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Abstract
The aim of the paper is to explore the amount of forward-looking intellectual capital information (FL_ICI) in
Integrated Reporting (IR) and the effect of firm characteristics on FL_ICI within this context. This study
empirically bridges the research gap on the issues of forward-looking information (FLI) and adds to intellectual
capital (IC) disclosure research. In particular, the paper responses to two research questions specifically: what
are the extent and the content of FL_ICI and what are the factors that impact on different IC voluntary reporting
behaviors in IR. A content analysis is apply to inspect the subjects and the amount of FL_ICI in reports
accessible in the web site of the International Integrated Reporting Council. Five Models are verified using a
multivariate regression analysis to investigate the influence of three independent variables (firm size,
profitability and leverage) on FL_ICI. The research proves that companies are reluctant to disclose FL_ICI in
integrated reports. The findings of the research show that the majority of FL_ICI regards relational capital. The
regression model also reveals that firm size and profitability have a statistically significant influence on specific
topics of FL_ICI. On the contrary, leverage appears insignificant in determining the amount of FL_ICI. The
research contributes to prior disclosure literature regarding forward-looking information since prior research
results are unclear. There is a limited number of studies that investigated FL_ICI in relation to firm
characteristics and no studies have investigated this issue within the setting of IR.
Keywords: Forward-looking information, Intellectual capital, Integrated Reporting, disclosure, firm
characteristics
1. Introduction
Forward-looking information (FLI) has received an increasing attention in current disclosure studies. With the
rapid change of economic environment, the traditional financial statements are less informative about the current
economic position and the future prospects of the companies. The dynamic development of economic conditions
highlights the lacks of historical information because it is not able to fulfill stakeholders’ varied information
needs. Sometimes historical information is unable to provide investors with acceptable insights about critical
success factors, risks, opportunities and management strategies from a forward-looking perspective. FLI is a key
factor to support stakeholders in better understanding future performance. Moreover, it is remarkable to outline
that the information perceived as the most important by investors and analysts can be categorized
forward-looking (Bozzolan et al., 2009; Beyer and Die, 2012; Liu, 2015). Many studies emphasized the
usefulness of FLI for investors’ forecasts (Hussainey et al., 2003; Brockman and Cicon, 2013) but results
suggested that most of managers do not disclose FLI, thus creating an “information gap”. For instance, some
authors (Alkhatib, 2012; Alkhatib and Marji 2012; Uyar and Kilic, 2012a) claimed that FLI is useful for
investment decision-making process and particularly the Accounting Standard Setters - i.e. FASB (2001) and
IASB (2010) - have gradually approved more voluntary FLI as a means to satisfy stakeholders’ information
needs.
Standard Setters have promoted amended financial reporting in this respect. For example, the Jenkins report
(Jenkins, 1994) proposed a wide variety of information types (including FLI) of voluntary disclosures based on
the information needs to make investment decisions. Additionally, the American Institute of Certified Public
Accountants (AICPA, 1992), the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA, 2002), the Institute of
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Chartered Accountants in England and Wales (ICAEW, 2003) outlined the relevance of forward-looking
disclosure for stakeholders’ decision making process. Furthermore, the International Integrated Reporting
Council (IIRC, 2013) explicitly involves the provision of FLI in Integrated Reporting (IR).
Focusing on intellectual capital (IC), we investigated the forward-looking orientation of its disclosure as,
similarly, Kristandl and Bontis (2007) considered future in their assessment of intellectual capital disclosure. IC
is central to appreciate how firms create value (Zambon & Marzo, 2007; Abhayawansa & Guthrie, 2010) and the
International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC, 2013) promotes intellectual capital information (ICI) in IR.
ICI is extensively discussed in accounting literature and come to be more relevant because of its enclosure, along
with other correlated capitals, in the International Integrated Reporting Framework (IIRF) (IIRC, 2013). Prior
studies on voluntary IC disclosure in corporate communications (Cohen et al., 2011; Guthrie at al., 2012;
Wagiciengo and Belal, 2012) revealed that IC is not been reported adequately and little information is spread in
corporate reporting media (Oliveras et al., 2008; Striukova, Unerman & Guthrie, 2008; Ismail, 2011). Although
numerous studies supported the advantages of IC disclosure to stakeholders (Marr, 2003), current ICI practices
could be defined as insufficient also due to the lack of a future orientation of the disclosure. On the contrary,
disclosing forward-looking intellectual capital information (FL_ICI) is a useful model for future-oriented
reporting (Dumay & Tull, 2007) to comprehend how firms create value. An emerging stream of literature
analyzed the determining factor of IR adoption (Jensen & Berg, 2012; Sierra-Garcia et al., 2013; Frias-Aceituno
et al., 2013, 2014; Lai et al., 2014) and the voluntary information reported in it (Guthrie & Petty, 2000a;
Brennan, 2001; Bozzolan et al., 2003; Abeysekera, 2013;) but no studies discussed FL_ICI in IR.
This study examines FL_ICI offered in IR to respond to the research call of Dumay and Cai (2014) analyzing the
ICI in IR. This study measures the amount of FL_ICI in a sample of integrated reports and examines the
characteristics that influence it. The analysis raises the following two research questions regarding FLI_ICI in
IR. First, what are the extent of FLI_ICI disclosed in IR and second, what aspects can determine differences in
voluntary disclosure. Particularly, the paper inspects the influence of firm characteristics on the extent of FL_ICI
disclosed in integrated reports accessible in the Integrated Reporting Emerging Practice Examples Database.
Different measures of FL_ICI are analyzed and firm characteristics influencing the amount of FLI are considered
by a review of the literature. Hence, we observe whether aspects usually related to corporate voluntary disclosure
are associated with FL_ICI and its categories (i.e. human, structural and relational) in integrated reports.
The paper is organized as follows. The next Section defines FL_ICI within the context of IR. Then, Section 3
offers a literature review and presents the research hypotheses. Section 4 describes the research methodology.
Section 5 inspects the results of the empirical analysis. Section 6 presents conclusions and implications of the
study.
2. The Relationship between FL_ICI and IR
In latest years an international debate on business reporting appeared since there has been a growing
disappointment concerning financial reporting and its aptitude to offer satisfactory information on a company’s
value creation process. Accepting that IR is a brief statement about how an organization’s governance, strategy,
performance and prospects create value over time, the International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC)
developed an IR Framework to “establish Guiding Principles and Content Elements that govern the overall
content of an Integrated Report, and to explain the fundamental concepts that underpin them” (IIRC, 2013). IR
is appreciated by the IIRC as the basis for a central change in the way an organization is managed and reports to
stakeholders on how it creates value over time. IR has gained importance since the inception of the IIRC in 2010
and it is practiced on a mandatory basis in South Africa (De Villiers et al., 2014) and Brazil while in other
countries research provides evidence of a IR practiced on a voluntary basis.
The IIRC was shaped with the aim of developing the internationally accepted IIRF that produces from
information about their strategy, governance, performance and prospects in a clear, concise and comparable
format. In the IIRC, FLI is an essential content element (i.e. “Outlook”) and it represents the Guiding Principle
“Strategic focus and future orientation” of an integrated report (IIRC, 2013). Applying this Principle is not
limited to the content elements “Strategy and resource allocation” and “Outlook” but it regards other contents
since FLI is the most valuable subject for describing the firm’s strategy and future prospects. Integrated reports
should contain a a forward-looking perspective on the business, strategies and objectives. In the context of IR,
FLI includes assessments of risks and opportunities, management’s plans, business predictions and forecasted
data about the company’s operations and “the organization’s expectations about the external environment the
organization is likely to face in the short, medium and long term” (IIRC, 2013). FLI also relates to expected
targets regarding risks, uncertainties, objectives and strategies that could significantly impact on current results
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and forecasts.
Moreover, IR essentially links intellectual capital (IC) and FLI as it “focuses on the ability of an organization to
create value in the short, medium and long term, and in so doing it has a combined emphasis on conciseness,
strategic focus and future orientation, the connectivity of information and the capitals and their
interdependencies” (IIRC, 2013). IR clearly implicates the delivery of a comprehensive picture of firms’ value
creation process, by joining information about various types of capitals (manufactured, financial, natural,
intellectual, human, social and relationship,) in one integrated report (IIRC, 2013). Investors are involved in any
information that can support them in making investment choices (Swartz et al., 2006) and in this regard the
communication of how firms cope both their IC (human, structural and relational) and non-IC (manufactured,
financial, natural) capitals represents a key starting point for investors’ analyses (Gamerschlag, 2013). IIRC
supplements traditional financial statements with additional IC information to support firms in holistically
portraying value creation with an emphasis on IC. This feature distinguishes IR from annual reports, which are
not envisioned to encompass IC information, as Dumay and Cai (2014) emphasized. The limitations of
traditional accounting in reporting intangibles run to a developing interest among stakeholders to look for
non-financial information, especially on IC, as the long-term value-generating capacity of a company might be
founded on it (Robb et al., 2001). It becomes obvious that conventional financial reporting is inadequate to fulfill
information needs (Beattie & Thomson, 2007), particularly within an information economy characterized by an
emerging importance of IC (Stewart, 2001). The actual economy is dominated by large amounts of intangible
assets which are increasingly substituting the traditional physical ones as the crucial drivers of corporate future
performance (Whiting & Miller, 2008; Ousama et al., 2011; Singh & Kansal, 2011; Ferreira et al., 2012; Guthrie
et al., 2012).
In this regard, it has been demonstrated that voluntarily IC disclose is beneficial for companies and some
scholars argued that IR could improve ICI by depicting a complete view of the firm value creation process that
comprises all intangible resources and financial and physical capitals (Beattie & Smith, 2013; Abhayawansa,
2013). In general, information on IC is crucial to appreciate how firms create value (Zambon & Marzo, 2007;
Abhayawansa and Guthrie, 2010), but not always IR adopters provide informative disclosures about both
intellectual capital and forward-looking intellectual capital. Therefore, whether firms really use IR to disclose
FL_ICI is still an actual question. Within this context we would assume organizations to increase their interest in
FL_ICI, and consequently, to have placed a greater emphasis on it. Therefore, this study assesses how firms
provide FL_ICI in IR (first research question) and it investigates whether the extent of FL_ICI is influenced by
firm characteristics (second research question).
3. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
The IC disclosure has gained relevant attention in accounting literature (Guthrie et al., 2012; Dumay and Cai,
2014). Specifically, there has been great interest in disclosing IC in corporate reporting (i.e. IR) which
encourages the “creation of value over the short, medium and long-term” (IIRC, 2013). Previous studies revealed
that investors consider ICI useful for investments and portfolio selection decisions (e.g., Abhayawansa and
Guthrie, 2010) but firms usually disclose little about their IC (e.g. Guthrie and Petty, 2000a; Brennan, 2001).
This information asymmetry can originate errors in assessing corporate risks and future developments (Alwert et
al., 2009) since intangible assets available in the organization are still not reported in annual reports. In this
regard, empirical findings by Guthrie and Petty (2000a) suggested that the reporting practices on ICI are far from
systematic, even if there seems to be an awareness of the relevance of disclosure on IC. Moreover, there have
been few studies into the reporting practices on ICI in IR (Melloni, 2015). Moreover, no research exists on the
extent of FL_ICI in IR, although this topic is investigated within the context of other reporting packages
(Abhayawansa & Guthrie, 2016; Garanina & Dumay, 2017).
The second research question aims to recognize the variables that can influence voluntary FL_ICI patterns, since
no research has been run on this matter. Many studies inspected the determinants of ICI and these researches
identified numerous corporate characteristics related to the amount of ICI reported in annual reports, corporate
social responsibility reports, initial public offering prospectuses, analysts’ reports and corporate websites (e.g.,
Yau et al., 2009). Nevertheless there has been a few investigations of factors that can explicate different
voluntary IC reporting behaviors (Williams, 2001; Dumay and Cai, 2014, Melloni, 2015) and there is no
evidence about the impact of firm characteristics on FL_ICI disclosed. On the contrary, several studies
investigated the relationship between firm characteristics and FLI (Meek et al., 1995; Hackston & Milne, 1996;
Patton & Zelenka, 1997; Bozzolan et al., 2003; Celik et al., 2006; Aljifri & Hussainey, 2007; Abed et al., 2011)
but sometimes empirical evidence fails to provide certain results (Donnelly & Mulcahy, 2008).
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Our research adds to the studies on disclosure by investigating the impact of firm characteristics on FL_ICI
divulged in integrated reports accessible in the Integrated Reporting Emerging Practice Examples Database.
Since there is no literature in this research topic with regard to FL_ICI (within the setting of Integrated Reporting
too), our research hypotheses are based on prior research concerning the relationship between firm
characteristics and FLI.
3.1 Profitability
The relationship between profitability and disclosure has been studied in literature (Marston, 2003; Oyelere et
al., 2003; Marston & Polei, 2004; Wang et al., 2008) and much empirical evidence demonstrated the role of
profitability as a determining factor of the amount of corporate disclosure (Cerf, 1961; Skinner, 1994; Frankel et
al., 1995; Lang and Lundholm, 1996; Tasker, 1998). According to signalling theory, profitable companies
disclose detailed information to increase investor confidence while managers of less profitable firms tend to
disclose less information in order to secrete the poor performance. More specifically, some studies agreed on a
positive relationship between performance and disclosure (Hussainey et al., 2003; Wang and Hussainey, 2013).
In this regard, Hussainey et al. (2003) argued that profitability lead managers to disclosure more financial
information. For instance, Kent and Ung (2003) verified that large firms divulge more FLI than small ones. On
the contrary, a number of prior studies (Raffournier, 1995; Ettredge et al., 2002; Aljifri, 2006; Alsaeed, 2006)
confirmed an insignificant association between profitability and information reporting. Furthermore, other
studies explored the influence of firm characteristics on forecast information (Meek et al., 1995; Patton, 1997;
Celik et al., 2006; Aljifri & Hussainey, 2007; Abed et al., 2011). The majority of studies stated that firms with
high profitability are more likely to report additional FLI than those with low return on equity (Firth, 1979;
Cooke, 1989; Hossain et al., 1995; Cahan and Hossain, 1996; Prencipe, 2004; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015). In
contrast, Walker and Tsalta (2001), Kent and Ung (2003) and Hossain et al. (2005) didn’t find any influence of
performance on the amount of FLI while other previous researches recognized a negative relationship between
profitability and forward-looking disclosure (Celik et al., 2006; Aljifri & Hussainey, 2007, Abed et al., 2011).
For example, profitable companies sometimes not provide further information because their investors are satisfy
(Wallace & Naser, 1995).
According to earlier studies (Vanstraelen et al., 2003; Hossain et al., 2005; Beretta & Bozzolan, 2008; Bravo et
al., 2009), we measure return on Equity (ROE) by dividing net income by total Equity.
3.2 Firm Size
Literature offers solid evidence on the impact of size (SIZE) on the extent of voluntary disclosure (Healy and
Palepu, 1994; Gray et al., 1995; Hackstone and Milne, 1996; Robb et al., 2001). Mainly, prior literature found
that large companies provide more voluntary disclosure (Wallace et al., 1994; Bozzolan et al., 2003; Beattie et
al., 2004; Hassan et al., 2006; Alsaeed, 2006; Broberg et al., 2010; Cordazzo, 2007) and implement improved
disclosure practices (Ahmed & Courtis, 1999).
SIZE is usually related to the amount of corporate voluntary disclosures since it is considered a driver to amplify
information demanded by stakeholders and supplied by management. Some arguments support the disclosure of
ICI by larger firms. For example, larger companies have effective management accounting systems that ease the
reporting of IC and they are well organized to run new disclosure initiatives, e.g. IC reporting. Furthermore the
marginal cost of disclosure is lower for larger companies compared to smaller ones. In favor of these
considerations, earlier research stated a positive relation between SIZE and the amount of IC disclosed in
different corporate reporting media (Abdolmohammadi, 2005; Petty & Cuganesan, 2005; Bozzolan et al., 2006).
Additionally, prior studies documented a relationship between firm size and FLI (Cerf, 1961; Cooke, 1992;
Alkhatib, 2012; Alkhatib & Marji, 2012; Uyar & Kilic, 2012b). In particular, empirical findings confirmed that
the size inpacts positively on FLI (Walker & Tsalta, 2001; Kent & Ung, 2003; Vanstraelen et al., 2003; Leventis
& Weetman, 2004; Gao et al., 2005; Hossain et al., 2005; Celik et al., 2006; Lim et al., 2007; Hossain &
Hammami, 2009; Abed et al., 2011). For instance, Hassan et al. (2006) claimed that large firms can better sustain
additional information costs in providing significant disclosure to stakeholders. Other studies, instead, proved no
significant association between SIZE and FLI (Aljifri, 2006; Aljifri & Hussainey, 2007) as companies had
similar forward-looking disclosure, regardless of size. Concerning the extent of FLI_ICI, Abhayawansa and
Guthrie (2016) argued that market capitalization - assumed as measure of SIZE - is significantly and positively
related with the disclosure of FLI_ICI.
Prior studies suggested a wide range of criteria for assessing the size of a firm, e.g. market capitalization
(Debrency et al., 2002); total assets and turnover (Cooke, 1991), sales turnover and capital employed (Firth,
1979). We measure SIZE by Natural logarithm of total assets’ book value.
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3.3 Leverage
Earlier studies provided varied findings on the relation between leverage (LEV) and corporate disclosure.
Several studies verified a statistical significant association between LEV and disclosure (Malone et al., 1993;
Wallace et al., 1994; Hossain et al., 1994), while others failed to support empirically any link between the two
variables (Chow & Wong-Boren, 1987; Ahmed & Nicholls, 1994; Hossain et al., 1995; Raffournier, 1995;
Wallace & Naser, 1995; Celik et al., 2006).
Other findings from earlier studies (Belkaoui and Kahl, 1978; Malone et al., 1993; Wallace et al., 1994;
Zarzeski, 1996; Ahmed and Courtis, 1999) demonstrated that high leveraged companies divulge more
information than less leveraged companies to fulfill stakeholders’ disclosure needs (Alkhatib, 2012b; Uyar &
Kilic, 2012a). Within the setting of “agency theory”, some studies argued that LEV (high level of the debt to
equity) positively influence voluntary disclosure (Watts, 1977; O’Sullivan et al., 2008). For example, Smith and
Warner (1979) and Jensen and Meckling (1976) noticed that firms with high debt ratio sustaine higher agency
costs, confirming a positive relation between LEV and financial disclosure. It is also claimed that such firms tend
to share information with their lenders to decrease financial costs. Previous studies also confirmed that high
leveraged firms provide greater voluntary non financial and IC disclosure (Prencipe, 2004; White et al., 2010;
Abeysekera, 2011). Moreover, some disclosure literature established a positive association between debt ratio
and the extent of FLI (Ahmed & Courtis, 1999; Bravo et al., 2006; Aljifri & Hussainey, 2007). Contrariwise,
Celik et al. (2006) failed to find any confirmation for the relationship between LEV and FLI.
LEV is measured by the debt to equity ratio that is defined as Total debt divided by book value of Equity.
In line with prior empirical literature, the following hypotheses are stated:
H1: ROE positively influences FL_ICI
H2: SIZE positively influences FL_IC.
H3: LEV positively influences FL_ICI.
4. Methodology
This research examines available reports in the Integrated Reporting Emerging Practice Examples Database at 31
december 2018. We selected this database because it comprises examples of various reports (i.e., integrated
reports, specific sections of annual reports and sustainability/CSR reports) and it is accessible from the IIRC
official web site. Reports belong to firms from different sectors (i.e. Telecommunication, Consumer Goods, Oil
and Gas, Basic Materials, Utilities, Financial, Technologies, Industrial, Health Care) and the database provides
us with a population of 385 reports for the period 2011-2018. We selected the reports including disclosure on the
fundamental concept of capitals. The selection procedure results in a sample of 62 reports.
We applied two steps of investigation (Garanina & Dumay, 2017). First, we used a manual content analysis
(Cunnigham & Gadenne, 2003; Beattie et al., 2004; Abed and Roberts, 2011) to measure the extent of FL_ICI in
IR as several researchers used it to examine information disclosure practices in companies’ annual reports
(Guthrie & Petty, 2000a; Brennan, 2001; Bontis, 2003; Bozzolan et al., 2003). Then, we performed a regression
analysis to evaluate the influence of three firm characteristics on FL_ICI. The study follows the Krippendorff’s
(1980) methodology to codify disclosure by running content analysis. The application of the method is based on
different steps: the selection of the coding framework to categorize information; the definition of the recording
unit; the assessment of the reliability achieved (Krippendorff, 1980; Weber, 1985). “Word” is considered the
recording unit of the analysis (Beattie et al., 2004; Beattie and Thomson, 2007; Campbell and Abdul Rahman,
2010) because it is supposed a consistent item than the number of sentences/phrases or paragraphs (Hackston &
Milne, 1996). A sentence/phrase is not a reliable recording unit as it can embrace past and future topics of
information. Each word of sentences/phrases mentioning FL_ICI was coded by developing a Disclosure Index
based on IIRC Framework (IIRC, 2013).
We constructed a scoring system to measure the extent of FL_ICI disclosed in each IR and we implemented an
unweighted approach (Cooke, 1998) which assigns an equivalent importance to all items of FL_ICI avoiding
subjective judgment and inconsistencies. First, we investigated whether firms disclose FL_ICI to response our
first research question. Therefore, we don’t measure the quality of FL_ICI using different weighting scales (e.g.
0 for “no”, 1 for “yes, qualitative” or 2 for “yes, quantitative”) according to the sustained debate about disclosure
quality. Specifically, Dumay and Cai (2015) shown that indexes of IC quality disclosure attribute to different
quality categorizations and “what merits a score of 0,1,2,3,4 or 5 is subjective and inconsistent”, suggesting “that
using different weighting scales will also give different results”. According to prior literature, we apply the
disclosure index approach which scores IC disclosure as 1 if an item of FL_ICI is disclosed and 0 if it is not
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(Johnson et al., 2001; O’Sullivan et al., 2008; Cheung et al., 2010). Graphs, diagrams and pictures are excluded
from the analysis as their consideration would involve a high level of subjectivity (Ahmed & Sulaiman, 2004).
Therefore, content analysis covers narrative text only (quantitative and qualitative).
As there is no commonly accepted IC index, we based the approach for constructing the FL_ICI Disclosure
Index on previous research papers (Guthrie & Petty, 2000a; Bozzolan et al., 2003; Abeysekera, 2006; Beattie &
Thomson, 2007; Singh & Van der Zahn, 2009; La Rosa & Liberatore, 2014; Melloni, 2015). To categorize the
information, we applied the framework verified by Guthrie and Petty (2000b), which we marginally revised in
view of the IR Framework issued by IIRC (IIRC, 2013) and IC attributes come up from the literature review.
Every type of capital used in the coding and the information items are defined in Table 1. Hence, IIRF lets us to
construct a comprehensive Disclosure Index based on the IC attributes. Compared to financial and physical
capital (i.e. tangible resources) (Beattie and Smith, 2013), IC refers to intangible resources (Ashton, 2005).
According to a common taxonomy used in IC studies, we recognize three main categories of capital:
structural/internal, human and relational/external (Stewart, 1997; Sveiby, 1997, Guthrie & Petty, 2000b;
Meritum, 2002; Petty & Cuganesan, 2005; Whiting & Woodcock, 2011; Beattie & Smith, 2013).
Hence, IC is categorized in three main categories described as follows for the purpose of this study:
(a) Structural capital (termed “IC” in the IIRF): consists of organizational and knowledge-based intangibles. It
comprises elements of intellectual property (e.g. copyrights, patents, software, rights, licenses and trademarks
patents) and infrastructure assets (e.g. organizational routines, tacit knowledge, systems, procedures and
protocols, cultures and databases) (Petty et al., 2009; Whiting & Woodcock, 2011).
(b) Human capital: consists of human resources, competence and training possessed by the employees and it
comprises knowledge, skills, abilities, competencies, capabilities, experience and motivation to innovate of
people. Human capital also includes other characteristics (e.g. age, average, turnover) that are gathered under the
“employee” element (Bozzolan et al., 2003).
(c) Relational capital (termed “social and relationship capital” in the IIRC): consists of the relationship with
customers, suppliers, groups of stakeholders, communities and other networks, including elements e.g.
customers, business collaborations, distribution channels, franchising agreements, etc. (Busco et al., 2013;
Melloni, 2015).
As exposed in Table 1, the IC categorization scheme consists of 27 IC subgroups that were divided between
structural capital (9), human capital (8) and relational capital (10).
Table 1. IC Disclosure Index
Categories

Description (IIRC, 2013)

Topics of information

I. Structural capital (named

Organizational, knowledge-based intangibles, including:

Intellectual property

“intellectual

capital”

IIRF)

in

- intellectual property, such as patents, copyrights, software, rights and

1. patents

licenses;

2. copyrights

- “organizational capital” such as tacit knowledge, systems, procedures

3. trade-marks

and protocols.

4. software
5. rights and licences
Organizational capital
4. corporate culture
5. tacit knowledge
5. management processes
6. information systems
7. networking systems
8. research projects
9. procedures and protocols

II. Human capital

People’s competencies, capabilities and experience, and their motivations

10. educational qualifications

to innovate, including their:

11. employees

- alignment with and support for an organization’s governance framework,

12.

risk management approach and ethical values;

commitment and satisfaction

- ability to understand, develop and implement an organization’s strategy;

13. know-how

- loyalties and motivations for improving processes, goods and services,

14. work-related knowledge,

including their ability to lead, manage and collaborate.

skills and capabilities
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15. work-related competence
and experience
16. remuneration and incentive
schemes
17. training and development
III.

Relational

(named
relationship
IIRF)

capital

The institutions and the relationships within and between communities,

18. brands

and

groups of stakeholders and other networks, and the ability to share

19.

in

information to enhance individual and collective well-being. Social and

reputation

relationship capital includes:

20. customers

- shared norms, and common values and behaviours;

21.

- key stakeholder relationships and the trust and willingness to engage that

satisfaction and loyalty

an organization has developed and strives to build and protect with

22. distribution channels

external stakeholders;

23. business collaborations

- intangibles associated with the brand and reputation that an organization

24. research collaborations and

has developed;

other relationships

- an organization’s social license to operate.

25. financial contacts

“social
capital”

Corporate

customer

image

and

relationships,

26. licensing agreements
27. franchising agreements

To answer the research questions, the study applies a two-stage methodology (i.e. content analysis and regression
analysis separately) (Dumay & Cai, 2015; Garanina & Dumay, 2017). Once we established the reliability of data
within the content analysis, we utilize them to examine the influence of firm characteristics on FL_ICI.
Integrated reports are scrutinized to confirm the number of words encompassing FL_ICI disclosed by every
company. The coding procedure identifies words covering the topic of FL_ICI and it classifies them in each
disclosure category of capital. That is, each IR is inspected looking for words that could be classified in the ICI
categories. Then words concerning FLI are counted. For effective and replicable regressions, it is essential that
the classification procedure is consistent (Krippendorff, 1980; Weber, 1985; Dumay & Cai, 2015). Reliability is
ensured by using coding instrument congruent with detailed guidelines. Furthermore, reliability is guaranteed
when the application of the coding rules on a pilot sample is satisfactory.
Thus, two researchers coded a sample of 20 integrated reports independently to make a check of the coding
procedure. Then, the coding guidelines for cataloging of disclosure are re-confirmed by two research supervisors
to evaluate intercoder reliability. Possible differences were analyzed to confirm coding rules. Then, the analysis
was applied on a larger sample (40 reports) to validate the coding of the data over time and in the same way (i.e.
“consistency” or “stability”). We checked the intercoder reliability calculating the Krippendorff’s α coefficient
which results above the 0.80 (required acceptable level) (Gujarati, 2006). The coefficient confirms that the
coding procedure is consistent and justifies the application of data in the subsequent regression analysis (Dumay
& Cai, 2015). Hence, the basic steps to build and test the Disclosure Index are: definition of the recording unit
(i.e. word); definition of the information categories; testing the coding of a sample of text; assessing reliability;
possible revision of the coding rules; replication of the test coding and revision of it in order to satisfy reliability;
assessing achieved reliability.
Forward-looking disclosures are examined by different information attributes: information quantity, information
coverage and the distinction of information among the three categories of IC. As a result, different measures of
FL_ICI are involved as dependent variables in the analysis to inspect the relationship between firm
characteristics and IC disclosure. The measure of quantity (FL_ICIqnt) is analyzed taking into account the total
amount of words covering FL_ICI. The measure of coverage (FL_ICIcov) is calculated as the number of words
relating to FL_ICI divided by the total number of words containing FLI. Furthermore, we measure the proportion
of FL_ICI concerning the categories explained in Table 1. Therefore, we search for diverse characteristics of
FL_ICI: quantity (FL_ICIqnt); coverage (FL_ICIcov); information about structural capital (FL_ICIstr), human
capital (FL_ICIhum) and relational capital (FL_ICIrel). These measures are comprised in the regression analysis
alternatively.
We applied both a descriptive analysis and a multivariate analysis in order to examine the level of FL_ICI firstly
and to recognize its determinants secondly. Multivariate analysis is based on a OLS-regression model to verify
the combined effect of the firm characteristics on the amount of FL_ICI in the integrated reports. Five Models
are tested and each one comprises a particular assessment of FL_ICI (dependent variable). Precisely, the
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regression analysis embraces separately five measures of FL_ICI (FL_ICIqnt, FL_ICIcov, FL_ICIstr,
FL_ICIhum, FL_ICIrel) as dependent variables and three independent variables as follows: ROE (Profitability),
measured by Return on Equity; SIZE (Firm size), measured by natural logarithm of total assets; LEV (Leverage),
measured by total debt to equity.
The definition of dependent, independent and control variables are presented in Table 2.
Table 2. Explanation of variables and measurement
Variable
Description
Dependent variables

Measure

FL_ICIqnt

Number of words on FL_ICI

Quantity
of
FL_ICI
FL_ICIcov
Coverage
of
FL_ICI
FL_ICIstr
FLI on Structural
capital
FL_ICIhum FLI on Human
capital
FL_ICIrel
FLI
on
Relational capital
Independent variables
ROE
Return on Equity
SIZE
Firm size
LEV
Leverage
Control variables
FL_ICItone FLI tone score
FL_ICIevid FLI
evidence
score
EUR
European
IND
country
Industry

Number of words on FL_ICI/Total number of words on CI
Number of words on FL_ICIstr/Total number of words on FL_ICI
Number of words on FL_ICIhum/Total number of words on FL_ICI
Number of words on FL_ICIrel/Total number of words on FL_ICI

Net income/Average total Equity (%)
Natural logarithm of total assets (in US dollars)
Total debt/Equity
Number of positive words on FL_ICI/Total number of words on FL_ICI
Number of words on qualitative FL_ICI/Total number of words on FL_ICI
Dummy variable equals to 1 if firm is included in an European country and equals to 0 otherwise
Dummy variable equals to 1 if firm belongs to Industries, Basic Materials, Oil and Gas, Utilities; and it
equals to 0 if it belongs to Telecommunication, Financials, Consumer Goods, Consumer Service,
Technology, Health Care.

An OLS-regression model is assessed to test the research hypotheses:

FL _ ICI = α 0 + α1 ROE + α 2 SIZE + α 3 LEV + α 4 FL _ ICItone + α 5 FL _ ICIevid + ε
FL_ICI refers to forward-looking intellectual capital information disclosed by each firm. Different measures of
FL_ICI are alternatively included in the analysis (FL_ICIqnt, FL_ICIcov, FL_ICIstr, FL_ICIhum, FL_ICIrel).
ROE refers to profitability and it is calculated as the ratio of net income to total equity. SIZE measures firm size
by the natural logarithm of total assets. Leverage (LEV) is calculated as the total debt divided by equity.
The model also verifies the possible influence of FL_ICI on a positive tone of disclosure. The tone disclosure
score on FL_ICI (FL_ICItone) is measured as the quantity of words denoting a positive announcement divided
by the total number of words concerning FLI. FLI is positive since it includes good news and negative if it is
neutral or non-positive. The kind of evidence (quantitative or qualitative) is the second control variable. FL_ICI
is coded as quantitative when words contain numbers (monetary or non-monetary), and as qualitative in all other
positions. The FLI evidence disclosure score (FL_ICIevid) is assessed as the quantity of words on qualitative
FL_ICI divided by the total number of words regarding FL_ICI. The robustness of the findings is judged by
involving two additional variables that may explicate the extent of FL_ICI. The sensitivity test comprises the
effect of a continent-specific institutional factor in IR (Jensen and Berg, 2012) by considering a dummy variable
(EUR) that is equal to 1 if companies are located in European countries and 0 otherwise. We also test the
industry influence by considering a dummy variable (IND) that is equal to 1 if companies belong to
environmental sensitive industry (Basic Materials, Oil and Gas, Utilities, Industrials) and 0 if they don’t
(Consumer Service, Consumer Goods, Technology, Health Care, Telecommunication, Financials industry)
according to the industry classification benchmark (ICB). As the industry in which a company operates could
influence the development of intellectual resources for continued competitiveness, the sector is included in the
analysis as a control variable. Lastly, the variance inflator factor (VIF) analysis is applied to verify the potential
collinearity between explanatory variables. The results of the VIF analysis in the regression Models indicate the
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absence of multicollinearity (Neter et al., 1996) since the collinearity among the independent variables is not
relevant in all the Models (below the ten threshold).
5. Results and Discussion
5.1 Descriptive Analysis
Table 3 details the results of descriptive analysis on the level of FL_ICI disclosed by the selected sample from
2011 to 2018. The descriptive analysis is focused on the amount and the types of the information disclosed.
Table 3. Descriptive analysis
Variables
Dependent variables
FL_ICIqnt
FL_ICIcov
FL_ICIstr
FL_ICIhum
FL_ICIrel
Independent variables
ROE
SIZE
LEV
Control variables
FL_ICItone
FL_ICIevid

Obs.
62
62
62
62
62

Minimum

Maximum

62.000
0.004
0.000
0.000
0.025

1853.000
0.162
0.856
0.613
1.000

Mean

Std. Deviation

905.750
0.031
0.230
0.178
0.315

924.630
0.027
0.247
0.174
0.250

62
62
62

-2.432
7.577
0.080

26.730
18.127
5.560

11.405
9.498
1.074

10.577
2.779
1.286

62
62

0.000
0.000

1.000
1.000

0.470
0.880

0.227
0.342

Table 3 shows the minimum, maximum, mean and standard deviation of the variables included in the
multivariate statistical analysis. The findings underline that firms disclose little FL_ICI. Nevertheless, all
integrated reports contain some FL_ICI whereas FL_ICIrel is the most disclosed IC category accounting for 49%
of the overall FL_ICI disclosed in line with prior literature (Flostrand, 2006). An extensive range of variation of
FL_ICI is likewise found. The quantity of FL_ICI has significant dispersion in the scores, as demonstrated by the
minimum, maximum and standard deviation values. The amount of FL_ICI (FL_ICIqnt) ranges from 62.000 to
1853.000. On average firms use 905.750 words mentioning FL_ICI, which signify low extent of disclosure
relating to strategy, expectations and future prospects. Empirical results suggested that the reporting practices of
IR adopters are far from systematic. Minimum and maximum values of FL_ICIcov display a low amount of
FL_ICI in integrated reports. Companies disclose on average, about 3,1% of the total disclosure on FLI required
by the IC disclosure index. Although there are enough arguments to persuade managers about the necessity of
disclosure on intangible assets, managers fear that FL_ICI could negatively affect the company itself and attract
unwelcome attention (Williams, 2001), specifically if the firm has a robust IC base. There are some companies
that disclose non-positive FL_ICI (FL_ICItone equals to 0) and others that disclose positive information on
FL_ICI (FL_ICItone equals to 1) only. Likewise, some companies focus all FL_ICI on relational capital
(FL_ICIrel equals to 1) and, on the contrary, other firms fail to offer any FLI on structural capital and human
capital (FL_ICIrel, FL_ICIhum equal to 0).
FLI related to the five information categories shows differences across the companies that constitute the sample.
The proportion of FL_ICI for each category has extensive dispersion in the scores, as demonstrated by the
minimum, maximum and standard deviation values. In particular, FL_ICIstr ranges from 0 to 0.856 with a mean
of 0.230. That is, firms provide FLI on structural capital (approximately 23.0% over the total FL_ICI disclosed
by firms), although some companies do not reveal this category of information.
5.2 Regression Analysis
The presence of an econometric concern in data set applied within the multivariate statistical analysis is verified
in the correlation matrix which shows pairwise correlations among the variables included in the regression
analysis. By investigating specific correlations between dependent and independent variables, the coefficients
prove that a multivariate regression analysis can be performed.
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Table 4. Correlation matrix
Variables

FL_ICIqnt

FL_ICIqnt

1.0000

FL_ICIcov

FL_ICIstr

FL_ICIhum

FL_ICIrel

ROE

SIZE

LEV

FL_ICItone

FL_ICIcov

0.6362

1.0000

FL_ICIstr

-0.2784

-0.2422

FL_ICIhum

-0.7745

-0.3524

-0.1468

1.0000

FL_ICIrel

04789

0.2585

-0.3074

-0.4423

1.0000

ROE

-0.1987

-0.0232

0.3682**

0.2438

-0.4423*

SIZE

0.0676

-0.0443

-0.0699

-0.1689

0.4292*

-0.0439

1.0000

LEV

0.0100

0.0427

-0.1242

0.0147

0.0214

-0.1064

0.3448*

1.0000

FL_ICItone

0.0354

0.4473

0.5217

0.7089

0.2582

0.7088

0.3547

0.1713

1.0000

FL_ICIevid

0.1814

0.1379

-0.1623

0.3243

0.5263

0.1382

0.3328

0.3772

-0.0287

FL_ICIevid

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

*, ** and *** denote significance at the 0.10, 0.05 and 0.01 levels (two-tailed), respectively.

The findings show that no collinearity problem exists between the independent variables since multicollinearity
is a statistical problem when the correlation is above 0.80 (Kennedy, 2008). The correlation between the
variables is low and the maximum value of correlation (between LEV and SIZE) is decisively acceptable. The
coefficients reveal that the multivariate statistical analysis is reliable and valid. Moreover, the data shows
statistically significant correlations between ROE and FL_ICIrel (at 0.01 level) and between ROE and FL_ICIstr
(at 0.05 level). Finally, a positive relation between SIZE and FL_ICIrel is found (at 0,05 level). Table 5 displays
the findings of the OLS regression analysis.
Table 5. OLS regression analysis
Coefficient

Std. Error

t-ratio

p-value

const

1223.35

293.82

1.3748

0.00010

ROE

-19.0032

15.6537

-1.2637

0.22853

SIZE

0.00237545

0.00505843

0.4820

0.63523

LEV

-50.7234

157.143

-0.3265

0.76432

FLI_TONE

0.0339868

0.0894584

0.3658

0.73526

FLI_EVID

0.00478432
-0.034340

1.3842

0.17254

Model 1 - Dependent variable: FL_ICIqnt

R-squared

0.045548

0.00687284
Adjusted R-squared

Log-likelihood

-328.5803

P-value(F)

Schwarz criterion

677.8082

Akaike criterion

673.1526

S.E. of regression

1043.087

Hannan-Quinn

675.5950

0.638784

Model 2 - Dependent variable: FL_ICIcov
const

0.028745

0.00763452

3.3472

0.00078

ROE

-4.74125e-02

0.000426

-0.1082

0.91372

SIZE

-6.61373e-04

1.36341e-02

-0.4625

0.63627

LEV

0.00208412

0.00427112

0.4532

0.64588

FLI_TONE

0.0390403

0.0252452

1.5372

0.14545

FLI_EVID

0.0034012

0.0213263

1.0703

0.27678

R-squared

0.008431

Adjusted R-squared

-0.074154

Log-likelihood

86.68632

P-value(F)

0.954872

Schwarz criterion

-157.6293

Akaike criterion

-166.3738

S.E. of regression

0.029174

Hannan-Quinn

-163.9334

Model 3 - Dependent variable: FL_ICIstr
Const

0.20632

0.498836

4.2367

ROE

0.00635316

0.00254021

2.3288

SIZE

-2.83442e-07

8.75798e-07

-0.0344

0.00020
0.02622**
0.97435

LEV

-0.0141514

0.0280459

-0.4683

0.64184

FLI_TONE

0.818897

0.957580

0.7932

0.10546

FLI_EVID

0.1447037

0.349654

0.3876

0.00223
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R-squared

0.162830

Adjusted R-squared

Log-likelihood

-271.4274

P-value(F)

0.092034

Schwarz criterion

557.5094

Akaike criterion

550.6532

S.E. of regression

225.1807

Hannan-Quinn
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0.161349

553.0964

Model 4 - Dependent variable: FL_ICIhum
0.0494343

5.0605

ROE

-0.00503814

0.249662

0.00271646

-1.8672

SIZE

-2.83442e-08

8.69097e-07

0.0797

Const

0.00001
0.07188*
0.93782

LEV

-0.00955778

0.278924

-0.3504

0.73570

FLI_TONE

0.08702738

0.0874562

0.1533

0.31453

FLI_EVID
R-squared

0.087783

0.02169907
Adjusted R-squared

0.0035784

0.8162

Log-likelihood

13.52363

P-value(F)

0.336708

Schwarz criterion

-12.28185

Akaike criterion

-19.03746

S.E. of regression

0.182742

Hannan-Quinn

-16.63789

0.90208

0.081672

Model 5 - Dependent variable: FL_ICIrel
Const

0.498734

4.1367

ROE

-0.00642306

0.20646

0.00275001

2.3175

SIZE

6.83201e-05

8.75598e-07

-0.0336

0.00020
0.02632***
0.97448**

LEV

-0.0132514

0.0280455

-0.4602

0.64194

FLI_TONE

0.09802722

0.0867664

0.2544

0.56573

0.9363

0.87245

FLI_EVID
R-squared

0.693636

0.04368786
Adjusted R-squared

0.0081698
0.153400

Log-likelihood

-100.1446

P-value(F)

Schwarz criterion

251.9667

Akaike criterion

220.3185

S.E. of regression

0.441764

Hannan-Quinn

233.1563

0.379827

*, ** and *** denote significance at the 0.10, 0.05 and 0.01 levels (two-tailed), respectively.

The OLS regression results show that the extent of FL_ICI is influenced by profitability (ROE) and firm size
(SIZE). The relationship between ROE and FL_ICI differs (positive or negative) depending on the type of
information. The variable SIZE has a positive and statistically significant influence on FL_ICIrel, whereas the
third independent variable (LEV) does not affect significantly FL_ICI. Table 5 comprises regression data for
each Model. Model 1 and Model 2 present the effect of firm characteristics on FL_ICIqnt and FL_ICIcov
respectively. Models from 3, 4 and 5 show the relationship between firm characteristics and different categories
of FL_ICI (FL_ICIstr, FL_ICIhum, FL_ICIrel).
Regression data demonstrate that ROE impacts on certain categories of FLI, but it has no impact on FL_ICIqnt
and FL_ICIcov. In particular, ROE influences positively FL_ICIstr (Model 3) as expected (H1) and negatively
FL_ICIhum (Model 4) and FL_ICIrel (Model 5). Thus, H1 is not supported by research findings for FL_ICIqnt
(Model 1), FL_ICIcov (Model 2), FL_ICIhum (Model 4) and FL_ICIrel (Model 5).
Regarding Model 4 and Model 5, regression coefficients reveal that firms with high profitability divulge less
FL_ICIhum (0.10 level) and less FL_ICIrel (0.01 level). One possible reason is that managers are indisposed to
report information on future objectives and strategies concerning human and relational capitals, although this
information can be extremely useful for transparency and analysts’ forecasts in capital markets. Hence, these
results disprove H1 but are consistent with some prior studies (e.g., Aljifri and Hussainey 2007; Abed et al.,
2011) founding a negative relation between profitability and FLI.
On the other hand, H1 is confirmed by Model 3. Findings prove a positive and statistically significant association
between profitability and the variable FL_ICIstr. The coefficient, significant at the level of 0.05, is 0.00635316
and the adjusted R-squared (0.162830) verifies that the independent variables explain 16.13% of the variation of
the dependent variable. Hence, the OLS regression findings confirm that profitable firms are more disposed to
share with their stakeholders FLI concerning structural capital.
With regard to SIZE, empirical evidence reveals a positive and statistically significant impact on the variable
FL_ICIrel, confirming H2 and validating earlier FLI evidence (Kent and Ung, 2003; Ferreira et al., 2012; Dewi
et al., 2014). The coefficient, significant at level of 0.05, proves that larger companies are likely to deliver more
disclosure about future plans on relational capital. Hence, the findings show that ROE and SIZE are positively
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related to some subcategories of FL_ICI. In particular, Hypotheses H1 and H2 are validated with regard to
disclosure on structural and relational capital respectively. Larger companies are “politically more sensitive” and
divulge more extensive voluntary disclosure to decrease information asymmetry, moderate share undervaluation
and decrease the cost of capital. Managers of larger companies disclose more FL_ICIrel probably to reduce share
undervaluation and increase liquidity of their shares (Petty and Cuganensan, 2005). Findings suggest that the
purpose of profitable companies is to meet investors/stakeholders’ expectations of information transparency. In
this regard, voluntary disclosure can help firms to be compliant with the expected role of good management, e.g.
the development of structural capital for future corporate success and long term value-creating process.
With regard to the variable LEV, the Hypothesis (H3) is not sustained by empirical results. Regression analysis
confirms that LEV has an irrelevant influence on the amount of FL_ICI and these results regard all the measures
of FL_ICI (dependent variables). Hence, H3 is rejected, although results are in line with those of some prior
studies suggesting an irrelevant relationship between LEV and disclosure on IC (e.g. Celik et al., 2006; Whiting
and Woodcock, 2011; Ferreira et al., 2012). Lastly, no statistically significant influence is found for the control
variables FLI_TONE and FLI_EVID.
The data of the sensitivity test are also analyzed (including the explanatory variable EUROPE). The outcomes
verify a positive statistically significant relationship between ROE and FL_ICIstr, supporting H1. FL_ICIhum
and FL_ICIrel are negatively related with ROE while SIZE is significantly associated to FL_ICIrel, supporting
H2. The results exclude any significant relationship between LEV and FLI, rejecting H3. In short, the sensitivity
tests validate the results of all the Models. Finally, the robustness of the research data is reinforced in all the
Models by the evidence of the VIF analysis as no concerns of collinearity seems between explanatory variables.
6. Conclusions
The research is set out to understand the factors driving firms to disclose FL_ICI in integrated reports. We
studied the hypothesized influence of profitability, firm size and leverage on the amount of total and
category-wise FL_ICI. The study adds to literature on IC disclosure by underling if the extent of FL_ICI
reported in integrated reports is related (or not) to firm characteristics. Few studies investigated the impact of
firm characteristics on IC disclosure in IR (i.e. Melloni, 2015) and none has examined this research topic in a
forward-looking perspective.
First, the findings of univariate analysis confirm that companies report little FLI on IC. The empirical findings
also demonstrated that integrated reports usually comprise a low amount of quantitative FL_ICI, consistent with
prior disclosure literature underlining mainly a qualitative nature of FLI. In addition, this first step of the analysis
bridges the research gap about FL_ICI in the IR, giving an answer to earlier calls for examination of the quality
of FLI. The regression results show that profitability (ROE) and SIZE impact on FL_ICI. In contrast, the other
independent variable (LEV) has no relation with the amount of FL_ICI. Profitability (ROE) is found to have a
negative statistical significant influence on FLI concerning human capital (FL_ICIhum) and relational capital
(FL_ICIrel) (Merkley, 2014). On the contrary, the research verified a positive relation between ROE and FLI
about structural capital (FL_ICIstr), in line with H1. Regarding SIZE, the regression analysis outlined that big
firms divulge more FL_ICIrel than small ones, supporting H2. Additionally, the research data does not confirm
any significant relationship between FL_ICI and LEV, rejecting H3.
The evidence show that the amount of IC FLI is low and mostly consists in narrative descriptions with no
consistent or systematic reporting framework. The study also found that items of relational capital are the most
widely disclosed while the human capital attributes are the least disclosed. As Guthrie and Petty (2000a) we
accredited the low percentage of quantitative IC information to firms that are still trying to comprehend of
value-creating items. Moreover, low awareness about the significance of IC information and the absence of an
appropriate framework for its disclosure, might have improved the shortage of IC-related information in
integrated reports.
Overall, the results of both the steps of the analysis reveal that FL_ICI is low, thus questioning IR’s role in
communicating FLI. It can be concluded that managers apply a high grade of discretion (Marquardt and
Wiedman, 2005; Li, 2008; Athanasakou and Hussainey, 2014) in reporting FL_ICI since there is no obligation or
reason to do so. IIRC (2013) recommends a framework for the preparation of IR but no current disciplines entail
firms to divulge FLI regarding specific items (e.g. capitals) within IR. This study contributes to literature about
disclosure on IC. There is a very limited number of prior studies that have described both IC disclosure and firm
characteristics (Whiting and Woodcock, 2011; Abhayawansa and Guthrie, 2016) and moreover he attained
results are vague. Although there are many disclosure studies, no one is focused on disclosure regarding FL_ICI
in integrated reports. Hence, following the prior literature, this research develops the insight of the variables that
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could influence FL_ICI in IR. This study has important implications. First, providing broad awareness of IC FLI
practices of initial adopters in IR, this paper can be valuable for preparers of integrated reports, since no papers
have inspected the determinants of FL_ICI in such a context yet. Secondly, this research has practical
implications for management in modeling their IC communication plan and for regulators (e.g. IIRC) in inspiring
additional efforts to promote FL_ICI and to open the way for stronger guidelines. Finally, our results are
significant to academics exploring the potential impact of IR in corporate reporting. Backwards looking
information about IC has a minor effect on firm value than FLI because the market have already assessed
historical information (Dumay and Tull, 2007; Dumay, 2016). On the contrary, FL_ ICI anticipates unknown or
secret information on how the firm is effectively managing its opportunities and risks. The spreading of FL_ICI
in integrated reports may reduce the uncertainty and the difficulty of forecasting cash flows and future earnings.
Our findings suggest the importance to highlight the potential value of companies by debating their FL_ICI,
which would otherwise be devalued by the market because of high information asymmetry. In this regard, IR
complements corporate communication media (e.g. annual reports) in the delivery of FL_ICI information to the
market. Generally, our evidence underlines the need to consider IR as an important source of IC disclosure in the
capital market as firms potentially can increase their value by communicating with stakeholders about FL_ICI
value drivers.
7. Implications
This study is explanatory as it is the first research attempting to investigate FL_ICI reporting practices in
integrated reports. Based on this study, some others may be fashioned by examining more variables impacting on
the amount of FL_ICI or by growing the number of firms analyzed to improve the reliability of the research
findings. This study has certain limitations. First, the investigation is limited to firms’ reports accessible in the
Integrated Reporting Emerging Practice Examples Database for the period 2011-2018. Since the used sample is
relatively small, the first step would be to extend its dimension, by including more companies. The analysis
should be improved by the inclusion of other independent variables in the regression analysis, aiming to have a
more complete view of the FL_ICI practices in IR. Second, the measure of FL_ICI is based on an unweighted
approach and the items of the Disclosure Index are subjectively pooled from the existing IIRC’s Framework
(Kabalski, 2012). Consequently, the use of an equivalent weight for each word discussing FL_ICI does not
replicate the importance of information as perceived by stakeholders. For instance, some FLI items could have a
greater value relevance than others within a particular industry. Concerning this limitation, future research will
be carried out by allocating higher weight to more relevant FL_ICI for stakeholders. Additionally, this research
does not apply a quality IC disclosure measure because an amplified subjectivity would be generated by
including such a measure. A quality measure “might reveal new insights that may otherwise have gone
unnoticed” (Dumay & Cai, 2015) but there is no standard quality degree accepted in the disclosure literature.
Our findings need also to be interpreted taking into account several limitations which are common to studies
applying content analysis. Regarding the application of the research methodology, content analysis approaches
employing a pre-defined disclosure index can be criticized as the precise purpose of content analysis is to “find
the hidden meanings of texts” (Krippendorff, 1980). Lastly, another limitation of content analysis is the
possibility to imply errors and subjectivity in the data creating process because of human involvement in coding.
References
Abdolmohammadi, M. (2005). Intellectual capital disclosure and market capitalization. Journal of Intellectual
Capital, 6(3), 397-416. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930510611139
Abed, S., & Roberts, C. (2011). Methods for Scoring Annual Reports Narratives: The Case of the Extent of
Forward-Looking Information, EAA, Rome.
Abed, S., Al-Okdeh, S., & Nimer, K. (2011). The Inclusion of Forecasts in the Narrative Sections of Annual
Reports and their Association with Firm Characteristics: The Case of Jordan. International Business
Research, 4(4), 264-271. https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v4n4p264
Abeysekera, I. (2011). The relation of intellectual capital disclosure strategies and market value in two political
settings. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 12(2), 319-338. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691931111123449
Abeysekera, I. (2013). A template for integrated reporting. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 14(2), 227-245.
Abhayawansa, S. A. (2013). A review of guidelines and frameworks on external reporting of intellectual capital.
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 15(1), 100-141. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691931311323869
Abhayawansa, S., & Guthrie, J. (2010). Intellectual capital and the capital market: a review and synthesis.
Journal
of
Human
Resource
Costing
and
Accounting,
14(3),
196-226.
179

ijbm.ccsenet.org

International Journal of Business and Management

Vol. 14, No. 8; 2019

https://doi.org/10.1108/14013381011095472
Abhayawansa, S., & Guthrie, J. (2016). Does intellectual capital disclosure in analysts’ reports vary by firm
characteristics? Advances in Accounting, 35, 26-38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adiac.2016.04.002
Ahmed, K., & Courtis, J. K. (1999). Association between corporate characteristics and disclosure levels in
annual
reports:
a
meta-analysis.
The
British
Accounting
Review,
31(1),
35-61.
https://doi.org/10.1006/bare.1998.0082
Ahmed, K., & Nicholls, D. (1994). The impact of non financial company characteristics on mandatory
compliance in developing countries: the case of Bangladesh. International Journal of Accounting, 29(1),
62-77.
Ahmed, N., & Sulaiman, M. (2004). Environmental disclosures in Malaysian annual reports: a legitimacy theory
perspectives.
International
Journal
of
Commerce
and
Management,
14(1),
44-58.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10569210480000173
Aljifri, K. (2006). Annual report disclosure in a developing country: the case of the UAE. Working Paper. United
Arab University, Al Ain.
Aljifri, K., & Hussainey, K. (2007). The determinants of forward-looking information in annual reports of UAE
companies. Managerial Auditing Journal, 22(9), 881-894. https://doi.org/10.1108/02686900710829390
Alsaeed, K. (2006). The association between firm-specific characteristics and disclosure: the case of Saudi
Arabia. Managerial Auditing Journal, 21(5), 476-96. https://doi.org/10.1108/02686900610667256
Alkhatib, K. (2012). The Determinants of Leverage of Listed Companies. International Journal of Business and
Social Sciences, 3(24), (Special Issue - December 2012), 78-83.
Alkhatib, K., & Marji, Q. (2012), Audit reports timeliness: Empirical evidence from Jordan. Procedia-Social and
Behavioral Sciences Journal, 62, 1342-1349. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.229
Alwert, K., Bornemann, M., & Will, M. (2009). Does intellectual capital reporting matter to financial analysts.
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 10(39), 354-368. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930910977789
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) (1992). Special Committee on financial reporting.
Improving business reporting: a customer focus, New York.
Ashton, R. H. (2005). Intellectual capital and value creation: a review. Journal of Accounting Literature, 24,
53-134.
Athanasakou, V., & Hussainey, K. (2014). The perceived credibility of forward-looking performance disclosures.
Accounting and Business Research, 44(3), 227-259. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2013.867403
Beattie, V., McInnes, B., & Fearnley, S. (2004). A methodology for analyzing and evaluating narratives in annual
reports: a comprehensive descriptive profile and metrics for disclosure quality attributes. Accounting Forum,
28(3), 205-236. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2004.07.001
Beattie, V., & Smith, S. J. (2013). Value creation and business models: refocusing the intellectual capital debate.
The British Accounting Review, 45(4), 243-254. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.06.001
Beattie, V., & Thomson, S. J. (2007). Lifting the lid on the use of content analysis to investigate intellectual
capital disclosures. Accounting Forum, 31(2), 129-163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2007.02.001
Belkaoui, A., & Kahl, A. (1978). Corporate financial disclosure in Canada. Research Monograph, No. 1,
Canadian Certified General Accountants Association, Vancouver.
Beretta, S., & Bozzolan, S. (2008). Quality versus Quantity: the Case of Forward-Looking Disclosure. Journal of
Accounting, Auditing & Finance, 23(3), 333-376. https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X0802300304
Beyer, A., & Dye, R. A. (2012). Reputation management and the disclosure of earnings forecasts. Review of
Accounting Studies, 17(4), 877-912. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-011-9180-5
Bontis, N. (2003). Intellectual Capital Disclosure in Canadian Corporations. Journal of Human Resource Costing
& Accounting, 7(1), 9-20. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb029076
Bozzolan, S., Favotto, F., & Ricceri, F. (2003). Italian annual intellectual capital disclosure: an empirical analysis.
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 4(4), 543-558. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930310504554
Bozzolan, S., O’Regan, P., & Ricceri, F. (2006). Intellectual capital Disclosure (ICD): A comparison of Italy and
UK.
Journal
of
Human
Resource
Costing
and
Accounting,
10(2),
92-113.
180

ijbm.ccsenet.org

International Journal of Business and Management

Vol. 14, No. 8; 2019

https://doi.org/10.1108/14013380610703111
Bozzolan, S., Trombetta, M., & Beretta, S. (2009). Forward looking disclosure and analysts’ forecasts: a study of
cross-listed
European
Firms.
European
Accounting
Review,
18(3),
435-473.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180802627779
Bravo, F. U., Abad, M. C. N., & Trombetta, M. (2009). Disclosure Indices Design: Does it Make a Difference?
Spanish Accounting Review, 12(2), 253-277. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1138-4891(09)70008-1
Brennan, N. (2001). Reporting intellectual capital in annual reports: evidence from Ireland. Accounting, Auditing
& Accountability Journal, 14(4), 423-436. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570110403443
Broberg, P., Tagesson, T., & Collin S-O. (2010). What explains variation in voluntary disclosures? A study of
annual reports from corporations listed at the Stockholm Stock Exchange. Journal of Management and
Governance, 14(4), 351-377. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-009-9104-y
Brockman, P., & Cicon, J. (2013). The information content of management earnings forecasts: An analysis of
hard
versus
soft
information.
Journal
of
Financial
Research,
36(2),
147-173.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6803.2013.12006.x
Cahan, S. F., & Hossain, M. (1996). The investment Opportunity Set and Disclosure Policy Choice: some
Malaysian
Evidence.
Asia
Pacific
Journal
of
Management,
13(1),
68-85.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01739682
Campbell, D. J., & Abdul Rahman, M. R. (2010). A longitudinal examination of intellectual capital reporting in
Marks & Spencer annual reports, 1978-2008. The British Accounting Review, 42(1), 56-70.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2009.11.001
Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA). (2002). Management’s discussion and analysis: Guidance
on preparation and disclosure. Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants.
Celik, O., Ecer, A., & Karabacak, H. (2006). Disclosure of forward looking information: evidence from listed
companies on Istanbul Stock Exchange (ISE). Investment Management & Financial Innovation, 3(2),
197-216.
Cerf, R. A. (1961). Corporate Reporting and investment decisions. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Cheung, Y., Jiang, P., & Tan, W. (2010). A transparency disclosure index measuring disclosures: Chinese listed
companies.
Journal
of
Accounting
and
Public
Policy,
29(3),
259-280.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2010.02.001
Chow, C., & Wong-Borne, A. (1987). Voluntary financial disclosure by Mexican corporations. The Accounting
Review, 62(3), 533-541. https://www.jstor.org/stable/247575
Cohen, J., Holder-Webb, L., Nath, L., & Wood, D. (2011). Retail investors’ perceptions of the
decision-usefulness of economic performance, governance, and corporate social responsibility disclosures.
Behavioral Research in Accounting, 23(1), 109-129. https://doi.org/10.2308/bria.2011.23.1.109
Cooke, T. E. (1989). Disclosure in the Corporate Annual Report of Swedish Companies. Accounting & Business
Research, 19(74), 113-122. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1989.9728841
Cooke, T. E. (1991). An assessment of voluntary disclosure in the annual reports of Japanese corporations.
International Journal of Accounting, 26(3), 174-189. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1992.9729440
Cooke, T. E. (1992). The impact of size, stock market lissting, and industry type on disclosure in the annual
reports of Japanese listed corporations. Accounting & Business Research, 22(87), 229-237.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1992.9729440
Cooke, T. E. (1998). Regression analysis in accounting disclosure studies. Accounting and Business Research,
28(3), 209-224. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1998.9728910
Cordazzo, M. (2007), Intangibles and Italian IPO prospectuses: a disclosure analysis. Journal of Intellectual
Capital, 8(2), 288-305. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930710742853
Cunningham, S., & Gadenne, D. (2003). Do corporations perceive mandatory publication of pollution
information for key stakeholders as a legitimacy threat? Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy and
Management, 5(4), 523-549. https://www.jstor.org/stable/enviassepolimana.5.4.523
Debrency, R., Gray, G., & Rahman, A. (2002). The determinants of Internet financial reporting. Journal of
Accounting and Public Policy, 21(4/5), 371-394. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0278-4254(02)00067-4
181

ijbm.ccsenet.org

International Journal of Business and Management

Vol. 14, No. 8; 2019

De Villiers, C., Rinaldi, L., & Unerman, J. (2014). Integrated reporting: insights, gaps and an agenda for future
research.
Accounting,
Auditing
&
Accountability
Journal,
27(7),
1042-1067.
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-06-2014-1736
Donnelly, R., & Mulcahy, M. (2008). Board Structure, Ownership, and Voluntary Disclosure in Ireland.
Corporate
Governance.
An
International
Review,
16(5),
416-429.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2008.00692.x
Dumay, J., & Cai, L. (2014). A review and critique of content analysis as a methodologyfor inquiring into IC
disclosure. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 15(2), 264-290. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-01-2014-0010
Dumay, J., & Tull, J. (2007). Intellectual capital disclosure and price sensitive Australian stock exchange
announcements. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 8(2), 236-255. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930710742826
Ettredge, M., Richardson, V., & Scholz, S. (2002). Dissemination of information for investors at corporate web
sites.
Journal
of
Accounting
and
Public
Policy,
21(4/5),
357-369.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0278-4254(02)00066-2
Ferreira, A. L., Branco, M. C., & Moreira, J. A. (2012). Factors influencing intellectual capital disclosure by
Portuguese companies. International Journal of Accounting and Financial Reporting, 2(2), 278-298.
https://doi.org/10.5296/ijafr.v2i2.2844
Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) (2001). Steering Committee Report. Business Reporting
Research Project, Improving Business Reporting: Insights into Enhancing Voluntary Disclosure.
Firth, M. (1979). The impact of size, stock market listing, and auditors on voluntary disclosure in corporate
annual
reports.
Accounting
&
Business
Research,
9(36),
273-280.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1979.9729168
Flostrand, P. (2006). The sell side-observations on intellectual capital indicators. Journal of Intellectual Capital,
7(4), 457-473. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930610709112
Frankel, R., McNichols, M., & Wilson, P. (1995). Discretionary disclosure and external financing. The
Accounting Review, 70(1), 135-150. https://www.jstor.org/stable/248392
Frias-Aceituno, J. V., Rodriguez-Ariza, L., & Garcia-Sanchez, I. M. (2013). The role of the board in the
dissemination of integrated corporate social reporting. Corporate Social Responsability and Environmental
Management, 20(4), 219-233. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1294
Frias-Aceituno, J. V., Rodriguez-Ariza, L., & Garcia-Sanchez, I. M. (2014). Explanatory factors of integrated
sustainability and financial reporting. Business Strategy and the Environment, 23(1), 56-72.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1765
Gamerschlag, R. (2013). Value relevance of human capital information. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 14(2),
325-345. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691931311323913
Gao, S. S., Heravi, S., & Xiao, J. Z. (2005). Determinants of corporate social and environmental reporting in
Hong
Kong:
a
research
note.
Accounting
Forum,
29(2),
233-242.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2005.01.002
Garanina, T., Dumay, J. (2017). Forward-looking intellectual capital disclosure in IPOS. Implications for
intellectual capital and integrated reporting. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 18(1), 128-148.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-05-2016-0054
Gray, R., Kouhy, R., & Lavers, S. (1995). Corporate and social environmental reporting: a review of the
literature and a longitudinal study of UK disclosure. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 8(2),
44-77. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513579510146996
Gujarati, D. (2006). Essentials of Econometrics. New York: McGraw Hill.
Guthrie, J., & Petty, R. (2000a). Intellectual capital literature review. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 1(2),
155-176. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930010348731
Guthrie, J., & Petty, R. (2000b). Intellectual capital: Australian annual reporting practices. Journal of Intellectual
Capital, 1(3), 241-251. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930010350800
Guthrie, J., Ricceri, F., & Dumay, J. (2012), Reflections and projections: a decade of intellectual capital
accounting research. The British Accounting Review, 44(2), 68-82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2012.03.004
Hackston, D., & Milne, M. J. (1996). Some determinants of social and environmental disclosures in New Zeland
182

ijbm.ccsenet.org

International Journal of Business and Management

companies.
Accounting,
Auditing
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513579610109987

&

Accountability

Vol. 14, No. 8; 2019

Journal,

9(1),

77-108.

Hassan, O., Giorgioni, G., & Romilly, P. (2006). The extent of financial disclosure and its determinants in an
emerging capital market: the case of Egypt. International Journal of Accounting, Auditing and Performance
Evaluation, 3(1), 41-67. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJAAPE.2006.010102
Hassanein, A., & Hussainey, K. (2015). Is forward-looking financial disclosure really informative? Evidence
from UK narrative statements. International Review of Financial Analysis, 41, 52-61.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2015.05.025
Healy, P. M., Palepu, K. G. (2001). Information asymmetry, corporate disclosure, and the capital markets: a
review of the empirical disclosure literature. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 31(1-3), 405-440.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-4101(01)00018-0
Hossain, H., & Hammami, M. (2009). Voluntary disclosure in the annual report of an emerging country: the case
of Qatar. Advances in Accounting, 25(2), 255-265. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adiac.2009.08.002
Hossain, M., Ahmed, K., & Godfrey, J. M. (2005). Investment Opportunity Set and Voluntary Disclosure of
Perspective Information: A Simultaneous Equations Approach. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting,
32(5/6), 871-907. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0306-686X.2005.00616.x
Hossain, M., Perera, M. H. B., & Rahman, A. R. (1995). Voluntary disclosure in the annual reports of New
Zeland companies. Journal of International Financial Management & Accounting, 6(1), 69-87.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-646X.1995.tb00050.x
Hossain, M., Tan, L. M., & Adams, M. (1994). Voluntary disclosure in an emerging capital market: some
empirical evidence from companies listed on the Kuala Lumpur stock exchange. International Journal of
Accounting, 29(3), 334-351.
Hussainey, K., Schleicher, T., & Walker, M. (2003). Undertaking large-scale disclosure studies when AIMR-FAF
ratings are not available: the case of prices leading earnings. Accounting Business Research, 33(4), 275-294.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2003.9729654
Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales (ICAEW). (2003). New reporting models for business,
London: Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales.
International Accounting Standards Board (IASB). (2010). IFRS Practice Statement Management Commentary:
A framework for presentation.
International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) (2013). The international IR framework. Retrieved from
http://www.theiirc.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/13-12-08-THE-INTERNATIONAL-IR-FRAMEWORK
-2-1.pdf
Ismail, T. H. (2011). Intellectual capital reporting in knowledge economy of Egypt. International Journal of
Critical Accounting, 3(2), 293-317. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJCA.2011.039756
Jenkins, E. L. (1994). Users’ critical external reporting needs are not being met. Journal of Accountancy, 177(5),
77-82.
Jensen, J. C., & Berg, N. (2012). Determinants of traditional sustainability reporting versus integrated reporting:
an institutionalist approach. Business Strategy and the Environment, 21(5), 299-316.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.740
Jensen, M. C., Meckling W. (1976). Theory of the Firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Costs and Ownership
Structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(4), 305-360. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X.
Johnson, M. F., Kasznik, R., & Nelson, K. K. (2001). The impact of securities litigation reform on the disclosure
of forward-looking information by high technology firms. Journal of Accounting Research, 39(2), 297-327.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.00014.
Kabalski, P. (2012). The IASB’s Management Commentary and Modern Paradigms of Management.
International Journal of Business and Management, 7(6), 90-98. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v7n6p90
Kennedy, P. (2008). A Guide to Econometrics (6th ed.). Oxford, Blackwell Pub, Malden, Mass.
Kent, P., & Ung, K. (2003). Voluntary Disclosure of Forward-looking Earnings Information in Australia.
Australian Journal of Management, 28(3), 273-285. https://doi.org/10.1177/031289620302800303
Krippendorff, K. (1980). Content Analysis. An Introduction to Its Methodology. Beverly Hills, CA, The Sage
183

ijbm.ccsenet.org

International Journal of Business and Management

Vol. 14, No. 8; 2019

CommText Series.
Kristandl, G., & Bontis, N. (2007). The impact of voluntary disclosure on cost of equity capital estimates in a
temporal
setting.
Journal
of
Intellectual
Capital,
8(4),
557-594.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930710830765
Lai, A., Melloni, G., & Stacchezzini, R. (2014). Corporate sustainable development: is ‘integrated reporting’ a
legitimation
strategy?
Business
Strategy
and
the
Environment,
25(3),
165-177.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1863
Lang, M., & ve Lundholm, R. (1996). Corporate disclosure policy and analysis behavior. The Accounting Review,
71(October), 467-492. https://www.jstor.org/stable/248567
La Rosa, F. A., & Liberatore, G. (2014). Biopharmaceutical and chemical firms’ R&D disclosure, and cost equity:
the impact of the regulatory regime. European Management Journal, 32(5), 806-820.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2014.01.003
Leventis, S., & Weetman, P. (2004). Voluntary disclosure in an emerging capital market: some evidence from the
Athens
Stock
Exchange.
Advances
of
International
Accounting,
17,
227-250.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0897-3660(04)17011-6
Li, F. (2008). Annual report redability, current earnings, and earnings persistence. Journal of Accounting and
Economics, 45(2-3), 221-247. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2008.02.003
Lim, S., Matolcsy, Z., & Chow, D. (2007). The Association between Board Composition and Different Types of
Voluntary
Disclosure.
European
Accounting
Review,
16(3),
555-583.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180701507155
Liu, S. (2015). Corporate governance and forward-looking disclosure: Evidence from China. Journal of
International
Accounting,
Auditing
and
Taxation,
25,
16-30.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2015.10.002
Malone, D., Fries, C., & Jones, T. (1993). An empirical investigation of the extent of corporate financial
disclosure in the oil and gas industry. Journal of Accounting, Auditing & Finance, 8(3), 249-273.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X9300800306
Marquardt, C., & Wiedman, C. (2005). Earnings management throught transaction structuring: Contingent
convertible debt and diluted earnings per share. Journal of Accounting Research, 43(2), 205-243.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3542341
Marr, B. (2003). Why do firms measure their intellectual capital? Journal of Intellectual Capital, 4(4), 441-464.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930310504509
Marston, C. (2003). Financial reporting on the internet by leading Japanese companies. Corporate
Communication: an International Journal, 8(1), 23-34. https://doi.org/10.1108/13563280310458894
Marston, C., & Polei, A. (2004). Corporate reporting on the internet by German companies. International
Journal of Accounting Information System, 5(3), 285-311. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accinf.2004.02.009
Meek, G., Gray, S., & Roberts, C. (1995). Factors influencing voluntary annual report disclosures by US, UK
and continental European multinational corporations. Journal of International Business Studies, 26(3),
555-572. https://www.jstor.org/stable/155561
Melloni, G. (2015). Intellectual capital disclosure in integrated reporting: an impression management analysis.
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 16(3), 661-680. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-11-2014-0121
Merkley, K. (2014). Narrative disclosure and earnings performance: Evidence from R&D. Accounting Review,
89(2), 725-757. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-50649
Neter, J., Kutner, M. H., Nachtsteim, C. J., & Wasserman, W. (1996). Applied Linear Statistical Models. Boston,
MA, Irwin.
Oliveras, E., Gowthorpe, C., Kasperskaya, Y., & Perramon, J. (2008). Reporting intellectual capital in Spain.
Corporate
Communications:
An
International
Journal,
13(2),
168-181.
https://doi.org/10.1108/13563280810869596
O’Sullivan, M., Percy, M., & Stewart, J. (2008). Australian Evidence on Corporate Governance Attributes and
their Association with Forward-looking Information in the Annual Report. Journal of Management and
Governance, 12(1), 5-35. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-007-9039-0
184

ijbm.ccsenet.org

International Journal of Business and Management

Vol. 14, No. 8; 2019

Ousama, A., Fatima, A., & Hafiz Majdi, A. (2011). Effects of intellectual capital information disclosed in annual
reports on market capitalization: Evidence from Bursa Malaysia. Journal of Human Resource Costing &
Accounting, 15(2), 85-101. https://doi.org/10.1108/14013381111157328
Oyelere, P., Laswad, F., Fisher, R. (2003). Determinants of Internet Financial Reporting by New Zealand
Companies. Journal of International Financial Management & Accounting, 14(1), 26-63.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-646X.00089
Patton, J., & Zelenka, I. (1997). An empirical analysis of the determinants of the extent of disclosure in annual
reports of joint stock companies in Czech Republic. European Accounting Review, 6(4), 605-631.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638189700000003
Petty, R., & Cuganesan, S. (2005). Voluntary disclosure of intellectual capital by Hong Kong companies:
Examining size, industry and growth effects over time. Australian Accounting Review, 15(36), 40-50.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1835-2561.2005.tb00291.x
Prencipe, A. (2004). Proprietary Costs and Determinants of Voluntary Segment Disclosure: Evidence from
Italian
Listed
Companies.
European
Accounting
Review,
13(2),
319-340.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0963818042000204742
Raffournier, B. (1995). The determinants of voluntary financial disclosure by Swiss listed companies. European
Accounting Review, 4(2), 261-280. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638189500000016
Robb, S. W. G., Single, L. E., & Zarzeski, M. T. (2001). Non-financial disclosure across Anglo-American
countries. Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 10(1), 71-83.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1061-9518(01)00036-2
Skinner, D. (1994). Why Firms Voluntarily Disclose Bad News. Journal of Accounting Research, 32(1), 38-60.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2491386
Sierra-Garcia, L., Zorio-Grima, A., Garcia-Benau, M. A. (2013). Stakeholder engagement, corporate social
responsability and integrated reporting: an exploratory study. Corporate Social Responsibility and
Environmental Management, 22(5), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1345
Singh I., & Van der Zahn, J. W. (2009). Intellectual capital prospectus disclosure and post-issue stock
performance. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 10(3), 425-450. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930910977824
Singh S., & Kansal M. (2011). Voluntary disclosures of intellectual capital: An empirical analysis. Journal of
Intellectual Capital, 12(2), 301-318. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691931111123430
Smith, C.W. and Warner, J.B. (1979), On Financial contracting: An analysis of Bonds Covenants. Journal of
Financial Economics, 7(2), 117-161. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(79)90011-4
Stewart, T. (1997). Intellectual Capital: The New Wealth of Organizations. New York: Doubleday Business.
Stewart, T. A. (2001). The Wealth of Knowledge–Intellectual Capital and the 21st Century Organization. New
York, Currency.
Striukova, L., Unerman, J., & Guthrie, J. (2008). Corporate reporting of intellectual capital: Evidence from UK
companies. The British Accounting Review, 40(4), 297-313. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2008.06.001
Swarts, G. E., Swartz, N. P., & Firer, S. (2006). An empirical examination of the value relevance of intellectual
capital using the Ohlson valuation model. Meditari Accountancy Research, 14(2), 67-81.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10222529200600013
Tasker, S. C. (1998). Bridging the information gap: quarterly conference calls as medium for voluntary
disclosure. Review of Accounting Studies, 3(1-2), 137-167. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009684502135
Uyar, A., & Kilic, M. (2012a). The influence of firm characteristics on disclosure of financial ratios in annual
reports of Turkish firms listed in the Istanbul Stock Exchange. International Journal of Accounting,
Auditing and Performance Evaluation, 8(2), 137-156. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJAAPE.2012.046603
Uyar, A., & Kilic, M. (2012b). Influence of corporate attributes on forward-looking information disclosure in
publicly traded Turkish corporations. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 62, 244-252.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.039
Vanstraelen, A., Zarzeski, M. T., & Robb S. W. G. (2003). Corporate Nonfinancial Disclosure Practices and
Financial Analyst Forecast Ability Across Three European Countries. Journal of International Financial
Management & Accounting, 14(3), 249-278. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-646X.00098
185

ijbm.ccsenet.org

International Journal of Business and Management

Vol. 14, No. 8; 2019

Wagiciengo, M. M., & Belal, A. R. (2012). Intellectual capital disclosures by south African companies: A
longitudinal investigation. Advances in Accounting, incorporating Advances in International Accounting,
28(1), 111-119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adiac.2012.03.004
Walker, M., & Tsalta, A. (2001). Corporate financial disclosure and analyst forecasting activity: preliminary
evidence for the UK. ACCA Research Report, No. 67.
Wallace, R. S. O., & Naser, K. (1995). Firm-specific determinants of 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. https://doi.org/10.1016/0278-4254(95)00042-9
Wang, M, & Hussainey, K. (2013). Voluntary forward-looking statements driven by corporate governance and
their value relevance. Journal of Accounting and
Public Policy, 32(3), 26-49.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2013.02.009
Wang, K., Sewon, O., & Claiborne, M. C. (2008). Determinants and consequences of voluntary disclosure in an
emerging market: Evidence from China. Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 17(1),
4-30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2008.01.001
Watts, R. (1977). Corporate Financial Statements: A Product of the Market and Political Process. Australian
Journal of Management, 4(April), 53-75. https://doi.org/10.1177/031289627700200104
Weber, R. P. (1985). Basic content analysis. Newbury Park, Sage Publications.
White, G., Lee, A., Yuningsih, Y., Nielsen, C., & Bukh, P. N. (2010). The nature and extent of voluntary
intellectual capital disclosures by Australian and UK biotechnology companies. Journal of Intellectual
Capital, 11(4), 519-536. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691931011085669
Whiting, R. H., & Miller, J. C. (2008). Voluntary disclosure of intellectual capital in New Zealand annual reports
and the “hidden value”. Journal of Human resource costing and accounting, 12(1), 26-50.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14013380810872725
Williams, S. M. (2001). Are intellectual capital performance and disclosure practice related? Journal of
Intellectual Capital, 2(3), 192-203. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930110399932
Yau, F. S., Chun, L. S., & Balaraman, R. (2009). Intellectual Capital Reporting and Corporate Characteristics of
Public-Listed Companies in Malaysia. Journal of Financial Reporting and Accounting, 7(1), 17-35.
https://doi.org/10.1108/19852510980000639
Zambon, S., & Marzo, G. (2007). Visualising Intangibles: Measuring and Reporting in the Knowledge Economy.
London: Routledge.
Zarzeski, M. T. (1996). Spontaneous harmonization effects of culture and market forces on accounting disclosure
practices. Accounting Horizons, 10(1), 18-38. Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2600

Copyrights
Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal.
This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

186

