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Abstract 

Goodwill accounting treatment has been a subject of heated debate for a long time in 

many countries around the world. Changing to international accounting standards and 

settings was much discussed in Sweden. International Accounting Standard Board 

(IASB) issued Exposure Drafts, which were related to goodwill accounting treatment 

in 2002. In this thesis, two respondents groups’ positions, regarding the disclosure 

information on goodwill impairment test, and assumption are examined by studying 

comment letters that submitted to the IASB. It is suggested that the two groups 

lobbied the proposal because the new standard has economic consequences. The result 

shows that, as hypothesized, non-preparer group supported more than the preparer 

group for disclosing variety information on goodwill impairment test and assumption. 

Furthermore, it would be interesting to see what kind of arguments from two different 

groups, and how they argue for their positions. The result is both groups used IASB 

framework are based on useful arguments to support their positions at the same extent, 

although the objects behind the lobbying activities are different from two groups. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION  

This chapter is to enable the reader to have a quick understanding of the first part of 

my work. I present a background of the thesis, fundamental to the problem discussion. 

Next, by discussing the problem, the purpose of this thesis will be presented. Then I 

will give the limitation of the examination for the empirical part in the thesis. At the 

end of this chapter, I will give the outline of the thesis so that the reader can see the 

structure of the thesis as a whole. 

 

 

1.1 Background  

 

International Accounting Standard Board (IASB) published the new International 

Financial Report Standard (IFRS) 3- “Business combinations” in March 2004. In 

IFRS 3 accounting for goodwill (and other accounting issue that are related to 

business combinations) is regulated
1
. A stated, aim of the Board is, where appropriate, 

to obtain convergence with US GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting Principles in 

the United States); convergence of all international reporting would benefit users of 

financial statements.
2
 This new standard, among others, meant to improve the 

financial reports’ qualities, and to create a standard principle for EU companies, 

which can be more comparable with international companies. The standard may also 

be used by non-EU members. 

 

Before IASB published the new regulations, in December 2002, IASB issued 

Exposure Draft 3 (ED3) “Business Combinations”; the Draft entails the proposed 

Amendments to International Accounting Standard (IAS) 36 “Impairment of Assets” 

(ED36) and IAS 38 “Intangible Assets” (ED38).  It is a proposal from IASB on 

changes of goodwill standard. Comments were invited by the board on all proposals, 

the board particularly welcomed answers to those questions that they set out in the 

“Invitation to Comment” at the front of each proposed revised Standard.
3
  

 

In the Exposure draft to the revised IAS 36, information by segment on the estimates 

                                                 
1
 Hartwig F, 2007 Respondent lobbying on the proposed prohibition of goodwill amortisation in ED3 

“Business Combinations”, p2 

2
 Convergence, 2002, Comment letter 58 

3
 IASB (2002) Exposure Draft of Proposed amendments to IAS 36 impairment of assets IAS 38 

intangible assets 
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used to measure recoverable amounts for impairment tests must be disclosed. The 

direct question, regarding the disclosure of all the information of goodwill impairment 

test and assumption suggested in ED36, is that: “Estimates used to measure 

recoverable amounts of cash-generating units containing goodwill or intangible assets 

with indefinite useful lives. a) Should an entity be required to disclose each of the 

items in proposed paragraph 134? If not, which items should be removed from the 

disclosure requirements, and why? b) Should the information to be disclosed under 

proposed paragraph 134 be disclosed separately for a cash-generating unit within a 

segment when one or more of the criteria in proposed paragraph 137 are satisfied, if 

not, why not?”
4
 And this became the backbone of my thesis.  

 

Goodwill and related disclosure are such an area, which to obtain convergence with 

US GAAP. The new standard forces companies to disclose much more information 

about goodwill in the goodwill impairment test and assumption in the annual financial 

report than before. That means that companies will be much more open for sensitive 

information to the other interested groups, and this increased information suppose to 

achieve better market observation in acquisitions than before.  

 

The proposal of the amendments in IAS 36’s accounting principle is to create an 

international regulation, which can contribute comparability among the international 

companies. By working on the IAS 36 and other standards, the European accounting 

treatment for goodwill, as well as the Swedish accounting standard, will be closer to 

the American regulations. The comparableness of the financial information is the most 

important advantage with the new goodwill accounting treatment. It would be 

interesting to find out what the respondents’ opinion is according to the changes. Do 

they also think it is desirable that new standard for goodwill impairment test and 

assumptions is more suitable after the changes?  

  

 

1.2 Problem discussion  

 

Goodwill is a big item, and difficult to evaluate by its nature. The accounting 

treatment of goodwill has been the subject of heated debate for a long time in many 

countries around the world
5
.  

 

                                                 
4
 IASB, 2002, Exposure Draft of Proposed amendments to IAS 36 impairment of assets IAS 38 

intangible assets. Question 7 

5
 Anrell G, 2004, Nya regler för redovisning av goodwill  
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In the Exposure Draft, much more information is asked to be disclosed for goodwill 

accounting treatment, but how much information is companies prepared to give out to 

the interested groups? Comment letters which I study are from different people who 

work in different kinds of organizations or companies in different positions all over 

the world. I divided all the respondents into two groups: preparers and non-preparers. 

Preparers are those respondents who are from companies; they are normally managers 

and top managers. Non-preparers are those who are from institutions, auditor and 

accountant bureaus, and also those who are from national standard settings. What I 

am going to do is to find out if there is any different approach between preparers and 

non-preparers for the same proposal? What kind of arguments they gave to support 

their positions? Are those arguments that are from two groups differs from each 

other?  

 

 

1.3 Purposes 

 

The first purpose of this study is to find out the respondent groups’ positions: whether 

or not they support the proposal of disclosure information for goodwill impairment 

test and assumption.  

 

The second purpose is regarding the supportive arguments. I am going to find out if 

there is same extent by both groups when they lobby their positions.  

 

 

1.4 Limitations:  

 

Due to the scarcity of resources and limitation of my knowledge, my study is limited 

to just around the examination of the answers from comment letters for the particular 

question. 

 

1.5 Thesis outline 

 

The remainder of this thesis is divided into seven parts. The first part is chapter 2 

Methodology. I intend to acquire the reader with the research problem and purposes at 

hand, and which will be discussed below is devoted to providing an in-depth 

explanation of the research methods used in my study. Chapter 3 is the theoretical 

framework. The aim of this chapter is to inform the reader about major theories 

relating to the research under investigation. In chapter 4, I create three hypotheses 
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with the support of theories I mentioned in chapter 3. Closely after hypotheses, I code 

qualitative comment letters into quantitative variables for the preparing of statistic 

examination in chapter 5. I establish the findings of the study in Chapter 6, followed 

by analysis in which I tie together my empirical findings with the theory. In the 

chapter 7, which is conclusions, I summarize the findings and give the suggestion for 

further research in areas that is related to goodwill and goodwill accounting treatment. 

I consecrate the chapter 8 to the list of literature, articles and internet sites. Appendix 

will be the last part of the thesis, where the reader can see the relevant standard 

addressed in the IAS 36 P 134 and 137.  

 

CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY 

Methodology is the analysis of the principles of methods, rules, and postulates 

employed by a discipline. It is also the development of methods, to be applied within 

a discipline, or a particular procedure or set of procedures.
6
 

 

Chapter two will present some of the concepts of the methods applied in the thesis. A 

detailed explanation of the different methods that I use in the analysis will be given. 

At the same time, by comparing the different methods, the reasons why I choose those 

particular methods will be presented. 

 

 

2.1 The deductive method and the inductive method 

 

The deductive method involves making a logic conclusion regarding valid reasons in 

a logic situation
7
. Deductive reasoning works from the “general” to the “concrete”. 

This is also called a “top-down” approach. It works as “think of a theory and then to 

specific hypothesis.” We accept or reject hypothesis by collecting observations. We do 

that to confirm or refute our original theory.
8
 

 

The inductive method is another type of scientific method. It involves a process of 

using observations to develop general principles about a specific subject. It works 

                                                 
6
 Methodology: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Methodology 2007-04-20 

7
 Thurén T, 2002, Vetenskapsteori för nybörjare, p23 

8
 Deductive: http://wik.ed.uiuc.edu/index.php/Deductive_methods#Definition 2007-04-08 

Johannessen A and Tufte P, 2003 Introduktion till samhällsvetenskaplig metod, p35 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Methodology
http://wik.ed.uiuc.edu/index.php/Deductive_methods#Definition
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from “concrete” to “general”
9
. The inductive reasoning works the other way around, 

when compared to the deductive one. It works from observation down towards 

generalizations and theories. This is also called a “bottom-up” approach
10

. Inductive 

reasoning is open-ended and exploratory, especially at the beginning. Deductive 

reasoning is narrow in nature and is concerned with testing or confirming 

hypotheses.
11

 

 

2.2 Hypothesis and hypothesis-deductive method  

 

Hypothesis: A scientific investigation often involves getting into an unknown area to 

obtain answers from observations, and this can be formulated as hypothesis
12

. 

Hypothesis consists either of a suggested explanation or of a reasoned proposal 

suggesting a possible correlation between multiple phenomena. Scientists generally 

base hypothesis on previous observations or on extension of scientific theories to test 

a scientific hypothesis.
13

 

 

Hypothesis - deductive method works like that: you set up a hypothesis, conjecture 

as the premise, and then make a conclusion. After that, you do some investigation to 

see if the premise matches the result from the investigation.
14

  

 

 

2.3 Qualitative and quantitative methods 

 

Qualitative method is one of the two major approaches to research methodology in 

social sciences. Qualitative research involves an in-depth understanding of human 

behaviour and reasons that govern human behaviour. Qualitative research relies on the 

reasons behind various aspects of behaviour. It investigates reasons why and how 

decisions are made. 
15

 

 

                                                 
9
 Inductive: http://wik.ed.uiuc.edu/index.php/Inductive_methods 2007-04-08 

Johannessen A, Tufte P, 2003 Introduktion till samhällsvetenskaplig metod, p35 

10
 Inductive reasoning: http://wik.ed.uiuc.edu/index.php/Deductive_methods#Definition 2007-04-08 

11
 Deductive reasoning: http://wik.ed.uiuc.edu/index.php/Deductive_methods#Definition 2007-04-08 

12
 Johannessen A, Tufte P, 2003 Introduktion till samhällsvetenskaplig metod, p34 

13
 Hypothesis: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hypothesis, 2007-04-19 

14
 Thurén T, 2002, Vetenskapsteori för nybörjare, p25 

15
 Qualitative: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Qualitative_method 2007-04-08 

http://wik.ed.uiuc.edu/index.php/Inductive_methods%202007-04-08
http://wik.ed.uiuc.edu/index.php/Deductive_methods#Definition
http://wik.ed.uiuc.edu/index.php/Deductive_methods#Definition
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hypothesis
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Qualitative_method
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Quantitative method contains more or less amount of advanced mathematics 

procedure to analyse numbers and information which can be indicated by numbers.
16

  

 

Quantitative method has the advantage that it is possible for people to do the test 

repeatedly, since the original material will not be changed by testing. While 

qualitative method is good at investigating phenomenon, quantitative method can not 

get hold of because phenomenon is difficult to be quantified.
17

 

 

The objective of quantitative research is to develop and employ mathematical models 

and theories. The process of measurement is central to quantitative research, because 

it provides the fundamental connection between empirical observation and 

mathematical expression of quantitative relationships.
18

 

 

2.4 Methods used 

 

Relationship between theories and practices within social sciences can be presented as 

deductive and inductive. The deductive method is from theory to practice. In the latter 

part of this thesis, I will use a couple of theories, namely Agent Theory and Positive 

Accounting Theory as my starting point, these theories are not new, and I am using 

them as a support to predict the result of my document studies, and then to find out if 

the result matches my prediction. I do observations to accept or reject my hypotheses. 

In this connection, the thesis uses the deductive method. In other words, the inductive 

theory would not be used, because it is to generalize a new theory from the 

observation which is not what I want to do. 

 

I use hypotheses to predict conclusions of my document (comment letters) studies, 

and then to get the result from the investigation to see if the result matches my 

predictions. So hypothesis-deductive method is actually also one of the methods I use 

in this thesis.   

 

As for qualitative and quantitative methods, it is advantageous to combine the two
19

. 

The quantitative research provides the fundamental connection between empirical 

                                                 
16

 Eliasson A, 2006, Kvantitativ metod från början, p28 

17
 Eliasson A, 2006, Kvantitativ metod från början, p28 

18
 Quantitative: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantitative_research#See_also 2007-04-08 

19
 Eliasson A, 2006, Kvantitativ metod från början, p31 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantitative_research#See_also
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observation and mathematical expression of quantitative relationship
20

; while 

qualitative method will press those fundamental connections deeper
21

. The dependent 

variables can be coded from qualitative to quantitative. The quantitative method in my 

thesis is about a statistic investigation, that will say, a thoroughly document studies 

which can lead to analyse how respondents from different positions react for a new 

accounting standard issue. The documents I studied consists 127 comment letters to 

IASBs Exposure Drafts, and I am just studying one of those Exposure Drafts about 

amendments on IAS 36, disclosure of variety information on goodwill impairment test 

and assumption. Since a new accounting standard will affect companies’ value, to find 

out opinions from respondents, which majority of them are company managers, 

accountants and auditors, about the proposal would be very interesting. I code those 

qualitative comment letters to quantitative variables, and then use the statistic method 

to see if variables are dependent on each other. That is why I suggest to combination 

of the two methods would be a best choice.  

 

Objective research about observable relationship and situation, according to a 

deductive method, can make generalizing possible. Searching after generalization 

motivated study and a quantitative investigation with many observations have been 

chosen before the typical qualitative method with many aspects. The purpose is not to 

be understood, but to explain and describe the different respondents’ opinion about the 

proposal. 

  

Choice of going through a document study depends on, first of all, that the proposal 

was issued in the year 2002, and all the comment letters are already there, it is easy to 

get the access to those documents. The second reason is that normal interview would 

not be suitable for finishing the thesis within very limited time. And even if I use the 

interview instead of document study, it is difficult to find enough managers, 

accountants and auditors in a short time to answer the question for me to generalise 

and conclude the result. Maybe because of sensitive information, there would be a 

risk that the person in the interview just gives the answer which they think is suitable 

to answer, and I would not get the facts what they really think.  

 

 

2.5 Quality of the research 

 

                                                 
20

 Quantitative: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantitative_research#See_also 2007-04-08 

21
 Eliasson A, 2006, Kvantitativ metod från början, p21 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantitative_research#See_also
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When discussing the scientific value of reports, the validity and reliability are two 

concepts that are frequently used.  

 

Validity means that there is an agreement between the language and the reality. 

According to IASC’s framework, validity means that information should indicate 

either what it is about or reasonably assume what it is about
22

. By this, I establish 

correct operational measures for the concepts being studied.  

 

Reliability is about capacity of the representation
23

. The purpose of reliability here in 

my study is to ascertain if a later researcher follows exactly the same study, and 

he/she should get the same findings and conclusion. In this thesis, I believe the 

documents that I used are reliable. Articles, books and internet sites of information are 

valued from my knowledge base with concerning who wrote them and for whom it 

was written.  

 

 

                                                 
22

 Smith D, 2000, Redovisningens språk, p27 

23
 Smith D, 2000, Redovisningens språk, p27 
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Chapter 3 Theoretical framework: 

Since this study is all about goodwill and goodwill accounting treatment, 

understanding the concept of goodwill and goodwill testing will be very important. 

After the description of those concepts, I will take you to look at some accounting 

theories, namely Agent Theory, Positive Accounting Theory, which are used in the 

thesis as a support for analysis.  

 

3.1 Definition of Goodwill  

 

When a company acquires another in a business combination, the purchase method of 

accounting for the transaction requires that the tangible and identifiable intangible 

assets and the liabilities of the acquired company be valued at their fair values for 

purposes of the consolidated financial statements. Goodwill is then the difference 

between the net amount of these fair values, and the total purchase price paid by the 

acquiring company.
24

 In other words, goodwill is future economic benefits from 

assets that are not capable of being individually identified and recognised
25

, according 

to the definition from a comment letter. 

 

Goodwill becomes very integrated with acquiring companies, so that they are 

indistinguishable from the companies’ other assets and liabilities. Goodwill is not 

associated with the net assets it was acquired with; and it is not to be tested on an 

acquisition-by acquisition basis, but is to be tested in the aggregate, at a reporting 

level, referred to as the reporting unit
26

.  

 

When the carrying amount of an asset exceeds its fair value, in general terms, it is the 

condition for impairment. However, since goodwill can not be sold by itself, goodwill 

is what makes the company as a whole worth more than the sum of its individual parts 

and its initially measured as a residual
27

.  

 

                                                 
24

 Scott, W R, 2003, Financial Accounting Theory p231 

25
 Goodwill, Comment letter 52, Syngenta AG 

26
 Goodwill impairment test,2007, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0ICC/is_2_70/ai_80206023, 

2007-4-25 

27
 Goodwill impairment test, 2007, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0ICC/is_2_70/ai_80206023, 

2007-4-25 

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0ICC/is_2_70/ai_80206023
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0ICC/is_2_70/ai_80206023
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3.2 The goodwill impairment test 

 

Goodwill impairment test was issued by Financial Accounting Standard Board (FASB) 

and it is consisted two steps.  

 

The first step is to identify a potential impairment, so that the implied fair value of 

goodwill only needs to be estimated when a potential impairment exists. It is the 

comparison of a fair value of a reporting unit with its carrying amount. If the fair 

value of a reporting unit exceeds its carrying amount, goodwill is not considered 

impaired. If it is on the contrary, that will say the carrying amount of a reporting unit 

exceeds its fair value, the second step of the impairment test is performed to measure 

the amount of the impairment loss, if any.  

 

In the Exposure Draft, the Board considered including a “subsequent cash flow test” 

in the revised Standard, which is similar to that included in UK Financial Reporting 

Standard 11 Impairment of Fixed Assets and goodwill.
28

 

 

The second step of the impairment test is a comparison of the implied fair value of a 

reporting unit’s goodwill with the carrying amount of that goodwill. If the carrying 

amount exceeds the implied fair value, an impairment loss must be recognized in the 

amount of that excess
29

. 

 

The goodwill impairment test must be performed at the end of each annual reporting 

period. If there is any indication that it may be impaired, the company would be asked 

to do it more frequently
30

. 

 

3.3 Agent theory 

 

We define an agency relationship as a contract under which one or more persons (the 

                                                 
28

 IASB,( 2002) Exposure Draft of Proposed amendments to IAS 36 impairment of assets IAS 38 

intangible assets. P152 

29
 Goodwill impairment test, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0ICC/is_2_70/ai_80206023, 

2007-4-25 

30
 IASB,( 2002) Exposure Draft of Proposed amendments to IAS 36 impairment of assets IAS 38 

intangible assets. P131 

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0ICC/is_2_70/ai_80206023
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principals) engage another person (the agent) to perform some services on their 

behalf which involves delegating some decision-making authority to the agent. If both 

parties to the relationship are utility maximizes there is good reason to believe that 

the agent will not always act in the best interests of the principal.
31

  

 

There are many financial accounting theories, which mean that there is no universally 

accepted theory of financial accounting, or, any universally agreed perspective of how 

accounting theories should be developed. One of the reasons of these phenomena is 

that different researchers have different perspectives on the role of accounting theory, 

and they have different points of view of what the central objective, roll and scope of 

financial accounting should be.
32

 

 

From the different points of view, some researchers believe that the principal role of 

accounting theory should explain and predict particular accounting-related 

phenomena, while others believe that the role of accounting theory is to prescribe 

particular approaches to accounting.
33

 Even within similar perspective, different 

accounting theories have been developed. 

 

Just talking about human beings’ rationality, struggling for maximizing their own 

profit, there are a few theories which fits this topic. Agent theory is one of them. 

Agent theory focused on information’s asymmetry. There are two major types of 

information asymmetry. One of them is adverse selection. Managers and other 

insiders can exploit their information advantage at the expense of outsiders by biasing 

or otherwise managing the information released to investors, because firm managers 

and other insiders know more about the current condition and future prospects of the 

firm than outside investors.
34

  

 

With the separation of ownership and control of company occurs Moral Hazard. 

Moral Hazard is the other type of information asymmetry. It becomes impossible for 

company owners and creditor to observe directly the extent and quality of top 

manager effort on their behaviour. In its turn, this can lead to that top managers may 

not do their best, instead of blaming somebody else for the company’s performance 

                                                 
31

 Jensen, MC and Meckling, W. H 1976, Theory of the firm: managerial behaviour, agency costs and 

ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3, p308 

32
 Deegan C and Unerman J, 2006, Financial Accounting Theory, p6 

33
 Deegan, C and Unerman J, 2006, Financial Accounting Theory, p6 

34
 Scott, W R, 2003, Financial Accounting Theory p7-8 
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which beyond somebody else’s control
35

.  

 

 

3.5 Positive accounting theory 

 

Economic consequences are a concept that asserts that, despite the implications of 

efficient securities market theory, accounting policy choice can affect firm value
36

. 

 

Stephen Zeff, in one of his articles, gives the definition to the economic consequences. 

He defines economic consequence as “the impact of accounting reports on the 

decision-making behavior of business, government and creditors.”
37

 

 

…we assume that individuals act to maximize their own utility. In doing so they are 

resourceful and innovative. The obvious implication of this assumption is that 

management lobbies on accounting standards based on its own self-interest.
38

 

 

Another accounting theory which talks about human beings rationality, struggling for 

maximizing own profit is Positive Accounting Theory. It was developed by Watts and 

Zimmerman in 1970s. The start point of the theory is the information asymmetry, 

according to Agent Theory, it exists between agents and principles, and from this 

point, and we can see that Positive Accounting theory is actually an extension of the 

Agent Theory. 

 

Positive accounting theory (PAT) is concerned with predicting such actions as the 

choices of accounting policies by firm managers, and how managers will respond to 

proposed new accounting standard.
39

 It is about how account responsible behaves and 

why they behave like that.  

 

PAT tries to explain the managers’ accounting behavior, and to predict how managers 

choose the accounting treatment to do their own best needs, and to raise their own 

                                                 
35

 Scott, W R, 2003, Financial Accounting Theory p8 

36
 Scott, W R, 2003, Financial Accounting Theory, P259 

37
 Scott, W R, 2003, Financial Accounting Theory, p261 

38
 Watts, R.L and Zimmerman, J.L. 1978, Towards a Positive Theory of the Determination of 

Accounting Standards. The Accounting Review, Vol. 53, No. 1 1978, p113 

39
 Scott, W R, 2003, Financial Accounting Theory p273 
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profit.
40

 It explains that managers’ behavior is rational and individual 

opportunistically. With a weak owner control, managers have a big information 

advantage, and this advantage will give the managers more power in the company. 

 

 

                                                 
40

 Watts, R L and Zimmerman, J.L. 1978, Towards a Positive Theory of the Determination of 

Accounting Standards. The Accounting Review, Vol. 53, No. 1 1978, p114 
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Chapter 4 Development of hypotheses 

In this part of my thesis, I will develop hypotheses, to be tested afterwards. The first 

hypothesis is concerned about respondents’ positions. And the second and third one 

regard the useful arguments from respondents to support their position. This part of 

my study is referring to Agent Theory and Positive Accounting Theory since it can be 

used to explain and predict accounting behavior in practice.  

 

4.1 Hypothesis 1: regarding the respondents’ position 

 

As I mentioned early that examine the respondents positions regarding the disclosure 

of information on the goodwill impairment test and assumption in the annual financial 

report are one of the purpose of this thesis.  

 

All the respondents have been divided into two groups, as Fredrik Hartwig did in his 

research: prepares and non-prepares. The first hypothesis is that there is difference 

between prepares and non-prepares regarding to the disclosure of information in 

the goodwill impairment test and assumption. To put it simply, prepares would be 

less favor than the non-prepares to support disclosure variety of the information, 

non-prepares would like more to support it. The preparers are hypothesized to be 

against the Exposure Draft on disclosure the information for impairment test and 

assumption. My hypothesis is based on the following reasons. 

 

First, accounting to the policy choice would affect firm’s value. Firm’s accounting 

policies and changes in policies have economic consequences
41

. If the manager is also 

the owner, then it matters to management and furthermore it matters to the investors 

who own the firms. In the case, managers may well change the actual operation of 

their firms due to changes in accounting policies
42

. Here I assume that it is the 

disadvantage for preparers to disclose so much information to others. The more 

information to be given out, the less confidentially they have. The more information 

to be given out, the less risk the investors would have. In its turn, the lower return the 

investors would have, so the proposed accounting standard negatively affects their 

interests; that is why they will lobby on the Exposure Draft. 
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Second, it is assumed that managers would choose accounting policies so as to 

maximize the firm’s interests, or their own interests. Again, if the manager is the 

owner, the more information to be given out; the more costs will it be for preparing 

the financial report and in its turn would be higher costs for auditing. The more costs 

it would be, the less profit the firm will earn. That can not maximize the firm’s 

interest or manager’s interest, so it will be against the individual opportunistically 

behavior, according to the Positive Accounting Theory,.  

 

Third, the preparer group is made of the managers. If the manager is not the owner, 

managers must give out variety of information, and they would have almost equal 

information as the investors, which will say the owners. In that case, the information 

asymmetry would be reduced. Managers have less chance to exploit their information 

advantage at the expense of outsiders by biasing or otherwise managing the 

information released to investors, according to the Agent Theory. Managers would 

feel that they have less power than they used to have, and there would be fewer things 

for managers to control. Of course it would be against managers’ interests. On the 

contrary, the less information to be given out, the more power the managers would 

have, so they will be against the proposal. 

 

Fourth, non-preparer group would be more favor for the proposal, when compared it 

to the preparers. The non-preparer group is consisting mostly auditor or accountant 

bureaus and national standard settings, the more complex accounting it is, the more 

service would be produced from them, and this would be maximizing their own 

interests and profit.  

 

Finally, information to be given out, it will be more cost for preparing financial report. 

More costs for preparing financial report is the disadvantage for preparers, but 

advantage for non-preparers since non-preparers can own more from preparing more 

complex financial report. On the contrary, less information to be required from the 

regulations, less costs for companies to prepare their financial reports, less income for 

non-preparers when they do their job, it is against human beings rationality. 

 

4.2 Hypothesis 2: regarding the supportive arguments  

 

Examination of respondents’ supportive arguments is another purpose of this thesis. 

Here I use useful arguments as the key words. According to Fredrik Hatwig’s 

definition in his article, useful arguments are divided into arguments from an “internal 
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logic” perspective and from a “consumption” perspective
43

. 

 

The second hypothesis is that both groups were using the useful arguments to support 

their positions at the same extent. There is no significant difference between preparer 

group and non-preparer group when looking at the arguments they are using to 

support their positions. There are several reasons to give out this hypothesis. 

 

Early studies for comment letters found that lobbyists used the arguments which are 

accepted by standard setters. These arguments are defined as the useful arguments in 

this study; and I expect to have the same result as those who did researches earlier.  

 

Qualitative characteristics are the attributes that make the information provided in 

financial statements useful to users. In the International Accounting Standard Board’s 

Framework, there are four principal qualitative characteristics. They are 

understandability, relevance, reliability and comparability.
44

  

 

Reliable information must be free from the material error and bias. Relevant, 

information should help users to evaluate past, present or future events, confirm or 

correct their past evaluation.
45

 This means that information must possess to be useful 

to users in making economic decisions. For being understandable, the information that 

is disclosed should not increase the complexity for users, the quantity of information 

should be just right. Too much information will increase the complexity, and it will 

cost more for prepares but useless for financial statement users. Too little information 

can not be satisfied by financial statement users since they can not make economic 

decision without enough information. Comparable information is required in the 

regulation should be as same as other regulation from other countries. In this study, 

since the object of the changes in the IAS 36 is to obtain convergence with US GAAP, 

so the information to be required should be similar as the information asked in the US 

GAAP.  

 

It does not matter if the respondents support or against the proposal of ED 36, and 

they would use such arguments which they thought that would be listened by IASB. I 

                                                 
43
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hypothesize that because there are earlier studies that can support my hypothesis. 

Both Tutticci and Stenka have found that lobbyists are adept at applying the standard 

setters’ accepted view in their lobbying strategy
46

. Since usefulness is the qualitative 

characteristic in the International Accounting Standard Board, I assume that 

arguments should be based on effect on the usefulness, which means that they would 

be from the internal logic perspective and from consumption perspective. 

 

The second reason that I assume that there is no significant difference between two 

groups about supportive arguments is that I think respondents have been well 

informed about the arguments that IABS would probably be listened. As I mentioned 

before, this has been supported by earlier findings from Tutticci and Stenka, and 

Hartwig has done such research recently and got the same result.
47

 I suppose that I 

will get similar results as well. To be more precise, my hypothesis 2 is: Preparers 

and non-preparers use the supportive arguments at the same extent. As you will 

see from next section “coding the comment letters”, I divided all the arguments into 

three categories: useful arguments, cost/benefit arguments and other arguments. To 

separate cost/benefit perspective from the other arguments is because in IASB, it is 

stated that the cost of preparing financial statements should not be too high, but 

except for this, other accounting related economic consequences should not be 

considered by the IASB
48

. I assume that majority of respondents would use useful 

arguments instead of cost/benefit arguments or other arguments, but still some 

arguments may from the cost/benefit perspective.  

 

4.3 Hypothesis 3: regarding the useful arguments 

 

From the figure 1 in chapter 5, we can see that I have divided useful arguments into 

“internal logic” and “consumption” perspective. Those arguments, which used IASB’s 

criteria (understandability, reliability, relevance and comparability) as the standard, 

are considered as from “internal logic” perspective. And the arguments, which used 

whether the information has been used in the share market as the foundation, are 

considered as from “consumption” perspective. To what extent did respondents use 
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“internal logic” arguments and “consumption” argument? As the reason I gave in the 

hypothesis 2, according to the earlier researches over the years, the lobbyists, from 

both positions, have learned what kind of arguments can make IASB to be listened, 

and I assume that respondents would use the similar arguments to be paid attention by 

IASB. My third hypothesis would be: Both preparers and non-preparers use the 

“internal logic” and “consumption” arguments at the same extent. 
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Chapter 5 Coding of the comment letters 

What follows is that I am coding the qualitative variables to the quantitative variables, 

and then to see if the variables will be depended to each other. 

 

First you can see from the figure 1, respondents are divided into two groups, one of 

the groups gives its positions, which is “support” or “against” the proposal ED36, the 

other one did not give their position whether they support or not. The group that did 

not give the position will not be discussed in the thesis. 

 

Those who give the positions are divided into two groups again. The group that 

supported the proposal stated as the “support” in the figure, and the other group that 

was against the proposal stated as the “against” in the figure.  

 

Down to the next section, it was contingent on whether the respondents offer the 

arguments to support their positions. If they do, then they go to the next division. And 

I will divide them into even more narrow parts. Those who did not give the arguments 

will not be discussed further, just ended by publishing their positions which to fill out 

my first purpose. Those respondents who gave supportive arguments were split into 

three categories: (1) those that used the “useful arguments”, (2) those that used 

“cost/benefit arguments” and (3) those are defined as “other arguments”. I will see if 

there is any difference between preparers and non-preparers when they gave the 

supportive arguments. The result will be established to fulfil my second hypothesis. 

 

Furthermore, those who used useful arguments will be split into another two parts: 

“internal logic perspective” and “consumption perspective”. , which is in the last 

division in the figure of “coding the comment letters”, these arguments will be 

investigated further and results will be discussed to fill out my third hypothesis. 

  

About useful arguments, I use Fredrik Hatwig’s definition; He defined the useful 

arguments quite broadly. It is divided into two types, one from an “internal logic 

perspective” and the other from the “consumption perspective”. The “consumption 

perspective” is actually the “actual use perspective”.
49
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Figure 1: coding the comment letters 

 

If respondents say that the accounting standard is good, because the share market has 

used this type of information, which the accounting standard led to; If respondents say 

the accounting standard is bad since the share market has not used such information. 

The proposal here is seen as “good” or “bad” depending on the actual use or 

consumption of accounting information. I would define this kind of argument as 
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consumption perspective. 

 

For the arguments like that: “…some of the required information seems to us being 

excessive and having no value in meeting the criterion of understands ability of 

financial statements.”
50

 In this case, the proposal is seen as “good” or “bad” 

depending on the facts whether this filled out IABS Framework’s criterion. This kind 

of argument is considered as from “internal logic perspective”.  

 

                                                 
50
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Chapter 6 Results and discussion of the results  

In this chapter, results from studying comment letters will be summarized. To give an 

entire picture of results from respective groups of preparers and non-preparers, I will 

use different tables to illustrate results. 

 

6.1 Results and discussion of the results for positions 

 

I have got 127 comment letters in total. Table 1 below shows a summary of the results 

for those comment letters. As we can see, the feedbacks are put into two categories: 

preparers and non-preparers with respect to two rows. In a contrast, columns illustrate 

numbers of feedbacks who are SUPPORT and AGAINST the proposal, those who did 

not answer the particular question and those who answered the question but can not be 

decided whether they are SUPPORT or AGAINST were put in the column that stated 

as UNCERTAIN OR NOT APPLICABLE.  

 

Table 1: The total number of submitted comment letters and positions. 

 Support    Against  Uncertain/not 

applicable 

Total  

Prepares 2  43  19 64 

Non-prepares  9  31  23 63 

Total  11  74  42 127 

 

From Table 1, we can see that 85 respondents answered the question which I study, 

with positions.  

 

On the other hand, Table 2 shows that among the total respondents how many of them 

answered my question. We can also see from the table that how many respondents 

who are from preparer group respective non-preparer group supported proposals or  

were disagree with the proposal. I have calculated the percentage as well to improve 

the comparability from the different groups. 

 

In table 2, it indicates that only 4.44 percent of respondents who supported the 

proposal in preparer group, while 22.5 percent of respondents who supported the 

proposal in non-preparer group. Although the difference of the percentage number is 

quite big, we still can not make a conclusion if the result is as I hypothesized if 

without further calculation. To do such calculation, Chi-two test would fit perfect. 
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Table 2: The prepares’ and the non-prepares’ positions regarding disclosure of 

information for goodwill impairment test and assumption 

 Preparers Non-preparers Total  

 Absolut 

number 

Percentage 

% 

Absolut 

number 

Percentage 

% 

Absolut 

number 

Percentage 

%  

Support 

proposl 

2 4,44% 9 22,5% 11 12,94% 

Against 

proposal  

43 95,56% 31 77,5% 74 87,06% 

Total  45 100% 40 100% 85 100% 

 

 

Chi-two test is a form of hypothesis examination, and it can be used to test whether or 

not a result shows a relationship between two variables, either temporary or in a 

longer period
51

. This test is conducted to verify my hypothesis. 

 

Table 3 Calculation of Chi-two for table 2 

 O E O-E (O-E)^2 (O-E)^2/E 

A 2 5.8 -3.8 14.44 2.49 

B 9 5.2 3.8 14.44 2.78 

C 43 39.18 3.82 14.59 0.37 

D 31 34.82 -3.82 14.59 0.42 

Total     6.06 

 

In the second column in Table 3, O is the observed apportionment; the third column E 

is the expected apportionment, and the total value x
2
= 6.06. P- Value would be 

between 1% and 5%. In Chi two testing, 5% is assumed as the highest boundary for 

the statistic significant level
52

. Not surprisingly and as hypothesized, the preparers 

have much less favor than non-prepares for the disclosure of the information 

regarding the goodwill impairment test and assumption. And the difference between 

those two groups is quite significant. That means that theories predicted behavior 

seems to be valued. 
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For preparers, economic consequence should be the main reason why they didn’t 

support the proposal. According to the definition of Zeff’s economic consequence, 

accounting reports can affect the real decisions made by managers and others, rather 

than simply reflecting the results of these decisions
53

. 

 

Positive accounting theory is based on the contracts that firms enter into; these 

contracts are frequently based on financial accounting variables, such as net income 

and the ratio of debt to equity. Level of the information disclosure will effect 

managers’ estimation. In some cases, the disclosure is tantamount to valuing the 

company, and is likely to expose directors to challenge where the margin between the 

carrying amount and the fair value is disclosed and differs from market estimates. In 

that case, managers will be afraid of the estimation. They would not estimate the same 

way from when they did not have to offer so much information. It turns out that 

goodwill may be written down more, and net income would be lower. Since 

management is responsible for the firm’s contracts, accounting policies affect the 

values of these variables; it is very natural for managers to concern about accounting 

policy choice. Indeed, management would choose accounting policies so as to 

maximize the firm’s interests, or its own interests
54

. To disclose so much information 

that proposal is required, some of which is commercially sensitive, it would have 

negative effect on managers’ interests.  

 

For the non-preparers, majority of the respondents in non-preparer group consists of 

accountants and auditor. They would like to make the financial statements more 

useful. What kind of financial statements are going to be seen as more useful 

statements? Before answering this question, I would like to look at other questions. 

First, we should know who are the users of financial statements? As we know, 

Managers, investors, standard setters, government with more, all can be considered as 

the financial statements users. Then another question is what the decision problems 

are of financial statement users
55

. To understand problems with decision making, 

accountants will be prepared to meet the information needs of the different users. 

Since there are different users with various needs, the more information included in 

the financial statements, maybe the more satisfaction the users would get. That is also 

considered to be one of the reasons why non-preparer group has more favor to the 

proposal.  
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6.2 Results for arguments  

 

From table 2, we know that there are 45 respondents from preparer group and 40 from 

the non-preparer group stated their positions according to the question of disclosure of 

information for goodwill impairment test and assumption. If we look at the table 3, we 

would notice that there are only 32 respective 27 from preparer group and 

non-preparer group who give their supportive arguments for their positions. 

 

Table 4: The type of supportive arguments employed by the preparers and the 

non-preparers 

 Preparers  Non-preparers Total  

 Absolute 

number 

Percentage 

% 

Absolute 

number 

Percentage 

% 

Absolute 

number  

Percentage 

% 

Only 

cost/benefit 

arguments 

0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Other 

arguments 

0 0% 0 % 0 0% 

Only useful 

arguments 

26 81.25% 16 59,26% 42 71.19% 

Both useful 

and 

cost/benefit 

arguments 

6 18.75% 11 40.74% 17 28.81% 

Total  32 100% 27 100% 59 100% 

 

I have divided supportive arguments into 4 parts, and from the table 4, we can see that 

only two kinds of discussion were used in the supportive arguments, which are “only 

useful arguments” and “both useful and cost/benefit arguments”. “Other arguments” 

or “only cost/benefit arguments” were not used in the comment letters. 
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Table 5: the type of supportive arguments employed by preparers and non-preparers 

 Preparers  Non-preparers Total  

 Absolut 

number 

Percenta

ge % 

Absolut 

number  

Percentag

e % 

Absolut 

number  

Percentag

e % 

Only useful 

arguments 

 

26 81.25% 16 59.26% 42 71.19% 

Useful 

argument s and 

cost/benefit 

arguments 

6 18.75% 11 40.74% 17 28.81% 

Total  32 100 % 27 100 % 59 100 % 

 

To make it easier to be compaired of different type of arguments, I state the statistic in 

a new table: table 5. Table 5 indicates two types of supportive arguments employed by 

preparers and non-preparers. From the table 5, we can see that there are 81.25 percent 

of respondents from preparer group who used “only useful arguments”, and 18.75 

percent who used both arguments. While 59.26 percent of respondents from 

non-preparer group who used “only useful arguments”, and 40.74 percent who used 

both arguments. It seems that the two groups have used different arguments by just 

comparing the number of percentage of used arguments. If they have used the 

different arguments to support their positions, then my second hypothesis would not 

be valued. To conclude a result about the arguments that two groups have used, I have 

to do the further calculation by using Chi-two method just like the first hypothesis. 

 

Table 6: Calculation of Chi-two for supportive arguments employed by prepares and 

non-preparers 

 O E O-E (O-E)^2 (O-E)^2/E 

A 26 22.78 3.22 10.3684 0.455 

B 16 19.22 -3.22 10.3684 0.539 

C 6 9.22 -3.22 10.3684 1.124 

D 11 7.78 3.22 10.3684 1.333 

Total     3.451 

 

Here from the calculation of Chi-two method, I get x
2
=3.451, P- value would be 

bigger than 5%. Although the difference seems quite big if we only look at the 

number of the percentage, Chi-two test shows that there is no significant difference 

between preparer group and non-preparer group about supportive arguments. 
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Hypothesis can be considered as valued. There is no significant difference between 

two groups, when talking about supportive arguments for their positions; majority of 

the respondents, no matter preparers or non-preparers, no matter they supported the 

proposal or were against the proposal, prefer using useful arguments. If we look the 

table 4 again, you will find that the cost/benefit arguments were not used in isolation, 

but used useful arguments concurrently. 

 

My third hypothesis is “Both preparers and non-preparers use the “internal logic” 

and “consumption” arguments at the same extent.” To divide the useful arguments 

into internal logic and consumption and to investigate the relationship between them 

is because from the earlier studies of Tutticci, Stenka and Hartwig, respondents have 

rather used useful arguments strategy, besides of the internal logic arguments, they 

also began to add consumption arguments to support their positions, which either 

support or were against the disclosure of information for goodwill impairment test and 

assumptions. 

 

Table 7: The type of useful arguments employed by the preparers and non-preparers 

 Preparers Non-preparers Total  

 Absolute 

number 

Percentag

e % 

Absolute 

number 

Percentag

e % 

Absolute 

number 

Percent

age % 

Internal 

logic 

32 100 % 27 100 % 59 100 % 

Consumpti

on 

0 0 % 0 0 % 0 0 % 

Total  32 100 % 27 100 % 59 100 % 

 

 

In table 7, I have counted and calculated how many respondents from respective 

groups used internal logic arguments and consumption arguments. There is no one 

who used consumption arguments, and all of them used internal logic arguments to 

support their positions. It is obvious that preparers and non-preparers have used 

internal logic arguments and consumption arguments in the same extent. But to be 

more precisely, I still use the Chi-two method to do the calculation, the results are 

stated in table 8. 

 

I divided the useful arguments into internal logic and consumption perspective, 

because IASB used consumption arguments when they argued for the abolishment of 

goodwill amortization. I assume that consumption arguments can also make IASB to 
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be paid attention, and respondents would have been known about that. It seems 

strange to find out that no one used the consumption argument to support their 

positions, instead of using the traditional useful arguments taken from the IASB’s 

framework. 

 

Table 8: Calculation of Chi-two for the useful arguments employed by two respondent 

groups 

 O E O-E (O-E)^2 (O-E)^2/E 

A 32 32 0 0 0 

B 27 27 0 0 0 

C 0 0 0 0 0 

D 0 0 0 0 0 

Total     0 

 

Here from the calculation in table 8, I get x
2
=0, P-value would be bigger than 5%. The 

statistical test shows that the two respondent groups used rather similar useful 

arguments, which is from the internal logic perspective, in their written submissions 

to support their positions, when they tried to convince the IASB. My third hypothesis 

is proved that there was no significant difference between two groups regarding to the 

use of framework based arguments.  
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7. Conclusion and further research 

In this part of thesis, I will present the conclusion of my study, my own reflection. The 

further research will be proposed as well. 

 

 

7.1 Conclusion 

 

This thesis has attempted to find out the reaction from respondent groups when they 

were lobbying a proposal in the Exposure Draft 36, which was about disclosure 

information on goodwill impairment test and assumption. Three hypotheses have been 

developed in my study.  

 

The first hypothesis is that non-preparer group is more favor than preparer group to 

the disclosure of variety information on goodwill impairment test and assumption.  

Earlier studies have proved that management maximizes its own utility through 

lobbying activities with the objective of affecting proposed accounting standard. I 

deduced from that position as well. Accounting standards will affect the information 

disclosure in the annual financial report, which required in the Exposure Draft, that is 

why the management would lobby the ED. My hypothesis has been supported by the 

statistical data from the study of comment letters. The theories that I have used have 

proved again with this study.  

 

With the further investigation and calculation of the comment letters, my second and 

third hypotheses have been proved as valued. That means it did not matter whether 

they were preparers or non-preparers, they supported the proposals or were against the 

proposals, they are using the useful arguments to support their positions. Although 

IASB has put forth the consumption arguments when they argued for abolishment of 

goodwill amortization, respondents still have no favor to use it, but instead of sticking 

with the traditional IASB framework: disclose information in the financial reports to 

make them more useful for the statement users. 

 

 

7.2 further research  

 

Under the working about this thesis, I have read quite a few articles and books, even 
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old assignments. I have a few thoughts about further research: 

 

 I think it would be fascinating to conduct a similar study in a few years when 

IASB issue similar Exposure Draft within goodwill accounting area, we can see 

if the prediction can still be explained by Agent theory and Positive Accounting 

Theory, or we can generalize a new theory. 

 

 Why respondents who were from preparer group support this particular proposal 

in the ED 36, when it would have negative economy consequences? I was 

thinking about finding why, but have not got enough time to do so. This question 

can be considered as a further research question. 

 

 What I study is about writing down the goodwill, but I think it would be 

interesting to find out if there is any possibility to write up the goodwill? 
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Appendix 1 

 

IAS 36  

 

P134 

 

Ett f;retag skall l’mna den information som kr’vs enligt (a) – (f) för varje 

kassagenererande enhet (grupper av enheter) för vilken det redovisade värdet för 

goodwill eller för immateriella tillgångar med obegränsade nyttjandeperioder som är 

fördelat på den enheten (gruppen av enheter) är betydande i jämförelse med företagets 

totala redovisade värde för goodwill eller för immateriella tillgångar med obegränsade 

nyttjandeperioder. 

a) det redovisade värdet för goodwill som fördelas på enheten (gruppen av enheter),  

b) det redovisade värdet för immateriella tillgångar med obegränsade 

nyttjandeperioder som fördelas på enheten (gruppen av enheter), 

c) den grund på vilken enhetens (gruppen av enheters) återvinningsvärde har 

fastställts (det vill säga nyttjandevärde eller verkligt värde minus 

försäljningskostnader), 

d) om enhetens (grupen av enheters) återvinningsvärde baseras på nyttjandevärde 

 

i  en beskrivning av varje viktigt antagande på vilket företagsledningen har 

baserat sina kassaflödesprognoser för den period som täcks av de senast gjorda 

budgetarna/prognoserna. Viktiga antaganden är sådana antaganden för vilka 

enhetens (grupp av enheters) återvinningsvärde är mest känsligt, 

 

ii  en beskriving av företagsledningens metod för att fastställa det värde eller 

de värden som innefattas i varje viktigt antagande, huruvida det värdet eller de 

värdena återspeglar tidigare erfarenheter eller , i tillämpliga fall, är i 

överensstämmelse med externa informationskällor, och , om så inte är fallet, hur 

och varfor de skiljer sig från tidigare erfaenheter eller externa informationskällor, 

 

iii den period över vilken företagsledningen har prognostiserat kassaflöden 

baserat på finansiella budgetar/prognoser som fastställts av företagsledningen och 

när en period som är längre än fem år används för en kassagenererande enhet 

(grupp av enheter), en förklaring till varför den längre perioden är motiverad, 

 

iv den tillväxttakt som används för att extrapolera kassaflödesprognoser 
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bortom den period som täcks av de senast gjorda budgetarna/prognoserna, och 

motivet till att använda en tillväxttakt som överstiger den långfristiga 

tillväxttakten för de produkter, branscher eller land eller länder i vilket företaget 

är verksamt, eller för den marknad för vilken enheten (gruppen av enheter) är 

avsedd,  

 

v den diskonteringsfaktor eller de diskonteringsfaktorer som tillämpas på 

kassaflödesprognoserna, 

 

e) om enhetens (gruppens av enheter) återvinningsvärde baseras på verkligt värde 

minus försäljningskostnader, den metod som används för att fastställa verkligt värde 

minus försäljningskostnader. Om verkligt värde minus försäljningskostnader inte 

fastställs med hjälp av ett observerart marknadspris för enhetern (grupper av enheter) 

skall följande upplysningar också lämnas  

i en beskrivning av varje viktigt antagande på vilket företagsledningen har baserat 

sitt fastställande av verkligt värde minus försäljningskostnader. Viktiga antaganden är 

sådana antaganden för vilka enhetens (gruppen av enheters) återvinningsvärde är mest 

känsligt, 

ii en beskrivning av företagsledningens metod för att fastställa det värde eller de 

värden som innefattas i varje viktigt antagande, huruvida det värdet eller de värdena 

återspeglar tidigare erfarenheter eller, i tillämpliga fall, är i överensstämmelse med 

externa informationskällor, och, om så inte är fallet, hur och varför de skiljer sig från 

tidigare erfarenheter eller externa informationskällor, 

 

f) om en rimligt möjlig förändring i ett viktigt antagande på vilket 

företagsledningen har baserat sitt fastställande av enhetens (grupp av enheters) 

återvinningsvärde skulle innebära att enhetens (gruppen av enheters) 

redovisade värde skulle överstiga dess återvinningsvärde 

i det belopp med vilket enhetens (gruppens av enheter) återvinningsvärde 

överstiger dess redovisade värde, 

ii det värde som är tilldelat det viktiga antagandet, 

iii det belopp med vilket värdet som innefattats i det viktigaste antagandet 

måste ändras, efter det att eventuella följdeffekter av ändringen på de andra 

variabler som använts för att beräkna återvinningsvärde ska motsvara dess 

sammanlagda redovisade värde.  
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Appendix 2 

Comment letters from Prepares 

 

 For or against Supportive 

argument 

( yes/no) 

Type of argument; 

sophisticated/conceptual, 

economic/political or 

both 

Type of usefulness 

argument; internal 

logic, consumption 

or both 

CL 005 Association Francaise des 

Entreprises Privees (AFEP) 

Against 

 

yes Useful + cost/benefit Internal  

CL 006 National association of 

insurance commissioners (NAIC) 

For  No    

CL 008 Southcorp Limited Against  No    

CL 010 Foster’s group Against  No    

CL 022 NOKIA Against  Yes Useful  Internal  

CL 025 Wesfarmers Limited Against  Yes Useful + cost/benefit  Internal logic 

CL 029 Svenska bankföreningen against Yes  Useful  Internal logic 

CL 031 The Voice of Business in 

Europe (UNICE) 

Against  No    

CL 037 Mayne Group Limited Against   Yes  Useful    Internal logic 

CL 042 Société Générale (France) Against  Yes  Useful  Internal logic 

CL 042a BNP Paribas Against  Yes  Useful  Internal   

CL 050 Intangible Business Ltd Against  Yes  Useful  Internal logic 

CL 052 Syngenta AG Against  Yes Useful  Internal logic 

CL 058 Swiss Reinsurance  Against  Yes  Useful  Internal logic 

CL 067 Australian Bankers’ Association Against  yes Useful + cost/benefit  Internal  

CL 068 BG Group Against  No    

CL 070 GlaxoSmithKline Against  Yes  Useful  Internal  

CL 073 Confederation of British 

Industry (CBI) 

Against Yes  Useful  Internal  

CL 074 Industrie-Holding Against  Yes  Useful  Internal  

CL 075 LG  Against Yes  Useful  Internal logic 

CL 077 Association pour la 

participation des entreprises francaises 

á I’harmonisation comptable 

internationale (ACTEO) 

Against Yes Useful  Internal logic 

CL 078 European Round Table of Against No    
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Industrialists (ERT) 

CL 079 Nestlé Against  Yes  Useful  Internal logic 

CL 083 USB Against No    

CL 085 Technical Committee of the 100 

Group of Finance Director 

Against  Yes  Useful  Internal logic 

CL 088 BP Plc Against  Yes  Useful  Internal logic  

CL 089 AstraZeneca PLC  Against  Yes  Useful  Internal logic  

CL 093 Allianz Group  Against  Yes  Useful   Internal logic 

CL 094 Novatis International AG  Against  Yes  Useful + cost/benefit   Internal  

CL 095 AWG PLC Against  Yes  Useful   Internal logic 

CL 096 Group of 100  Against  Yes Useful + cost/benefit  Internal  

CL 097 JP MorganChase Against  No    

CL 099 Bundesverband deutscher 

Banken 

Against  No    

CL 105 Dovebid-Bache Valuation 

Services 

Against  Yes  Useful   Internal  

CL 107 Investment Management 

Association (IMA)  

For No    

CL 109 SIEMENS Against Yes  Useful   internal 

CL 110 Daimler Chrysler Against  Yes  useful  Internal  

CL 116 RWE Aktiengesellschaft  Against  Yes Useful + cost/benefit  Internal  

CL 119 Commonwealth Bank of 

Australia 

 Against  Yes  Useful   Internal  

CL 121 International Association of 

Financial Executives Institutes (IAFEI) 

Against  No    

CL 122 Credit Mutuel  Against  No    

CL 123 International Actuarial 

Association 

Against  No    

CL 124 Ernst & Young Global Against  Yes  Useful   internal 

CL 125 Old Mutual PLC  Against  Yes  Useful   Internal   

CL 127 HSBC Holding PLC  Against  Yes  Useful  Internal 
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Comment letters from Non-prepares 

 

 For or against Supportive 

argument 

( yes/no) 

Type of argument; 

sophisticated/concept

ual, 

economic/political or 

both 

Type of 

usefulness 

argument; 

internal logic, 

consumption or 

both 

CL 004. Maria &Carlos Subelet For  No  Useful  Internal  

CL 009 Organismo Italiano di Contabilita Against 

 

Yes  Useful  Internal   

CL017 Foreningen Auktoriserade Revisorer 

FAR 

Against No    

CL 021 Accounting Standards Board ACSB For   Yes  Useful  Internal  

CL 023 Institut Der Wirtschaftsprufer IDW For No    

CL 024 Institute of Chartered Accountants of 

Scotland 

For  No    

CL 030 The Netherlands Council for Annual 

Reporting (CAR) 

against Yes  Useful  Internal logic 

CL 034 FACPCE against No    

CL 036 Swedish Financial Accounting 

Standards Council 

against Yes  Useful  Internal   

CL 038 The Institute of Chartered 

accountants of Pakistan 

against yes  Internal logic  

CL 039 Accounting Standards Board of Japan against Yes Useful  Internal  

CL 040 Korea Accounting Institute KAI For  Yes  Useful  Internal  

CL 041 CPA Australia against No    

CL 044 Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Against  Yes  Useful Internal  

CL 045 The South African Institute of 

Chartered Accountants  

Against  Yes  Useful & 

cost&benefit 

Internal  

CL 046 Nippon Keidanren (Japan Business 

Federation) 

Against  Yes  Useful  Internal  

CL 047 Holcim Group Support Limited  Against  Yes  Useful Internal  

CL 049 F Hoffmann La Roche Against  Yes  Useful cost&benefit Internal  

CL 051 Norsk RegnskapsStiftelse – 

Norwegian Accounting Standards Board 

Against  Yes  Useful & cost 

&benefit 

Internal 

 

CL 054 Conseil National de la Comptabilité 

( CNC) 

Against  Yes Useful &cost 

&benefit 

Internal  
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CL 055 Grant ThorntonChartered 

Accountants 

against  Useful &cost 

&benefit 

Internal  

CL 057 Treuhand- Kammer  Against  Yes Useful + cost/benefit Internal 

CL 059 Pitcher Partners Against  Yes Useful + cost/benefit Internal  

CL 060 European Financial Reporting 

Advisory Group (EFRAG) 

Against Yes  Useful Internal  

CL 063 KPMG Building  Against  Yes  Useful + cost/benefit Internal  

CL 064 French Society of Financial Analysts 

(SFAF) 

Against  No    

CL 065 Institute of Chartered Accountant of 

Zimbabwe 

For Yes Useful Internal  

CL 080 Institute of Chartered accountants of 

New Zealand 

Against  No    

CL 082 Chartered Institute of management 

Accountants 

Against   Useful  Internal logic 

CL 084 PricewaterhouseCoopers Against  Yes  useful + cost/benefit internal 

CL 086 Association of Chartered Certified 

Accountants (ACCA) 

Against  Yes  Useful  Internal    

CL 087 German Accounting Standards 

Committee 

Against  Yes  Useful  Internal logic   

CL 090 Institute of Chartered Accountants in 

England & Wales (ICAEW) 

Against Yes  Cost/benefit + useful  

CL 100 HK Society of Accountants Against  yes Useful + Cost/benefit  

CL 101 Foreningen af Statsautoriserede 

Revisorer (FSR) 

For  No    

CL 102 Council on corporate disclosure & 

governance (CCDG) 

For  No    

CL 111 MAZARS &Guerrard Against  No    

CL 112 Accounting standards Executive 

Committee of the American Institute of 

Certified Public Accountants 

Against  No    

CL 113 Malaysian Accounting Standards 

Board 

For  No    

CL 114 Australian Accounting Standards 

Board (AASB) 

Against  Yes  Useful   Intrernal  

CL 118 Institute of Certified Public 

Accountants in Ireland 

Against  No    
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