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back to the Future of 
Periodic reporting 

adrian CHan

Ten years ago, quarterly reporting was made mandatory in 
Singapore.

Before its introduction, the rule was strenuously debated. It had 
many opponents, most notably Mr S. Dhanabalan, then chairman 
of Temasek Holdings and DBS Bank. He famously said: “We seem 
to have tilted in favor of traders in stocks rather than investors in 
stocks.”

The arguments for quarterly reporting are well known. Increased 
transparency and accessibility to current and up-to-date financial 
information are important cornerstones in a disclosure-based regime. 
Markets are more efficient if trades are done based on more accurate 
information. Also, equal access to timely information keeps the 
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playing field fair for all participants.
The cons are equally well-canvassed. As Mr Dhanabalan pointed 

out, quarterly reporting leads to an undue emphasis on short-
termism and increased share price volatility. Companies incur 
higher compliance costs, and are saddled with extra administrative 
burden. 

It has been pointed out that quarterly reporting could not have 
prevented the Enron and Worldcom accounting scandals. In fact, the 
opposite has been argued: that mandatory quarterly reporting can 
be a contributory factor to such scandals when company executives 
are pressurised to show results every three months.

tHe turninG euroPean tide 

Some large European companies, such as Germany’s Porsche and 
UK’s Unilever, have always resisted the strictures of quarterly 
reporting. 

Two years ago, economist John Kay, mooted in his influential 
The Kay Review that ending quarterly reporting would help bring 
an end to short-termism in public markets. 

Following this, the European Union (EU) passed a directive in 
2013 that requires all EU listed companies to report their financial 
results only half yearly from 2015. EU Commissioner Michel 
Barnier said that this would ease the “considerable administrative 
burdens” of quarterly reporting in the aftermath of the Eurozone 
crisis. Companies that wished to, could continue to report quarterly 
on a voluntary basis.

The UK government has gone a step further by scrapping quarterly 
reporting ahead of the EU, possibly by the end of 2014. 

Outside Europe, some countries such as Hong Kong, never 
adopted quarterly reporting in the first place. The US, on the other 
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hand, continues to lead on quarterly reporting and what needs to 
be increasingly reported on. 

In view of these developments, it is timely to review if the quarterly 
reporting regime has worked well for us here.

tHe SinGaPore rePort

Putting aside the debate on the pros and cons of quarterly reporting, 
there are concerns on its implementation in two key areas: which 
companies should do quarterly reporting, and what should be in 
the quarterly report.   

Currently, once any listed company’s market capitalisation (Cap) 
exceeds $75 million as of 31 December in any calendar year, that 
company will be forced to report its results quarterly, even if its 
market capitalisation subsequently falls (and stays) below S$75 
million. 

First, critics argue that this threshold is too low. Small Caps can 
ill afford the resources to do quarterly reporting. A higher threshold 
such as $300 million – the point at which the general market (e.g. 
the Singapore Corporate Awards) recognises companies to have 
transitioned to “Mid Cap” status – would make more sense, from 
both a resource and impact standpoint. 

In perspective, based on market caps as at 31 December 2013, 
the $75 million limit results in some 440 or about 60 per cent 
of Singapore listed companies, including some on the secondary 
board (Catalist) being caught in this broad quarterly net. At $300 
million, only about 230 or 30 per cent of the companies, those that 
we would expect can at least summon the time and resources to do 
quarterly reporting well, will be impacted.

Secondly, the single-day test (of 31 December) can lead to a 
company meeting (or failing to meet) the threshold for that one 
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day, but not for the rest of the year. At the very least, the test should 
be based, not on a single day’s trading, but on the weighted-average 
share price over a longer period of time, say, 120 market days. This 
would be a much more stable test of a company’s capitalisation.  

The other major area of concern is the contents of the quarterly 
or the periodic report. 

It would make sense for the quarterly report to be more 
meaningful. In the “prospects” section, companies frequently fall 
back on boiler plate statements such as the qualification “barring 
unforeseen circumstances”, which should preferably be avoided. 
Clear and plain language would be welcome. 

At the same time, to combat the criticism of financial short-termism 
created by quarterly reporting, non-financial (environmental, social 
and governance) measures could be included in the quarterly reports. 
This also responds to the growing calls for a more compassionate 
form of capitalism in our society. In time, integrated reporting will 
require companies to communicate how they create sustainable value 
over time through financial and non-financial information.

We bit the bullet of quarterly reporting ten years ago. However, 
with the recent EU and UK developments, we should not seek to 
preserve the status quo but be open to reviewing our experience in 
quarterly reporting: first, as to whether the philosophy and purpose 
of doing so is still relevant, and if so, whether there should be any 
adjustments to its implementation. ■


