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Joint Costs: Evaluation Problems and Solutions

Maria Silvia Avi

Absiract- Joint production is a particular type of production
process that has as its output a plurality of goods that cannot
separate. The production of one good also implies the
production of the other goods output from the process. The
joint production type poses two major valuation problems: the
determination of the cost of the products obtained from joint
production and the valuation of the inventories of these goods.
The difficulties arise primarily because it is impossible to
objectively allocate the common costs of the production
process to the various products obtained from joint
production. It will address these issues by analysing the
hypothesis of joint costs that may occur following a block sale
of tangible fixed assets at a lump sum price. When this
hypothesis occurs, the problem arises of identifying the value
of the individual assets constituting the block of fixed assets
sold. It will also address this issue in the following pages.
Keywords: joint costs, joint production, valuation of
closing inventories of joint products, bulk purchase and
sale of tangible fixed assets valuation issues.

1) Joint Costs and Common Costs:
Remarks

The analysis of joint costs presupposes a prior
clarification of the difference between common costs
and joint costs.

For the accounting-decision-making tools to be
fully understood, it is first necessary to illustrate the
concept of common costs and their difference from
special costs.

Company costs are defined as special (or
specific) if they can be allocated objectively and thus
without the need for questionable attributions to a
particular company department/product.

An example is the labour costs of a department
head or the depreciation of a machine used in a specific
responsibility centre. Such costs are special to that
centre. For such factors of production, the theoretical
problem of allocation does not arise. It is evident how,
since the elements are used in a particular department
/centre, the cost of the factor must be allocated to that
specific user centre.

While there are many costs specifically referable
to a particular department/product of the company,
there are numerous negative income components that,
on the other hand, relate to several departments
/products. These costs are termed common costs in
that they affect, at the same time, a diversity of objects.
Common costs are subdivided, in turn, into
specialisable and non-specialisable costs. The first
mentioned category consists of costs which, although
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lacking a direct connection to departments/products,
are attributable to the various objects of interest through
sufficiently objective parameters. Consider, for example,
the case of energy. If by hypothesis, counters were
installed in the company, which allow the exact amount
of input consumed by the various departments to be
determined, the cost associated with energy
consumption could be included in the specialised costs.
However, numerous examples of negative income
components are attributable to the various departments
only as a result of the use of subjective and thus
questionable parameters. The depreciation of a
building, the general manager's salary, advertising,
voluntary insurance, the cost of a plant manager, etc.,
are typical examples of such costs. The allocation of
these income elements to specific departments and/or
products could only occur by resorting to subjective
criteria. These costs are, therefore, part of the so-called
non-specialisable common costs, i.e. in the category of
costs which, regardless of more or less discretionary
'rebates’, cannot be apportioned precisely between the
various company areas as they concern the company
considered in its entirety and wholeness. The reader is
referred to for a practical and theoretical illustration of
the allocation of common costs in the following
paragraphs.

To conclude these brief considerations, it
should point out that the division between special and
common costs is relative in that it strictly depends on
the object under consideration. It is evident that as the
size of the object increases, the amount of special costs
also increase proportionally against a corresponding
reduction in common costs. This implies that a cost that
identifies a special negative income component for an
object may become common if the analysis perspective
is changed. If, for example, the reference object were
the entire company, each cost would become special
and, consequently, cancel the common cost category.

In addition, common corporate costs are
characterised by the peculiarity that such costs are
divisible in the sense that they can eliminate the
common cost, e.g. by removing an asset produced by
the company, without other assets being affected by this
decision.

On the other hand, joint costs in the production
sphere are costs that cannot stop the production of a
single good without also stopping that of different goods
that are, precisely, joint with the first one. The goods are
thus simultaneously obtained from the same production
process. Instead of only one good or several goods that
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can separate at the level of cost allocation, a set of
products emerges whose cost is interconnected, i.e.
affects each good simultaneously. In the case of joint
products, it is therefore impossible to limit, modify or
even stop the production of a single product without
having a direct impact on the joint products, which will
cease to be produced when joint production is stopped.

The difference between joint production and
joint costs must be well understood to determine the
correct product cost. Misunderstanding these costs
inevitably leads to incorrect and misleading product
costing.

2) Joint Costs Relating to the Sale/Purchase of Tangible
Fixed Assets
This hypothesis occurs when an enterprise
acquires a differentiated set of assets, usually multi-year
investments, at a price determined as "a lump sum".
Specific  identification only concems the
common cost determined by accounting support
(purchase invoice or other documents).

In ltaly, civil law requires, in Art. 2423 bis, item
no. 5, those heterogeneous elements included in
individual items must be valued separately.

Although this operative principle does not
directly concern the issue of joint assets purchased at
an overall determining cost, indirectly, it is helpful for
understanding the rationale that obligatorily requires the
separation of the joint cost between the various assets
purchased.

Mainly if the assets subject to the purchase
agreement are of a multi-year nature, the identification of
the cost attributable to the individual asset becomes
indispensable to correctly calculate the annual
depreciation rate, which, as is obvious, depends on the
use of each item for more than one financial year.

The circumstance of having a single cost
concerning a summation of differentiated assets would
therefore not allow, on the one hand, the determination
of the exact qualitative composition of the company's
assets and, on the other hand, the identification of the
loss of value of each asset due to economic
obsolescence and physical wear and tear. This applies
to both the seller and the buyer even though the two
parties, as we shall see in the following pages, have to
deal with, in part, different issues.

The separation of the total cost arising from the
purchase/sale on a lump-sum basis of several real
estate assets is, therefore, a necessary step for financial
reporting to be clear and correct and, consequently, to
be legitimate and regular in civil law.

The doctrine agrees that the "allocation" of the
overall cost to the various assets acquired en bloc must
be accomplished by dividing the total cost of acquisition
of the whole of the assets implemented based on the
allocation parameter constituted by the market value of
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the individual assets purchased by the company in a
single solution.

The most frequent example of such bulk
purchases concerns the acquisition of a plurality of
buildings and/or assets. Consider, for example, the
purchase of a building containing several fixed assets
(plant, machinery, furniture, etc.) at a price determined
i lump sum'.

Such a contract of sale and purchase imposes,
on a substantive level, the use of the parameter of
apportionment of the total cost on the various assets
purchased based on their market value. The hypothesis
of using other parameters, whether physical (e.g.
volume of the goods, space occupied by the goods,
number of goods, etc.) or economic, is not acceptable
as it would lead to an allocation lacking the elements of
economic correctness necessary for determining civil
law values that are true.

This  principle, which has always been
unanimously shared by national and international
doctrine, has also been adopted by the ltalian national
accounting standards issued by the National Council of
Chartered Accountants and Accounting Experts.
Principle No. 16 Tangible Fixed Assets states that:

'45 When a tangible fixed asset is an economic-
technical unit, i.e. an assembly of assets coordinated
with each other in a technical-productive logic (e.g. a
production line or a factory), its purchase or production
cost refers to the entire unit as a whole; in such cases,
the values of the individual assets composing it must be
determined to (a) distinguish assets that are subject to
depreciation from those that are not and (b) identify the
different lengths of their helpful lives. The value of
individual assets is determined based on market prices,
considering their condition. "

Principle No. 16 Property, plant and equipment,
cited above, also addresses the hypothesis that the sum
of the market values of the individual assets being
purchased/sold does not coincide perfectly with the
figure agreed for the lump-sum purchase. Where there
is a divergence between the sum of the market values
and the agreed lump sum value, it is suggested that this
allocation method be applied:

"'46 Suppose the sum of the values attributed to
the individual assets exceeds the cost of the entire
economic-technical unit. In that case, the unique values
attributed are proportionately reduced to bring the total
cost of the whole unit. If, on the other hand, the sum of
the values attributed to the individual assets is less than
the cost of the entire unit, the difference is proportionally
increased in the market values of the individual assets,
provided that the resulting value is recoverable.

Having outlined the recommended
methodologies for allocating an overall cost for a
purchase/sale of a set of tangible fixed assets, one must
ask oneself the fundamental importance of correctly
determining these individual values.



The observations that can be made on this
issue partly differ when considering the seller or the
buyer, while they coincide perfectly.

Let us begin by analysing the issue that
differentiates between the position of the buyer of the
block of assets and the seller of such assets. One must
ask oneself what the consequences might be of
determining untrue and thus incorrect unit values of
individual assets. The element of profound differentiation
between the position of the purchaser and the position
of the seller concerns the tax aspect of the transaction.
For the seller, even if the values determined with
reference to the individual assets were incorrect, there is
no fiscal effect or problem because the sum of the
capital gains and losses referred to each asset is
identical whatever the value attributed to the individual
assets. There are, therefore, no tax consequences for
the seller in the event of incorrect determination of the
values attributed to the individual assets. Profoundly
different is the situation of the purchaser of the assets.
For this person, the value attributed to the individual
assets represents the figure indicated in financial
reporting and on which it will calculate depreciation,
which is tax-relevant. Should the values attributed to the
individual assets be manifestly incorrect, it is evident
that the determination of depreciation would also be
manifestly — untrue.  Since, albeit with various
differentiations, all the laws of the different countries
generally assume that the starting value for the tax
determination of income is the depreciation recognised
in financial reporting (albeit with differences concerning
the use of this data), it is evident that the recognition of
untrue values of tangible fixed assets in the balance
sheet leads to the determination of incorrect and
therefore faulty depreciation, which can inevitably have
severe consequences for tax purposes.

For the purchaser of the assets as a whole, it is
therefore essential that the unit value attributed to each
asset purchased en bloc is correct and accurate. In
contrast, this problem, at the tax level, is less relevant for
the seller.

At the time of the sale, this party discharges the
values recorded in financial reporting. Even from the
preparation of correct, valid and understandable
financial reporting, determining any unit values
associated with the individual assets sold in bulk has no
particular impact on the seller's financial reporting. If
any, an incorrectly attributed value will affect the
individual capital gain or loss attributed to the various
assets. Still, it will not affect the algebraic sum of the
capital losses and gains connected to each asset.

Quite different is the situation of the purchaser.
The person who acquires the assets must report the
values in the financial reporting for the vyear as
determined by the application of the allocation method
used, illustrated in the preceding pages as the only
method unanimously accepted by all doctrines. If the

values attributed to individual assets purchased en bloc
were to identify an incorrect and untrue figure, untrue
and potentially misleading values would inevitably be
reported in financial reporting. If such a situation were to
occur, financial reporting would certainly not be able to
be described as fair, true and understandable,
postulates that, despite the differences found in the
various national laws and accounting standards, always
represent the three basic reference postulates for the
preparation of financial reporting for the financial year.

In such a situation, the acquirer's financial
reporting would therefore be invalid and subject to
challenge by third parties outside the company or
shareholders. The methods of challenge vary from
country to country, as does the time frame within which
it must bring a challenge. Despite this inevitable
differentiation, it can affirm that in all the laws of any
country, the presence of incorrect values in financial
reporting identifies a ground for challenging financial
reporting as an illegitimate and invalid document.

In addition, it may also recall that if the incorrect
allocation of values was carried out to deceive third
parties or obtain an unfair profit for the person who
carried it out, most nations' legislations provide that
criminal regulations apply. False financial reporting or, in
the formulation adopted by the Italian legislator,
fraudulent corporate communications of a criminal
nature entail, among other penalties, potential
imprisonment. An identification of unitary values of
assets resulting from a block sale carried out within
illegal boundaries brings the transaction within the
criminal field, with all the consequences that such a
situation entails.

It can understand from the previous that it is
essential that, in the event of a sale en bloc of tangible
assets, the unit values of the individual assets are
determined correctly. As we have already pointed out,
the unanimously accepted benchmark is the market
value of the individual assets based on which the lump-
sum transfer price is allocated. In this regard, it should
note that it is difficult to identify the market value of
individual assets because tangible fixed assets sold in
the bloc are always second-hand assets, and,
consequently, no objective price lists are available for
such assets. Therefore, the sales price assessment is a
subjective evaluation by the party making the
determination. Because this figure is correct as it directly
impacts the apportionment of the total lump sum cost
determined for the sale of individual assets en bloc, it
should carry out appraisals as only an estimate can
validate the market value of individual assets.

In this regard, it must be emphasised that there
are three types of appraisals:

a) Simple (or Straightforward) Appraisal
b) Certified Appraisal
c) Sworn Expertise.
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A straightforward appraisal is a document
written by an expert in the relevant subject matter in
which the person sets out their opinion on a given issue.
Where the subject of the appraisal is the market values
of the assets being sold for a lump sum, the appraiser
indicates the values that, in his experience, reflect the
reality of those assets.

The characteristic feature of the straightforward
appraisal is that it can draw up without observing
special formalities concerning the document's form and
substance. An expert in the field must issue such an
appraisal after he has carried out research,
examinations of the property to be sold, and in-depth
studies that he deems indispensable to draw up the
document he is called upon to draft. The expert signs
the appraisal and, in the case of a simple appraisal, this
person is not responsible for the truthfulness of the
content of the assessment. Due to its characteristics,
the simple expert's report does not require any
formalities for its use. The simple expert's report does
not need the expert to make any statements before third
parties marked by a specific authority.

The straightforward appraisal does not explicitly
require a particular type of expert to whom one can turn.
The hypothesis of a block sale and the need to
determine the market value of individual assets to
implement the apportionment of the determined lump
sum price could be a surveyor, engineer or architect.
But there is nothing to prevent it also being a person
other than those mentioned above who can vouch for
experience gained in selling long-term fixed assets
already subject to partial wear and tear.

Like the straightforward appraisal, the sworn
assessment does not require the appraiser to make any
statements before third parties marked with authority.
The expert must draw up a written report without any
particular formalities. In fact, the appraiser himself
certifies the truthfulness and correctness of what is
stated in the appraisal and the methodology used to
determine what is required by the assessment. In the
certification, the expert also declares the existence of his
professionalism under his criminal responsibility. The
expert assumes all civii and criminal liability for
everything stated in the expert report. This declaration
generally uses declaratory formulas recommended by
notaries or lawyers. Since everything declared in the
sworn appraisal is written under the civil and criminal
liability of the appraiser, if the document contains
material or ideological forgery, the appraiser shall be
held civilly and criminally liable for what is declared and
found to be false.

A sworn expert's report is defined because the
expert takes full civil and criminal responsibility for what
is written in the report by swearing an oath certifying the
truthfulness and formal and substantial correctness of
the report's contents. It must take the oath before a
public official who may be a court clerk or a notary
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public in lItaly. The promise is characterised by a
predefined formula that the expert must follow and
established by law (art. 5 R. D. 1366/22 if made before a
court clerk, or art. 1, R: D: 1666/37 if made before a
notary). The formula to be used provides for the explicit
affirmation of "having well and faithfully performed the
task entrusted to him for the sole purpose of making
known the truth". Since the appraiser assumes all
responsibility, including criminal responsibility, for what
he asserts, the law punishes the appraiser who makes a
false statement with the offence of ideological forgery
committed by a private individual in a public act.
Therefore, in addition to being liable, civily and
criminally, for the content of the sworn statement, the
expert has an additional liability due to the oath taken,
punishable by imprisonment.

The previous shows that the safest and most
complete expert report is the sworn report since it must
follow the formality to validate that the statement is more
significant than any other report. The consequence is
that the certified expert's report has more excellent legal
value and is the one that, in a possible trial, is assessed
as more credible by the adjudicating body. This means
that, in the event of a block sale of several assets with a
lump sum price, the sale price of each asset, which is
the parameter based on which each asset is awarded a
certain value based on the lump sum price paid by the
purchaser, should be based on valuations contained in
a sworn appraisal. In this case, the values recorded in
financial reporting by the purchaser will have more
excellent reliability and certainty.

3) The Valuation of Joint Product Costs and Inventories
of Goods Output from Joint Production Processes

The valuation of joint products obtained through
a unitary production process presents significantly more
problems than the valuation of jointly acquired goods.

One speaks of joint products if several goods
are obtained from a single production process for the
production of which costs are not objectively attributable
to each product. Conjoint goods are thus goods
simultaneously obtained with the exact input costs by a
common process. Each has a considerably high sales
value that none can be recognised as the top product.
In joint products, the plurality of products obtained from
a single product results from a conscious managerial
decision and is not the consequence of a poorly
planned process. If, on the other hand, good is also
obtained from production, which is obligatorily derived
from the process but is not the specific objective of
production, we refer to so-called by-products, which we
will discuss in the following pages and whose value is
generally much smaller than that of the joint main
goods.

The point in production at which goods are
separated and identified as having their physicality
different from other products is called the point of



separation. From this point onwards, the goods have a
life of their own, different markets, different prices, or
may undergo further processing, becoming work-in-
progress of internal production to all intents and
purposes. All costs incurred before the point of
separation are considered as one overall cost and are
generally referred to as joint costs.

In the oil, chemical, agricultural, and dairy
industries, many examples of joint production pose the
problem of valuing jointly produced goods. Since, in
these sectors, the issue of determining the value of
goods obtained through joint production is widespread
and has considerable weight in the context of both the
determination of product cost for making managerial
decisions and the valuation of closing inventories, the
issue in question has been and still is the subject of
numerous scholars.

It may happen that, as a result of a single
production run, one or more main joint products and
one or more sub-products are obtained. These goods
are almost production scraps or waste products of the
primary process, but they have a market value despite
their smallness. The by-product is a good that results
from the production of other products and is
characterised by a significantly lower economic
importance than the main product (s). Again, the by-
product may be sold or represent a work-in-progress of
internal production.

It should note that the main joint products are
often the subject of different processes to improve the
goods, while the sub-products are sold exactly as they
come out of production. There are cases where the sub-
product if further processed, can be sold at relatively
high prices. When this occurs, the by-product is further
processed.

A substantial difference between main joint
products and sub-products concerns the selling price of
the goods, provided, as argued above, that the sub-
product does not undergo further processing. If this is
not the case, the sub-product price is lower than that of
the main joint products.

In essence, therefore, it can be said that the
joint main products represent management's production
targets while the so-called by-products identify a by-
product of the production process which, at times, may
have a market value which, if any, is generally much
lower than that of the joint main products.

Where there is a joint production with outputs of
primary products and/or by-products, there is a need to
identify the cost attributable to the individual assets
obtained from the production process both to be able to
make effective managerial decisions and to be able to
evaluate the eventual final inventories of these assets.

Before analysing the methodologies for
allocating costs to the output goods of joint processes
and the valuation of joint goods, it should point out that

costing can be carried out using the traditional method
by centres and the ABC methodology.

In works dealing with the issue of product
costing, contrast is often made between so-called
“traditional" and so-called ‘"evolved" methods. Not
infrequently, the first mentioned category is illustrated in
such a way as to convey the idea that, fundamentally, it
is an ancient technique. Inevitably, this permeates every
one of its statements with a sense of 'overcoming any
problem' when illustrating so-called 'evolved' methods.
In the following pages, we will show how, for accounting
data to be correctly understood by those who determine
them and by the users, it is necessary to overcome the
labels that have always accompanied the in-depth study
of this subject.

For the time being, we intend to limit ourselves
to illustrating the various calculation techniques,
deferring to the paragraph mentioned above any
consideration of the "goodness" or "insufficiency" of the
methods examined and of the terminology used to
identify the various costing techniques.

Concerning the methodology implemented
according to the so-called traditional methods, the
product cost is the result of the allocation of the
company's costs to the centres, which, in turn, can be
included in companies where work is carried out by
order or by the process.

The two types of processing present substantial
differences but, albeit with some relevant distinctions, it
is possible to summarise the considerations regarding
determining product cost cross-sectional for the two
production realities. For this reason, while being fully
aware of their respective specificities, we will
summarise, in a compact manner, the critical points that
can be identified in the calculation of production cost in
the so-called traditional methods without making further
theoretical subdivisions between  observations
concerning job order processes and considerations
inherent to process processing.

In  synthetic terms and, consequently,
somewhat simplifying concerning the complexity of the
business reality, it can state that the determination of
cost per process is realised when a company produces
large numbers of units of a single good/service or
goods/services distinguished by similar characteristics.
When, on the contrary, the goods produced are many
and differentiated by quality/type, it is necessary to
apply a system that allows the determination of cost per
order. The difference between the two types of
production appears, at this point, evident: in the first
case, the product cost can be standardised while, in the
second case, the unit cost must, of necessity, be
derived from the consideration of the individual job order
being determined quantitatively.

In calculating the job order cost, it is necessary
to identify the individual materials, specific labour, and
other costs associated with a particular order/goods
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/service produced. At the same time, in-process
production, it makes no sense to implement such a
"specific identification" operation since each good/order
/service placed on the market by the company is the
same as all the others.

The determination of the unit cost of a product
is more straightforward in the context of production by
the process because the calculation of the individual
costs inherent in the various and multiple orders
complicates the work of those charged with determining
the negative components of income that can be related
to the individual goods/orders/services produced by the
company.

An element that differentiates, in reality only
partially, the two calculation methods also concerns the
concept of "accumulation”" of costs. Whereas in-process
production by order, costs must be 'stratified on the
product, in-process production, negative income
components are accumulated in various departments
/centres from which they are subsequently 'passed on to
the different output products of the centre itself. From
this assertion, it could deduce that the two methods of
calculating unit product costs are characterised by such
specificities that no cross-cutting consideration is
possible. However, this does not correspond to reality
since, despite the apparent differences, it can recognise
a number of problems in the two methods, which,
similarly, concern both production per order and
production per process.

In the panorama of the many problems that an
analyst/controller must solve to obtain meaningful
accounting data, the issue concerning the allocation of
fixed (special and/or common) costs to the individual
objects of quantitative determination is of particular
importance.

In process production, this calculation appears
simplified concerning the technique of production by
order in that all fixed costs are densified in a few
selected centres. In reality, perhaps to overcome
irresolvable problems and to facilitate the determination
of the unit cost, such "agglomeration" is also often
implemented in contract manufacturing. The issue,
therefore, cuts across the two product types.

Simplifying the reality for the sake of expository
clarity (and, consequently, leaving it to the
analyst/contractor to transpose the following concepts
into the variegated company realities), it is possible to
state that, in general terms and, leaving aside the
consideration of whether the individual cost is specific to
job order or common to the entire process, the unit
product cost derives from the summation of three
essential elements variable unit cost + unit share of
special fixed costs + unit share of common fixed costs
= full cost.

Therefore, with the traditional methodology,
whether production is by order or by process, costs
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must be localised in the various centres and then
subsequently allocated to the individual products.

The delimitation of the centres of responsibility
serves a twofold purpose: on the one hand, the precise
identification of the technical, and organisational
characteristics of the processes that make up the
complex business combination and, on the other, the
precise definition of the areas of autonomy of
responsibility assigned to each organisational subject.

The determination of the centres s
indispensable because it is based on these
'organisational' elements that can identify the specific
organisational methods of deploying production
resources, which in turn form the basis for the definition
of standard operating conditions.

The  determination  of  product  costs
implemented according to the traditional methodology
focused mainly on centres has evolved, leading to the
identification of an innovative method based not on
centres but on so-called activities.

In the context of a flexible production system,
such as the one we have today, the great difficulty in
calculating product costs is allocating indirect costs,
mainly due to the lack of equipment dedicated to
individual products or production lines. It should also
note that in advanced production realities, labour is
almost always indirect, which makes it challenging to
allocate it to the various products with which the worker
comes into contact. Often in advanced production
realities, the only cost that can be directly allocated is
the cost of raw materials, which, for obvious reasons,
can always be directly assigned to the product itself.

The costing technique called Activity Based
Costing (ABC) has been proposed as a solution to the
problems induced by using the traditional accounting
system in the modem, highly flexible production
environment.

ABC should therefore be one of the most critical
responses to the need to renew management
accounting systems.

Also in this case, as in the traditional
methodology, the ultimate objective is to determine the
cost of the product.

ABC represents a full cost system in that it aims
to allocate all costs to the various products through an
allocation mechanism which, instead of being based on
centres, is based on another concept, that of activities,
which we will discuss in the following pages. Since one
of the most widespread criticisms of traditional
accounting is that it fails to reflect the actual use of
resources in the production process and to use the
volume of production as the basis of attribution for the
determination of product costs, the ABC, by overcoming
these problems, focuses its attention, not on the
centres. Still, the activities carried out by the enterprises
minimised the importance of the production volume
implemented, since the imputation parameters, as we



shall see later, can be different from the volume
produced.

The application of ABC, therefore, leads to the
determination of a company's full cost, which is intended
to direct many more cost items than in traditional
systems. The full cost thus identified should, therefore,
be characterised by greater obijectivity in that the
parameters applied, if well identified, identify the
resources used to produce each good less subjectively
than is the case with imputation to company centres.

We, therefore, speak of an innovative tool
through which indirect costs are controlled, partially
overcoming the product perspective to attribute a
different meaning to the various activities used and
developed to realise the company's production.

The ABC system is based on the following
considerations:

1. All company activities are created to support the
production and distribution of products and
services. Consequently, the resources used by
these activities must be related to that production
process, and their cost must be included in the cost
of the product;

2. All costs are considered variable and not fixed. As
will be seen, variability is not a function of
production volume but other parameters;

3. All costs are allocated to the activities performed by
the enterprise. Therefore, an attempt is made to
pass on to the activities all indirect costs, be they
production, sales, and administration.

As can be seen, this approach is based on the
identification of the so-called activity, which identifies an
aggregation of elementary operations in the
performance of which people, materials, technologies,
structures and methodologies are combined to obtain
output, products or services.

To conclude, some considerations must be

made regarding the strategic use of information
deducible through the application of the ABC
methodology.

The doctrine has always emphasised that any
accounting approach is meaningful if it can use for
management and decision-making purposes. For this
reason, it is essential to identify the decision-making
scope of ABC.

According to the traditional approach of this
methodology, ABC is not intended to provide
information for operational control but to allocate
overhead costs within the value chain to calculate the
profitability of individual products, product lines,
distribution channels and customers.

The information is intended to constitute what
Kaplan calls the system of product measurements, i.e.
the system of information intended to support decisions
such as pricing, mixer, marketing, discontinuation of
unprofitable products, etc. Other authors, e.g. Cooper,

extend the scope of the system to investment decisions
and, in general, to all budget decisions concerning the
level of operating costs in the production of different
products.

Some authors emphasise that the ABC
methodology can also be used to produce information
for decision-making in developing new product designs.
The costs determined according to the ABC
methodology since they are also linked to the size of
production batches, set-up activities and material
management should induce the designer to take an
interest not only in the intrinsic characteristics of the
product but also in its production process, thus
stimulating the integration of product and process
design. In this case, the ABC system produces cost
information that can also use in medium to long-term
product decisions. Only in the medium to long term can
the costs ABC considers variable be considered
genuinely variable. That is to say, in the medium to long
time, and it is possible to make decisions which modify
the resources owned or acquired or which change the
consumption pattern of the resources already available
to the company.

In this context, it can say that ABC can be used
as an accounting method characterised by a strategic
orientation, i.e. as a methodology that can provide
information that can use not only in the short term but
also in the medium and long term. According to Kaplan,
the strategic nature of costs within the ABC system
would derive from the notion of long-term variability,
which is one of the fundamental prerequisites of the
methodology under investigation, and from its ability to
provide helpful information for constructing the value
chain within the company.

A strategic accounting system should, however,
first and foremost support the process of strategy
formulation and implementation. According to the cited
author, this process can be divided into four elements:

—  Strategy formulation;

— Communication of the strategy;

— Identification of the political tactics to implement the
strategy;

— Monitoring the achievement of the set strategic
objectives.

On the one hand, ABC produces useful cost
information in the strategy process. But it should not
forget that a strategically oriented accounting system
must, of necessity, be based on calculation principles
explicitly derived from a strategic decision-making
perspective, a circumstance that does not seem to
characterise ABC.

Furthermore, the suitability of the ABC in
supporting certain  product decisions cannot be
considered a sufficient element to define the system as
strategic since it must be capable of addressing all
possible options and not only those of a specific
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category. In other words, a costing system from a
strategic perspective should be based on the variability
of costs concerning the different possible strategic
options for the company. However, the cost drivers used
by ABC do not relate to strategic aspects but are
exclusively connected to purely short-term operational
elements.

Other authors also point out how attributing a
presumed strategic orientation to ABC can reduce the
importance of the products considered strategically
most important by companies, i.e. those with a high
innovation content and, consequently, lead to the
reconsideration of product range expansion strategies
because they are too costly.

To have relevant costs in the decision-making
processes, it is incorrect to argue that changes in the
business undoubtedly impact product costs. From this
typically managerial point of view, it is necessary to
determine differential costs caused by the different
types of decisions under consideration. In other words,
the emphasis placed on the role of the activity for
costing purposes must be placed in a context of
reference proper to financial reporting and not
management control. According to this logic, costs,
therefore, reflect the nature of the decisions under
consideration, not the activity. Suppose companies
using traditionally determined full costs are induced to
assess the incorrect profitability of products. In that
case, using full costs, based on a more reasonable
allocation of general production, administration and
marketing costs, offers no guarantee of having the most
helpful information. In other words, the full cost
determined by ABC logic is better than the full cost
determined by traditional logic when pure knowledge
inspires the calculation. On the other hand, the aim is to
calculate costs relevant to a given decision; it is
indispensable to identify a cost figure in the dimension
deemed appropriate from a differential point of view.

There is no doubt, however, that the ABC
system is aimed at determining product costs more
accurately than the traditional methodology to support
medium- and long-term strategic decisions. There is
also no doubt that not all product decisions can be
considered strategic. Therefore, it is not always correct
to consider varying fixed or general costs in the
calculation. This is only the case in the medium to long
term. This means that the use of traditional marginalistic
analysis techniques is definitely still valid for short-term
decisions.

The fact that the traditionally employed
accounting system and the ABC produce different types
of information and are therefore not alternatives finds an
authoritative consensus in doctrine. The ABC is thus
interpreted as a complementary system, not a substitute
for the traditional costing methodology.

In conclusion, it must recognise that the
strategic scope of the ABC tends to be limited and,
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above all, that this system is not suitable for supporting
the strategic process in the context of production
activity. It must be recognised, however, that an
accounting system can hardly have such elements of
flexibility within it to permit its use in evaluating strategic
alternatives, which are very diverse. In this sense, an
ABC-type approach, which is based on the analysis of
the management of the activity and its cost drivers, can
be of help concerning an accounting system that is rigid
and tied in its structure to clear strategic choices made
in the past but which may no longer have any use in the
company's future.

As already emphasised in the previous pages, it
is also possible in joint production to use either the
traditional cost allocation method or the ABC
methodology, depending on the characteristics of the
production process itself. Depending on the aspects of
the production process, which are output-providing joint
products, it will be necessary to use either the traditional
cost allocation method or the ABC method. Adopting
one process is subjective and must be taken by the
company management with accounting, strategic, and
cost allocation methodology skills. Each company will
opt for the methodology that best suits the production
characteristics of the process under analysis.
Regardless of the option, at the end of the chosen
accounting methodology, a joint cost associated with
the production process will be obtained, which will have
to be divided between the joint products obtained from
production.

The procedures that the doctrine has identified
to subdivide the production cost of the production
process between the products, main or sub-products,
that result from the latter can be summarised as follows

1) Allocation based on Revenues from the Sale of the
Output Goods of the Production Process

The allocation of the total joint cost to the
various output goods of the process based on the sales
value of the goods obtained from production identifies
one of the main methods of allocating joint costs. This
methodology attaches considerable relevance to the
economic value of the goods obtained from the joint
process. Based on this value, it divides the overall costs
incurred to implement the entire process with a plurality
of goods as output. An element that simultaneously
represents both a strength and a weakness of this
methodology is that the basic assumption of such an
allocation is summarised in the concept that a higher
cost corresponds to a higher value and that it is,
therefore, correct to attribute more costs to an asset that
has a higher market value. This does not always
represent the reality, but, as we shall see later, the
advantages obtained from this allocation method often
exceed its conceptual limits and therefore, those who
support this methodology, and accept allocate costs
based on the market value of the joint assets, accept



the possibility that there is no perfect coincidence
between the value of the costs absorbed by the
individual products and the market value of the latter.

2) Allocation of Costs to the Various Joint Products
Based on a Quantitative Value

The allocation of costs based on a quantitative
value, i.e. according to technical quantities of
production, rests its logical basis in the notion that the
factors fed into the joint process have contributed to the
creation of all the goods in a substantially similar
manner obtained. This means that all units produced are
assumed to have absorbed almost equally the costs of
the joint production process. Adopting a quantitative
value to allocate costs to the various products appears
to be a simplification that sometimes borders on
accounting absurdity unless the production is
characterised by production peculiarities that make this
logical methodology worthwhile. There are differences in
applying this methodology: sometimes, the simple
allocation of the total process cost according to the
number of goods produced is used. It is evident that
such a methodology can only be used in the presence
of goods with a similar value. This can make it
acceptable to determine an average cost from the
simple division of the total cost of joint production by the
number of goods produced. Another variant of the
methodology under analysis is the apportionment of the
total cost of a joint production through a physical
measurement identified as the apportionment
parameter. One can think, for example, of the weight of
the goods obtained, the volume of goods obtained, or
other quantitative measurements. Again, the application
of such a methodology can be accepted if the physical
quantity used as an apportionment parameter reflects a
possibility of measuring the value of the good obtained.
If, on the other hand, e.g. the weight of the goods
obtained has no significance concerning the issue of the
value of the joint products output of the production
process, it is evident that the use of such a methodology
appears to be inadvisable. If, for example, one thinks of
a joint process that has as its output two products of
identical weight but of completely different value, it is
evident that the use of the criterion of allocating the
costs of the joint process based on the weight of the
goods obtained is not possible when such a production
process occurs. Part of the doctrine, highlighting the
limitations of the methodologies described above, has
proposed calculating weighted quantities through a
parameter to be determined subjectively by the
management. Even in this case, the restrictions
mentioned above of allocating a cost based on a
quantitative value remain, and a further subjective
assessment is added concerning determining the
parameter with which to weigh the weights. For this
reason, the latter cost allocation method does not seem
advisable, just as all processes based on a quantitative

value have apparent limitations that discourage their
application.

3) Allocation of all Costs to a Single Product if two
Goods Emerge from Production: The Main Product
and a Discarded Sub-Product that is Eliminated as

Unsaleable
The application of such a methodology is

straightforward, and the logic is obvious. Out of the
process comes a primary product or products is a
waste by-product that has no market. In this case, the
waste by-product is given zero value as it will eliminate
it, and all the costs of the joint production process will
be attributed to the main product (s) output from the
joint process. In the presence of a single primary
product, the entire cost of the production process will be
attributed to the product obtained; in the presence, on
the other hand, of a plurality of primary products, it must
allocate the costs through one of the methods
described above.

4) Allocation to the Sub-Product of a Cost Equal to its

Presumed Revenue

This criterion is applied when the production
process produces the main product and a sub-product
with a value that, however small, is identifiable. The total
of the production costs of the joint process, reduced by
the cost attributed to the sub-product, is either allocated
to the main product or apportioned between the various
main products according to the criteria of the selling
price of the goods or based on quantitative values.

The four methods of allocating the costs of a joint
process to the individual products alt of production
identify the main cost allocation methods. Alongside
these methods, other forms of lesser significance are
characterised by such a complex calculations that they
are, in practice, unworkable. For this reason, we do not
deem it appropriate to continue with the list of
imputation methodologies which, due to their difficulty or
their limited doctrinal diffusion, are irrelevant in the
context of the topic analysed in this article.

In the preceding pages, we have highlighted the
problems associated with determining the cost of the
output products of a joint process and the solutions that
can potentially apply for calculating the costs of joint
products.

In addition to this issue is the valuation of the
closing inventories of such goods. On this issue, there
are diverse positions, not only at the doctrinal level but
also within the accounting standards of the various
countries and the IAS/IFRS international standards.

In summary, the valuation of joint assets is
addressed in the following ways in ltalian legislation,
ltalian national accounting standards and IAS/IFRS.

As far as ltalian legislation is concerned, when
reading the articles on financial reporting and year-end
valuations, it can see that the legislation does not
comment on the principles applicable to the valuation of
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the closing inventories of joint products since Italian law
provides that the national accounting standards issued
by the ltalian accounting body supplement and
complete the civil law provisions, it is necessary to
illustrate the content, concerning this issue, of the
national accounting standards to understand what the
ltalian regulations provide.

The principle issued by the ltalian accounting
body No. 13 Inventories, taking up what is established
by the Italian Civil Code and aligning itself with what is
now unanimously accepted by all doctrine and practice
worldwide, establishes that "inventories are valued in
financial reporting at the lower of purchase or
production cost and realisable value inferable from the
market (Article 2426, No. 9, Italian Civil Code).

The valuation of inventories is carried out
independently for each category of elements comprising
the item..... (so that) 'the heterogeneous elements
included in the individual items are valued separately.

As for all goods, including those not arising
from joint production, Italian National Standard No. 13
Inventories states that "16 Assets included in inventories
are initially recognised at the date on which the risks and
rewards associated with the acquired asset are
transferred.

The transfer of risks and rewards usually occurs
when the title is transferred following contractually
agreed terms.

If, under specific contractual provisions, there is
no coincidence between the date on which the transfer
of risks and rewards takes place and the date on which
title is transferred, the date on which the transfer of risks
and rewards prevails.

The date on which the transfer of risks and
rewards took place. Inventories may include, but are not
limited to:

a) Inventories at the Company's factories and
warehouses, excluding those received from third
parties for viewing, trial, processing and/or storage,
etc.

b) Inventories owned by society at third parties on
consignment, processing, trial, etc.

c) Materials, goods and products purchased that have
not yet been received but are in transit when,
according to the terms of purchase, the risks and
rewards associated with the asset purchased have
already been transferred to society (e.g. delivery of
the supplier's factory or warehouse)".

The purchase cost also includes incidental
charges (such as transport costs, customs, and other
taxes directly attributable to that material).

Returns, discounts, rebates and premiums are
deducted from costs. The discounts mentioned are
commercial ones."

ltalian National Accounting Standard No. 13
Inventories specifies, in more detail than the code does,
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that "production cost includes direct costs and indirect
costs (so-called production overheads) incurred in the
course of production and necessary to bring inventories
to their present condition and location for the portion
reasonably attributable to the product relative to the
period of manufacture and up to the time from which the
asset can use; using the same criteria, charges
relating to the financing of manufacture, whether in-
house or at third parties, can be added. It excludes
distribution costs ........

The charges typically identifiable as
components of the cost of production may be
summarised, by way of example but not limited to, as
follows:

Direct Costs

— Cost of materials used,
purchases (direct material);

—  Cost of direct labour, including ancillary charges;

— Packaging;

— Costs for services
manufacturing process;

— Costs related to production licences.
General production costs

— Salaries, wages and related charges relating to
indirect labour and costs of technical management
of the plant;

— Depreciation of tangible and intangible assets that
contribute to production;

— Maintenance and repairs;

— Consumables;

— Other costs incurred in the processing of products
(methane gas, water external maintenance, security
services, etc.).

Production overheads include all common
production costs necessary to bring inventories to their
current condition and location. Production overheads
include production costs that are not directly attributable
to products.

Without prejudice to the specific characteristics
of the production process of each company, the
allocation parameters that can use for the purpose of
allocating common overheads are, by way of example
but not limited to

including transport on

directly related to the

— The direct labour hours;

— The direct labour cost;

— The machine hours;

— The prime cost (i.e. direct material and direct
labour).

In some cases, it may be appropriate to use
absorption percentages by department or groups of
departments.

Production overheads can be either fixed or variable.

Fixed production overheads are those indirect
costs of production that remain relatively constant as the
volume of production changes, such as depreciation



and maintenance of plant and machinery and the costs
of technical management of the plant.

Variable production overheads are those
indirect costs that vary with production volumes, such
as indirect materials and labour.

Fixed production overheads are allocated to
each unit based on average production capacity.

The average production capacity represents the
production that is expected to be realised on average
during several financial years or seasonal periods under
normal conditions, taking into account the loss of
capacity resulting from planned maintenance; it is lower
than the theoretical maximum capacity, as from it must
be deducted the downtimes for repairs, unavailability of
material or labour, other unforeseeable causes of
interruption, etc. It may use the actual production level
to allocate fixed overhead costs if this approximates the
average production capacity.

The amount of fixed overhead costs allocated to
each unit produced must not increase as a result of low
production or idle capacity. Indeed, if, for various
reasons, the average production capacity of a plant is
not utilised, the allocation of fixed overhead production
costs based on an actual level of the production below
the normal levels for that plant would result in the
allocation to inventories of higher costs due to the non-
utilisation of normal production capacity. These higher
costs not attributable to the products in stock are
recognised as costs for the period.

In the case of utilising production capacity
beyond the level considered normal, the allocation of
fixed overhead costs to products is made based on
actual production capacity to prevent inventories' value
from exceeding the cost incurred.

Variable production overheads are allocated to
each unit based on the actual production level.

Costs of an exceptional or abnormal nature are
excluded from production costs; for example, the costs
of moving a plant from one facility to another (unless
they are necessary for the production process before a
further production stage), repair costs of an exceptional
nature due to fires, hurricanes, etc., or the costs of
repairing a plant in the event of a fire or a hurricane.

Regarding the determination of the price of
presumed realisation, with which it must compare the
cost of production, ltalian Accounting Standard No. 13
Inventories specifies that: "the realisable value that can
infer from the market trend of raw and ancillary
materials, goods, finished products, semi-finished and
work-in-progress is equal to the estimated selling price
of the goods and finished products in the normal course
of business, having regard to information inferable from
the market, net of presumed completion costs and
direct selling costs (such as, for example, commissions,
transport packaging). To determine the realisable value
based on market trends, the rate of obsolescence and
inventory turnaround times, among other things, must

be considered. In addition to general and administrative
costs, distribution costs are excluded from the valuation
of inventories."

If there are confirmed sales orders with a fixed
price, this price is used to determine the realisable value
based on the market trend of the corresponding
inventories in the warehouse. Thus, inventory quantities
relating to confirmed sales orders with a fixed price
remain valued at cost, despite declining prices inferable
from market trends. This is based on the assumption
that it is reasonably sure that the agreed prices will be
adhered to. Otherwise, the inventories are written down
to their market-denominated realisable value in the
same way as other inventories of that commodity."

After explaining the basic principle of the
valuation of closing inventories, Principle No. 13
Inventories deals with the valuation of joint products.

ltalian National Accounting Standard No. 13
Inventories addresses the issue of joint products by
implicitly stating that such products are also subject to
the general rule applicable to the valuation of all closing
inventories. However, concerning allocating costs
common to all joint goods, the accounting standard
establishes a simplified principle concermning what is
indicated for all other types of goods in inventories.
Indeed, Standard No. 13 states that: ‘"concerning
products with non-divisible common costs, in cases
where it is not technically possible to reasonably
determine the share of the cost to be allocated to each
product, it may be determined in proportion to the
realisable value inferable from the market trend of the
various products."

The cited principle also addresses the issue of
the valuation of by-products and rejects a joint process.
Concerning this issue, even if there is no unanimous
consensus on the definition, it can state that almost all
authors agree on the circumstance that while offcuts
are, in general, materials used in processing that,
precisely because of the characteristics of the finished
product, represent elements that are not included in the
final product, offcuts identify products or sub-products
that, due to quality, processing inaccuracies, or
production errors, are not saleable assets on a par with
the company's primary product. Both offcuts and scraps
can have various uses.

According to doctrine, each of these uses
corresponds to a detailed assessment:

— Offcuts may be without recovery (e.g. small pieces
of cloth from textile processing that have to be
disposed of in landfills)

— Offcuts may have an internal recovery in production
(e.g. sawdust used in the woodworking process to
run boilers producing motive power): Their valuation
must be done at the cost of the raw material from
which they derive.
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— Offcuts may be sold at low prices (e.g. sawdust
sold to third parties at low prices): They are valued
at a lower cost, and market value

— Offcuts may be unrecoverable (e.g. spoiled wood
panels that have to be taken to landfill): The cost for
disposal has to be added to the cost of producing
the goods output of the production process

— Scrap may be resalable (low-quality wood panels
that can resell at reduced prices): They are valued
at a lower cost and market value

— Scrap can have an internal recovery in production
(damaged wood panels that can be used in the
production process in the boiler department): They
are valued at the cost of the raw material they
derive.

The ltalian accounting principle no. 13
Inventories has addressed the issue of the valuation of
by-products and offcuts by stating that "Without
prejudice to the provisions of paragraph 37, by-products
or offcuts of insignificant amount may be valued directly
at their realisable value inferable from the market trend,
provided that this value is deducted from the cost of the
main product".

IAS 2 Inventories, first of all, emphasises that
“This Standard applies to all inventories, except:

a) [Deleted]

b)

c) Biological assets related to agricultural activity and
agricultural produce at the point of harvest (see
IAS 41 Agriculture).

This Standard does not
measurement of inventories held by:

a) Producers of agricultural and forest products,
agricultural produce after harvest, and minerals and
mineral products, to the extent that they are
measured at net realisable value in accordance with

well-established practices in those industries...... .

Subsequently, it addresses the issue of the
valuation of joint products. Even IAS 2, while noting the
difficulties of allocating costs to the individual product
outputs of joint production, does not consider it
necessary to abandon the basic valuation principle that
can use for all inventories.

IAS 2 emphasises that when the transformation
costs of each product are not separately identifiable,
they are allocated between the products according to a
rational and uniform criterion. The allocation may be
based, for example, on the relative sales values of each
product, considered at the stage of the production
process at which the products are separately identifiable
or at the end of production. The International Standard,
therefore, suggests that an attempt should be made to
allocate common costs using the parameter that, in the
context, may be recommended as "the most consistent
and objective". As an example, it cites market value.

apply to the
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International Accounting Standard I1AS two does not give
any examples or further comments on this form of cost
allocation. The doctrine unanimously holds that the
application of the method of allocating costs based on
the sales values of the products presupposes the
definition of the total sales revenues of the individual
joint products, the identification of the weighted weight
of the revenues of each product obtained from the joint
process concerning the total revenues of the output
goods of that production, and the allocation of the
common costs of the production process to the
individual products based on the weight of the revenues
of the products themselves measured on the total
revenues.

It should be noted that scholars always point
out that this method of allocating the common costs of
the joint process results in the correct determination and
allocation of common costs, especially if a similar profit
margin characterises the joint products.

The allocation principle based on the product
sales value method is only one example that IAS 2
performs. This standard does not define the required
methods of allocating joint costs and, consequently,
leaves the preparer of financial reports complete
freedom to use other parameters should they be
considered more valid than the one indicated by the
international standard merely as an example.

Assuming that the criterion suggested by IAS 2
is used, the valuation of inventories of joint products
would follow the general principles that can use for the
valuation of inventories: obligation to choose the lower
cost and market value.

The international accounting standard also
addresses the issue of the presence of by-products or
scrap in the joint process and states that "most by-
products, by their nature, are immaterial. When this is
the case, they are often measured at net realisable value
and this value is deducted from the cost of the main
product. As a result, the carrying amount of the main
product is not materially different from its cost.”

Therefore, the above international accounting
standard points out that if by-products of processing
and offcuts do not have a relevant value, the net
realisable value method may be applied. This method
assumes that the offcuts or derivatives of a primary
product are assigned a cost equal to the value of the
assumed selling price with fewer distribution costs. The
deemed finished value identifies the total cost allocated
to the joint process's main product output. Applying this
methodology, a common cost share is attributed to the
main product, which identifies the accounting difference
between the total cost of the joint process and the
market value attributed to the by-products and waste.
As can be seen, the ltalian national accounting standard
13 inventories transpose, concerning by-products and
waste, as stated in I1AS 2.



As pointed out in the preceding pages, IAS 2
does not address the issue of the valuation of
agricultural products. Concerning these goods, IAS 2
states: “in accordance with |AS 41 Agriculture
inventories comprising agricultural produce that an
entity has harvested from its biological assets are
measured on initial recognition at their fair value less
costs to sell at the point of harvest. This is the cost of
the inventories at that date for application of this
Standard”.

As noted above, while OIC No. 13 makes no
specific reference to joint products of an agricultural
nature, IAS No. 41 highlights a particular valuation
criterion that applies only to farm products. It should
note that in IAS 2 Inventories and IAS 41 Agriculture.
There is no specific reference to the fact that agricultural
products can be considered joint products. The
doctrine, however, agrees that agricultural production is
often a 'textbook' example of joint production.

IAS No. 41 emphasises that the principle
applies to agricultural products, i.e. products that
represent the harvest of the enterprise's biological
assets up to the harvest time. From that point onwards,
IAS 2, Inventories, or any other International Accounting
Standard as may be appropriate is applied. Therefore,
IAS No. 41 Agriculture and the valuation criteria outlined

therein never apply to the post-harvest agricultural
production process. For example, IAS No. 41
emphasises that the process that transforms grapes into
wine by the winegrower who has grown the grapes does
not fall within the specifics regulated by IAS No. 41 but
must be considered an example regulated by IAS No.
2.

The International Standard emphasises that
although such a process may be a logical and natural
extension of agricultural activity and the events that
occur may bear certain similarities to biological
processing, it is not included in the definition of
agricultural activity considered in IAS 41'. applied.
Accordingly, this Standard does not deal with the
processing of agricultural produce after harvest; for
example, the processing of grapes into wine by a vintner
who has grown the grapes. While such processing may
be a logical and natural extension of agricultural activity,
and the events taking place may bear some similarity to
biological transformation, such processing is not
included within the definition of agricultural activity in this
Standard.”

The table below provides examples of biological
assets, agricultural produce, and products that are the
result of processing after harvest:

Table No. 1: Biological Assets, Agriculture Produce and Products that are the Result of Processign after Harvest, in
IAS N. 41 about Agricultural Pro

Biological assets

Agricultural produce

Products that are the
result of processing
after harvest

Sheep Wool Yarn, carpet

Trees in a timber planta- | Felled trees Logs, lumber

tion

Dairy cattle Milk Cheese

Pigs Carcass Sausages, cured hams

Cotton plants

Harvested cotton

Thread, clothing

Sugarcane

Harvested cane

Sugar

Tobacco plants

Picked leaves

Cured tobacco

Tea bushes

Picked leaves

Tea

Grape vines

Picked grapes

Wine

Fruit trees Picked fruit

Processed fruit

Oil palms Picked fruit

Palm oil

Rubber trees

Harvested latex

Rubber products

Some plants, for example, tea bushes, grape vines, o0il palms and rubber
trees, usually meet the definition of a bearer plant and are within the scope
of IAS 16. However, the produce growing on bearer plants, for example, tea
leaves, grapes, oil palm fruit and latex, is within the scope of IAS 41.
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With  regard, exclusively, to agricultural
products as identified above, IAS No 41 points out that
the general valuation principle of comparing cost and
market value and then choosing the lower can be
replaced by the following code: it shall measure
agricultural produce harvested from the enterprise's
biological assets at its fair value less estimated costs to
sell at the time of harvest. This measurement is the cost
at the date that IAS 2, Inventories or another applicable
International Accounting Standard is applied.

Selling costs include commissions to brokers
and agents, contributions from supervisory authorities
and commodity exchanges, taxes and transfer charges.
Selling costs exclude transport and other expenses
necessary to physically bring the assets to the location
where the sale occurs.

Calculating the fair value of a biological asset
or agricultural product may be facilitated by grouping
biological or agricultural products about specific
significant characteristics, for example, age or quality.
The company chooses these characteristics about
those used in the market as a basis for price
calculation.

Companies often enter into contracts to sell
their organic assets or agricultural products at a future
date. Contract prices are not necessarily relevant in
assessing fair value, as fair value reflects the current
market situation in which a willing buyer and a willing
seller enter a transaction. As a result, the fair value of a
biological asset or agricultural product is not changed
due to the existence of a contract.

In conclusion, it should note that International
Accounting Standard 42 emphasises that if the fair
value of a biological asset and market values are not
available and alternative estimates cannot be identified,
the fair value should not be applied. When such a
situation occurs, the biological asset, even the output
of a joint process, can only be valued at cost less any
depreciation and impairment losses created during
production. It should recall that regardless of the
reference value, selling costs must always be
subtracted from the value that identifies the valuation of
the final inventories of agricultural products, whether or
not they are outputs of joint production.

CONCLUSIONS

After this summary concerning joint products, it
can see that the various international and national
accounting standards tend to converge on the basic
principle of closing inventories, whereby goods must
be valued at a lower cost and net market value.
However, as we have seen in the preceding pages, this
principle is subject to simplification or modification in
the case of joint products, precisely because of the
characteristics of the multiple goods that are the output
of a joint process that cannot be objectively attributed
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to the goods and by-products that emerge from joint
production.

REFERENCES REFERENCES REFERENCIAS

1. Adelberg A. H., (1979) A Methodology for
Measuring the Understandability of Financial
Report Messages, Journal of Accounting Research,
Vol. 17, No. 2, pages 565-592.

2. Adelberg, A. H., (1983) “The accounting syntactic
complexity formula: a new instrument for predicting
the  readabilty of  selected  accounting
communications”, Accounting and Business
Research, Summer 1983, pages 162-175

3. Adelberg, A. H., Razek, J. R, (1984) The Cloze
Procedure: A Methodology for Determining the
Understandability of Accounting Textbooks, The
accounting Review, Vol. 59, no. 1, pages 109-122

4. Albrecht W. S., d Sack R. J. (2001) Accounting
Education: Charting the Course Through a
Perilous Future, Accounting Education Series 16,
American Accounting Association

5. Alexander D., Britton A, Jorissen A., (2007)
International financial reporting and analysis,
Thomson.

6. Alexander D., (1993) A European true and fair
view?. European accounting review, vol 2, issue n.
1.

7. Alexander, D. and H. R. Schwencke (1997).
Accounting changes in Norway: a description and
analysis of the transition from a continental towards
an anglo-saxon perspective on accounting. 20th
Annual Congress of the European Accounting
Association. Graz, Austria.

8. Alexander, D. and H. R. Schwencke, (20083).
Accounting change in  Norway, European
Accounting Review vol. 12, issue 3, p. 549-566.

9. Alexander, D., Jermakowicz E, (2006). A true and
fair view of the principles/rules debate, Abacus, Vol.
42, n. 2.

10. Alexander, D., Nobes C. (2013). Financial
accounting: an international introduction, Pearson.

11. Ankarath N., KJ Mehta K. J., Ghosh T. P., Alkafaji
Y. A., (2010), Understanding IFRS fundamentals:
international financial reporting standards, John
Wiley and Son.

12 Avi M. S, (2017), in Management accounting
volume Il. Cost analysis, EIF-e.book

13. Avi, M. S., (2018), Understandability in Italian
Financial Reporting and jail: a link lived
dangerously, European Journal of Economics,
Finance, & Administrative Science, vol. 99,
pagesXxXX

14. Ballwieser W., G. Bamberg, M. J. Beckmann, H.
Bester, M. Blickle, R. Ewert, A. Wagenhofer and M.
Gaynor (2012). Agency theory, information, and
incentives. Springer Science & Business Media.


https://scholar.google.it/citations?user=bgmH0sAAAAAJ&hl=it&oi=sra�
https://books.google.it/books?hl=it&lr=&id=Z8skEGBkqYQC&oi=fnd&pg=PR8&dq=understandability+in+financial+reporting&ots=XsLXq79aq9&sig=XrlAQPaEUEtFrsB5O0jg5RwIWDo�
https://scholar.google.it/citations?user=xhCvA_sAAAAJ&hl=it&oi=sra�
https://scholar.google.it/citations?user=PpzOlUMAAAAJ&hl=it&oi=sra�
https://books.google.it/books?hl=it&lr=&id=b2KtpKbSnN4C&oi=fnd&pg=PP8&dq=understandability+in+financial+reporting&ots=ZcIxFw9jx2&sig=vE29TIGndHgqEpO9jYh7xF_ln_c�
https://books.google.it/books?hl=it&lr=&id=b2KtpKbSnN4C&oi=fnd&pg=PP8&dq=understandability+in+financial+reporting&ots=ZcIxFw9jx2&sig=vE29TIGndHgqEpO9jYh7xF_ln_c�
https://books.google.it/books?hl=it&lr=&id=b2KtpKbSnN4C&oi=fnd&pg=PP8&dq=understandability+in+financial+reporting&ots=ZcIxFw9jx2&sig=vE29TIGndHgqEpO9jYh7xF_ln_c�

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Baines, A., & Landfield-Smith, K. (2003).
Antecedents to Management Accounting Change:
a Structural Equation  Approach, Accounting,
Organizations and Society, vol. 28, Issue 7, pages
675-698.

Bath M. E., (2008) Financial Reporting
Transparency, The Journal of Accounting, Auditing,
and Finance, Vol 23, Issue 2, , pages. 173-190.
Barth, M. E (2014)., Measurement in Financial
Reporting: The Need for Concepts, Accounting
Horizons, Vol. 28, No. 2, pages. 331-352.

Barret, E. and Fraser, L. B., (1977). Conflicting roles
in budgeting for operations. Harvard Business
Review, July August, pages 137-146.

Baskerville R. F., Rhys H., (2014), A Research Note
on Understandability, Readability and
Translatability of IFRS, Accademic Paper.

Beest F., Braam G., Boelens S., (2009)Quality of
Financial ~ Reporting:  measuring  qualitative
characteristics, NiCE Working Paper 09-108, April
Benston, G. J., M. Bromwich, R. E. Litan, and A.
Wagenhofer, (2006). Worldwide financial reporting:
The development and future of accounting
standards. Oxford University Press.

Boer, G. (2000) ‘Management Accounting
Education: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow’,
Issues in Accounting Education, Vol 15, Issue 2,
pages 313 — 321

Bunce, P., Fraser, R. and Woodcok, L., (1995),
Advanced budgeting: a journey to advanced
management system. Management Accounting
Research, 6, 253-265.

Burchell S., C. Clubb, A. Hopwood, J. Hughes, J.
Nahapiet, (1980). The roles of accounting,
organizations and society, Accounting,
Organizations and Society, Vol. 5, issue 1, Pages
5-27.

Burchell S., C. Clubb A. G. Hopwood (1985).
“Accounting in its social context: Towards a history
of value added in the United Kingdom”,
Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 10,
issue 4, pages 381-413.

Cadez, S., & Guilding, C. (2008a). An Exploratory
Investigation of an Integrated Contingency Model
of Strategic Management Accounting. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, Vol. 33, Isse 7, pages
836-863

Chenhall, R. H. (2008). Accounting for the
Horizontal ~ Organization: A  Review Essay.
Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vom 33,
Issue 4, pages 517-550.

Chloe Y., Kan C., Budget depreciation: when
budgeting early increases spending, (2021), Journ
of consumer research, vol. 47, issue 6, pages 937-
958

19) Cristea, S. M. and Saccon, C. (2008) ltaly
between applying national accounting standards

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

and IAS/IFRS, in  Romanian  Accounting
Profession’s Congress (Bucharest: CECCAR).
Covaleski, M., Dirsmith, M. and Samuel, S. (1996),
Managerial Accounting Research: the
Contributions of Organizational and Sociological
Theories, Journal of Management Accounting
Research, Vol. 8, Issue 1, pages 1-35

Covaleski, M. A., Evans, J. H. lll, Luft, J. L. and
Schields, M. D., (2003), Budgeting research: Three
theorical perspectives and criteria for selective
integration., Journal of Management Accounting
Research, Vol 15, Issue 1, pages 3-49.

Deatherage R. H., (2021) Security on a Budget, in
Security Operations, Taylor and Francis Group.

Delvaille, P., Ebbers, G. and Saccon, C. (2005)
International  financial  reporting  convergence:
evidence from three continental European
countries, Accounting in Europe, 2 (1), pp. 137-
164.14

De Franco, G., S. P. Kothari and R. S. Verdi (2011).
“The Benefits of Financial Statement
Comparability”, Journal of Accounting Research,
Vol. 49, pages 895-931.

Di Pietra, R, MclLeay S., Riccaboni A., (2001)
“Regulating Accounting Within the Political and
Legal System*®, Contemporary Issues in Accounting
Reaulation. Chapter 3. Paaes 59-78. Sorinaer.
Doxey C. H., (2021), The controller’s Toolkit, Wiley.

Ekholm, B. and Wallin, J., (2011). The Impact of
Uncertainty and Strategy on the Perceived
Usefulness of Fixed and Flexible Budgets. Journal
of Business Finance and Accounting, vol 38, Issue
1, pages , 145-164.

Epstein, M. J., Manzoni, J-F and Davila, A., (2005) .
Performance Measurement and Management
Control: Innovative Concepts and Practices, vol.
20. Esmerald Books,

Epstein M. J.; Manzoni J. F, (2010) Performance
Measurement and Management Control: Superior
Organizational  Performance, in  Studies in
Managerial and Financial Accounting, Vol. 14,
Emerald Books.

Ewer, Sid R., (2007), Transparency  and
Understandability, But for Whom? The CPA
Journal; New York Vol. 77, Fasc. 2, pages16-18,
20-22.

Frow, N., Margisson, D. and Odgen, S., 2010.
Continuous budgeting: Reconciling flexibility with
budgetary control. Accounting, Organizations and
Society, vol, 35, pages 444-461

Ghandour D., (2021) Analytical review of the current
and future directions of management accounti and
control system, in European Journal of Accounting,
Auditing and Fncance Research, vol 9, Issue 3,
page 42-53

© 2023 Global Journals

Global Journal of Management and Business Research ( A) Volume XXIII Issue II Version I E Year 2023


http://journals.sagepub.com/author/Barth%2C+Mary+E�
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=99028�
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=328402�
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-1-4615-4589-7_3�
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-1-4615-4589-7_3�
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-1-4615-4589-7_3�
https://www.wiley.com/en-us/search?pq=%7Crelevance%7Cauthor%3AChristine+H.+Doxey�
https://www.bookdepository.com/author/Marc-J-Epstein�
https://www.bookdepository.com/search/advanced?seriesId=121258�
https://www.bookdepository.com/search/advanced?seriesId=121258�
https://www.bookdepository.com/search/advanced?seriesId=121258�
https://search.proquest.com/indexinglinkhandler/sng/au/Ewer,+Sid+R/$N;jsessionid=BF3DA4C87DDDC9A1A4061C15CC19CBA3.i-0537876b490e012c5�
https://search.proquest.com/pubidlinkhandler/sng/pubtitle/The+CPA+Journal/$N/41798/OpenView/212233516/$B/6CD14C8C5F354A49PQ/1;jsessionid=BF3DA4C87DDDC9A1A4061C15CC19CBA3.i-0537876b490e012c5�
https://search.proquest.com/pubidlinkhandler/sng/pubtitle/The+CPA+Journal/$N/41798/OpenView/212233516/$B/6CD14C8C5F354A49PQ/1;jsessionid=BF3DA4C87DDDC9A1A4061C15CC19CBA3.i-0537876b490e012c5�
https://search.proquest.com/pubidlinkhandler/sng/pubtitle/The+CPA+Journal/$N/41798/OpenView/212233516/$B/6CD14C8C5F354A49PQ/1;jsessionid=BF3DA4C87DDDC9A1A4061C15CC19CBA3.i-0537876b490e012c5�
https://search.proquest.com/indexingvolumeissuelinkhandler/41798/The+CPA+Journal/02007Y02Y01$23Feb+2007$3b++Vol.+77+$282$29/77/2;jsessionid=BF3DA4C87DDDC9A1A4061C15CC19CBA3.i-0537876b490e012c5�

Global Journal of Management and Business Research ( A) Volume XXIII Issue II Version I E Year 2023

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

Gharairi A. M. (2020) Management control and
performance, International Journal of Management,
vol 11, Issue 10, page 2013-2023

Godfrey, J. M., Chalmers K., (2007) Globalisation
of Accounting Standards, Edgar Elgar.

Haller, A. (2002) Financial accounting
developments in the European Union: past events
and future prospects, European Accounting
Review vol 11 issue 1, pages 153-190.

Haller A, P. Walton and B. Raffournier B. (2003).
International accounting. Cengage Learning EMEA.
Haller, A., B. Eierle (2004). The adaptation of
German accounting rules to IFRS: a legislative
balancing act, Accounting in Europe Vol. 1, Issue 1,

pages 27-50
Hope, J. and Fraser, R., (1997). Beyond
budgeting... Breaking through the barrier to the

third wave. Management Accounting, Vol. 75, Issue
11, pages 20-23.

Hope, J. and Fraser, R., 2000. Beyond budgeting.
Strategic Finance, Vol.82, Issue 4, pages 30-35.
Hope, J. and Fraser, R., 2003. Who needs
budgets? Harvard Business Review, Vol. 81, Issue
2, pages 108-115.

Hopwood, A. G. (1972). “An Empirical Study of the
Role of Accounting Data in Performance
Evaluation”, Journal of Accounting Research, Vol.
10, pages 156-182.

Hopwood, A. G. (1973). An accounting system and
managerial behaviour. Lexington Books.

Hopwood, A. G. (1974). Leadership Climate and
the Use of Accounting Data in Performance
Evaluation, The Accounting Review, Vol. 49, No. 3,
pages 485-495.

Hopwood, A. G. (1976). Accounting and human
behavior. Prentice Hall.

Hopwood, A. (1987). “The archeology of
accounting systems”, Accounting, organizations
and society, vol. 12, issue 3, pages 207-234.
Hopwood, A. G. and Peter Miler (1994).
Accounting as social and institutional practice. Vol.
24. Cambridge University Press.

Hopwood, A.G., (1999). “Situating the practice of
management accounting in its cultural context: an

introduction”.  Accounting  Organizations and
Society, Vol. 24, Issue 5-6, pages 377-378.
Hopwood, A.G. (1983). “On trying to study

accounting in the context in which operates”,
Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 8, No.
213, pages. 287-305.

Hopwood, A. G., (1990). “Ambiguity, Knowledge
and Territorial Claims: Some Observations on the
Doctrine  of Substance Over Form”, British
Accounting Review, Vol. |. pages 79-87.

Hopwood, A. G. (1990). “Accounting and the
pursuit of efficiency”, Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, Vol |, pages 238-249.

© 2023 Global Journals

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

Hopwood, A. G. (2000). “Understanding financial
accounting practice”, Accounting, Organizations
and Society Volume 25, Issue 8, pages 763-766.
Hopwood, A. G., (2007). Whither accounting
research?, The Accounting Review vol. 82, issue 5,
p. 1365-1374.

Hopwood, A. G., Chapman C. S., Shields M. D.
(2007a). Handbook of management accounting
research. Volume 1, Elsevier.

Hopwood, A. G., Chapman C. S., Shields M. D.
(2007b). Handbook of management accounting
research. Volume 2, Elsevier.

Hopwood, A. G., (2008). “Changing Pressures on
the Research Process: On Trying to Research in an
Age when Curiosity is not Enough”, European
Accounting Review, Vol. 17, Issue 1, pages 87-96.
Hopwood, A. G., (2009). “Accounting and the
environment”, Accounting, Organizations and
Society, Vol. 34, Issues 3-4, pages 433-439
Hopwood, A. G., (2009). “The economic crisis and

accounting:  Implications  for the research
community”,  Accounting, Organizations and
Society, Vol. 34, Issues 6-7, pages 797-802.

Hopper A, Burns J, Yazdifar M., (2004).

Management accounting education and training:
putting management in and taking accounting out,
Qualitative ~ Research  in  Accounting  and
Management, 2004, vol 1, Issue 1, pages 1-29.
Horngren, C. T., Sundem, G. L. and Stratton, W. O.,
(2013). Introduction to Management Accounting,
Pearson.

Jonas, G. J., Blanchet J. (2000), Assessing Quality
of Financial Reporting, Accounting Horizons, Volume
14, Issue 3, pages 353-363

Jensen, M. C., 2001. Corporate budgeting is broken
— let’s fix it. Harvard Business Review, vol. 89, Issue
10, pages. 94-101.

Johannessen J. A, (2021), Continuous change and

communication in  knowledge  management.
Emerald Publishing.

Jones, M., Smith M., (2014) Traditional and
alternative methods of measuring the
understandability ~ of  accounting narratives,

Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal,
Volume: 27 Issue: 1, pages 183-208

Kaplan R. S., Anderson S. (2007) Time-driven
activity-based costing. A simpler and more powerful
path to higher profits, Harvard business school
press.

Lewandoski R., Goncharuk A. G., Deforowsky J. J.,
(2020), Ideology, trust, and spirituality: A framework
for management control research in industry 4.0 era,
The futur of Management Industriy 4.0 and
Digitalization, issue 1, pages 72-91.

Libby, T. and Lindsay, M., (2010), Beyond budgeting
or budgeting reconsidered? A survey of North-


http://www.aaajournals.org/toc/acch/14/3�
http://www.aaajournals.org/toc/acch/14/3�
http://www.aaajournals.org/toc/acch/14/3�
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/full/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2013-1314�
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/full/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2013-1314�
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/full/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2013-1314�
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/full/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2013-1314�
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/loi/aaaj�
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/toc/aaaj/27/1�

77.
78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

American  budgeting  practice.  Management
Accounting Research, vol. 21, Issue 1, pages 56-75.
Katz B., (2019) The Acquisition Budget, Routledge.
Kuhnle A., Kaiser J. P., Theiss F., Stricker NN.,
Lanza G., (2021) Desigingin and adattive production
control system using reiforcement learning,, Journal
of Intelligent Manufacturing volume 32, issue 3,
pages 855-876

Miller G. J., Hildreth W. B., Rabin J.,
Performance-Based Budgeting, Routledge.
Mintzberg H, Qatrs J. A., (1985) Of strategies,
deliberate and emergent, Strategic Management
Studies Jouurnal, vol. 6, issue 1, pages 157-172.
Moisello A. M., (2021) ABC: evolution, problems of
implementation and  organizational  variable,
American Journal od instrial and business
Management, Vol 2, issue 2, page. 55-63.

Morton, J. R., (1974) Qualitative Objectives of
Financial Accounting: A Comment on Relevance
and Understandability, Journal of Accounting
Research, Vol. 12, No. 2, pages 288-298.

Mouritsen, J., K. Kreiner (2016). Accounting,
decisions and promises”, Accounting, Organizations
and Society, Vol 49, pages 21-31.

Morrel J, (2018) How to Forecast: a Guide for
Business, Routledge.

Nillson, S., (1997) Understandability of Narratives in
Annual Reports, Journal of Technical Writing and
Communication, Vol 27, Issue 4, pages 361-384.
Nobes, C. W., Aisbitt S. (2001). “The True and Fair
Requirement in Recent National Implementations”,
Vol. 31, No. 2, pages 83-90.

Nobes, C. W., M. Gee and A. Haller (2010). ‘The
Influence of Tax on IFRS Consolidated Statements’,
Australian Accounting Review, Vol. 7, No. 1, pages
97-122.

Nobes, C. W., (2013). “The continued survival of
international differences under IFRS”, Accounting
and Business Research, Vol. 43, No. 2, pages 83-
111.

Nobes C. (2016). Towards an Assessment of
Country Effects on IFRS Recognition Decisions and
Measurement Estimations, Paper, Venezia.

Nobes C., Parker R., (2016), Comparative
International Accounting, Pearson.

Nobes C. W., Stadler C. (2015), The Qualitative
Characteristics of Financial Information, and
Managers’ Accounting Decisions: Evidence from
IFRS Policy Changes, Accounting and Business
Research, Vol 45, Issue 5, pages 572-601.

Obaidat, A. N., (2007) Accounting Information
Qualitative Characteristics Gap: Evidence from
Jordan, International Management Review Vol. 3 No.
2, pages 26-32.

Oderlheide, D. (2001). Transnational Accounting,
Macmillan, London.

(2019)

94,

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

Onushchenko S. V., Berezhna A. Y., Filonych,
(2021), Budget Mechanism: Methodological
Approach to and the Practice of Budget
Decentralization, The Problems of Economy, Vol 47,
Issue 1, pages 107-122.

Patel C, Day R., (1996) The influence of cognitive
style on the undersandability of a professional
accounting pronunciement of by accounting
students, The British Accounting Review, Volume 28,
Issue 2, Pages 139-154.

Rankin, M., Stanton, P., McGowan, S., Ferlauto, K.,
& Tiling, M. (2012). Contemporary Issues in
Accounting. Milton, QId.: Wiley & Sons.

Samuelson, L. A., 1986. Discrepancies between the
roles of budgeting. Accounting, Organizations and
Society, Vol. 11, Issue 1, pages 35-45.
Schoen, W. (2004) International
standards - a ‘starting point’ for
European taxbase? European Taxation,
issue 10, Pages. 426-440.

Schorck E. M., Lefebre H. L., (2021), The good and
the bad news about quality, CRC Press.
Simons, R. S., 1995. Levers of Control,
Business School Press.

Slighy N., Taffurelli V., Iber M. m Doyle A.S,
(2021)Budgeting Lesson and Stories, in Growth,
Creativity and Collaboration: Great Vision on a Great
Lake, Routledge.

Smith, M., Taffler, R., (1992) Readability and
Understandability: Different Measures of the Textual
Complexity of Accounting Narrative, Accounting,
Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 5, Issue 4.
Smith M., (2021), Who controls the past... controls
the future', Public History Review, vol. 28, page 90-
105.

Steven, M. FloryT., Phillips, J, Maurice Jr., Tassin F.,
1992 Measuring readability: A comparison of
accounting textbooks, Journal of Accounting
Education, Volume 10, Issue 1, Spring, pages 151-
161.

Schwaiger, W. S. A., (2015) The REA Accounting
Model: Enhancing Understandability and
Applicability, International Conference on
Conceptual Modeling, Conceptual Modeling pages
566-573, Part of the Lecture Notes in Computer
Science book series (LNCS, volume 9381)

Van der Stede, W. A., 2000. The relationship
between two consequences of budgetary controls,
budgetary slack creation and managerial short term
orientation. Accounting, Organizations and Society,
vol. 25, Issue 6, pages 609-622.

Wagenhofer, A (2003). “Accrual-based
compensation,  depreciation and investment
decisions." European Accounting Review, Vol. 12,
Issue 2, pages 287-309.

accounting
a common
vol 44,

Harvard

© 2023 Global Journals

Global Journal of Management and Business Research ( A) Volume XXIII Issue II Version I H Year 2023


https://link.springer.com/journal/10845�
https://link.springer.com/journal/10845�
https://link.springer.com/journal/10845�
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.2190/F7FC-HJA6-W2P5-U2J3�
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.2190/F7FC-HJA6-W2P5-U2J3�
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.2190/F7FC-HJA6-W2P5-U2J3�
https://journals.sagepub.com/toc/jtwa/27/4�
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=1332981�
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=917762�
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/08908389�
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/08908389/28/2�
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/08908389/28/2�
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/08908389/28/2�
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/074857519290022W#!�
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/07485751�
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/07485751�
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/07485751�
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/07485751/10/1�
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-319-25264-3�
https://link.springer.com/bookseries/558�
https://link.springer.com/bookseries/558�
https://link.springer.com/bookseries/558�

Global Journal of Management and Business Research ( A) Volume XXIII Issue II Version I E Year 2023

108.

109.

110.

111,

112.

113.

114.

Wagenhofer, A. (2006). “Management accounting
research in German-speaking countries”, Journal of
Management Accounting Research vol. 18, Issuef,
pages 1-19.

Wagenhoferb, A., Goxa R. F. (2009). “Optimal
impairment rules”, Journal of Accounting and
Economics, Vol. 48, Issue 1, pages 2-16.
Wagner J., Petera P., Popesko B., Novak P., Safr
K., (2021) Usefulness of the budget: the, mediating
effect of participative budgeting and budget-based
evaluation and rewarding, Baltic Journal of
Management, June 2021.

Webster T., Yee G., Web based energy information
and control systems, (2021), River Publisher.
Wildavsky A, (2017) Budgeting and Governing,
Routledge.

Zeff S. A, (20183), The objectives of financial
reporting: a historical survey and analysis, Journal of
Accounting and Business Research, Volume 43, -
Issue 4, pages 262-327.

Yuthas K., Rogers R., Dillard J. F., (2002)
Communicative Action and Corporate Annual
Reports, Journal of Business Ethics, Volume 41,
Issue 1-2, pages 141-157.

© 2023 Global Journals


https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Jaroslav%20Wagner�
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Jaroslav%20Wagner�
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Boris%20Popesko�
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Boris%20Popesko�
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Karel%20%C5%A0afr�
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Karel%20%C5%A0afr�
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/1746-5265�
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/1746-5265�
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/1746-5265�
https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/rabr20/current�
https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/rabr20/43/4�
https://link.springer.com/journal/10551�
https://link.springer.com/journal/10551/41/1/page/1�

	Joint Costs: Evaluation Problems and Solutions
	Author
	Keywords
	1) Joint Costs and Common Costs: Preliminary Remarks
	2) Joint Costs Relating to the Sale/Purchase of Tangible Fixed Assets
	3) The Valuation of Joint Product Costs and Inventories of Goods Output from Joint Production Processes
	Conclusions
	References Références Referencias

