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Abstract  

Type of thesis - Degree project in Accounting for Master of Science in Business 

Administration, 30 credits.  

University – Jönköping University, International Business School.  

Semester - Spring 2016. 

Authors – Johannes Hildingsson and Viktor Kjellberg.  

Date – 2016-05-21. 

Supervisor – Gunnar Rimmel. 

Title – Strategic Information Disclosure through Integrated Reporting – A study on 

OMXS30-listed companies’ compliance with the <IR> Framework content element Strategy 

and Resource Allocation. 

Background and problem – As a result of financial crises and the realization of a broader 

stakeholder network, recent decades have seen an increase in stakeholder demand for non-

financial information in corporate reporting. This has led to a situation of information 

overload where separate financial and sustainability reports have developed in length and 

complexity interdependent of each other. Integrated reporting has been presented as a 

solution to this problematic situation. The question is whether the corporate world believe 

this to be the solution and if the development of corporate reporting is heading in this 

direction.   

Purpose - This thesis aims to examine and assess to what extent companies listed on the 

OMX Stockholm 30 (OMXS30), as per 2016-02-28, comply with the Strategic content 

element of the <IR> Framework and how this disclosure has developed since the 

framework’s pilot project and official release by using a self-constructed disclosure index 

based on its specific items. 

Methodology – The purpose was fulfilled through an analysis of 104 annual reports 

comprising 26 companies during the period of 2011-2014. The annual reports were assessed 

using a self-constructed disclosure index based on the <IR> Framework content element 

Strategy and Resource Allocation, where one point was given for each disclosed item. 

Analysis and conclusions – The study found that the OMXS30-listed companies to a 

large extent complies with the strategic content element of the <IR> Framework and that 

this compliance has seen a steady growth throughout the researched time span. There is still 

room for improvement however with a total average framework compliance of 84% for 

2014. Although many items are being reported on, there are indications that companies 

generally miss out on the core values of Integrated reporting. 
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1 Introduction 

 

This section provides the reader with a background to integrated reporting and voluntary strategic information 

disclosure. A problem discussion is brought forward to motivate the study which leads to the purpose of the 

study and the stated research questions. Lastly, delimitations for the study and an outline of the thesis are 

being presented. 

 

1.1 Background 

To make our economy sustainable we have to relearn everything we have learnt from the past. That means 

making more from less and ensuring that governance, strategy and sustainability are inseparable - Professor 

Mervyn King, Chairman of the GRI  (IIRC Press Release, 2010).  

As a response to financial crises and the increased stakeholder demand for information, 

recent decades have seen an increase in reporting amount and requirements through the 

widespread addition of laws, standards, regulations, codes and stock exchange listing 

requirements (Daub, 2007). Although financial reports initially intended to satisfy the needs 

of financial stakeholders, during the 1990’s the annual reports of companies then and now 

contain a wider variety of non-financial information in the form of social and environmental 

impacts and provides a more holistic view of the company that strives to satisfy informational 

needs of a much broader stakeholder network (Owen, 1990; Buhr, 2007). Throughout the 

90’s, social and environmental reporting became an increasingly prevalent practice and has 

now become common practice among companies around the world. 

 

This increase in information along with the world-wide growth in globalization, policy 

activity, environmental concerns, resource scarcity, population and larger expectations of 

corporate accountability and transparency, has led to separate reports on sustainability and 

financial performance getting longer and more complex while being developed 

interdependent of each other. While more information is being disclosed than before, there 

is a lack of interconnectivity among the data provided and key disclosure gaps are present. 

Thus, the need for an integrated international framework has been recognized in order to 
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more clearly provide stakeholders with relevant information regarding companies’ value 

creation processes in a broader context comparable between different jurisdictions in a single 

report (IIRC, 2011). 

 

The International Integrated Reporting Committee (IIRC) – a coalition of regulators, 

investors, companies, standard setters, the accounting profession and NGO’s (IIRC, 2013) 

was created and began the development of the <IR> Framework with the aim …to forge a 

global consensus on the direction in which reporting needs to evolve, creating a framework for reporting that is 

better able to accommodate complexity, and, in so doing, brings together the different strands of reporting into 

a coherent integrated whole in 2010.  

 

In its current state, the <IR> Framework is yet to be legislative in all parts of the world with 

the exception of companies listed on the South African JSE Limited, former Johannesburg 

Stock Exchange, where it is part of the King Code of Governance for South Africa 2009 

(Institute of Directors in Southern Africa, 2009). However, many companies operating 

outside the country tend to adopt integrated reporting voluntarily due to the additional value 

it aims to provide for both the companies themselves as well as their stakeholders. This 

additional value includes a better understanding for the inseparability of governance, strategy 

and sustainability, enhanced corporate disclosure and transparency, improved decision-

making ability and a decrease in reputational risks as well as a better understanding for 

medium- and long-term strategies and how the different aspects of a company relates to 

those (Eccles & Krzus, 2010a). 

 

Among other content elements, integrated reporting ought to provide additional information 

on a companies’ short-, medium- and long-term strategies and connect them to the so called 

six capitals in order to emphasize sustainability and facilitate internal and external 

understanding of how a business operates. The organization behind the IIRC, Accounting 

for Sustainability (2011), states that environmental and social factors have to be integrated 

into business reporting while being fundamentally connected to an entity’s strategic direction 

in order for them to be taken into account in practice. 

 

Lev (1992) concludes that voluntary disclosures in the form of strategic announcements in 

general have a positive impact on a firm’s stock price. In the article, Lev reaches the 

conclusion that a large proportion of value-increasing strategic disclosures are proactive 
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earnings taking place right after the disclosure rather than when the strategy is starting to see 

practical implementation.  

A comprehensive disclosure of strategic information is more valuable than prognostic 

information on strategic objectives, resulting businesses and implementation priorities 

(Thompson & Strickland 2003). This makes strategic information specifically important from 

an investors point-of-view where the focus is on long-term business behavior. Disclosure of 

strategic information thereby constitutes a key element in linking historical financial 

information with prospective cash flow forecasting (Barron et al. 1999). 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

While there previously has been a focus on primarily shareholders when producing corporate 

reports, Post, Preston and Sachs (2002) argues through what they call The new stakeholder view 

that in order for an organization to reach long-term sustainability, it has to take more 

stakeholders into account. This is further explained by the reason that an organization’s value 

creation is dependent on its relationship with critical stakeholders and since those tend to 

change over time, the organization cannot focus solely on one group such as shareholders. 

This necessitates more non-financial information in corporate reports (Clarkson, 1995). 

However, by simply adding more and more information, an organization puts itself to the 

risk of information overload – resulting in excessive costs for the organization producing the 

report and less comprehension from the stakeholders reading the report (Shick, Gordon & 

Haka, 1990). Integrated reporting has been presented as the solution to the problem (Eccles 

& Krzus, 2010b). The question is whether the corporate world believe this to be the solution 

and if the development of corporate reporting is heading in this direction.  

 

The motivation behind this study stems from (a) the positive effects of and additional 

contributions brought forward by adopting integrated reporting, (b) the necessity of 

specifically reporting on strategy in order to create a connectivity among financial, social and 

environmental reporting which allows the reporting entity to both work and present itself as 

a coherent whole in practice and (c) the lack of previous studies analyzing annual report’s 

extent of compliance with the <IR> Framework in regards to the content element Strategy 

and Resource Allocation for Swedish listed companies.  

 

Although similar studies have been conducted, e.g. PwC (2013a) examining OMXS30-listed 

companies’ reporting on Key strategic priorities and Strategy and priorities and Larsson & Ringholm 
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(2014) conducting a study examining Swedish companies’ compliance with the Governance 

content element – there are no studies based on the specific content element of Strategy and 

Resource Allocation analyzing Swedish listed companies. Thereby our study is contributing to 

the existing literature. 

 

1.3 Purpose and research questions 

This thesis aims to examine and assess to what extent companies listed on the OMX 

Stockholm 30 (OMXS30), as per 2016-02-28, comply with the Strategic content elements of 

the <IR> Framework and how this disclosure has developed since the framework’s pilot 

project and official release by using a self-constructed disclosure index based on its specific 

items. 

The purpose of this study is further specified by the following research questions: 

1a: How has the amount of strategic information presented in accordance with the <IR> 

Framework changed in Swedish reports, during the period of 2011-2014? 

1b: Has there been a higher disclosure of strategic information since 2013? 

2: To what extent is the disclosed strategic information interconnected with the six capitals? 

 

1.4 Delimitations 

Among companies on OMXS30, the study is not going to include Investor AB and Kinnevik 

Investment due to those companies having their main focus on investment rather than actual 

value creation. The listed series A- and B-stocks for Atlas Copco will be treated as one 

company (Atlas Copco Group). The company Fingerprints has also been excluded in the 

study since the company’s existence on OMXS30 is rather due to being an investment trend 

than matching the overall profile of other companies listed on the OMXS30. Data will be 

gathered from the companies’ integrated reports. In the case of no integrated report being 

available, the company’s full annual report will be chosen. No additional reports, such as 

separate sustainability or governance reports, will be included in the study so that each 

company will be represented by one document per year. 

 

1.5 Thesis Outline 

The thesis is structured as follows. The next section brings forth the theoretical context of 

the thesis by including previous studies and literature on the subject of strategy and integrated 

reporting. The third section describes our chosen method and its implications on the 
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findings. The fourth section presents our empirical findings. The fifth section analyzes our 

empirical findings from the theoretical context provided in section two. The final section 

contains conclusions along with ethical considerations and suggestions for future research.  
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2 Theoretical framework 

 

In this section, the theoretical framework for the study is being presented. First, a literature review on the 

subject of integrated reporting, value creation and strategy is given. This is followed by a showcase of previous 

studies related to the subject of the thesis. Finally, the study’s applied theories; stakeholder theory, legitimacy 

theory and voluntary disclosure theory – are brought forward. 

 

2.1 Integrated reporting 

In their book One Report, Eccles and Krzus (2010b) claims that in order to write a book about 

integrated reporting it is inevitable that terms such as Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 

and sustainability have to be mentioned. Social and environmental reporting is not a new 

phenomenon, some evidence exists that a few large corporations have been practicing social 

reporting for over 100 years (Unerman, 2000a, 2000b). The extent of disclosure on social 

matters was rather limited in the beginning, but increased further during the 1950’s. Even 

though the history of social accounting seems undebatable it is by many considered as a 

phenomenon that prevailed in the 1990’s. This decade introduced the triple bottom line 

reporting, defined by Elkington (1997) as reporting which provides information about the 

economic, environmental and social performance of an entity (Deegan & Unerman, 2011).  

The development of social and sustainability accounting took a large step towards a 

commonly accepted practice on the follow up to the 2002 Rio de Janeiro Earth Summit, held 

in Johannesburg, where the revised Sustainability Reporting Guidelines were introduced by 

the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) for the first time (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). The 

guidelines have come to be considered as the de facto standard for sustainability reporting 

with an ever increasing number of organizations following the lead towards better disclosure 

of sustainability through sustainability reports (Ceres, 2010). The GRI framework provides 

guidelines for disclosing corporate performance on sustainability in order to assure 

comparability and consistency. Due to its consideration as the de facto standard, the 

guidelines are to be recognized as a best practice benchmark (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). 

From the initial guidelines released in 2000, GRI introduced the G2 framework in 2002 and 

has developed the concept even further to the latest framework, as of today, G4. The 

framework consists of a variety of indicators that should be included in the organizations 
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sustainability reports, such as Strategy and analysis, Governance and Stakeholder engagement (GRI, 

2015). These indicators are also to be found in the <IR> Framework released in 2013, a 

project initiated by GRI and the Prince´s Accounting for Sustainability Project (A4S). The 

project aims to change the way by which reporting content is presented, in order to better 

reflect the complexity surrounding organizations in today’s business environment. It 

enhances integrated thinking within organizations in order to encourage them to integrate 

social and environmental concerns into their strategical decisions and actions and is by many 

considered the future of organizational reporting. 

 

In August 2010 the first step towards the Integrated reporting movement took place, when 

A4S and GRI announced the International Integrated Reporting Committee (IIRC) (Busco, 

Frigo, Quattrone & Riccaboni, 2013). The initial objectives for IIRC was to develop a 

globally accepted framework for integrated reporting. IIRC took the first step by releasing a 

discussion paper in 2011 where the concept and rationale behind a commonly accepted 

framework, as well as initial proposals to what the framework would consist of. Questions 

were outlined along the discussion paper in order to receive response and comments (IIRC, 

2011).  

The discussion paper caught the attention of many, as the CEO of IIRC Paul Druckman 

states in the draft outline: Stakeholder support for the principle of Integrated Reporting has been 

overwhelming, demonstrated by the responses to the IIRC’s 2011 Discussion Paper, ‘Towards Integrating 

Reporting – Communicating Value in the 21st Century. Hence the discussion paper was closely 

followed by a draft outline of the framework in 2012, were the IIRC claimed that it was 

important that stakeholders who followed the development were assured that the project 

was making progress (IIRC, 2010).  

Later in 2012 the IIRC released a prototype of the <IR> Framework which was considered 

to be a significant step towards the so called 1.0 Framework aimed to be released in 2013. At 

the time of the prototype´s release the IIRC also announced the formal consultation draft, 

which would be the last step towards the finalized 1.0 <IR> Framework ought to be released 

in late 2013. (IIRC, 2012)  

The consultation draft was held between 16th of April and 15th of July 2013 and 359 

respondents participated from a wide variety of organizations, ranging from analysts, NGO’s, 

accountants and many more, from all over the world. All submissions were analyzed before 

finalizing the <IR> Framework (IIRC, 2013b). 
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Along the different stages towards the final framework, IIRC was running the <IR> Pilot 

program. The program started in 2011 and offered companies world-wide the chance to be a 

part of the latest innovation in reporting as well as supporting the project in terms of input 

and development in order to remodel the framework. The pilot project was divided into 

three different phases, the first being a dry run were companies were asked to go through 

the framework in order to identify opportunities and challenges in its implementation. The 

second phase, called Pilot cycle 1, was the first phase where the framework was practically 

tested by the participating organizations. The results and considerations were discussed 

during a conference in September 2012 before initiating the final phase. With the last phase 

finalized in autumn 2013 the pilot project concluded about 140 different organizations from 

around the world, many of them being participants from the beginning, who had tested the 

framework for over two consecutive years. The final opinions and consultations were 

considered before releasing the finalized <IR> Framework in December 2013 (IIRC, 2011). 

 
GRI describes in their monthly report of January 2012 (GRI, 2012) that there seems to be 

no clear definition about what integrated reporting is and what it actually means. In the 

discussion paper Towards Integrated reporting: Communicating value in the 21st century, IIRC 

provides the definition of integrated reporting that it brings together material information about an 

organization´s strategy, governance, performance and prospects in a way that reflects the commercial, social 

and environmental context within which it operates. The Johannesburg Stock exchange, South Africa, 

was the first exchange to introduce integrated reporting as a listing criteria through the King 

III (Accounting for Sustainability, 2011), which defines an integrated report as a holistic and 

integrated representation of the company’s performance in terms of both its finance and its sustainability.  

Two highly influential authors on the subject are Robert G. Eccles and Michael P.Krzus, 

who define an integrated report as a single report that combines the financial and narrative information 

found in a company’s annual report with the nonfinancial (such as environmental, social, and governance 

issues) and narrative information found in a company’s ‘Corporate Social Responsibility’ or ‘Sustainability’ 

report. in their book One report (Eccles & Krzus 2010b). 

Even though it is called integrated reporting, the concept simply does not refer to the 

reporting procedure alone. In the <IR> Framework released in 2013 it is clearly a far more 

important process for the organizations to start to think and act integrated. The IIRC states 

in the framework that it aims to Support integrated thinking, decision-making and actions that focus 

on the creation of value over the short, medium and long term (IIRC, 2013a). Hence it seems that there 
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has been a development of the definition, realizing that in order to create a qualitative 

integrated report, organizations have to start by thinking and acting in an integrated way.   

 

The <IR> Framework, is a reporting tool which aims to improve the quality of reported 

information. With the help of the framework, integrated reporting seek to enhance 

accountability and stewardship for the use of the different capitals within organizations. It 

also supports the idea of integrated thinking and decision making where the outcome should 

be focused on creating value in the short, medium and long term (IIRC, 2013a).  

The framework builds upon two fundamental concepts, which comprises of value creation 

for the organization and for others and the so called six capitals. These fundamental concepts 

are supported by guiding principles and content elements, in order for the report to 

comprehensively explain the concepts that underpin the organizational actions (IIRC, 

2013a). The value creation expresses an underlying assumption that in the business 

environment today it is of equal importance that the organization also create value for others, 

or it might affect its ability to create value for itself (IIRC, 2013a).  

The value creation process is best described by the illustration brought forward in Figure 1. 

It includes all capitals which are viewed as inputs and outputs in the process. At the core is 

the organizational business model controlled by the different content elements as supporting 

activities in the organizational value creation process. 

 

Tabell 1 Figure 1: The value creation process (IIRC 2013, p. 13) 
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The six capitals should be seen as stocks of value that are increased, decreased or transformed 

during the organization´s value creation process. The six capitals comprises of;  

- Financial Capital; Monetary funds 

- Maufactured Capital; Physical objects, buildings, equipment 

- Intellectual Capital; Interorganizational knowledge, intellectual property, 

copyrights, patents 

- Human Capital; Employee skills and experience 

- Social and Relationship Capital; Relations with communities, stakeholder groups 

and the ability to enhance individual and collective well-being.  

- Natural Capital; Environmental resources used within the value creation process 

(IIRC, 2013a). 

The framework explicitly concludes that the six capitals are to be included in an integrated 

report to serve as a theoretical underpinning for the concept of value creation, in order to 

ensure that organizations consider all aspects the capitals represent in their value creation 

process. It also states that the categorization does not have to be followed and that 

organizations may alter and divide the capitals, since it is only serving as a guideline for 

ensuring that no capital is being overlooked in the process (IIRC, 2013a). 

In order to provide guidance in preparing an integrated report the framework includes 

guiding principles to support information about the contents and how the information 

should or could be presented (IIRC, 2013a). The guiding principles consists of strategic focus 

and future orientation, connectivity of information, stakeholder relationship, materiality, conciseness, reliability 

and completeness and consistency and comparability. The common denominator for all guidelines is 

that they encourage transparency and clarity in the organizational processes (IIRC, 2013a). 

The final component of the <IR> Framework consists of the eight content elements, which 

includes; Organizational overview and external environment, Governance, Business Model, Risk and 

opportunities, Strategy and Resource Allocation, Performance and Outlook and basis of preparation and 

presentation in doing so. The framework states that all included content elements are linked to 

each other, hence there is not a standard structure for how they should be presented in an 

integrated report. More crucial is that the information is presented in a way that enables the 

user to easily acknowledge the connections among the different elements (IIRC, 2013a). 

Rather than stating that certain items should be included in an integrated report, the content 

elements are presented as questions which an organization should answer in its report. This 

enables the framework to be applicable to all sorts of organizational circumstances and gives 
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the organizations the freedom to reflect upon those questions in order to answer them in an 

individual way (IIRC, 2013a). 

 
The <IR> Framework consists of a set of fundamental concepts, guiding principles and 

content elements. Among these principles and elements we find Strategy and Resource Allocation 

and Strategic focus and future orientation (Carter, 2013). Business strategy is not a new 

phenomenon, according to some it dates back to the old masters of war, such as Sun Tzo 

and Clausewitz (Carter, 2013) but according to others the emergance of the concept of 

business strategy is more recent. If we would go back 40 years and ask any senior 

representative in an organization about their strategy, their answer would not be as clear as 

if the same question would be asked today. During the last decades the concept of business 

strategy has been highly institutionalized in the world’s organizations and you would be 

surprized to see if an organization did not have a strategy in place, in order to pursue their 

vision and mission (Carter, 2013). 

Traditional management accounting is characterized by being based on historical values, an 

introspective view and past performance. This indicates that there is clearly an informational 

mismatch when presenting an outward-looking, long-term strategy based on the type of 

information provided (Hopper, Northcott & Scapens, 2007). For organizations to be able to 

build a long-term strategy, informational changes have to be made in order for the 

organizations to have a stronger basis for their strategical decisions. This indicates the shift 

toward strategical management accounting.      

The shift meant a transformation in information characteristics from the above stated 

historical and introperspective, towards a more forward-looking, broader scoped and an 

awareness of the world outside the organization as well as the competetive environment they 

find themselves in (Hopper et al., 2007). There are different views in which the relationship 

between management and strategy can be seen after the the shift to strategic management. 

One of the views comprizes of the value chain, first introduced by Porter (1985). The value 

chain is a description on how the organization creates value in each of its stages of production 

or service delivery. The value adding activities in each stage determines the costs of the 

production and the price for which the consumer may be charged (Porter 1985). This view 

is found in the <IR> Framework where the guiding principles state: 

Strategic focus and future orientation: An integrated report should provide insight into the organization´s 

strategy, and how it relates to the organization´s ability to create value in the short, medium and long term, 

and to its use of and effects on the capitals (IIRC, 2013a).  
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Organizational reporting on strategy, in accordance with integrated reporting, aims to 

disclose the interconnectivity between strategy and the capitals, in order to show how they 

are able to create value in the short-, medium- and long-term as well as creating a sustainable 

strategy (Cheng, Green, Conradie, Konishi & Romi, 2014). The similarity between the value 

chain and the <IR> Framework is the recognition of a long term strategy in order to succeed. 

Porter coined the expression competitive advantage and claimed that in order for an organization 

to achieve a sustainable competitive advantage it has to have a long-term focus (Eccles & 

Krzus 2010b). The concept of competitive advantage is included in the content element 

Strategy and Resource Allocation and will be described further in this thesis. 

What differentiates integrated reporting from Porter’s (1985) value chain is the connectivity 

to the external environment in the context of society and environmental matters, rather than 

the competitive environment, which was the focal point of Porter´s work. It provides a larger 

picture of the elements that are affected by the organizational life.  

In 2011 Porter together with Kramer revised the old value chain approach. In their article 

The big idea: Creating shared value, the linkage between value creation and CSR is suggested to 

be the solution in order for organizations to reconcile with society and retain its legitimacy. 

The article suggests that in order for organizations to survive in the long term, strategic 

changes have to be made, to maintain a sustainable competitive advantage. The authors 

believe that in the future there has to be an interconnectivity among organizational strategy, 

society and envirnomental thinking in order for organizations and society to prosper (Porter 

& Kramer, 2011).    

Porter and Kramer’s (2011) view is in line with the <IR> Framework, which promotes the 

linkage of strategy and the six capitals, striving for a holistic disclosure and an integrated 

decision making process where the external environment is embedded in strategic decisions 

(IIRC, 2013a). 

 

A competitive advantage could be described as: A condition or circumstance that puts a company in 

a favorable or superior business position (Oxford Dictionary, 2016). Until recently a competitive 

advantage could hardly be achieved by the expression You do well by doing good (Eccles & Krzus 

2010b). According to Eccles & Krzus (2010b), organizations and high level executives were 

flourishing by doing the opposite; doing well by doing bad. Doing good refers to good behavior 

in the context of societal or environmental performance, hence organizational behavior that 

reflects upon the externalities that results from their actions. By the change in societal 

acceptance and the new norms for accounting described in the beginning of this section, 
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organizations now have to do well in order to perform well on the bottom line. What Porter 

and Kramer concludes in their article Creating shared value is that in order for organizations to 

achieve a sustainable business-oriented competitive advantage, elements of CSR have to be 

included. Otherwise it will not be socially accepted, hence do more harm than good to the 

organization itself (Porter & Kramer, 2011). 

 
Integrated reporting is by many illustrated as the answer to all corporate and reporting 

associated issues that the world markets have suffered from. A few strong voices, including 

Robert Eccles and Michael Krzus, illustrates integrated reporting in a somewhat single sided 

way, which is why it is hard for the reader not to accept the idea of integrated reporting as a 

solely perfect framework (Eccles & Krzus, 2010a, 2010b). 

There are however critiques towards the concept of integrated reporting. In his article The 

International Reporting Council: A story of failure, Flower (2015) expresses his concerns and 

critique towards IIRC since he believes that the project has lost its roots. Flower puts 

emphasis on the basic idea of integrated reporting as a sustainability reporting project, which 

he believes has lost its course during the different stages towards the framework and lack in 

sustainability focus. He also expresses critique of the mere structure of IIRC which consists 

of a strong council where high executives from large multinational corporations were 

included to provide their expertise. The question is whether they are included because of 

their enthusiasm for the project or if the purpose of their inclusion was to control the project 

and lead it towards their own favorable outcome. It is however undisputable that executives 

from both multinational corporations as well as the large accountancy firms had to be 

included in order for the project to develop into its current state. If these professionals would 

not approve the suggestions no one would use the framework, due to their highly influential 

status.  

Questions have been raised during the different stages of development of the framework, 

which have been concluded in a paper called Summary of Significant Issues (IIRC, 2013c). The 

most frequently occurring questions in the paper concerns definitional issues, where the 

raised concern is that the framework is vague in many aspects, which raises the question 

whether reports will be sufficiently comparable.  
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2.2 Previous Studies 

Black Sun & IIRC (2014) examined the impacts of publishing an integrated report from the 

perspective of the reporting organization by conducting a survey comprized of 23 detailed 

questions. 66 organizations responded to the survey, all of whom were taking part in IIRC’s 

pilot program, which alongside follow-up interviews with 29 of the responding organizations 

formed the basis of the research. The study reached the conclusion that organizations 

publishing an integrated report in general had an extremely positive attitude towards the effects 

its implementation has had. In regards of reporting on strategy, 71% of the study population 

saw the benefit to their board of better comprehension in regards to how the organization 

creates its value and an increased focus on measuring the organizations long-term success. 

87% believed that their providers of financial capital increased their understanding of the 

organization’s strategy after publishing an integrated report. 79% reported that they had 

already experienced improvement in their decision-making and 97% anticipates that this will 

be the future case. 95% saw an increase in better understanding of the organizations’ value 

creation processes. 96% of all respondents saw some internal change due to adopting 

integrated reporting, including financial department’s understanding of how non-financial 

factors affected the financial factors of the organization. The study revealed that nearly all 

positive aspects of integrated reporting occurred already during the process of conducting 

the report, and that these aspects also increased after the report got published. 

PwC (2013a) conducted an integrated reporting benchmark study on Swedish companies 

listed on OMXS30 to observe how far these companies have come towards integrated 

reporting. The results were then analyzed in order to assess certain key issues and areas of 

interest based on the <IR> Framework. The study concluded that the majority of the 

companies had a good basic structure in regards to integrated reporting. On the subject of 

strategy, PwC specifically focused on whether the companies had explained key strategic 

priorities and how they would go about in order to fulfil their ambitions and how well this 

was integrated with the rest of the report. On the two strategy areas evaluated; Key strategic 

priorities and Strategy and the priorities, the companies received either of the conclusive 

comments Clear opportunity to develop, Potential to develop or Strong communication. The 

observations demonstrated that 93% of the companies had, at least to some extent, explained 

their strategic priorities. 57% specified their key strategic priorities and 7% of the companies 

were deemed as having a clear opportunity to develop further on their strategic reporting 

while the remaining 36% had to some degree reported on the issue but had room for 
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improvement. On the matter of Strategy and priorities, 50% of the companies were deemed as 

having potential to develop while the remaining 50% were evenly distributed between clear 

opportunity to develop and strong communication.  

In a similar study, PwC (2013b) studied the, as of February 2013, top 40 companies listed on 

the FTSE/JSE and how they complied with the <IR> Framework. Using a survey 

comprized of 110 questions that were based on the framework’s content elements, PwC 

compiled the answers and analyzed the results. Similar to the aforementioned study, survey 

findings on specific content elements were deemed as having Clear opportunities to develop 

reporting, Potential to develop reporting or Effective communication. Correspondingly, the study results 

were 6%, 59% and 35% for the content element Strategy and Resource Allocation of the studied 

companies. Furthermore, the study analyzed the companies’ outcomes of reporting on 

strategic priorities concluding that 19% did not report on it, 17% did it to some extent, 16% 

accomplished the reporting in accordance with the <IR> Framework and 48% were 

exemplary in their reporting. The study also found that the content elements of Strategy and 

Resource Allocation and Business model were the most effectively reported ones. 

Due to the background of the first mentioned PwC publication showing poor results of 

Swedish reporting in regards to the area of governance, Larsson and Ringholm (2014) 

examined 21 Swedish companies listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange (SSE) and to what 

extent they followed the guidelines presented in the <IR> Framework. The authors also 

tested for correlations between the size of a company and its amount of reporting on 

governance. By constructing a disclosure index of 10 items based on the Governance content 

element (IIRC, 2013a), the authors awarded between 0-3 points on each item where 0 points 

equaled nothing mentioned, 1 point concluded that the item was mentioned, 2 points 

included a description and 3 points required disclosure of a linkage to value creation. A 

majority of the companies managed to mention all items. However, the disclosures of 

information resulting in 2 points or higher were few. A positive correlation between company 

size and compliance with the Governance content element was found and the authors 

concluded that the companies did not comply with the <IR> Framework due to the 

widespread lack of disclosing linkage to value creation.  

Garci ́a-Sánchez, Rodríguez-Ariza, and Frías-Aceituno (2013) examined how countries’ 

various scores on the Hofstede national cultural system relates to their companies’ decision 

to publish an integrated report. The analyzed period was 2008-2010, during which 1590 
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companies of the Forbes Global 2000 list were chosen for the study population. The 

companies were situated in 20 different countries and was further split up among 23 activity 

sectors. For each company and year, the study confirmed whether or not the company had 

published an integrated report by following classification requirements from GRI. It is worth 

to mention that the study excluded the <IR> Framework from the decision-making. By 

using available data at the website Geert HofstedeTM

 

Cultural Dimensions, the study compared 

different countries tendencies towards publishing an integrated report to their national scores 

on the following dimensions: collectivism, feminism, tolerance of uncertainty, long-term orientation and 

power distance. The results showed that companies operating within countries having a high 

score on the dimensions of collectivism and feminism had a higher probability of publishing an 

integrated report. In regards to the tolerance of uncertainty, long-term orientation and power distance 

dimensions, no clear correlations were determined by the study. Companies in the capital 

goods and utilities sectors were the most likely to publish an integrated report and trading 

companies were the least likely to do the same. 

Lambooy, Hordijk, and Bijveld (2014) examined motivational factors behind companies’ and 

legislators’ arguments for introducing integrated reporting and how national legislation can 

support the concept. The authors argue that there are several motivational factors at play 

that incentivizes the further development of integrated reporting. Firstly, companies may 

adopt integrated reporting simply because other companies do so. The second reason is that 

companies may gain a new perspective on their business by creating an integrated report and 

collecting new information for it which assists them in determining how to conduct their 

business. By using this new information, communication with investors and stakeholder’s 

and their insight increases which makes business decisions more easy to argue. The 

improvement of management’s insight into their own business and its medium- and long-

term strategy further facilitates decision making and promotes innovation. The combination 

of non-financial and financial information that is being compiled into a coherent whole also 

facilitates the detection of particular risks connected to an organizations’ operations and 

thereby provides inspiration to adjust for a more sustainable business model. The study 

demonstrates how the demands of investors, employees and consumers are directly linked 

to the further development of integrated reporting. Finally, the authors argue that integrated 

reporting works as a tool for companies in taking CSR seriously. With reference to the 

legislative situation in Europe, the authors suggest that, ideally, a uniform model for 

integrated reporting should be developed and become legislative. 
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Sieber, Weissenberger, Oberdörster and Baetge (2014) examined what impact voluntary 

strategy disclosure has on the cost of equity capital. The authors analyzed a sample of 100 

German listed firms measuring their strategy disclosure levels during the period of 2002-

2008. The study found that higher levels of voluntary strategy disclosure on average 

associated with a lower cost of equity capital, lower bid-ask spreads and higher trading 

volumes. A conclusion was made that strategy disclosure itself in general could be considered 

advantageous.   

Ferreira & Rezende (2007) provides a theory explaining voluntary disclosures in regards to a 

firm’s strategic decisions. In the article, the authors stress three main results of its outcome;  

1. Managers will voluntarily disclose their private information about corporate strategy 

to partners because they want to induce partners to undertake investments that are 

specific to certain strategic decisions. 

2. Managerial public announcements of information about strategy are credible because 

managers are concerned about their reputations; and thus, 

3. voluntary public disclosures of information about corporate strategy can be value 

enhancing due to their positive effects on partners’ incentives.  

The article also mentions the downside to strategic disclosure by explaining manager’s 

reluctance towards changing their minds after having publicly disclosed their strategic 

intentions.  

2.3 Stakeholder Theory 

Stakeholder theory acknowledges the existence of various groups with differing interests, 

referred to as stakeholder groups, within society and views the organization as being part of 

the social system. Consequentially, the organization has both an impact on, and is impacted 

by, its stakeholders. Due to diverge beliefs among stakeholder groups on how the 

organization is supposed to carry out its operations, the organization needs to negotiate social 

contracts with each group rather than negotiating one such contract with society as a whole. 

Stakeholder theory focuses on these interactions between an organization and its 

stakeholders and the organization has to operate accordingly by recognizing its effects on its 

various stakeholders (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). 

Freeman and Reed (1983) defined a stakeholder as Any identifiable group or individual who can 

affect the achievement of an organization’s objectives, or is affected by the achievement of an organization’s 
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objectives, followed by examples such as public interest groups, protest groups, government agencies, trade 

associations, competitors, unions, as well as employees, customer segments and shareowners. Due to the 

breadth of the definition, Clarkson (1995) further divided stakeholders into primary; defined 

as without whose continuing participation, the corporation cannot survive as a going concern – and 

secondary defined as those who influence or affect, or are influenced or affected by, the corporation, but 

they are not engaged in transactions with the corporation and are not essential for its survival. According 

to Clarkson (1995), primary stakeholders need to be prioritized in order for an organization 

to gain long-term success, since this is dependent on the benefit of all primary stakeholders. 

Correspondingly, Gray, Owen and Adams (1996) states The more important the stakeholder to the 

organization, the more effort will be exerted in managing the relationship. Hence the magnitude of 

response from an organization to stakeholder demands is widely dictated by the character 

and disposition of the stakeholder itself. This would imply that the choice of voluntary 

accounting disclosures depends on a causality involving primarily a firm’s primary 

stakeholders. 

2.4 Legitimacy Theory 

Legitimacy theory makes the assumption that an organization, for its survival, strives to gain 

legitimacy in the eyes of the society by confirming to its commonly accepted ideas, behaviors 

and principles. The theory is based on the idea that there is an invisible social contract between 

an organization and the society within which it operates. This causes an organization to 

voluntarily disclose information on its activities in order to reach expectations of the society 

and thereby legitimize itself. This empowers the organization to implement strategic 

disclosures in order to impact or manipulate its legitimacy received from society. Such 

strategies can be implemented with the aim of gaining, maintaining or repairing legitimacy 

and they include, for example, targeted disclosures or collaboration with a partner that is 

perceived by society to be legitimate. 

Within legitimacy theory, it is not the actual behavior of an organization that is of importance 

but rather how its behavior is being perceived by society. This puts information disclosure 

at the forefront in the process of creating organizational legitimacy. The organization has to 

appear to consider the entire society while taking action and not only consider the interests 

of its investors. If an organization fails to meet the expectations that the society has on it, 

the social contract could be rescinded by e.g. imposing fines on the organization for not 

complying with environmental or social regulations (Jonäll & Rimmel, 2016). 
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2.5 Voluntary Disclosure Theory 

The voluntary disclosure theory stems from two studies published in the mid 1980’s by 

Verrecchia (1983) and Dye (1985). Verrecchia’s findings show that disclosure of information 

is associated with proprietary costs - that is, the total cost of disclosing information, 

comprizing the cost of its preparation and the cost associated with disclosing information which may 

be proprietary in nature and therefore damaging (Verrecchia, 1983). The rationale of a company 

choosing to voluntarily disclose non-mandatory information is that the information is 

deemed as sufficiently good news to cover the costs of disclosure. Thus, a threshold exists 

that a firm’s certain performance need to exceed in order to disclose information on that 

performance. The level of the threshold has to be determined in conjunction with 

stakeholder expectations. This is because a firm’s decision to omit from disclosing 

information depends upon how external stakeholders interpret its absence, and stakeholder’s 

presumptions on the content of the omitted information depends upon the firm’s motivation 

for the non-disclosure.  

When examining the determinant’s of a firm’s level of voluntary disclosure Lang and 

Lundholm (1992) found that it is a function of three factors. The level of disclosed 

information will increase as a firm gains improvement in performance on account of the 

increase in good news available for disclosure. Consequently; the level decreases as the 

performance of the firm declines. Lastly, there will be an increase in the level of disclosed 

information in the course of more weight being placed on to outsiders’ perceptions and vice 

versa. 

Dye (1985) defined proprietary information as any information whose disclosure potentially alters a 

firm’s future earnings gross of senior management’s compensation including information that could 

decrease customer’s demand for the products and services provided by the firm. Thereof, 

firms would prefer not to disclose information that touches upon the subject of their 

competitive advantage. However, he further argues that companies attempt to disclose as 

little proprietary information as possible on poor performances while disclosing more 

information on good performance.  

Further emphasizing the aforementioned disclosure behavior regarding competitive 

advantage, Hayes and Lundholm (1996), as well as Healy and Palepu (2001), suggests that 

companies can be expected to disclose aggregated information on performance when 
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performance differs among company segments. On the contrary, companies having an 

evenly distributed declining profitability among their segments should be expected to 

disclose more information on each particular segment (Piotroski, 1999). 
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3 Methodology 

 

This section addresses the chosen methodology for the study as well as the rationale of the chosen method. It 

further describes the process of developing the constructed disclosure index as well as the sample population 

and researched time span. 

 

3.1 Research Approach 

In order to further examine and be able to answer the stated research questions, this study 

has been conducted through a deductive approach. A deductive theory is considered the 

most commonly used view of the relationship between theory and social research, where 

hypotheses are deduced and converted into operational terms, based on a theoretical 

background (Bryman, 2016). Quantified data has been collected and statistically analyzed. As 

a conclusive process a revision of the theory has been conducted with respect to the findings, 

to determine if the theoretical assumptions are confirmed. 

3.2 Research Design 

3.2.1 Content Analysis 

The most commonly used method for analyzing disclosed information in corporate and 

environmental reports is the content analysis (Branco & Rodrigues, 2007). A content analysis 

enables the user to quantify disclosed material and transform the information into numerical 

values, which can be statistically analyzed (Joseph & Taplin, 2010). In the analysis of the 

disclosed information it is assumed that the extent of disclosure represents the relative 

importance of the disclosed issue to the reporting organization. A larger amount of disclosure 

indicates a higher importance (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers, 1995). 

A content analysis can be conducted by two different methods. The disclosed information 

can be examined and quantified by counting words or sentences, which will provide the 

researcher with absolute numbers for the items on the specified disclosure index. This 

method is called disclosure abundance. The alternative method, disclosure occurrence, is conducted 

by an examination of the disclosed information and a comparison to the disclosure index in 

order to determine the existence, or non-existence, of the items in the index (Joseph & 

Taplin, 2010). The latter method can be extended by a score system developed by Clarkson, 

Richardson and Vasvari (2008). Their method seeks to score each item in the disclosure index 



 

 22 

on a scale of 0-6, where the score is based on the number of dimensions included in each 

disclosure, without differentiating the weight of dimensions. 

 

3.2.2 Disclosure Index 

A disclosure index can be explained as a checklist containing different items the users ought 

to investigate in their research. A disclosure index can be used in various ways. Scores could 

be determined by the user and either be graded e.g. 1-5 or simply 1 or 0 depending on 

whether the item on the list is included in the researched content or not. 

The disclosure index used in this study has been created from to the content element Strategy 

and Resource Allocation in the <IR> Framework. Previous studies have made use of the GRI 

standards, due to its clarity and connectivity to integrated reporting, when constructing 

disclosure indexes, for example Clarkson et al. (2008).  This study however, aims to discover 

whether the strategic information disclosed by the selected population of Swedish companies 

have increased with the introduction of the <IR> Framework. The use of the GRI standards 

are therefore not considered as the best choice as a basis for the disclosure index of this 

study. The index will be created from the <IR> Framework where the purposed disclosure 

of information from the content element Strategy and Resource Allocation has been used as a 

basis for the index.  

For this study a disclosure occurrence method (Joseph & Taplin, 2010) has been used to 

conduct our research. It has provided information on whether a company disclose the 

information in compliance with the <IR> Framework, for every item on the index, or not.   

The disadvantage of both disclosure occurrence and disclosure abundance methods lies 

within the presence of subjectivity. In a disclosure abundance method risk of subjectivity lies 

within the choice of unit, where sentences are favored over words, the influence of 

subjectivity will be present when converting the disclosure in tables and figures into numbers 

(Unerman 2000b). This may result in counting the sentences multiple times, hence distort 

the quantitative measure. As this study requires a disclosure index based on the <IR> 

Framework, which at its core enhances connectivity among different disclosures in the 

annual reports, a disclosure abundance method is not a favorable choice as the risk of 

multiple counting is eminent. The risk of subjectivity for a disclosure abundance method is 

more eminent when determining the separation of items on the disclosure index (Joseph & 

Taplin, 2010). For example, The extent to which environmental and social considerations have been 

embedded into the organization´s strategy, where environmental and social could be classified as a 
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single or two different items. If treated as one item, there is a risk of giving a company one 

point for disclosing one of the items and another company one point for disclosing both 

items, hence the quantitative measure would be distorted (Joseph & Taplin, 2010). In order 

to avoid substantial influence of subjectivity the disclosure index was tested on annual 

reports, revised and repeated until both authors accepted the quality of the index.  

 

3.2.3 The Constructed Disclosure Index 

For the initial disclosure index, the items from the content element Strategy and Resource 

Allocation in the <IR> Framework were directly transferred on to the checklist in order to 

have a solid base with close connections to the framework. The items of the index were 

determined and coded in accordance to how they are presented in the framework, with a 

specified main topic, followed by suggestions of how it could be included in the report. In 

order to provide a better understanding of the process of developing the final disclosure 

index, the different indexes will be disclosed beneath, together with explanations of 

exclusions and rearrangements. 
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The initial index, as illustrated in Table 1, was tested on annual reports, for various companies 

within our sample, in order to determine whether it was possible to use it in its current form 

and if it would allow the authors to collect the data needed to answer the stated research 

questions. After the first test run it became evident that due to the structure upon which the 

<IR> Framework is constructed there had to be some rearrangements in order for the items 

to be mutually exclusive and to eliminate uncertainties regarding terms with unclear 

definitions. The first exclusions made were the items of medium term. The authors argue that 

if a company reports on the short and long term, it could easily be interpreted as an inclusion 

of medium term, which would give the company an extra point. This could also mean that 

if a company only report on the short term it would lose two points. The exclusion was also 

Disclosure Index

<IR> Content element indicator Company Year

4.27 Value Comment

4.27.1 Future strategic outlook

4.28

Strategic objectives:

4.28.1 Short term

4.28.2 Medium term

4.28.3 Long term

4.28.4 Strategy in place

4.28.5 Intended implementation of strategy

4.28.6 Resource allocation plan to implement strategy

4.28.7 Measurement of outcomes

4.28.8 Short term

4.28.9 Medium term

4.28.10 Long term

4.29

4.29.1 Relates to business model

4.29.2 Changes in business model

4.29.3 Influence of external environment

4.29.4 Influence of risk

4.29.5 Influence of opportunity

4.29.6 Affect the capitals

4.29.6-1 Human capital

4.29.6-2 Intellectual capital

4.29.6-3 Manufactured capital

4.29.6-4 Natural capital

4.29.6-5 Financial capital

4.29.6-6 Social and relationship capital

4.29.7 Competitive advantage

4.29.7-1 Role of innovation

4.29.7-2 Develop and exploits intellectual capital

4.29.7-3 Environmental and social considerations

4.29.8 Stakeholder engagement

Total

Included= 11 Not included= 0

 Table 1: First draft of the self-constructed disclosure index 
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based on the lack of definition of medium term as well as the realization that medium term 

could be differently defined by different companies, depending on their area of business. 

The second exclusions made from the first test run was the item Affect the capitals. Since the 

study aims to discover how strategically integrated companies are in relation to the six 

capitals, these had already been divided as separate items. This implies that companies could 

get one extra point for just reporting on some of the capitals, while others would also get 

one point even if they reported on all the capitals.  

In order to keep the index in line with the purpose and to answer the stated research 

questions the authors found it necessary to emphasize focus on each capital individually in 

order to allow the index to provide them with useful data. The revised version was 

constructed as illustrated in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Second draft of the self-constructed disclosure index 

Disclosure index

<IR> Content element indicator Value Comment

4.29.1 Relates to business model

4.29.2 Changes in business model

4.29.3 Influence of external environment

4.29.4 Influence of risk

4.29.5 Influence of opportunity

4.29.6 Affect the capitals

4.29.6-1 Human capital

Short term

Long term

Strategy in place

Intended implementation of strategy

Resource allocation plan to implement strategy

Measurement of outcomes

Short term

Long term

4.29.6-2 Intellectual capital

Short term

Long term

Strategy in place

Intended implementation of strategy

Resource allocation plan to implement strategy

Measurement of outcomes

Short term

Long term

4.29.6-3 Manufactured capital

Short term

Long term

Strategy in place

Intended implementation of strategy

Resource allocation plan to implement strategy

Measurement of outcomes

Short term

Long term

4.29.6-4 Natural capital

Short term

Long term

Strategy in place

Intended implementation of strategy

Resource allocation plan to implement strategy

Measurement of outcomes

Short term

Long term

4.29.6-5 Financial capital

Short term

Long term

Strategy in place

Intended implementation of strategy

Resource allocation plan to implement strategy

Measurement of outcomes

Short term

Long term

4.29.6-6 Social and relationship capital

Short term

Long term

Strategy in place

Intended implementation of strategy

Resource allocation plan to implement strategy

Measurement of outcomes

Short term

Long term

4.29.7 Competitive advantage

4.29.7-1 Role of innovation

4.29.7-2 Develop and exploits intellectual capital

4.29.7-3 Environmental and social considerations

4.29.8 Stakeholder engagement

Total

Included=1 Not included=0
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The second version puts more emphasis on each individual capital in order to examine 

whether companies report more or less on certain capitals, allowing the authors to collect 

data in order to make comparisons not just between companies and years on the total 

aggregated score, but also to compare among the different capitals.   

By testing the revised version on annual reports the authors realized that further adjustments 

had to be made in order for the index to provide a healthy set of data. Once again the 

definition of time frame became apparent and since the <IR> Framework does not define 

short or long-term it is hard to assess the reported information in a non-subjective manner, 

since companies might have different definitions of these terms. Hence both short and long 

term were excluded from the index.  

Further exclusions were made based on the fact that some items on the index were dependent 

on whether the companies were conducting any changes to their business model or strategy 

during the reporting year, hence companies could receive one point just for making changes 

in their strategy or business model. Hence the items Intended implementation of strategy and 

Resource allocation plan to implement strategy were excluded for every capital item, as well as 

Changes in business model. 

Influence of external environment was also excluded due to the inclusion of external risk and 

external opportunity, which could result in one extra point for just reporting on risk or 

opportunity, while companies whom report on both only would get one point. 

After the second revision, which resulted in the index illustrated in Table 3, it was once again 

tested on annual reports, to see if any further adjustments were needed. The index numbers 

were changed from the initial numbers, which were referring to the content element items in 

the <IR> Framework in order to make the index easier to understand. 
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Table 3: Revised version of the self-constructed disclosure index draft 

During the third testing phase a few items were excluded in order to assure the independence 

of each item. The item Develop and exploits intellectual capital was excluded since this would be 

covered by the Intellectual capital, hence companies who do not report on intellectual capital 

would lose two points and companies who report on intellectual capital would gain two. The 

item Environmental and social considerations was excluded since this would be covered in Natural 

and Social and relationship capital. 

 

The final version was tested by and approved by both authors. The test was conducted by 

both authors who tested the index on annual reports independently and then compared their 

results. After discussions concerning the definition of criteria for an item to be considered 

included, both authors felt confident about the index and concluded that the final version 

had been set. The final version is illustrated in Table 4.  

Disclosure index Included=1 Not included=0

Value Comments

1 Relates to business model

1.2 Influence of external risk

1.3 Influence of external opportunity

2 Human capital

2.1 Embedded in Strategy

2.2 Measurement of outcomes

3 Intellectual capital

3.1 Embedded in Strategy

3.2 Measurement of outcomes

4 Manufactured capital

4.1 Embedded in Strategy

4.2 Measurement of outcomes

5 Natural capital

5.1 Embedded in Strategy

5.2 Measurement of outcomes

6 Financial capital

6.1 Embedded in Strategy

6.2 Measurement of outcomes

7 Social and relationship capital

7.1 Embedded in Strategy

7.2 Measurement of outcomes

8 Competitive advantage

8.1 Role of innovation

8.2 Develop and exploits intellectual capital

8.3 Environmental and social considerations

8.4 Stakeholder engagement

Total 0
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3.2.4 Research Method Quality 

To determine the quality of a conducted social research, the focal point typically relies on 

three criteria: Reliability, Replication and Validity (Bryman, 2016). If a social research is 

considered reliable it implies that the results of the research are repeatable, and if the research 

would be conducted once more, it would conclude the same results. Reliability is closely tied 

with replicability which implies that in order for the results to be replicated in follow-up 

studies, the authors have to declare their procedures in a detailed manner.  

Validity should be considered as the most important qualitative criteria as it will reflect on 

the conclusions drawn from the empirical results. The concept of validity could be described 

as: Does the test measure what it is intended to measure? (Bryman, 2016). The disclosure index for 

this study is based on the <IR> Framework, which has been tested through different phases 

as well as a practical pilot program, hence the authors felt confident in the validity of the 

conducted test. In order to assure reliability and replication, the authors have disclosed the 

constructed index as well as the underlying manual used when conducting the research on 

annual reports. This will enable further studies to be conducted with the disclosure index as 

well as a re-performance of the research itself.  

Disclosure index Included=1 Not included=0

Value Comments

1 Relates to business model

1.2 Influence of external risk

1.3 Influence of external opportunity

2 Human capital

2.1 Embedded in Strategy

2.2 Measurement of outcomes

3 Intellectual capital

3.1 Embedded in Strategy

3.2 Measurement of outcomes

4 Manufactured capital

4.1 Embedded in Strategy

4.2 Measurement of outcomes

5 Natural capital

5.1 Embedded in Strategy

5.2 Measurement of outcomes

6 Financial capital

6.1 Embedded in Strategy

6.2 Measurement of outcomes

7 Social and relationship capital

7.1 Embedded in Strategy

7.2 Measurement of outcomes

8 Competitive advantage

8.1 Role of innovation

8.2 Stakeholder engagement

Total 24

Table 4: The self-constructed disclosure index 
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3.2.5 Population Sampling 

The research has been conducted on listed Swedish companies included in the OMXS30 on 

the OMX Stockholm Exchange Market. The chosen population was based on the fact that 

the companies included in the OMXS30 are the most traded on the OMX Stockholm 

exchange and are assumed to be at the forefront of corporate reporting. The annual reports 

for the following companies have been examined for the period of 2011-2014. 

 

Table 5: Population sample 

Exclusions have been made due to different conditions. Companies highlighted in grey in 

Table 5 are the ones excluded from this research. Atlas Copco AB ser B were excluded since 

the company is double listed and hence are presented in the same report. Fingerprint Cards 

AB were excluded since the company is fairly new and have made it to the OMXS 30 by a 

high trading frequency based on speculation. It is not assumed to represent the overall picture 

of Swedish listed companies. Investor AB and Kinnevik Investment were both excluded due 

to their nature of business. Both companies are pure investment companies and are therefore 

not representable for the data set.  

The population excludes four companies in total, hence 26 companies have been examined 

for the period of 2011-2014. In total 104 annual reports have been examined in order to 

achieve a satisfying sample size. The studied companies are the ones listed on OMXS30 as 

per 2016-02-28. 

OMXS Stockholm 2016-02-28 Number of companies: 26

ABB Ltd Nokia Oyj

Alfa Laval AB Nordea Bank

Assa Abloy ser B Sandvik

AstraZeneca PLC SCA

Atlas Copco AB ser A SEB

Atlas Copco AB ser B Securitas

Boliden AB Skanska

Electrolux AB ser B SKF

Ericsson Telefonab L M Ser SSAB

Fingerprint Cards Ab ser B Swedbank

Getinge AB ser B Swedish Match

Hennes & Mauritz Svenska Handelsbanken

Investor AB Tele2

Kinnevik Investment TeliaSonera

Lundin Petroleum Volvo

Number of excluded companies: 4
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3.2.6 Research Time Span 

The <IR> Framework in its current design was first published in December 2013. Hence it 

is fair to conclude that the annual reports following the 2013 reporting period suffered from 

the lack of time in order to prepare the material in accordance with the <IR> Framework. 

For the studied companies, only one has been a part of the integrated reporting pilot project, 

which was launched in September 2011 together with the initial discussion paper. This 

indicates that at least one company did report in accordance in 2011 and hence might have 

been influential to others. As this study aims to discover how well established the <IR> 

Framework is on the OMX Stockholm exchange the authors found it interesting to use 2011 

as the starting point for the emiprical data collection, since it would provide information 

about early adoption. The following reporting periods of 2012, 2013 and 2014 have been 

included in the study to provide the authors with the development of integrated reporting 

over time, in order to determine if any relative changes could be discovered between years 

and if the release of the <IR> Framework has had any impact on the disclosed information.  

Due to the limited time period for which this study was conducted, annual reports for 2015 

were not included since all companies had not publicly released them. 

 

3.2.7 Strenghts and weaknesses of the chosen method 

A content analysis is a transparent research method. A clearly stated disclosure index together 

with an underlying manual for explanation assures a high level of replicability, for further 

follow-up studies. A high level of transparency and clarity in what is to be researched gives 

the researchers the objectivity needed to conduct a research (Bryman, 2016).  

The chosen method inevitably includes some elements of subjectivity in examining the 

annual reports. The <IR> Framework is constructed in a non-strict manner, meaning that 

the framework states questions to be answered rather than items that should be included. It 

provides underlying objects that should be considered during the process of answering the 

stated questions. This enables different organizations to disclose information in different 

ways. The authors reasoned that if organizations seek to answer the stated questions with the 

inclusion of the underlying objects considered, they would most likely be keen to disclose 

their integration of these objects in order to achieve legitimacy for their decisions and actions. 

Hence the authors found it useful to use the <IR> Framework as a basis for the disclosure 

index, even though it does not require a full inclusion of all stated objects.  
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3.2.8 Data Collection 

The empirical data was collected from annual reports from each of the chosen companies. 

All companies have archived annual reports documented on their investor relations webpage, 

where a time span of reports is available. Reports from the chosen time span of 2011-2014 

have been collected and examined in accordance with the constructed disclosure index. Links 

to all reports can be found under 7.2 Annual reports. The set of given criterias on the checklist 

was controlled through the search function in Adobe Acrobat Reader since all documents 

were available in PDF format.   

For each item on the checklist typical search words or criterias were set in order to approach 

each report in the same manner to mimize influence of subjectivity. The used search words 

and criterias are disclosed in Table 6. Words within quotation marks indicate typically used 

search words used to locate items in the reports. Explanations indicate set criteras to be 

fulfilled in order for the item to be recognized as included. The items in Table 6 are the same 

as in the finalized checklist diclosed earlier in the disclosure index section. 



 

 33 

 

Table 6: Disclosure index search words and criteria 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Disclosure index ""=Search words Text=Criteria

Search words and criterias.

1 Explicit description of business model, visually illustrated or separate chapter.

1.2 Explicit description of external risks.

1.3 Explicit decsription of external opportunities.

2 "Human Capital", "Employees", "People"

2.1 Clear connectivity with the stated strategy.

2.2 Are improvements/setbacks measured and disclosed.

3 "Intellectual capital", "Patent", "Trademark", "License","Know-how"

3.1 Clear connectivity with the stated strategy.

3.2 Is improvements/setbacks measured and disclosed.

4 "Products", "Manufactured capital", "Office", "Plants", "Infrastructure"

4.1 Clear connectivity with the stated strategy.

4.2 Is improvements/setbacks measured and disclosed.

5 "Natural capital", "Water", "Fossile fuel", "Emission", "Environment"

5.1 Clear connectivity with the stated strategy.

5.2 Is improvements/setbacks measured and disclosed.

6 "Financial capital", "Funding"

6.1 Clear connectivity with the stated strategy.

6.2 Is improvements/setbacks measured and disclosed.

7 "Social Capital", "Social", "Community"

7.1 Clear connectivity with the stated strategy.

7.2 Is improvements/setbacks measured and disclosed.

8 Explicit description of organizational competitive advantage

8.1 Description of how the organization work with innovation

8.2 Explanation of the outcomes and insights given from stakeholder engagement.
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4 Empirical data 

 

This section presents the empirical data collected from the annual reports. Data from each consecutive year is 

presented for each item and company from 2011-2014. The lowest and highest scoring companies as well as 

the six capitals have been separately presented in order to provide a base for the analysis. 

 

4.1 Findings 2011 

Figure 2 shows the total level of compliance per item on the disclosure index in annual or 

integrated reports for the whole sample population. Item 6 (Financial capital), 6.1 (Financial 

capital – Embedded in Strategy) and 6.2 (Financial capital - Measurement of outcomes) had a 

compliance level of 100%, meaning that all companies reported on them in their 2011 

reports. Item 1.2 (Influence of external risk) was reported on in 25 reports (96%) for 2011 while 

item 1.3 (Influence of external opportunity) was reported on in 18 reports (69%). The two items 

most commonly omitted were item 1 (Relates to business model) and item 8.2 (Stakeholder 

engagement), which had a total compliance level of 19% and 15% respectively. Other rare 

(<50%) items include item 7.2 (Social and Relationship capital – Measurement of outcomes) and item 

3.2 (Intellectual capital – Measurement of outcomes) which were respectively disclosed in 11 (42%) 

and 12 (46%) reports.  

 

Figure 2: Disclosure per item 2011 
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Figure 3 shows each studied company’s score in relation to the maximum possible score (24) 

for 2011. The companies having disclosed the most strategic information in accordance with 

the <IR> Framework were Astra Zeneca and Skanska with 22 points (92%) each. 

Furthermore, Alfa Laval, Atlas Copco and SKF all had the second highest score of 21 (88%). 

The companies disclosing the least amount of strategic information for 2011 were ABB 

(24%), Nokia (28%) and Nordea (40%).  

 

Figure 3: Total compliance per company 2011 

4.2 Findings 2012 

Figure 4 shows the total level of compliance per item on the disclosure index in annual or 

integrated reports for the whole sample population of 2012. Items 6-6.2 – information 

regarding a company’s financial capital, were disclosed in 100% of the 2012 reports. Item 1.2 

(Influence of external risk) was reported on in 25 reports (96%) for 2012 while item 1.3 (Influence 

of external opportunity) was reported on in 18 reports (69%). The two items most commonly 

omitted were item 1 (Relates to business model) and item 8.2 (Stakeholder engagement), which had a 

total compliance level of 35% (an increase from 19% in 2011) and 15% respectively. Item 

7.2 (Social and Relationship capital – Measurement of outcomes) was the only other item being 

disclosed in less than 50% of the reports (42%). 
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Figure 4: Disclosure per item 2012 

 
Figure 5 shows each studied company’s score for 2012 in relation to the maximum possible 

score of 24. The highest scoring companies from 2012 conclude Astra Zeneca, Atlas Copco 

and Skanska with 22 points (92%) each. Furthermore, SCA, SEB and SKF all had the second 

highest score of 21 (88%). The companies disclosing the least amount of strategic 

information for 2012 were ABB (32%), Nordea (36%) and Telia Sonera (48%). The highest 

increase in amount of disclosed strategic information when compared to the previous year 

was assigned to Nokia, who went from 28% to 76% disclosure. 

 

 

Figure 5: Total compliance per company 2012 
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4.3 Findings 2013 

Figure 6 shows the total level of compliance per item on the disclosure index in annual or 

integrated reports for the whole sample population of 2013. Items 6-6.2 – information 

regarding a company’s financial capital, were disclosed in 100% of the 2013 reports. Item 1.2 

(Influence of external risk) was reported on in 25 reports (96%) for 2013 while item 1.3 (Influence 

of external opportunity) was reported on in 19 reports (73%). The two items most commonly 

omitted were item 1 (Relates to business model) and item 8.2 (Stakeholder engagement), which had a 

total compliance level of 42% and 27% respectively. Item 7.2 (Social and Relationship capital – 

Measurement of outcomes) was the only other item being disclosed in less than 50% of the reports 

(46%). 

 

Figure 6: Disclosure per item 2013 

 
Figure 7 shows each studied company’s score for 2013 in relation to the maximum possible 

score of 24. The highest scoring companies from 2013 conclude Astra Zeneca and SKF with 

23 points (96%) each. Furthermore, Atlas Copco, SEB and Skanska all had the second 
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Figure 7: Total compliance per company 2013 

4.4 Findings 2014 

Figure 8 shows the total level of compliance per item on the disclosure index in annual or 

integrated reports for the whole sample population of 2014. Items 6-6.2 – information 

regarding a company’s financial capital, were disclosed in 100% of the 2014 reports. Item 1.2 

(Influence of external risk) was also disclosed in all of the reports while item 1.3 (Influence of 

external opportunity) was reported on by 81% of the companies. The two items most commonly 

omitted were still item 1 (Relates to business model) and item 8.2 (Stakeholder engagement), which 

had a total compliance level of 42% and 31% respectively. All other items were disclosed in 

a majority of the reports, with item 7.2 (Social and Relationship capital – Measurement of outcomes) 

and item 3.2 (Intellectual capital – Measurement of outcomes) having the lowest scores of 58% and 

62%. 
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Figure 8: Disclosure per item 2014 

 
Figure 9 shows each studied company’s score for 2014 in relation to the maximum possible 

score of 24. The highest scoring companies from 2014 conclude Astra Zeneca and SKF with 

23 points (96%) each. Furthermore, Atlas Copco, Boliden, SCA, Skanska and Volvo all 

shared the second highest score of 22 (92%). The companies disclosing the least amount of 

strategic information for 2014 were Nordea (40%), ABB (64%) and H&M (64%). Nokia 

once again saw the largest change from the previous year (40%) and received a total score of 

76% in 2014. 

 

 

Figure 9: Total compliance per company 2014 
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4.5 Disclosure of six capitals items 

Figure 10 illustrates the changes per year for the items related to the six capitals on an 

aggregated level. The items are illustrated in the same order as presented in Table 4. For 

example item 2, Human capital, is followed by 2.1-2 Embedded in Strategy and Measurement of 

outcomes. Items 6, 6.1 and 6.2, covering the Financial capital, reaches 100% for each year. It is 

the most highly regulated capital among those researched, which does not make it surprising 

that the extent of compliance reached a 100% compliance every year. Hence the results of 

Financial capital will not be further presented. The overall trend in Figure 10 is that for each 

capital there is a lower compliance in the measurement of outcomes item.  

Items 7-7.2 is the least disclosed capital within the period of 2011-2013, scoring 

approximately 60 to 40 percent for the different items, within this timespan. But it also 

presents the highest change in percentage of all capitals for the period 2013-2014. Item 7 

increased with 23 percentage points, item 7.1 increased with 16 percentage points and item 

7.2 increased with 12 percentage points. 

 

 

Figure 10: Disclosure of six capitals items 
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100% compliance in 2014 while Atlas Copco and Skanska remained at 96% compliance 

during the researched period.  

 

 

Figure 11: Highest scoring companies 

4.7 Lowest scoring companies 

ABB, Nordea and Nokia were the companies achieving the lowest score of compliance in 
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timespan.  
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Figure 12: Lowest scoring companies 

4.8 Aggregated total compliance per year 

The total compliance for all companies and items on an aggregated level is presented in Figure 

13, separated on each year. The main changes in percentage points occurred between 2013-

2014 which corresponds to an increase of 6 percentage points. The finalized <IR> 

Framework was released late 2013. The change in percentage points for the two other periods 

was 2 percentage points for 2012-2013 and 5 percentage points for 2011-2012. The total 

increase for 2011-2014 corresponds to 13 percentage points. 

 

 

Figure 13: Aggregated total compliance per year 
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5 Results and analysis 

 

In this section the previously presented empirical data will be analyzed. First, an overall analysis of the total 

scores per company and year is presented. This is followed by an analysis of some protruding company examples 

and the six capitals. The section ends with further analysis of other items that stands out from the rest of the 

data and a critical reflection on the study itself. 

 

5.1 Total scores per company and year 

Figure 13 highlights the total score in accordance with the disclosure index presented in 

section 4, for each company and year studied. The table also shows the aggregated annual 

compliance level in percent for all companies.  

As shown, the total amount of disclosed strategic information on OMXS30 has increased 

during each year of our chosen researched time span of 2011-2014. The increase has seen a 

steady growth of 5 percentage points (2011-2012), 2 percentage points (2012-2013) and 6 

percentage points (2013-2014) per year since the launch of the Integrated reporting pilot 

project in 2011. This provides an answer to our research question 1a: How has the amount of 

strategic information presented in accordance with the <IR> Framework changed in Swedish reports, during 

the period of 2011-2014? The amount of strategic information has excelled by 13 percentage 

points during the researched time span.  The year of 2014 received a total score of 522/624, 

giving it a total disclosure index coverage of 84%, as compared to 71% in 2011. The large 

increase in 2014 provides a positive answer for research question 1b: Has there been a higher 

disclosure of strategic information since 2013? 

The continuously increasing amount of disclosed strategic information falls well in line with 

theories and previous studies presented in the theoretical framework. Firstly, companies may 

adopt integrated reporting simply because other companies do so (Lambooy et al., 2014). 

This implies a situation in which the amount of disclosed strategic information naturally 

increases due to multiple companies already reporting on it. Secondly, when one company 

chooses to disclose a certain type of information, e.g. measurement of outcomes on 

intellectual capital, the stakeholders’ interpretation of the information’s absence in another 

company shifts, resulting in a lower proprietary cost for the disclosure of that particular 

information (Verrechia, 1983). 
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5.2 Protruding companies 

5.2.1 Highest scoring companies 

The highest average yearly score of 23,5/24 (98%) was assigned to Astra Zeneca. The runner-

ups for the highest average yearly score concludes Skanska 23/24 (96%), SKF 23/24 (96%) 

and Atlas Copco 22,75/24 (95%), as shown in Figure 11. Although these companies operate 

within different industries, they are all manufacturing companies which further confirms the 

findings of Garci ́a-Sánchez et al. (2013) that capital goods companies are more likely to use 

integrated reporting. This fact leads us to believe that manufacturing companies may have a 

slight advantage when it comes to assessing points using the constructed disclosure index, 

specifically in regards to the content elements relating to manufactured and intellectual 

capital as well as Role of innovation. Such companies are more incentivized to disclose this kind 

of information since it is a more vital part from a sales point-of-view than for e.g. a bank or 

service provider. This leads to the proprietary cost of disclosing information on innovation, 

intellectual and manufactured capital being lower for manufacturing companies which in its 

turn lowers the level of the disclosure threshold, Verrecchia (1983). Being a manufacturing 

company also implies that there is more legitimacy to be gained from reporting on 

manufacturing related information (Jonäll & Rimmel, 2016). 

5.2.2 Lowest scoring companies 

The lowest average score of 9,75/24 (42%) during the data gathering period was assigned to 

Nordea. Other low-scoring companies include ABB 10,5/24 (44%) and Nokia 13,75/24 

(57%). ABB and Nokia are the only non-Swedish companies participating in the study. Both 

companies originate from countries scoring lower on feminism (Switzerland and Finland) 

than Sweden which implies that they are not as likely to practice integrated reporting, as in 

accordance with Garci ́a-Sa ́nchez et al. (2013). Besides being the lowest scoring company in 

the study, Nordea also shows no signs of development on strategic information disclosure 

in accordance with the <IR> Framework during the researched time span. There are several 

disadvantages to Nordea’s situation in terms of gaining a higher score. Firstly, Nordea is not 

operating within the manufacturing sector and has thereby a lower probability of adopting 

the <IR> Framework (Garci ́a-Sánchez et al., 2013). 
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5.3 The Six Capitals 

The collected empirical data related to the six capitals from each of the annual reports of the 

26 examined companies have been summarized per item and year in Figure 10. The presented 

data provides information regarding in what areas the <IR> Framework has been influential 

to the reporting content in terms of disclosure as well as areas where the framework has not 

been as successful in enhancing disclosure. The data has been collected in order to answer 

the research question: To what extent is the disclosed strategic information interconnected 

with the six capitals?  

By average the disclosure per item has been calculated to 77 percentage points, which will be 

the benchmark for the following analysis.   

The presented data has been gathered in order to examine whether there have been any 

changes to the level of disclosure of the six capitals. By analyzing Figure 10 it is evident that 

the overall disclosure of the capitals is rather high compared with the average of 77 per item. 

All companies have reached the maximum score on financial capital which might not be 

surprising since this is the item most heavily regulated by law. Hence it is not as interesting 

as the other results which rely on a voluntary disclosure basis. If the authors would have 

repeated the research, financial capital would, for this reason, have been left out. The 

financial capital will not be further analyzed in this analysis. 

One of the most interesting captures from the presented empirical data is the fact that for all 

capitals, there is a consistency where companies have scored lower on the measurement of 

outcomes than on the capital itself. This implies that some companies do not provide enough 

information in order to achieve legitimacy (Jonäll & Rimmel, 2016). The authors believe that 

in order to make the efforts of, for example gender diversity, legit, it is crucial to disclose 

measurements of the outcomes regardless of positive or negative development in order to 

achieve legitimacy. Hence, according to the data, conclusions can be made that in general 

some organizations fail to create legitimacy for their disclosed information. 

The over-all score for the capitals is in comparison of the average to 77% slightly higher 

(83%). This indicates that the researched companies actually have a high level of compliance 

for the capitals in accordance with the framework. The lowest scoring capital is the Social 

and relationship capital. The capital also attained the lowest score for its relationship with 

the organizational strategy as well as for the measurements of outcomes. This could indicate 

that either the organizations do not follow up on their social investments or that they simply 

donate to charity in order to achieve some legitimacy for their business. During the research 
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it became evident that in many cases it was hard to see the connections between the social 

work the company claimed to do and their actual strategy. This also points towards more 

legitimacy oriented activities (Jonäll & Rimmel, 2016). 

As for all capitals combined the results state that the over-all interconnectivity between the 

six capitals and the strategic information among the researched organizations is good. The 

high scores on most of the capitals indicate a high level of disclosure. But in comparison 

with previous years one could argue that the development has not been as rapid, since the 

initial score (2011) was already high from the beginning. This indicates that the researched 

companies did have a high level of disclosure before the <IR> Framework. What is 

interesting to see is that the Embedded in strategy items have had a higher development from 

the starting year 2011 up until 2014. This indicates that organizations have been affected by 

the framework (IIRC, 2013a) due to their efforts in order to interconnect the capitals with 

their strategy rather than reporting on each item without any connections at all. Hence it is 

fair to say that the level of interconnectivity between the disclosed strategic information and 

the six capitals have increased during the researched period and that the framework has been 

influential to the disclosure of these items.  

 

One of the fundamental concepts of Integrated Reporting is the value creation process 

(Porter & Kramer 2011) (IIRC, 2013a). The value creation process is strongly linked with 

the organizational business model and hence the six capitals (IIRC, 2013a), in order to 

describe and illustrate the flows of capital within the organization for the user of the report. 

In our analysis of the results in Figure 2,4,6 and 8, item 1 in the index, Business model, where 

the companies have been given one point if the business model/value creation process is 

explicitly disclosed, reaches an average score of 35% over the 4 years. This indicates that one 

of the fundamental concepts of integrated reporting scores 42 percentage points below 

average. The low score indicates that the framework may not have provided the appropriate 

tools as well as failing to communicate the importance of value creation over time, as in 

accordance with the results of Larsson & Ringholm (2014). Far from all examined companies 

claim to report in accordance with the <IR> Framework, but due to the overall score there 

are indications that the framework has had an influence on the development of the reported 

content. It might be the case that the companies do not assume that the added disclosure 

would cover the costs for preparing it (Verrecchia, 1983). Another scenario is that companies 

chose not to disclose their business model since it is believed to be beneficial for competitors 

and hence affect the company´s own future results in a negative way (Dye, 1985). Hence 
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there are indications that the framework has failed to communicate the value of one of its 

core values; the value creation process. 

5.4 Other items 

According to the stakeholder theory, organizations acknowledge that there is a variety of 

different stakeholders who are affected by organizational actions (Freeman and Reed, 1983). 

This assumption is to some extent reflected in the results of this study. As can be seen in 

Figures 2, 4, 6 and 8, item 8.2 (Stakeholder engagement) scores 22% which is 55 percentage points 

below the 4-year average. This does not implicate that most companies do not recognize 

their different stakeholders. Almost every report mentions their stakeholders to some extent, 

but since the criteria for awarding one point on item 8.2 includes a disclosure of the outcome 

of the stakeholder engagement many reports have failed to fulfill the criteria. The authors of 

this thesis recognize that the presented data can be somewhat misleading for this certain 

item. But due to the assumptions from the legitimacy theory (Jonäll & Rimmel 2016), the 

theoretical background for the set criteria builds on the assumption that if the organization 

have the information, it is likely that they disclose the information in order to achieve 

legitimacy for their claims. In the case of stakeholder engagement, legitimacy can not be 

achieved by claiming to acknowledge stakeholders and considering their opinions in the 

organizational strategy without disclosing what those opinions are. Legitimacy can only be 

achieved, in this case, if full transparency is applied and the user of the report can see the 

links between stakeholder engagement and strategic changes.  

Competitive advantage, simply means business oriented advantages that an organization have 

attained or achieved in comparison to their competitors (Eccles & Krzus, 2010b). The 

voluntary disclosure theory provides the assumption that organizations are unlikely to 

present information that is likely to affect their income in a negative way (Dye, 1985). Hence 

it is likely that organizations would not disclose information that could give their competitors 

a chance to close the gap.  As can be seen in Figures 2, 4, 6 and 8 the item of competitive 

advantage (8) scores 17 percentage points below average, hence are in line with the theoretical 

assumptions that companies avoid to disclose proprietary information (Dye, 1985). 

Item 8.1 covering the Role of innovation scores 5 percentage point below average (73%) on an 

aggregated level for the researched time span. As mentioned in section 5.2.2 a 1-point score 

have in most cases been awarded to manufacturing companies since innovation plays a more 

important role than in for example the banking industry. Innovative solutions are not solely 

associated with manufacturing companies, but they seem to be more likely to disclose the 
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information according to this study’s results. This could be explained by the expectations 

from outsiders, where the banking sector might not be expected to innovate to the same 

extent as manufacturing companies (Lang & Lundholm, 1992).  

 

The disclosure of Item 1.2 and 1.3 further strengthen the theoretical confirmation regarding 

result-affecting disclosures. 1.2 and 1.3 covers the disclosure of risk and opportunity, and by 

studying Figure 2, 4, 6 and 8 it is clear that risk is disclosed to a higher extent than opportunity. 

There is a strong connection between these two items and the competitive advantage 

discussed above. Sharing opportunities with competitors might not be favorable in terms of 

future results and are therefore not disclosed (Dye, 1985). Sharing general risks does not 

favor anybody else, but illustrates an awareness of potential future setbacks, to reassure 

potential investors. 

 

5.5 Critical Reflection 

This study has been conducted through a disclosure occurrence method, where items have 

been scored on an included or excluded basis (Joseph & Taplin, 2010). Hence no 

considerations have been given to the different amounts or quality of the disclosed 

information for each item. This limits the ability to draw conclusions regarding the quality 

of the reported content and provided data will only reflect whether an item is included in the 

report or not. As in the analysis, the authors believe it would have been interesting to see the 

different levels of quality which could have been examined if the study would have been 

conducted with a different scoring system. The chosen method is still believed to be 

appropriate for the purpose of the study in order to avoid subjectivity, but it would have 

been interesting to see the results. As was mentioned in the analysis section 5.1.4, item 6, 6.1 

and 6.2 covering the financial capital would have been excluded if the research would have 

been conducted once again. The authors realize that this item is the most regulated in terms 

of how and which financial figures have to be presented, measurements to be provided and 

the connection with the strategy is strong, since all companies strive to make a profit.  

The research only includes annual reports. The authors realize that further information is 

provided through standalone reports such as sustainability reports, which if they would have 

been examined could have led to higher scores for some companies. This means that the 

presented data does not represent all disclosed information for each company and year. The 

logic behind this choice is based on the concept of integrated reporting as one report or as a 
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part of a standalone report (IIRC, 2013a). For an organization to disclose interconnectivity 

between their strategy and for example the six capitals it should be included in the same 

report, in order to make the connections clear. Even though efforts have been made in order 

to make the disclosure index as universal as possible, the authors believe that producing 

companies have had a higher chance on attaining points on the items Intellectual and 

Manufactured capital. These capitals become more important for producing companies in 

contrast to service oriented businesses. Hence, if the research ought to be conducted again, 

a separation of service oriented and product oriented organizations might have been an 

appropriate adjustment. 
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6 Conclusions 

 

This section presents the main findings and conclusions from the study in order to fulfill its purpose. The 

section ends with ethical issues revolving the performed study and suggestions for future research.  

 

6.1 Main findings and conclusions 

This thesis has examined and assessed to what extent companies listed on the OMXS30 

comply with the Strategic content elements of the <IR> Framework and how this disclosure 

has developed since the framework’s pilot project and official release.  

The results indicate that the overall compliance has seen a continuous growth throughout 

the researched time span of 2011-2014. In 2011, during the pilot project phase of integrated 

reporting, the companies had an overall average compliance score of 71%. This was followed 

by 76% in 2012, 78% in 2013 and 84% in 2014. The largest increase of 6 percentage units 

that was seen between 2013-2014 may be due to the framework’s official release. Although 

it was released in 2013, the fact that it was not released until December may have postponed 

its effects until the following year since companies had little time to adapt their reports to 

the <IR> Framework. This thesis also examined to what extent the disclosed strategic 

information is interconnected with the six capitals in order to capture the holistic 

characteristics of integrated reporting. Our results show that, while reporting on the six 

capitals is common practice – 86% on average during the researched time span, the 

Measurement of outcome-items are less reported on than their Capital and Embedded in strategy 

counterparts – 70% on average during the researched time span. Hence, according to the 

data, conclusions can be made that some organizations in general fail to create legitimacy for 

their disclosed information on the six capitals. Although the value creation process and 

business model are seen as fundamental parts of integrated reporting, only 35% reported on 

their business model on average during the researched time span, as compared to the 77% 

disclosure level of all items. The low score indicates that the framework may not have 

provided the appropriate tools as well as failing to communicate the importance of value 

creation over time. This indicates that the IIRC have failed to communicate the values of 

their own core principles; the value creation process.  
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The results from the last year within the researched time span indicates that the level of 

disclosure in accordance with the framework is rather high, even though there is room for 

improvements. The results indicate that some companies fail to create legitimacy for their 

disclosed information as well as indications that the IIRC have to put more emphasis on 

communicating their own core principles. 

 

6.2 Ethical issues 

During the progress of this study, ethical and social issues have been taken into 

consideration. Throughout the process, the authors have made their utmost attempt in 

retaining an objective approach. All data and information forming the foundation of the 

study has been collected from academic journals, books, websites and corporate reports. 

Hence, all information is publicly available which makes the study reliable and fully 

repeatable. The thesis has been constructed in accordance with Swedish copyright law and is 

solely conducted by its authors. Considering reputational effects on the companies 

participating in this study, it is worth repeating that the study does not consider the quality 

of reporting on certain items, but rather just check whether or not the specific items have 

been reported on.  

6.3 Future studies 

During the process of writing this thesis the authors have faced some questions that caught 

their attention, but were unable to include in this thesis. The authors believe that the 

following subjects would be interesting to examine as well as  contributing to the discussion 

regarding integrated reporting in the future. It would be interesting to see a study that 

compares the legal environments for financial reporting in different nations or in the 

European Union (EU), in order to examine the prerequisites for the <IR> Framework to 

further expand its vision and mission. 

Another suggestion for possible future research would be to perform a follow-up study on 

the low scoring items presented in this study. The authors believe that items such as 

stakeholder engagement as well as the concept of business models will be even more 

important in the future. Hence it would be interesting to see the development for these 

concepts in the future. 

Furthermore, a study focusing on the critical aspect of the <IR> Framework itself would be 

a interesting topic. As have been discussed in the theoretical framework of this thesis, some 
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claim that the framework have lost its purpose in the different stages of development. Hence 

it would be refreshing to add some critique towards the <IR> Framework and compare the 

intial idea with the finalized framework and the changes along the way. 
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