (2001, p. 54), the harmonization of
accounting standards will only be successful if it “provides reliable information
based on a clear financial report”.

Despite the barriers to accounting harmonization, the EU issued Regulation (CE)
no. 1606/2002 of the European Parliament and Council on 19th July 2002. This
marked the beginning of the implementation of the European strategy for
accounting harmonization. It makes use of the mandatory IASB standard in
financial statements as of 1st January 2005 for companies listed on the regulated
market of any member state. This regulation corroborates what Alves and Antunes
(2010) had reported, i.e., that the EU has significant power in accounting
harmonization and aims to remove all economic barriers in its territory through
guidelines and regulations.

Thus, according to Qu (2008), most of the approximately 7,000 listed companies in
EU countries adopted the International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) from
Ist January 2005. Even the non-listed companies were encouraged to do so and,
according to Guerreiro (2008), accounting harmonization has already surpasses the
group of listed and multinational companies and extends to the individual financial
statements in most companies. According to a list published online by DeloitteTou-
cheTohmatsu,’ 123 countries from the five continents (Africa, America, Asia, Europe,
and Oceania) had already adopted the mandatory or voluntary IFRS in 2011.

A number of studies (Bean and Jarnagin 2001; Gelb 2002; Cazavan-Jeny 2010; Lev
2002; Stolowy and Cazavan-Jeny 2001) addressing the information about R&D
activities find great diversity in the treatment of intangible assets not only between the
different national standards, but also between these and the content of International
Accounting Standard no. 38 (IAS 38)—Intangible Assets. According to Stolowy and
Cazavan-Jeny (2001), the lack of homogeneity with regard to intangibles is an
evidence of the absence of a generally accepted conceptual structure. As many
countries do not have just one rule to treat each type of intangible, it can be said that the
lack of international homogeneity is due to the lack of national homogeneity.

This research into the information disclosure about R&D activities in the
Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) and Pharmaceutical Industries
aims primarily to identify the level of information disclosure by Swedish and
Finnish listed companies after adopting the TAS 38.

3 Retrieved 15 June 2010, from the list published by DeloitteToucheTohmatsu on http://www.iasplus.
com/country/useias.htm.
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This goal can be divided into two specific aims:

1. Analysis of the mandatory and voluntary information disclosed about R&D
activities;

2. Analysis of the factors determining the information disclosure about R&D
activities.

The following question is central to this research: “To what extent have
Information and Communication Technologies and Pharmaceutical companies
disclosed information about R&D activities since adopting the IAS 387" This
question can further be divided into:

1. Has the information recommended by the international guidelines about R&D
activities in Sweden and Finland been disclosed since the adoption of the IAS 38?

2.  What kind of information about R&D activities is disclosed by companies? And
in which documents?

3. Which factors determine the information disclosure about R&D activities?

Research methodology

Our underlying hypotheses, the samples, data collection method, and conclusions
are described below.

Hypotheses

To address the first research goal, two hypotheses were formulated about R&D
activities in relation to the mandatory or voluntary information disclosed—after
adopting IAS 38:

Hypothesis 1 (H1) The ICT and Pharmaceutical companies have disclosed
information about R&D activities in line with recommendations in the TAS 38 since
adopting this guideline.

Hypothesis 2 (H2) The ICT and Pharmaceutical companies have voluntarily
disclosed information about R&D activities since adopting the IAS 38.

Given the above hypotheses, the level of information disclosure about R&D
following the adoption of the IAS 38 was analyzed. Two grids were made showing:
firstly, mandatory information as recommended in the IAS 38, and secondly
voluntary information, according to the current literature. The documents in which
the information was disclosed were also analyzed.

Companies were expected to comply with the IAS 38, but they had also
voluntarily disclosed some information about R&D activities, as the guideline is
unclear on this matter.

To address the second research goal, six hypotheses were formulated in order to link
the level of disclosure on R&D activities, the dependent variable, to several
independent variables which characterize the companies forming the sample, as below.
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Company size The size of the company is a significant factor related to the extent
of disclosure. This association has been analyzed by several empirical studies
(Arvidsson 2003; Barako 2007; Bauwhede and Willekens 2008; Bozzolan et al.
2003; Guthrie et al. 2006; Inchausti 1997; Oliveira et al. 2006; Palmer 2008; Percy
2000; Ponnu and Okoth 2009). Big companies influence communities and
stakeholders. On the other hand, these companies are under much more pressure
to disclose additional information. According to Garcia-Meca et al. (2005), they
have greater visibility and consequently are more exposed to political attacks,
pressure to be socially responsible, greater regulation, price control, or higher taxes,
and are therefore encouraged to disclose information to minimize the political costs.

According to several authors (Adams 2002; Inchausti 1997; Jones and Higgins
2006) the larger companies are more organized than smaller companies, have
sophisticated information systems and more internal resources; as a result, they can
generate more detailed information at a lower cost. Moreover, these companies can
involve a larger number of people in collecting and organizing the information and
they are less vulnerable to competitive threats. Larger companies can be expected to
disclose more information with better quality because, according to Hossain (2008),
the managers of larger companies tend to believe in the benefits of disclosure more
than those of smaller companies.

Considering the size of the company, the third research hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 3 (H3) The company size has a positive influence on the disclosure of
information about R&D activities.

Debt Company debt is a significant factor that is often related to the level of
disclosure. The link between company debt and the disclosure level has been
addressed in several empirical studies (Fernandes 2008; Gerpott et al. 2008; Leuz
2004; Prencipe 2004; among others). However, empirical evidence on how debt
influences the disclosure of intangible assets is mixed. Fernandes (2008) and
Gerpott et al. (2008) report a significant positive association, i.e., the greater the
debt, the higher the level of disclosure. On the other hand, Prencipe (2004) and Leuz
(2004) report a significant negative association.

Companies’ responsibilities to creditors vary in accordance with the debt level
and may involve more than the simple payment of the debt. As the funding has a
larger or smaller risk corresponding to the information flow between shareholders
and creditors, it is usual for creditors to require the disclosure of diverse information
so they can assess the risk of wealth transfer to shareholders.

Managers clearly tend to take more risks than they should, hence creditors
impose restrictions on the company’s performance (Lopes 2004). As a result,
companies with higher debt levels tend not only to disclose more information, but it
is also more diversified so that the following goals can be achieved: (i) satisfaction
of creditors’ requirements; and (ii) removal of any suspicion about the wealth
transfer to shareholders.

Considering company debts, the fourth hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 4 (H4) Company debts have a positive influence on the level of
information disclosed about R&D activities.
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Profitability Profitability influences the disclosure of information in the
companies’ annual reports. This association has been addressed in several empirical
studies (Aljifri 2008; Barako 2007; Fernandez et al. 2006; Hassan et al. 2006;
Inchausti 1997; Owusu-Ansah 1998a, b; Palmer 2008). Profitability is an important
variable measuring business performance—companies with poor performance may
disclose less information to hide this from shareholders—and this information
reflects on the shares’ value. Companies with a better performance are encouraged
to disclose more information to reduce funding costs.

Considering company profitability, the fifth hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 5 (H5) The profitability of the company influences the disclosure of
information about R&D activities.

Auditor The quality of the information disclosed in the companies’ annual reports
is often influenced by the external auditor, i.e., the better known the auditor, the
more information is disclosed. According to Chalmers and Godfrey (2004), the most
prestigious audit companies care first and foremost about the markets’ assessment of
the quality of their services, as well as the possible consequences resulting from
audits made to companies that do not disclose all the recommended information. As
a result, the auditors often encourage companies to disclose information. Therefore,
Jones and Higgins (2006) note that many companies completely rely on the
auditors’ advice on the accounting practices recommended by the IFRS.

According to Wallace et al. (1994), auditors not only audit the content of the
annual reports, but they also influence them. In the case of well-known external
auditors, the annual reports may act as an index of reliability. The better the auditor’s
reputation, the more information will be disclosed by the companies (Barako et al.
2006; Bushman et al. 2004; Daga and Koufopoulos 2010; Palmer 2008).

According to some auditors (Ahmad et al. 2003), the audit firms from the “Big
Four”—KPMG, PricewaterhouseCoopers, Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu, and Ernst &
Young — do not tend to be associated with clients that have a low level of disclosure.
Moreover, according to Lemos et al. (2009), the vast experience of the audit firms is
likely to increase the demand for the amount of information disclosed by their
clients. Therefore, a positive association can be expected between the auditor’s
reputation and the disclosure of information about R&D activities, i.e., more
information is disclosed in companies with an external auditor from the “Big Four”.

Considering the kind of auditor, the sixth hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 6 (H6) The level of disclosure about R&D activities is greater in
companies audited by one of the “Big Four” audit firms.

Internationalization The companies listed on more than one share market or on
the best known markets face greater pressure to disclose information as they have
more shareholders and the annual reports are their main source of information.
Morris and Tronnes (2008), for example, believe that only companies listed on the
New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) can be considered “international”, because it is
the world’s most important stock market.

Companies with securities traded in the international stock exchange markets
face greater pressure to disclose information than those listed only on the stock
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exchange market of their own countries (Meek et al. 1995). According to
Archambault and Archambault (2003), the stock market in which the shares are
traded tends to influence the company’s disclosure policies.

Considering the internationalization of the company, the seventh hypothesis is as
follows:

Hypothesis 7 (H7) The company’s internationalization has a positive influence on
the level of disclosure about R&D activities.

Oliveira et al. (2005) and Wallace et al. (1994) note that competition and success
in the market, accounting policies, kind of private information and threat of new
companies entering the market can encourage companies in the same activity sector
to disclose more or less information than companies in other sectors.

Since some of the studies already conducted (Zeghal et al. 2007; Barako 2007)
obtained a positive association between the activity sector and the level of
information disclosure, while others find no significant association (Wallace et al.
1994; Owusu-Ansah 1998a, b), the eighth research hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 8 (H8) The activity sector has a positive influence on the level of
disclosure about R&D information.

Table 1 summarizes the hypotheses to be studied, as well as the expected
association between independent variables and the dependent variable related to the
second goal of this paper.

Sample

To analyze the level of information about R&D disclosed by Swedish and Finnish
companies, as well as the determinants for disclosure, a sample was selected

Table 1 Summary of the variables, hypotheses, and expected association

Variable Hypothesis Expected
association

Company size H3: The company size has a positive influence on the +
disclosure of information about R&D activities

Debt H4: Company debts have a positive influence on the level +
of information disclosed about R&D activities.

Profitability HS5: The profitability of the company influences the +
disclosure of information about R&D activities.

Auditor H6: The level of disclosure about R&D activities is higher +

in companies that use one of the “Big Four” auditors

Internationalization H7: The company’s internationalization has a positive +
influence on the level of disclosure about R&D activities

Sector of activity HS: The activity sector has a positive influence on the level +
of disclosure about R&D information
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comprising ICT and Pharmaceutical Industry companies listed on the Stock
Exchange after IAS 38 (2005-2008).

According to a Eurostat report (2009), Swedish and Finnish companies’
expenditure on R&D (% GDP) is among of the largest in the EU27 (3.63 and
3.47 %, respectively).

ICT and Pharmaceutical companies were chosen as they are recognized as typical
examples of highly innovative sectors where intensive research is prevalent, and in
which disclosure of information about intangible assets can be extremely relevant
due to the central role played by research in the development strategy (Boekestein
2006; SubbaNarasimha et al. 2003).

There are five reasons underlying the decision to use listed companies: (i) it is
very easy to access these companies’ annual reports as their publication is
mandatory; (ii) it is usual to use annual reports to research the disclosure of
information about intangibles in companies from different countries (Guthrie et al.
2006; Abeysekera 2007); (iii) these companies have been obliged to adopt the IAS
38 since January Ist 2005; (iv) there is greater control of large-scale listed
companies by the regulatory authorities of the respective countries; and (v) larger
companies tend to disclose more information because, according to some authors
(Guerreiro 2008; Zeghal et al. 2007), unlike smaller companies, their competitive-
ness is less affected by this information.

Compared to other company activities, R&D involves higher risks and there is
greater uncertainty concerning whether it will reap future economic benefits. The
inherent risk of innovation makes the information disclosure about R&D activities
more useful to investors to assess the profitability of their potential investment.
According to Percy (2000), companies with a high level of R&D persistently
disclose asymmetrical information and present significant monitoring costs of the
disclosure between managers and investors. According to Gelb (2002) and Gu and
Li (2003), the companies with a significant level of R&D and advertising costs
disclose more voluntary and flexible information about their R&D projects in the
annual reports.

This paper therefore analyzes companies from the ICT and Pharmaceutical
Industry listed on the Stock Exchange of the two countries.

Through “Worldscope Database”, 1062 companies were identified among the
listed companies on the Stock Exchange of Sweden (Stockholm Stock Exchange)
and Finland (Helsinki Stock Exchange), for the period under review (2005-2008).
Initially, we excluded 938 companies that did not belong to the two sectors of
activity selected. Of the remaining 124 companies, 49 companies were excluded
because they were unquoted in one or more years of the period under review as were
two companies that did not undertake R&D activities and a further 37 companies
which did not produce an annual report in English. The final sample comprised 36
companies (analyzed in each of the 4 years). Companies that did not produce an
annual reports in English on their websites were excluded; after contacting them by
email, it was confirmed it would be impossible to obtain the information in English.
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Data collection

The main goal of the research is to analyze the kind and level of information
disclosed about R&D activities by ICT and Pharmaceutical companies after
adopting the IAS 38. The content analysis method was used for this purpose.
According to Silverman (2009), content analysis can be applied to financial studies
in which official disclosure documents are analyzed in the light of the research goals
and the activities of the companies to which the documents pertain. Moreover,
content analysis has become a common method in studies on intangible assets and
information disclosure (Abeysekera 2006; Beattie and Thomson 2007; Giampaolo
2008; Gray and Kang 2010; Guthrie et al. 2006; White et al. 2007), since it provides
credibility and inference to the analysis in a specific context (Beretta and Bozzolan
2008, apud Krippendorff 1990). However, according to Owusu-Ansah (1998a, b),
one of the main difficulties in studies on information disclosure is defining the
possible information—items—that one expects to find in financial statements. There
is often a lack of consensus on the definition of these items as it depends on the
focus of the research (Wallace and Naser 1995).

In this paper, the content analysis method will be used for the descriptive analysis
of the information disclosed by ICT and Pharmaceutical Industries about R&D
activities by encoding the collected information, through the determination of
several items. The items were established based on the following hypotheses:

— Mandatory information disclosure as recommended by the IAS 38;
— Voluntary information disclosure.

The resources for data collection were the IAS 38, the annual reports—from 2005
to 2008—and the reviewed literature. Two tables were formulated for this purpose:
one to collect the company data and mandatory information disclosed (see Table 8
in Appendix), and another for information disclosed voluntarily (see Table 9 in
Appendix).

After establishing the above-mentioned items, an index is used to measure the
level of disclosure about R&D activities. The use of a Disclosure Index (DI) is a
strategy adopted in the studies of several authors (Aljifri 2008; Arvidsson 2003;
Gray and Kang 2010; Hossain 2008; Kang and Gray 2011; Laidroo 2011; Lemos
et al. 2009; Lopes and Rodrigues 2007; Tsamenyi et al. 2007). The annual reports of
each company were analyzed and a reference was confirmed for each attributed
item. The value 1 (one) was attributed for each reference to an item, and the value 0
(zero) was attributed where there was no reference. A scale of 0 and 1 is used i.e.,
each item is considered only once, regardless of the number of times that it is
disclosed by the same company.

The DI calculation is expressed in the following formula:

ID = Xn:di/zv,
i=1

where d; = 1, if the item is disclosed; d; = 0, if the item is not disclosed; N = the
total number of analyzed items.
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The second research goal is to identify the determinants in disclosing mandatory
and voluntary information on R&D activities. To achieve this goal, a linear
regression model was used to link the dependent variable (disclosure index) to the
independent variables. In line with the hypotheses, H3 to HS8, the independent
variables tested were: company size; debts; profitability; kind of auditor; interna-
tionalization; sector of activity; and year. The data for all the independent variables
were obtained from the “Wordscope Database”. The company size was measured
using the business volume; debt was measured through the liabilities/equities;
profitability was measured by the profitability of assets (ROA).

Table 2 presents authors that used the same measures (proxies) for these
variables in their empirical studies.

To measure the kind of auditor, the companies are classified as audited or not
audited by one of the “Big Four”, creating a dichotomous variable, or dummy
variable. The variable assumes only two values: 1 (one) to represent the occurrence of
an event and 0 (zero) otherwise. Thus, the variable will have the following parameters:

0 = Audited by one of the “Big Four”

1 = Not audited by one of the “Big Four”

To measure internationalization, the companies are classified either as listed in
only one stock exchange, or in more than one, also creating a dichotomous or
dummy variable. Thus, the variable will have the following parameters:

1 = Company listed in more than one stock exchange

0 = Company listed in just one stock exchange

To measure the sector of activity, the companies are classified as belonging to or
not belonging to the pharmaceutical industry, creating a dichotomous or dummy
variable. The variable has only two values: 1 (one) to represent the occurrence of an
event and 0 (zero) otherwise. Thus, the variable will have the following parameters:

1 = Companies that belong to the pharmaceutical industry

0 = Companies that do not belong to the pharmaceutical industry

A nominal variable that represents the year was also considered, using the first
year of the IAS 38, 2005, as the reference. Then, a multiple linear regression model
was developed in line with the hypotheses, considering the DI as a dependent
variable and the above-mentioned independent variables. The model is as follows:

Table 2 Some empirical studies that used the same measures (proxies)

Authors Variables
Company size Debt liabilities/ Profitability Expected
business volume equities ROA sign
Ashbaugh et al. (1999) X +
Demaria and Dufor (2007) X +
Fernandez et al. (2006) X X +
Larran and Giner (2002) X X +
Lopes and Rodrigues (2007) X +
Palmer (2008) X +
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ID =uy + f,DIM + B,END + B;REN + ,TAUD + B5INT
+ P6SACT + B;COUNTRY + gANO + ¢;2),

where DIM, Company size, measured by the business volume (submitted to loga-
rithmic transformation); END, Debts, measured by the total liabilities/equities*100;
REN, Profitability, measured by the net income/total assets*100; TAUD, Kind of
auditor, dichotomous variable with the value 0 if the company is not audited by one of
the “Big Four” and 1 otherwise; INT, Internationalization, dichotomous variable with
the value 0 if the company is listed on only one stock exchange and 1 if it is listed on
more than one; SACT, Sector of activity, dichotomous variable with the value O if the
company does not belong to the pharmaceutical industry and 1 otherwise; COUNTRY,
Country, dichotomous variable with the value 0 if the company does not belong to
Finland and 1 otherwise; YEAR, Years 2006, 2007, and 2008 (reference year = 2005).

Results

Table 3a, b present the descriptive statistics for the dependent variable—mandatory
disclosure index (MDI) and voluntary disclosure index (VDI)—from 2005 to 2008.

The minimum and maximum values, the average, the median, and the standard
deviation were calculated for both indexes.

As shown in Table 3, the MDI average in 2005 is 58 %, in 2006 and 2007 is 61 %
and rises to 64 % in 2008. However, the MDI interval varies between 0 and 86 %.

As for Table 3b, the MDI average is constant, 68 %. However, the MDI interval
varies between 14 and 86 %.

The values for the average disclosure are a little lower than those indicated by
some authors (Archambault and Archambault 2003; Francis et al. 2005) for the IAS
disclosure index: 75.69 and 71.76 %, respectively.

However, as the mandatory information disclosure level (on annual reports)
increased between 2005—when IAS 38 was adopted—and 2008, this indicates that
implementing an accounting standard involves a learning process and a positive

Table 3 Descriptive statistics of the mandatory and voluntary disclosure—Sweden and Finland

Years N Minimum Maximum Average Median Standard deviation
MDI VDI MDI VDI MDI VDI MDI VDI MDI VDI
(a) Sweden
2005 23 0 006 086 0.67 058 041 0.71 0.40 034 0.13
2006 23 014 006 086 067 0.61 043 086 040 0.32 0.13
2007 23 014 006 086 067 0.61 043 086 040 0.32 0.12
2008 23 014 013 086 067 064 044 086 040 031 0.12
(b) Finland
2005 13 014 040 086 073 0.68 055 086 053 031 0.09
2006 13 014 040 086 073 0.68 056 086 053 031 0.09
2007 13 014 040 086 073 0.68 056 086 053 031 0.10
2008 13 014 040 086 073 0.68 057 086 053 031 0.09
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change can therefore be expected in the disclosure and quality of information over
the years, as highlighted by Hausin et al. (2008).

As for the VDI in Sweden, Table 3a shows that there is a low level of voluntary
information disclosure (in the annual and management reports) averaging almost 40 %
from 2005 to 2008. However, the VDI interval varies between 6 and 67 % from 2005 to
2007 and between 13 and 67 % in 2008. As for the VDI in Finland, Table 3b shows that
there is a low level of voluntary disclosure (in the annual and management reports)
averaging 56 % from 2005 to 2008. However, the VDI interval varies between 40 and
73 % from 2005 to 2008. As shown by some authors (Sampaio and Pimpao 2003;
Gerpott et al. 2008) voluntary information disclosure is very low.

Turning to the second research goal—the analysis of the factors determining
disclosure of information on R&D activities—the results are based on a multiple
linear regression model. The model used was obtained directly from the SPSS
software (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) and it aims to describe the
association between the dependent variables (MDI and VDI) and the independent
variables (DIM, END, REN, TAUD, INT, SACT, YEAR, and COUNTRY).

Table 4 presents the summary model and the Durbin—Watson test for the dependent
variable MDI. The inclusion of the error in the model is fundamental, as the variations in
the independent variables are not expected to fully explain those in the dependent
variable. The value of the error (0.278) represents the variation in the dependent variable
that is not associated or does not result from variations in the independent variables.

The Durbin—Watson test is commonly used to identify the self-correlation of
residuals. In line with Pestana and Gageiro (2005), it can be concluded from Table 4
that there is no self-correlation between the residuals as the test value (2.909) is in
the acceptance zone (values near 2).

Table 5 presents the results of the linear regression for the MDI.

In Table 5, the R? Adjusted level (21.3 %) represents the MDI variation, which is
explained by the independent variables. Although this value shows that the MDI can
be explained by other variables through the F test, the value of which is statistically
significant (0.000)—to a level of significance of 0.05 (by default)—the conclusion is
that the model is valid.

Based on the individual analysis of each independent variable, the ¢ test shows
the significance level of the model (1, 5 or 10 %), while the estimated coefficient
signs demonstrate how they explain the dependent variable MDI.

Table 5 presents the significance level of the explanatory variables. The only
variables that are statistically significant are END, TAUD, INT, and SACT—from

Table 4 Summary model and Durbin—-Watson test

Model R R R Standard Durbin—
adjusted error of Watson
estimate
Companies listed on the Stockholm Stock 0.518* 0.268 0.213 0.278 2.909

Exchange and Helsinki Stock Exchange

* Independent variables: (constant), DIM, END, REN, INT, TAUD, SACT, COUNTRY, YEARO06,
YEARO7, YEARO8
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Table 5 Linear regression results (MDI)

Variables Expected sign Non standard coefficient t Significance
B Standard error

Constant 0.000 0.686 0.241 2.846 0.005

DIM 0.000 0.041 0.022 1.916 0.058**

END 0.000 —0.136 0.049 —2.771 0.006%**

REN 0.000 0.001 0.004 0.151 0.875

TAUD 0.000 —0.359 0.106 —3.394 0.001%**

INT 0.000 0.235 0.090 2.620 0.010%**

SACT 0.000 —0.309 0.062 —4.963 0.000%**

COUNTRY —0.059 0.058 —1.014 0.312

YEARO06 0.019 0.066 0.294 0.769

YEARO7 0.025 0.066 0.378 0.706

YEARO0S8 0.054 0.066 0.820 0.414

N 144

R? adjusted 0.213

Statistical F 4.870

F significance 0.000

*** Significance level 1 %; ** significance level 5 %; * significance level 10 %

2005 to 2008—with a significance level of 1 %. The signs (positive and negative) of
these explanatory variables have several meanings.

The negative sign of the explanatory variable END means that it has significant
influence for the mandatory disclosure of information about R&D activities (value
of —2.771). Despite being statistically significant (significance of 0.006), this
variable presents the opposite sign to the one foreseen in H4.

The negative sign of the explanatory variable TAUD means that it has a
significant influence for the mandatory disclosure of information about R&D
activities (value of —3.394). Despite being statistically significant (significance of
0.001), this variable presents the opposite sign to the one foreseen in H6.

The positive sign of the explanatory variable INT means that the presence of the
company on more than one stock exchange has a positive influence on the disclosure
level. This result validates H7, proving that these companies disclose more
mandatory information about R&D activities.

For the explanatory variable SACT, the negative sign means that it has a positive
significance for the mandatory disclosure of information about R&D activities
(value of —4.961). Despite statistical significance (0.000), this variable presents the
opposite sign to the one foreseen in the hypothesis HS. The statistical significance of
this variable is also similar to that found in the study by Barako (2007).

In addition to the above-mentioned explanatory variables, the DIM variable has
some explanatory power for the MDI dependent variable with a significance level of
5 %. The positive sign means that the bigger the company, the higher the level of
mandatory information disclosure about R&D activities. It is likely that large
companies disclose more information and with better quality. According to Hossain
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(2008) large companies’ managers tend to believe that they benefit from this
disclosure, contrary to small companies’ managers. This result validates H3 which
proves that larger companies disclose more mandatory information about R&D
activities, similar to the study by Palmer (2008) and Ponnu and Okoth (2009).

Table 6 presents a summary model and the Durbin—Watson test for the dependent
variable VDI. The error obtained (0.100) represents the variation in the dependent
variable that is not linked to or that does not result from variations in the
independent variables.

Given that the value of Durbin—Watson (2.175), shown in Table 6, is in the
acceptance zone (values of about 2), we can conclude that there is no residual self-
correlation.

Table 7 presents the linear regression results for VDI

In Table 7, the Adjusted R? (41.8 %) represents the proportion of the VDI
variance that is explained by the independent variables. Although this value shows
that the VDI could be explained by other variables using test F, which has a

Table 6 Summary model and Durbin—-Watson test

Model R R? R? adjusted Standard error Durbin—-Watson

0.000 0.677* 0.458 0.418 0.100 2.175

? Independent variables: (Constant), DIM, END, REN, INT, TAUD, SACT, COUNTRY, YEARO06,
YEARO7, YEARO8

Table 7 Linear regression results (VDI)

Variables Expected sign Non standard coefficients t Significance
B Standard error

Constant 0.819 0.087 9.434 0.000

DIM + —0.037 0.008 —4.803 0.000%**

END + 0.050 0.018 2.801 0.010%**

REN + 0.004 0.001 3.338 0.001***

TAUD + 0.059 0.038 1.554 0.123

INT + —0.051 0.032 —1.578 0.117

SACT + 0.094 0.022 4.220 0.000%**

COUNTRY —0.132 0.021 —6.280 0.000%**

YEARO06 0.024 0.024 1.007 0.316

YEARO7 0.027 0.024 1.125 0.262

YEARO0S8 0.032 0.024 1.340 0.183

N 144

Adjusted R? 0418

Statistical F 11.254

F significance 0.000

*#% Significance level 1 %; ** significance level 5 %; * significance level 10 %
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significant value (0.000)—to a level of significance of 0.05 (by default)—the
conclusion is that the model is in general valid.

An analysis of Table 7 reveals that the statistically significant variables are DIM, END,
REN, SACT, and COUNTRY—from 2005 to 2008—to a significance level of 1 %. A
number of conclusions can be drawn from the positive and negative signs of these variables.

The negative sign for DIM means that it has a significant influence on the voluntary
disclosure about R&D activities (value of —4.803). Although significant (0.000), this
variable has the opposite sign to the one defined in H3. The studies of Barako (2007)
and Zeghal et al. (2007) also presented significant results for this variable.

The positive sign of the explanatory variable END means that it is positively
linked to the voluntary disclosure level (2.801). This variable is statistically
significant (0.006) validating the sign defined by H4. These results are in line with
findings of Fernandes (2008) and Gerpott et al. (2008).

The positive sign of the explanatory variable REN means that the more profitable
the company is, the greater its voluntary disclosure level. These results validate
hypothesis HS proving that the most profitable companies disclose more voluntary
information about R&D activities.

As for SACT, the positive sign means that the companies’ sector of activity has a
positive influence on the disclosure level. These results validate hypothesis H8 thus
proving that Pharmaceutical companies disclose more information about R&D
activities than ICT companies, i.e., in accordance with Alvarez (2001), pharma-
ceutical companies disclose more information than companies from other sectors.
This variable also presents statistically significant results in the studies by Alvarez
(2001), Barako (2007) and Kang and Gray (2011). No correlation was found
between the explanatory variables (TAUD and INT) and VDI.

Finally, comparative analysis of results obtained in MDI and VDI (Tables 5, 7)
shows that there are only two statistically significant variables (significance level of
1 %) for END and SACT. In IDO, the explanatory variables END and IDV yielded
a significance level of 0.006 and 0.010, respectively. For the SACT, the significance
level obtained for both indices (IDO and IDV) is 0.000.

Conclusion

Information on R&D activities is important as it helps in the assessment of a
company’s ability to face up to the technological challenge, which is known to
involve change. This information can also allow the results of companies from the
same industry to be compared, job requirements to be forecasted, as well as
indicating the company’s level of technological leadership and its ability to
maintain this leadership.

According to Chiucchi (2008), there are several reasons for companies disclosing
information about their intangible assets, and it helps reduce the asymmetrical
information between managers, shareholders, and investors. However, given that
several intangible assets are not found on the Balance Sheet, companies like those of
the ICT and Pharmaceutical Industries that use more technology and in which
intangible assets play a significant role find it more difficult to appeal to investors
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and financial institutions. In these cases, according to RICARDIS (2006), the
voluntary disclosure of information about intangible assets may help reduce
investors’ uncertainties, and simultaneously contribute to easier access to funding.

The TASB established the IAS 38 to harmonize the accounting and disclosure of
intangible assets. The standard specifies how intangible assets which are not
encompassed in other guidelines should be accounted. In the EU, the adoption of the
IAS 38 in or after January 1st 2005 was a turning point for the accounting
harmonization of companies listed on the stock exchange. The mandatory and
voluntary information on R&D activities disclosed by the ICT and Pharmaceutical
Industries was analyzed, as well as the determinant factors of the disclosure, in order
to determine whether the IAS 38 increased the disclosure of information.

The results obtained in this study show that between 2005 and 2008 the companies
from the sample disclosed information in their annual reports in line with the TAS 38.
The mandatory information disclosed increased steadily, confirming the results of
several authors (Cascino and Gassen 2009; Chen et al. 2010; Fontes et al. 2005; Gomes
etal. 2006; Jesus et al. 2008; Miihkinen 2008; Morais and Curto 2008) which report an
increase in the information disclosure level in accounting after the adoption of IFRS.

Relative to voluntary disclosure, the results show that the companies from the
sample disclosed information in the annual and management reports from 2005 to
2008 and the disclosure average was 46 %. This average corroborates the results of
several authors (Domench 2001; Gomes et al. 2006; Gray and Skogsvik 2004; Jones
2007; Leitao 2006) reporting a low level of voluntary disclosure about R&D activities.

Using the Multiple Linear Regression Model, two linear regressions were
performed using MDI and VDI as dependent variables. Relative to the explanatory
variables studied, it was shown that the DIM, END, TAUD, INT, and SACT are
statistically significant for the dependent variable MDI, while the variables DIM,
END, REN, SACT, and COUNTRY are statistically significant for the dependent
variable VDI. Thus, we can conclude that: (i) the size of the company, debts, kind of
auditor, internationalization, and the activity sector all influence the level of
mandatory disclosure on R&D activities; and (ii) the size of the company, debts,
profitability, activity sector, and country all influence the level of voluntary
disclosure on R&D activities. This study found no evidence of a link between
profitability and mandatory disclosure of information, nor between the kind of
auditor and internationalization, and the level of voluntary disclosure.

Hereafter, the study will analyze whether similar results are obtained in countries
with a higher R&D rate. In addition, new explanatory variables will be introduced,
which may allow different conclusions to be obtained and the identification of new
determinants regarding the disclosure of information about R&D activities.

The limitations of this paper include the (small) size and specificity of the sample
(only Swedish and Finish companies)—thus making it impossible to generalize
results to other countries. Another limitation of this study is the insignificance of
some of the explained variables selected.

Appendix

See Tables 8 and 9.

@ Springer



411

Glob Bus Perspect (2013) 1:391-417

Juawnoop 20 ‘vrqedridde jou YA ‘pIsSO[ISIP 10U (N ‘PISO[ISIP (7

pouad ay)
ur osuadxa se paziug0oa1 Junowe (Y

811§
JO SWA)T 3y SAOUIPIAR Yorym porrad
3y Jo pua ay) ur pue Suruuidaq ay) ur
on[eA J00q 9y} UodmIdq UOHEI[IOU0IIY
QAT[ [NJOSN PAUYPUN UB JAEBY
sjosse 9[qISueul JI SUYAP Jey) saseq
PapN[oul dIe UOTJEZIMOWE S}ASSE
9[qISUBIUT SISYM SUID)T JUSWIL)S SWOIU]
porad jo pus oy je
pue Suruurdaq oy} ur sassof yuaurredur
pajenWNOoE SUIPN[OUT ‘SUOTIBZI)IOWE
PJB[NWINIOE PUE AN[BA SSOID)

SQAI [NJOSN AIUY [IIM SIasse d[qiuejur
JI0J Pasn SPOYIaW UOTIBZIIOUrY

(S9)BI UOTJEZI}IOWE. PUB SAAI[ [NJISN JO

SIEA) SOAT] [NJAsN PAJTWI] IO PaUYapu()

20

VN

20

VN

20d VN aN a 20d VN aN a

900T §00¢T uoneuLIojul K10JepuBiA

PISO[ISIP UOTJRWIOJUT AIOJepURIA 17 Med

:dnoi3 Ansnpuy

ouIEN

uoneoynuapt Auedwo) :1 ued

800T PUE ‘L00T “900T ‘SO0T STeaA 93 UI PAsO[aSIp (293 AU} IN0qe UONEULIONul KIOWPULIN § QUL

prlnger

Qs



Glob Bus Perspect (2013) 1:391-417

412

JUSWINOOP 207 “PISOTISIP JOU (JN “PISOIISIP (7

juowrdofeAap syonpoid 10j seare Koy

29 uo 2IMIPuAdxd pPuE SI[BS JOU UIIMIAQ ONRY
swnjoA s9fes syonpoxd padofaasq

sy100foxd (29 01 pauSisse [ouuosiad jo JqunN
s100loxd 29y 01 paudisse jjers uo Surpuadg
s300foxd (@293 Ul PAISQAUL JUNOWY

soanoadsiad anyng joofoxd ¥

S9Jep Po[NpaYdS

soo1nos Suroueuy sjodford 3y

s)[nsaI [enualod

1 YIIM PAJRIDOSSE IO ‘synsal jonpoid juerm))
saronnseur 3y

a2y ut paajoaut sanaed 10 ododq

uondiosop (293 Jepun 31onpoig

20

20

20

a d0q

€00¢ UOTJRWLIOJUT ATBJUN[OA

PISO[ISIP UOTJRULIOJUT ATEJUN|OA 7 Med

:dnoi3 Ansnpuy

ouweN

uoneoynuapt Auedwo)) :| ued

800T PUE ‘L00T “900T ‘SO0T STeaK 93 UI PAsO[dSIp (1793 SY3 INOQe UOTIEWLIOFur AILIUN[OA 6 IAGEL

pringer

As



Glob Bus Perspect (2013) 1:391-417 413

References

Abeysekera, 1. (2006). The project of intellectual capital disclosure: Researching the research. Journal of
Intellectual Capital, 7(1), 61-77.

Abeysekera, 1. (2007). Intellectual capital reporting between a developing and developed nation. Journal
of Intellectual Capital, 8(2), 329-345.

Aboody, D., & Lev, B. (2000). Information asymmetry, R&D, and insider gains. Journal of Finance,
55(6), 2747-2766.

Adams, C. A. (2002). Internal organizational factors influencing corporate social and ethical reporting:
Beyond current theorizing. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 15(2), 223-250.
Ahmad, Z., Hassan, S., & Mohammad, J. (2003). Determinants of environmental reporting in Malaysia: A

positive accounting approach. International Journal of Business Studies, 11(1), 69-90.

Aisbitt, S. (2001). Measurement of harmony of financial reporting within and between countries: The case
of the Nordic countries. European Accounting Review, 10(1), 51-72.

Aljifri, K. (2008). Annual report disclosure in a developing country: The case of the UAE. Advances in
Accounting, 24(1), 93-100.

Alvarez, E. (2001). La Relevancia de la Informacion Voluntaria. Comunica¢do apresentada no XI
Congresso da AECA (pp. 26-28). Madrid: AECA.

Alves, M. C. G., & Antunes, E. C. (2010). A Implementag¢do das Normas Internacionais de Contabilidade
na Europa—Um Estudo Comparativo. Texto para discussdo. Covilhd: Universidade da Beira
Interio—Departamento de Gestdo e Economia (DGE). Retrieved June 3, 2010, from http://www.
dge.ubi.pt/investigacao/TDiscussao/TD10_2010.pdf.

Amaral, C. X. (2001). Processo de harmonizacéo contabilistica internacional: Tendéncias actuais. Gestdo
e Desenvolvimento, 10, 33-58.

Archambault, J. J., & Archambault, M. E. (2003). A multinational test of determinants of corporate
disclosure. The International Journal of Accounting, 38(2), 173-194.

Archel, P. (1999). Carencias informativas en materia de actividades de investigacion y desarrollo. In X
Congreso Nacional de la Asociacion Espaiiola de Contabilidad y Administracion de Empresas
(AECA)—La empresa espariola ante el siglo XXI, 23-25 Septiembre, Zaragoza, Espaiia.

Archel, P. (2003). La divulgacion de la informacion social y medioambiental de la gran empresa espafiola
en el periodo 1994-1998: situacién actual y perspectivas. Revista Espaiiola de Financiacion y
Contabilidad, 117, 571-601.

Arvidsson, S. (2003). The extent of disclosure on intangibles in annual reports. In 4th Annual Conference
on European Integration in Swedish Economic Research—Swedish Network for European Studies in
Economics and Business (SNEE), May 20-23, Molle, Sweden.

Ashbaugh, H., Johnstone, K. M., & Warfield, T. D. (1999). Corporate reporting on the internet.
Accounting Horizons, 13(3), 241-257.

Baker, C. R., & Barbu, E. M. (2007). Trends in research on international accounting harmonization. The
International Journal of Accounting, 42(3), 272-304.

Barako, D. G. (2007). Determinants of voluntary disclosures in Kenyan companies annual reports.
African Journal of Business Management, 1(5), 113-128.

Barako, D. G., Hancock, P., & Izan, H. Y. (2006). Relationship between corporate governance attributes
and voluntary disclosures in annual reports: the Kenyan experience. Financial Reporting,
Regulation and Governance (FRRaG), 5(1), n/p.

Barbu, E. (2004). Tracing the Evolution of Research on International Accounting Harmonization.
Document de recherche n° 2004-3, LOG—Laboratoire Orléanais de Gestion. Retrieved June 15,
2010, from http://www.univ-orleans.fr/log/rechdoc.htm.

Barth, M. E., Kasznik, R., & McNichols, M. F. (2001). Analyst coverage and intangible assets. Journal of
Accounting Research, 39(1), 1-34.

Bauwhede, H. V., & Willekens, M. (2008). Disclosure on corporate governance in the European Union.
Corporate Governance: An International Review, 16(2), 101-115.

Bean, L., & Jarnagin, B. (2001). Intangible asset accounting: How do worldwide rules differ? The Journal
of Corporate Accounting & Finance, 13(1), 55-65.

Beattie, V., & Thomson, S. (2007). Lifting the lid on the use of content analysis to investigate intellectual
capital disclosures. Accounting Forum, 31(2), 129-163.

Beretta, S., & Bozzolan, S. (2008). Quantity versus quality: the case of forward looking disclosure.
Journal of Accounting, Auditing &Finance, 23(3), 333-375.

@ Springer


http://www.dge.ubi.pt/investigacao/TDiscussao/TD10_2010.pdf
http://www.dge.ubi.pt/investigacao/TDiscussao/TD10_2010.pdf
http://www.univ-orleans.fr/log/rechdoc.htm

414 Glob Bus Perspect (2013) 1:391-417

Boekestein, B. (2006). The relation between intellectual capital and intangible assets of pharmaceutical
companies. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 7(2), 241-253.

Boone, J. P., & Raman, K. K. (2004). Does the market fixate on reported earnings for R&D firms?
Journal of Accounting, Auditing and Finance, 19(2), 185-218.

Bozzolan, S., Favotto, F., & Ricceri, F. (2003). Italian annual intellectual capital disclosure: An empirical
analysis. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 4(4), 543-558.

Bushman, R. M., Piotroski, J. D., & Smith, J. A. (2004). What determines corporate transparency?
Journal of Accounting Research, 42(2), 207-252.

Cascino, S., & Gassen, J. (2009). Do harmonized accounting standards lead to harmonized accounting?
German-Italian evidence. Working paper. Retrieved June 21, 2010, from http://papers.ssrn.com/
sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1402206.

Cazavan-Jeny, A. (2010). Value relevance of financial information and intangible assets: A literature
review. In 31eéme Congres de I’Association Francophone de Comptabilité (AFC), 10-12 Mai, Nice,
France.

Chalmers, K., & Godfrey, J. M. (2004). Reputation costs: The impetus for voluntary derivative financial
instruments reporting. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 29(2), 95-125.

Chen, H., Tang, Q., Jiang, Y., & Lin, Z. (2010). The role of international financial reporting standards in
accounting quality: Evidence from the European Union. Journal of International Financial
Management & Accounting, 21(3), 220-278.

Chiang, C., & Mensah, Y. M. (2004). The determinants of investor valuation of R&D expenditure in the
software industry. Review of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 22(4), 293-313.

Chiucchi, M. S. (2008). Exploring the benefits of measuring intellectual capital. The Aimag case study.
Human Systems Management, 27(3), 217-230.

Choi, F. D., & Mueller, G. D. (1992). International accounting (2nd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall.

Daga, R., & Koufopoulos, D. N. (2010). Disclosure and corporate governance in developing countries:
Evidence from India. Working Paper. Retrieved June 11, 2010, from http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=1627186.

Demaria, S., & Dufor, D. (2007). First time adoption of IFRS, fair value option conservatism: Evidences
from French listed companies. In 30th Annual Congress of the European Accounting Association
(EAA), 25-27 April, Lisbon, Portugal.

Ding, Y., & Stolowy, H. (2003). Les Facteurs Déterminants de la Stratégie des Groupes Francais en
Matiere de Communication sur les R&D. Finance Controle Stratégie, 6(1), 39-62.

Domench, P. A. (2001). Un analisis descriptivo sobre la divulgacién de informacion acerca de las
actividades de I+ D. In IV Congreso de Economia de Navarra—Navarra y la sociedad del
conocimiento, Octubre 9-10, Pamplona, Espafia.

E*Know-Net (2001-2003). European Research Arena on intangibles. European Union: STRATA
Programme. Retrieved June 14, 2008, from http://www.centro-eurocei.net/ekn/home.php.

European Commission (2009). Monitoring industrial research: The 2009 EU industrial R&D investment
SCOREBOARD. Scientific and Technical Research series. Joint Research Centre—Institute for
Prospective Technological Studies (JRC-IPTS). Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the
European Communities.

Eurostat. (2009). Science, technology and innovation in Europe. Luxembourg: Office for Official
Publications of the European Communities.

Fernandes, J. S. (2008). Informacion Financiera en Soporte Electronico: Un Andlisis de las Empresas
Portuguesas. Tesis Doctoral. Huelva: Universidad de Huelva—Facultad de Ciencias Econdmicas y
Empresariales.

Fernandez, C. M., Moreno, D., & Olmeda, I. (2006). Determinantes de la revelacion de Informacion sobre
derivados financieros en el mercado Espaiiol. In V Workshop de Investigacion Empirica en
Contabilidad Financiera—I Jornada de Investigacion de la Revista espaiiola de Financiacion y
Contabilidad (REFC), Octubre 18-20, Madrid, Espafia.

Ferreira, L., Isidro, H., & Alves, P. (2001). Accounting framework and enforcement mechanisms in
Portugal: The case of research and development (R&D) by the Portuguese listed companies. In X7
Congreso Nacional de la Asociacion Espaiiola de Contabilidad y Administracion de Empresas
(AECA)—Empresa, Euro y Nueva Economia, Septiembre 2628, Madrid, Espaia.

Fontes, L., Rodrigues, L. L., & Craig, R. (2005). Measuring convergence of national accounting standards
with international financial reporting standards. Accounting Forum, 29(4), 415-436.

@ Springer


http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1402206
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1402206
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1627186
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1627186
http://www.centro-eurocei.net/ekn/home.php

Glob Bus Perspect (2013) 1:391-417 415

Francis, J. R., Khurana, I. K., & Pereira, R. (2005). Disclosure incentives and effects on costs of capital
around the world. The Accounting Review, 80(4), 1125-1162.

Francis, J. R., & Schipper, K. (1999). Have financial statements lost their relevance? Journal of
Accounting Research, 37(2), 319-352.

Garcia-Meca, E., Parra, 1., Larrdan, M., & Martinez, 1. (2005). The explanatory factors of intellectual
capital disclosure to financial analysts. European Accounting Review, 14(1), 63-94.

Gelb, D. S. (2002). Intangible assets and firms’ disclosures: An empirical investigation. Journal of
Business Finance & Accounting, 29(3-4), 457-476.

Gerpott, T. J., Thomas, S. E., & Hoffmann, A. P. (2008). Intangible asset disclosure in the
telecommunications industry. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 9(1), 37-61.

Giampaolo, J. D. (2008). The disclosure of intangible assets in pharmaceutical and biotechnology listed
companies. In /7th EDAMBA Research Summer Academy—European Doctoral Programmes
Association in Management and Business Administration, July 24-30, Soréze, France.

Giner, B., & Mora, A. (2001). EI proceso de armonizacion contable en Europa: analisis de la relacién
entre la investigacion contable y la evolucion de la actividad econdémica. Revista Espafiola de
Financiacion y Contabilidad, 30(107), 103—128.

Glaum, M., & Street, D. L. (2003). Compliance with the disclosure requirements of Germany’s new
market: IAS versus US GAAP. Journal of International Financial Management and Accounting,
14(1), 64-100.

Gomes, P., Serra, S., & Ferreira, E. (2006). Activos Intangiveis: O Grau de Adaptacdo das Empresas
Portuguesas Cotadas na Euronext Relativamente a IAS 38. Contabilidade e Gestdo, 2, 11-49.

Graham, C., & Neu, D. (2003). Accounting for globalization. Accounting Forum, 27(4), 449—471.

Gray, S. J., & Kang, H. (2010). The content of voluntary disclosures of intangible asset information:
Evidence from emerging markets. In 33rd Annual Congress of the European Accounting
Association (EAA), May 19-21, Istanbul, Turkey.

Gray, S. J., & Skogsvik, K. (2004). Voluntary disclosures of quoted pharmaceutical companies in Sweden
and the UK: The development over the period 1984-98. European Accounting Review, 13(4),
787-805.

Gu, F., & Li, J. Q. (2003). Disclosure of innovation activities by high-technology firms. Asia-Pacific
Journal of Accounting & Economics, 10(2), 143-172.

Guereiro, M. A. (2006). Impacto da Adop¢ao das International Financial Reporting Standards: Factores
Explicativos do Nivel de Informacao Divulgada pelas Empresas Portuguesas Cotadas. Contabilid-
ade e Gestdo, 3, 7-32.

Guerreiro, M. (2008, Outubro/Dezembro). A Harmonizagdo Contabilistica Internacional—Tendéncias
Internacionais. Revisores & Auditores, 46-53.

Guthrie, J., Petty, R., & Ricceri, F. (2006). The voluntary reporting of intellectual capital: Comparing
evidence from Hong Kong and Australia. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 7(2), 254-271.

Guthrie, J., Petty, R., Yongvanich, K., & Ricceri, F. (2004). Using content analysis as a research method
to inquire into intellectual capital reporting. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 5(2), 282-293.

Hassan, M. S., Percy, M., & Stewart, J. D. (2006). The transparency of derivative disclosures by
Australian firms in the extractive industries. Corporate Governance and Control, 4(2), 257-270.

Hausin, M., Hemmingsson, C., & Johansson, J. (2008). How to hedge disclosures? IFRS 7 and Hedge
Accounting—a first stocktaking. Master Thesis within Business Administration, Handelshogskolan
Vid Goteborg Universitet. Retrieved June 17, 2011, from http://gupea.ub.gu.se/dspace/bitstream/
2077/10191/1/07-08-59M.pdf.

Hossain, M. (2008). The extent of disclosure in annual reports of banking companies: The case of India.
European Journal of Scientific Research, 23(4), 659-680.

Inchausti, B. G. (1997). The influence of company characteristics and accounting regulation on
information disclosed by Spanish firms. European Accounting Review, 6(1), 45-68.

International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) (2009). Intangible assets. International Accounting
Standard No. 38, Revised, April 21, 2009. London: IASB.

Jesus, T. A., Morais, A. 1., & Curto, J. D. (2008). Empirical evidence on the stock market valuation of
IFRS reconciliations of earnings and book value. In 20th APC—Asian-Pacific Conference on
International Accounting Issues, November 8, Paris.

Jones, D. A. (2007). Voluntary disclosure in R&D-intensive industries. Contemporary Accounting
Research, 24(2), 489-522.

Jones, S., & Higgins, A. D. (2006). Australia’s switch to international financial reporting standards: A
perspective from account preparers. Accounting and Finance, 46(4), 629-652.

@ Springer


http://gupea.ub.gu.se/dspace/bitstream/2077/10191/1/07-08-59M.pdf
http://gupea.ub.gu.se/dspace/bitstream/2077/10191/1/07-08-59M.pdf

416 Glob Bus Perspect (2013) 1:391-417

Kang, H., & Gray, S. J. (2011). The content of voluntary of intangible asset disclosures: Evidence from
emerging markets companies. Journal of International Accounting Research, 10(1), 109-125.
Kothari, S. P., Laguerre, T. E., & Leone, A. J. (2002). Capitalization versus expensing: Evidence on the
uncertainty of future earnings from capital expenditures versus R&D outlays. Review of Accounting

Studies, 7(4), 355-382.

Krippendorff, K. (1990). Merodologia de andlisis de contenido. Teoria y prdctica. Barcelona: Paidds
Comunicacion.

Laidroo, L. (2011, March). Determinants of the quality of public announcements of listed companies
disclosed on the stock exchanges in the Baltic countries. International Journal of Management,
28(1), Part 2, 272-288.

Larran, M., & Giner, B. (2002). The use of the internet for corporate reporting by Spanish companies. The
International Journal of Digital Accounting Research, 2(1), 53-82.

Leitdo, P. (2006). Divulgacdo de informagdo sobre as despesas de Investigacdo e Desenvolvimento:
analise de algumas empresas cotadas em Portugal. Contabilidade e Gestdo, 2, 91-121.

Lemos, K. M., Rodrigues, L. L., & Ariza, L. R. (2009). Determinantes do nivel de divulgagdo de
informag@o sobre instrumentos derivados. Evidéncia empirica no mercado de capitais portugués.
Revista de Estudos Politécnicos, 7(12), 145-175.

Leuz, C. (2004). Proprietary versus non-proprietary disclosures: Evidence from Germany. In C. Leuz, D.
Plaff, & A. Hopwood (Eds.), The economics and politics of accounting: International perspectives
on research trends, policy, and practice (pp. 164-197). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lev, B. (2002). Rethinking accounting. Intangibles at a crossroads: What’s next? Financial Executive,
34-39.

Lev, B., & Penman, S. (1990). Voluntary forecast disclosure, nondisclosure, and stock prices. Journal of
Accounting Research, 28(1), 49-76.

Lev, B., & Zarowin, P. (1999). The boundaries of financial reporting and how to extend them. Journal of
Accounting Research, 37(2), 353-385.

Lopes, A. B. (2004). A Teoria dos Contratos, Governanca Corporativa e Contabilidade. In A. B. Lopes &
E. S. Iudicibus (Eds.), Teoria Avancada da Contabilidade (1st ed., pp. 171-185). Sdo Paulo: Atlas.

Lopes, P. T., & Rodrigues, L. L. (2007). Accounting for financial instruments: An analysis of the
determinants of disclosure in the Portuguese stock exchange. The International Journal of
Accounting, 42(1), 25-56.

McLeay, S., & Jaafar, A. (2007). Country effects and sector effects on the harmonization of accounting
policy choice. Abacus, 43(2), 156-189.

Meek, G. K., Roberts, C. B., & Gray, S. J. (1995). Factors influencing voluntarily annual report disclosure
by U.S., UK., and continental European multinational corporations. Journal of International
Business Studies, 26(3), 555-572.

Miihkinen, A. (2008). Efficiency of authoritative disclosure recommendations: Evidence from IFRS
transition disclosure in Finland. Journal of Financial Regulation and Compliance, 4(4), 384—413.

Morais, A. I., & Curto, J. D. (2008). Accounting quality and the adoption of IASB standards—Portuguese
evidence. Revista Contabilidade & Finangas, 19(48), 103—111.

Morris, R. D., & Tronnes, P. C. (2008). The determinants of voluntary strategy disclosure: An
international comparison. In 2008 American Accounting Association Annual Meeting—Building
Our Accounting Community, August 3—6, Anaheim, CA, USA.

Nobes, C. (1991). Harmonization of financial reporting. London: Prentice Hall.

Nobes, C., & Parker, R. (2008). Comparative international accounting (10th ed.). London: Prentice Hall.

Oliveira, L., Rodrigues, L., & Craig, R. (2005). Applying voluntary disclosure theories to intangibles
reporting: Evidence from Portuguese stock market. Paper Presented at the First European Institute
for Advanced Studies in Management, Ferrara, Italy.

Oliveira, L., Rodrigues, L. L., & Craig, R. (2006). Firm-specific determinants of intangibles reporting:
evidence from the Portuguese stock market. Journal of Human Resource Costing & Accounting,
10(1), 11-33.

Organizagio para a Coopera¢do e Desenvolvimento Econémico (OCDE). (2002). Proposed standard
practice for surveys of research and experimental development—frascati manual (6th ed.). Paris:
OCDE.

Owusu-Ansah, S. (1998a). The impact of corporate attributes on the extent of mandatory disclosure and
reporting by listed companies in Zimbabwe. The International Journal of Accounting, 33(5),
605-631.

@ Springer



Glob Bus Perspect (2013) 1:391-417 417

Owusu-Ansah, S. (1998b). The determinants of voluntary financial disclosure by Swiss listed companies:
A comment. European Accounting Review, 6(3), 487-492.

Palmer, P. D. (2008). Disclosure of the impacts of adopting Australian equivalents of international
financial reporting standards. Accounting & Finance, 48(5), 847-870.

Percy, M. (2000). Financial reporting discretion and voluntary disclosure: corporate research and
development expenditure in Australia. Asia-Pacific Journal of Accounting & Economics, 7(1), 1-31.

Pestana, M. H., & Gageiro, J. N. (2005). Andlise de Dados para Ciéncias Sociais: A Complementaridade
do SPSS (4th ed.). Lisboa: Silabo.

PhRMA (2007). Pharmaceutical Industry Profile 2007. Pharmaceutical Research and Manufactures of
America. Washington: PhRMA. Retrieved May 28, 2010, from http://www.phrma.org/files/
attachments/Profile%202007.pdf.

Ponnu, C. H., & Okoth, M. O. (2009). Corporate social responsibility disclosure in Kenya: The Nairobi
stock exchange. African Journal of Business Management, 3(10), 601-608.

Prencipe, A. (2004). Proprietary costs and determinants of voluntary segment disclosure: Evidence from
Italian listed companies. European Accounting Review, 13(2), 319-340.

Proyecto Meritum. (2002). Directrices para la Gestion y Difusion de Informacion sobre Intangibles
(Informe de Capital Intelectual). Madrid: Fundacion Airtel Movil.

Qu, X. (2008). Measuring the convergence of national accounting standards with international financial
reporting standards—the application of fuzzy clustering analysis. In 2008 American Accounting
Association Annual Meeting—Building Our Accounting Community, August 3—6, Anaheim, CA,
USA.

Regulamento (CE) n.° 1606/2002. Parlamento Europeu e do Conselho, de 19 de Julho de 2002, Relativo a
Aplicagdo das Normas Internacionais de Contabilidade. Jornal Oficial das Comunidades Europeias,
11 de Setembro de 2002, 45, L 243.

Reporting Intellectual Capital to Augment Research, Development and Innovation in SMEs (RICARDIS)
(2006). Report to the Commission of the High Level Expert Group on RICARDIS—Encourage
corporate measuring and reporting on research and other forms of intellectual capital. Brussels:
European Commission. Retrieved June 16, 2010, from de http://ec.europa.eu.

Sampaio, M. F., Pimpdo, M. G., & Leitdo P. (2003). A Informacdo Financeira e os Intangiveis. In XII
Congreso de la AECA—Transparencia Empresarial y Sociedad del Conocimiento, Septiembre 29—
Octubre 1, Cadiz, Espaiia.

Silverman, H. I. (2009). Qualitative analysis in financial studies: Employing ethnographic content
analysis. Journal of Business & Economics Research, 7(5), 133-136.

Stolowy, H., & Cazavan-Jeny, A. (2001). International accounting disharmony: the case of intangibles.
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 14(4), 477-497.

SubbaNarasimha, P. N., Ahmad, S., & Mallya, S. N. (2003). Technological knowledge and firm
performance of pharmaceutical firms. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 4(1), 20-33.

Tay, J. S. W., & Parker, R. H. (1990). Measuring international harmonization and standardization.
Abacus, 26(1), 71-88.

Tsamenyi, M., Enninful-Adu, E., & Onumah, J. (2007). Disclosure and corporate governance in
developing countries: evidence from Ghana. Managerial Auditing Journal, 22(3), 319-334.

Van der Tas, L. G. (1988). Measuring harmonization of finance reporting practice. Accounting and
Business Research, 18(70), 157-169.

Volcker, P. (2002). Prepared statement of The Honorable Paul Volcker. Retrieved June 9, 2010, from
http://www.iasplus.com/resource/020214pv.pdf.

Wallace, R. S. O., & Naser, K. (1995). Firm-specific determinants of the comprehensiveness of
mandatory disclosure in the corporate annual reports of firms listed on the stock exchange of Hong
Kong. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 14(4), 311-368.

Wallace, R. S. O., Naser, K., & Mora, A. (1994). The relationship between the comprehensiveness of
corporate annual reports and firm specific characteristics in Spain. Accounting and Business
Research, 25(97), 41-53.

Watson, A., Shrives, P., & Marston, C. (2002). Voluntary disclosure of accounting ratios in the UK.
British Accounting Review, 34(4), 289-313.

White, G., Lee, A., & Tower, G. (2007). Drivers of voluntary intellectual capital disclosure in listed
biotechnology companies. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 8(3), 517-537.

Zeghal, D., Mouelhi, R., & Louati, H. (2007). An analysis of the determinants of research & development
Voluntary disclosure by Canadian firms. The Irish Accounting Review, 14(2), 61-89.

@ Springer


http://www.phrma.org/files/attachments/Profile%202007.pdf
http://www.phrma.org/files/attachments/Profile%202007.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu
http://www.iasplus.com/resource/020214pv.pdf

	Disclosure of R&D activities
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	Goals and research questions
	Research methodology
	Hypotheses
	Sample
	Data collection
	Results

	Conclusion
	Appendix
	References


