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Abstract 
The notion of goodwill has deeply integrated into both financial and corporate law, as well as in contract 
law. Contracts of different contents often include the term ‘goodwill’, though it is interpreted differently – 
both as an important asset acquired by companies through purchases and merges and as part of 
companies’ reputations and brands.   

So far, the phenomenon of the university goodwill has not been researched enough due to several 
reasons: the complicatedness of the university as both a complex and very important social and 
increasingly significant economic phenomenon, the value of the university’s other components and their 
interrelations, as well as its functions and recent changes looking at European and other universities as 
major stakeholders in the global market of higher education. 

The authors have investigated the phenomenon of the university’s goodwill in both aspects – as part of 
the university’s reputation, image and brand developed in its mission, vision and values, and as an 
economic asset acquired through merges, amalgamations and other kinds of acquisitions. But still more 
important is another angle of goodwill research aimed at describing and estimating the goodwill acquired 
with and through academics, researchers, managers, other staff members and university students. 

The paper considers three methods of valuation of the company’s goodwill: average profits method, 
super profits method, capitalisation method and annuity method, and their possible application to 
valuation of university goodwill as an important economic asset, with a particular attention paid to the 
method of capitalisation. Besides, the authors argue for the importance of axiological approach, which 
does not attribute material values to university goodwill, but allows pinpoint its deeper and longer impact 
on the university’s reputation as its invaluable asset, and have proposed a new approach to researching 
university goodwill, based on the attitude to academics and researchers as intangible assets tackled as 
zero goodwill, goodwill proper or negative goodwill during their employment.  

Keywords: university goodwill, university reputation, mission, values, assets, valuation, capitalization. 

1 INTRODUCTION 
Recently, the phenomenon of the university’s goodwill as part of its assets has been acquiring more 
significance and researchers’ attention due to the ongoing processes of structural reforms in the 
European Higher Education Area, in Russia, and other parts of the world, as following the national 
governments’ roadmaps universities, universities of Finland, Russia and other countries merge, 
integrate, and combine their resources in various ways. The ongoing debate divided the research 
discourse into two camps, with some researchers attaining to university goodwill more quantitative 
character and thus believe it can be valuated with economic methods, while some others attribute to 
university goodwill purely ‘intangible’ values, deeper and deferred in their long-term impact.  

The phenomenon of the university’s goodwill as part of its reputation is a real challenge for researchers 
as its character is purely qualitative and it is deeply rooted in its values and mission, so that its 
differentiation from other aspects of its reputation is hardly possible, taking into account its vague 
character and problematic valuation. 

Nevertheless, the authors believe that the university’s goodwill as part of its brand and image is worth 
researchers’ attention and propose a methodology designed to distinguish it from other components of 
its reputation and thus provide every stakeholder with a reliable enough tool for researching this 
interesting phenomenon. 

Basing on systemic approach and combining qualitative research methods (case study, cross-case 
study, practice observation and work with a focus group, as well as document analysis and conceptual 
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modelling), the authors have attempted to tackle the phenomenon of the university goodwill and propose 
their findings including a model of university goodwill, as well as grounds for further researches in the 
fields of economics, sociology and axiology.  

The goal of the research has prompted a research hypothesis – the traditional understanding of goodwill 
in economics and accounting is not fully applicable to university goodwill as does not reflect the 
complexity of this phenomenon and is not supported by university practice. 

2 CONCEPT OF GOODWILL 
The concept of goodwill is rooted in economics and for many years has been applied to intangible assets 
acquired through market purchases. M. Hargrave defines goodwill as “an intangible asset associated 
with the purchase of one company by another” [1], with goodwill recorded in case of a purchase price 
being “higher than the sum of the fair value of all identifiable tangible and intangible assets purchased 
in the acquisition and the liabilities assumed in the process.” Examples of goodwill include “the value of 
a company’s brand name, solid customer base, good customer relations, good employee relations, and 
any patents or proprietary technology” [ibid.].  

The value of goodwill is commonly understood as arising in acquisitions – through the process of 
purchasing a target company by an acquirer. The extra amount (over the target’s book value) paid by 
the acquiring company for the target company is usually perceived as the value of the target company’s 
goodwill. It is important to understand that when underpaying (i.e. paying less than the target’s book 
value), the acquiring company acquires negative goodwill, which means a purchase made in a distress 
sale at a bargain [2]. 

Goodwill is believed to be an intangible (or non-current) asset as it is not a material asset like buildings 
or equipment. According to Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) and International 
Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS), Goodwill is supposed to be inserted into the purchaser’s balance 
sheet as an intangible asset under the long-term assets account [ibid.].  

3 THE COMPLEXITY OF UNIVERSITY GOODWILL AS AN INTEGRAL SOCIO-
ECONOMIC PHENOMENON 

University goodwill is viewed as a complex phenomenon due to two approaches to its research. First, 
university goodwill can be considered on the basis of either the accounting or economic approach – 
covering all the cases when universities merge and amalgamate incorporating another university 
(usually a smaller and or more vulnerable one). 

Another approach to university goodwill research proposed in this article is based on the common 
university employment practice with academics and researchers usually striving for long-term 
employment and employed by most universities on a long term or permanent basis (tenure track and 
tenure accordingly). Every academic and researcher employed by a university brings a scope of 
intangible assets that can hardly be evaluated and even less so valuated and thus, the salary offered to 
them can be only approximately considered fair in return for their contribution to the educational and 
research processes, to the university’s reputation and brand strengthening and to the development of 
each student’s professional personality.  

Thus, in the authors’ opinion, university goodwill is a much more complicated phenomenon due to a 
variety of acquisitions made only too often (almost regularly) through employment of academics and 
researchers, some of which may work for decades for the same university or even for their whole 
professional life. The field of education, particularly higher education requires from educators and 
researchers permanent strive for improvement, particularly in the contemporary industrial and 
educational paradigms (Industry 4.0 and Education 3.0 and 4.0).  

Thus, academics and researchers succeeding in self-improvement and further professional 
development, creating higher competence and professionalism and personal international brands, thus 
add new intangible assets to their professional personalities, which universities acquire in return for 
offered salaries – sometimes bargained (in the leading UK and US universities and those of some other 
countries) and often standardised, i.e. applied to every employee within a certain rate (Finland, Russia 
and many others). When an individual approach is applied to particular recognised academics and / or 
researchers, and they are offered special salaries, which might considerably exceed the average salary 
level at a certain university, it can be asserted that the university ‘pays extra’ thus investing in the future 
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use of the acquired intangible assets – the nationally or internationally recognised name/personal brand 
of a particular academic and/or researcher, the scientific importance or popularity of his/her publications, 
specific personal teaching methodology, or authorship of theories, research concepts, inventions, 
discoveries, patents, etc. In case the university ‘pays extra’ recognising the acquired employee’s 
achievements and thus investing in his/her further development, it gains certain goodwill. However, in 
cases when the university employs a similarly recognised or highly potential academic/researcher 
standing out of the rest of the staff and offers a common (or in some cases even lower) salary, the 
employer evidently underpays and thus acquires negative goodwill, which might be a common case in 
distress sale practice (which is typical for most Russian universities).  

Besides, the problem of ‘research performance’ seems to be closely related to the issue in two ways – 
first, universities worldwide focus on the ‘research output’ as a performance index and tend to 
misunderstand, underestimate or ignore the ‘research input’, i.e. the researchers’ time and effort needed 
(along with special working conditions) to achieve the outputs. J. Kenny and A. E. Fluck correctly raise 
the issue of the importance to distinguish between ‘research output’ and ‘research input’, i.e. the 
research workload born by researchers before they reach those long-expected ‘outputs’ [3]. Also, the 
issue of acquired high research competence and the time and effort required to reach a high level of 
professionalism in research has not been thoroughly studied yet in its integral relation to ‘research 
output’ reached after decades of hard work and enormous time and effort contributed to reach this level 
or research performance.     

A similar question should be raised in relation to academics because during their professional careers 
after investing much time and effort in developing their methodological and psychological competence, 
as well as speech and explanation skills, some academics reach the professional level, when their 
methods of teaching and explanation become really invaluable.  

3.1 Economic Approach 
The phenomenon of goodwill has long been considered by the courts. Already in 1810, the court 
declared that goodwill is “something more than just a chance that old customers would stick to the old 
place” [4]. 

Goodwill is the advantage of a good name, a good reputation and well-connectedness in the business 
environment. This is a custom of attraction. This is the difference between an old good business system 
and a newly launched one. Goodwill is also defined as the ability to bring ‘super profits,’ that is, some 
extra return from the money invested. 

Goodwill valuation may be best explained as “part art, part science” and valuation of goodwill, although 
often looking like an accurate and correct calculation, is nothing more than mathematical description of 
what the buyer is willing to pay and the seller is willing to accept. However, in strive to calculate the 
value of goodwill, economics have developed a number of approaches including whole company 
approach, simple multiple approach, turnover approach; and discounted cashflow approach [ibid.]. 

However, P. R. Barbosa Lustosa (2017) relying on vast empirical evidence proposed a new theory 
based on Gecon decision making economic accounting mode, and stating that “accounting goodwill has 
economic value but it is not an asset” [5]. 

3.2 Social Approach 
L.J. Hanifan (1916) was the first scholar who mentioned goodwill as part of social capital along with 
“fellowship, mutual sympathy and social intercourse among a group of individuals and families who 
make up a social unit” [6]. The authors do understand that goodwill as a common word and an economic 
term differ much in the meaning and usage but following L.J. Hanifan (1916), we believe that goodwill 
as an economic concept cannot help being considered in the socio-economic environment and social 
issues, as there are few economic terms naming ‘cold’ economic phenomena, which have nothing or 
very little in common with social issues. This is particularly right about the phenomenon of university 
goodwill, which cannot be considered as being of purely economic nature, particularly in the part 
proposed and considered in this paper – goodwill in university–scholar relationships.  

The authors believe that university goodwill according to the new concept proposed in this paper can 
and should be considered within the theory of social capital, as well as within the theory of organizational 
intelligence and that of intellectual capital, as the university cannot exist without the valuable contribution 
of each employed scholar who cannot harm the university’s reputation much in any case but can improve 
and strengthen it really much and make it even internationally recognised. This advantage cannot be 
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evaluated using economic or accounting methods, therefore university goodwill should also be 
considered within the paradigm of social sciences as a valuable part of the aforementioned phenomena, 
with goodwill acting as a ‘high bar setter’ meaning a vivid depiction of some scholars’ highly appreciated 
and valued achievements serving as a good example for their colleagues, who have a high potential, 
but may be in two mind of whether they should do their best to realise it or can suffice with their current 
positions and previous achievements.      

3.3 Axiological Approach 
In addition to the economic and sociological approaches to goodwill and university goodwill included, 
the authors believe that when treating university goodwill as either an intangible asset or an intangible 
valuable acquisition or benefit, which does not get impaired in time, the discussion cannot avoid the 
sphere of axiology and value theory. Considering the proposed concept of university good in axiological 
perspective, it can be connected with pragmatic attitude and the contribution pragmatism has made to 
value theory – i.e. the idea of contributory goods with a contributory conditionality [7]. These have 
the same qualities as the good thing, but need some emergent property of a whole state-of-affairs 
in order to be good.  
In addition, since competence is rightly considered the fundamental value of the professional system 
[9] and is the basis of academics’ and researchers’ activities and performance and therefore, the main 
condition for their employment, and as academics’ and researchers’ competence is the core of university 
goodwill in the framework of the concept proposed in the article, it must be inevitably considered on the 
basis of the theory of values and axiological approach in general.  

3.4 Research Overview 
The research based on observation, case study, cross-case analysis, and benchmarking was aimed at 
identifying best practices and developing a solid concept of university goodwill differing from the 
previously accepted perception of goodwill as a scope of intangible assets purchased at a price higher 
than the fair value of all assets (both tangible and intangible) purchased in an acquisition, but based on 
the proposed approach of ‘individual value’ of employed academics and researchers.  

The sample of the researched universities included 3 UK universities, 3 US universities, 3 Finnish 
universities and 3 Russian universities comparable in a number of characteristics including their 
reputation, age, size, specialisation (applied, classical, research universities) and location. The 
comparison revealed the following results:  

1 – The careers of academics and researchers at public educational and research institutions proved to 
be quite ‘thorny’ – to reach the top of a research institution or an academic career, one has to devote 
really much time and effort to it, going through a doctorate or two (like in Russia – the first is a PhD level, 
which is traditionally called in Russia the ‘Candidate of Sciences’, with a PhD thesis being at least 150 
standard pages long, defended publicly and at least 8 research articles published in high-level peer-
reviewed journals, and the second is ‘Doctor Habilitated’, traditionally called in Russia ‘Doctor of 
Sciences’, with a thesis of at least 350 pages long, also publicly defended and at least about 20 research 
articles published beforehand in high-level peer-reviewed journals). This is why the path to the top of 
the research and academic career seems to be the rockiest in Russia (as well as Belarus and so far 
Ukraine to the best of the authors’ knowledge). 

But nowadays in all the four countries in question academic and research careers seem to be quite 
thorny, aggravated with uncertain career prospects and contracts often provided on a temporary basis 
by public universities and research institutions. 

The undertaken research has found out that the smoothest academic and research career path seems 
to be arranged in Finnish universities, with quite serious but fair requirements to be fulfilled on the 
aspirant’s way to his/her Doctoral degree. 

Another positive trait of the analysed universities in three countries – Finland, the United Kingdom and 
the United States, is the nature of contracts offered to experienced academics and researchers – i.e. 
tenure track or tenure already, which, unfortunately, do not exist at Russian universities any longer as 
all the academics and researchers (and Russian academics have to be researchers at the same time in 
most Russian universities to survive) are only provided with temporary contracts and have to worry every 
year (at the beginning of their career in a particular university) or every third year, or maximum every 
fifth year about the prolongation of their contracts, which does not add stability to their lives, as even 
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esteemed Russian researchers and academics are not provided with permanent contracts and can by 
fired as soon as their contract expires after a ‘pseudo contest’ with rivals supported by linear managers.  

However, both in the United States and the United Kingdom, as well as many other countries (Germany, 
France, Belgium, etc.), universities offer lower salaries in comparison with enterprises, both state and 
private, which persuades young researchers to choose careers in industries; also, universities having a 
limited number of professorships and top research positions, make unlucky employees wait for 
promotions (with higher salaries) long or even too long.   

4 METHODS OF VALUATION OF COMPANY GOODWILL  
According to the most common accounting approach, goodwill is tackled as an intangible asset arising 
after a purchase of an existing business, an asset that cannot be identified separately or separated 
or divided from the purchased entity and thus “sold, transferred, licensed, rented, or exchanged, 
either individually or together with a related contract” [4].  
According to M. Hargrave, goodwill can be calculated using the formula: 

Goodwill = P − (A + L), 

where: P = Purchase price of the target company, 

A = Fair market value of assets, 

L = Fair market value of liabilities [1]. 

Actually, there are several methods implemented for valuation of goodwill – primarily average profit 
method, super profit method, capitalisation method and annuity method. They differ considerably 
in a number of ways. 

4.1 Average Profits Method 
According to the method of Average Profits, goodwill can be calculated in two ways – (1) either on the 
basis of the average profit within a certain agreed number of past years. The average is then multiplied 
by the agreed number of years of purchase. This is the simplest and the most widely used method of 
goodwill valuation based on the formula below applied after deduction of any abnormal profits and non-
operating incomes (like income from investments) from the net profits of a particular year and addition 
of any abnormal loss to the net profits of the same year [9]. 

Goodwill = Average profits x Number of years of purchase. 

To find out the average profits, either simple average or weighted average can be employed [ibid.]. 

(2) The method of Average Profits also presumes that Goodwill’s value can be calculated by multiplying 
the Average Future Profit by a certain number of year’s purchase. 

Goodwill = Future Maintainable Profit after tax x No. of years purchase. 

The method of Average Profits includes the following stages: (1) calculate past profits before tax, 
(2) calculate the future profit before tax after making past adjustments, (3) calculate the average past 
adjusted profits, (4) multiply the future profits to the maintained by the number of year’s purchase [10]. 

4.2 Super Profits Method 
Super profit method is the additional estimated future maintainable profits over the normal profits. 

Steps involved in calculating goodwill under Super Profit Method: (1) calculate capital employed (always 
should the aggregate of shareholders’ equity and long-term debt or fixed assets and net current assets), 
(2) calculate the Usual Profits by multiplying employed capital with normal return rate, (3) calculate 
average maintainable profit, (4) calculate Super Profit as follows: 

Super Profit = Maintainable Average Profits – Normal Profits. 

(5) calculate goodwill by multiplying super profit by the number of year’s purchase [ibid.]. 
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4.3 Capitalisation Method 
When applying Capitalisation Method, Goodwill can be calculated by capitalising average normal profit 
or capitalising super profits using the following two methods –  

1. The method of Average Profit Capitalisation presumes that goodwill can be discovered by deducting 
the volume of actual capital employed (i.e. valuation date of net assets) from the capitalised value of the 
average profits, which should be based on the normal rate of return (also known as the value of the firm 
or capitalised value of business). 

Thus, Goodwill  =  Capitalised Value – Net Assets of Business. 

Calculation of goodwill as per capitalisation of average profits includes the following steps: (1) calculate 
Average Future Maintainable Profits, (2) calculate the Capitalised Value of business basing on the 
Average Profits applying the formula:   

Capitalised Value  =         

(3) calculate the Value of Net Assets (i.e. all assets – other than fictitious assets, goodwill and non-trade 
investments) on the valuation date at their current valued – Outsider’s Liabilities, (4) calculate Goodwill: 

Goodwill  = Capitalised Value – Net Assets of the business  

2. The Method of Super Profit Capitalisation is based on the goodwill assertion made by capitalising the 
Super Profits on the basis of the Normal rate of return. This method allows calculating the amount of 
capital needed to earn the Super Profit. The Value of Goodwill is calculated applying the formula below: 

Goodwill  =   

4.4 Annuity Method 
When applying annuity method, goodwill can be calculated by applying average super profit, which is 
the value of an annuity over a certain number of years. The present value of this annuity can be 
calculated by discounting it at the given rate of interest, i.e. on the normal way of return, with valuation 
of goodwill being the discounted present value of the annuity. In case the value of the annuity is not 
provided, it can be calculated using the formula: 
 
A = 

where   A = Present Value of Annuity of 

r  = Normal Rate of Return, 

n = number of years, 

so, Value of Goodwill  =  Average Super Profit x A (Present Value of Annuity at a given rate of interest) 

4.5 Limitations of the Established Goodwill Concept 
Though the concept of goodwill has been long established in economics and accounting, its treatment 
within the economic paradigm is subject to a number of limitations. Moreover, the established approach 
to goodwill is only partially applicable to the whole socio-economic phenomenon of university goodwill 
due to the following reasons. 

First, goodwill (even in the traditional understanding) is really difficult to price. As to university goodwill 
in the proposed below wider and more comprehensive understanding, the notion of goodwill applied to 
university key staff (academics and researchers), pricing seems morally out if question. 

Second, the values of goodwill components (even in its traditional sense) are highly subjective, which 
makes any goodwill deal prone to a substantial risk of a potential overvalue of goodwill in the process 
of an acquisition.  

As regards to university goodwill, judging by the practice of the Russian universities analysed, even in 
cases of merges, the acquiring university does not perceive even quite a prosperous acquired university 
(usually a smaller one) as a bearer of values that can and should be regarded as goodwill.   
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As to the key staff members (academics and researchers), they are often looked down at and each of 
them is examined through a magnifying glass for their personal professional 'values' and their 
applicability for the purposes of the acquirer / the new employer that can easily ‘turn on’ the . 

5 MODEL OF UNIVERSITY GOODWILL  
Taking into account the novelty of the concept of university goodwill introduced in this paper, the authors 
are making an attempt to explain it by all possible means including verbal and conceptual modelling (at 
least in its preliminary stage – identification of architectural context for the conceptual model). The 
phenomenon of university goodwill requires deep consideration within an interdisciplinary paradigm as 
it involves topical issues of organizational management and managerial behaviour (Sterman, 1996), the 
theory of value-based payment incentives (Conrad, 2015), organisational culture (Shein, 1992), 
organisational behaviour (Spector & Fox, 2005) and organisational communication (Cheney 2004). The 
authors believe that conceptual modelling can be a wise tool applicable to the presentation of this 
complex phenomenon to the scientific community and a proper basis for its further thorough systemic 
analysis.    

5.1 Conceptual Modelling 
Taking for granted the understanding of conceptualization by J. Sterman (1986) stating that 
“conceptualization is at once the most important and least understood of all modelling activities,” [16], 
the authors resort to conceptual modelling, which is seen as formal description of core aspects of the 
social world (in the case considered in this paper) for the purposes of better understanding and further 
communication [17].  

Conceptual modelling takes precedence over natural language or schematic notation in the sense that 
it is based on a formal notation that allows embracing “the semantics of the application”. It is also 
considered to be advantageous over mathematical or other formal notation, integrated in computer 
science, because, unlike them, conceptual modelling supports structuring and auxiliary objects that are 
psychologically justified. And what really makes conceptual modelling so important for the authors is the 
fact that its activities are intended for use by people, not machines [ibid.].  

5.2 Modelling University Goodwill 
Any university is not a mechanism (however close it may approach the idea of ‘mechanised non-human 
relationships’) but a multitude of actors (breathing and feeling), including university administrators taking 
decisions on how exactly certain academics and researchers should be treated and their work should 
be rewarded, and those academics and researchers, in their overwhelming majority having to accept 
what is offered because of the high competition in national systems of higher education both in 
developed and developing countries and because of a noticeable lag in the evolution of attitudes and 
common practices in higher education, which by definition should be aimed at stimulating higher 
efficiency of every academic, researcher and administrator by all possible means  including financial 
stimulation, which should be primarily aimed at rewarding the efforts of academics and researchers 
whose work is of highly creative character and like every creative vocation requires a much deeper 
involvement in the teaching and/or research processes – far beyond 7 or 8 working hours a day, and 
therefore keeps them ‘alert’ and ‘on the move’ 24 x 7.  

Being a very complex phenomenon, comprising a variety of actors and relationships between them, the 
phenomenon of university goodwill requires deeper understanding and consideration and further 
profound research. However, already now it can be depicted at least in the form of a preliminary structure 
to be further represented as a conceptual model (see Fig.1). 
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Figure 1. Architectural context of a conceptual model of university goodwill. 

The preliminary model (schema) introduces two types of university goodwill – first, university goodwill 
understood in common economic and accounting sense as the one coming from university merges, 
amalgamations and acquisitions, and second, the newly introduced concept of university goodwill 
coming from university key staff – academics and researchers. The second type of university goodwill 
includes three kinds of goodwill – 

(1) zero goodwill, which can be defined as a more or less adequate reimbursement offered to either 
beginning academics and researchers or experienced ones but reluctant to make big efforts to develop 
professionally;  

(2) goodwill proper, which is defined as an aggregate sum of money consisting of the part of monthly 
salaries paid by university administration to certain recognised academics and researchers who are 
expected to strengthen the university brand with both their recognised personal brands and future 
research works affiliated with the employer; 

(3) negative goodwill, which stands for the aggregate sums of money coming from monthly 
underpayments to prominent scholars either due to traditions developed in a certain national system of 
higher education or the positions of university administration preferring to benefit from the regularly 
received negative goodwill.  

6 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
Summing up the above considerations and the aforesaid assertions, and basing on the pilot research 
results, the following conclusions can be made: 
1 – The concept of university goodwill can be considered in two aspects - first, basing on traditional 
economic approach with goodwill identified in cases of university mergers and acquisitions, and second, 
basing on the authors' concept of employee goodwill and negative goodwill acquired by universities 
offering them temporary or (more applicable to the concept) permanent (tenure) contracts. 

2 – The authors' concept of university goodwill offers two types of goodwill, with the second type 
encompassing three kinds of university goodwill within the employees type of goodwill – (1) zero 
goodwill, (2) goodwill proper, and (3) negative goodwill, which reflect the complex relationships between 
the university key staff – academics and researchers – and administrators choosing the general and 
particular types of attitude and treatment of all and every researcher and teacher.   

3 – The analysed UK, US and Finnish universities apply all kinds of university goodwill – zero goodwill, 
goodwill proper and negative goodwill in their practice, which presumes that in some cases they pay 
‘extra’ to recognised scholars but in many cases scholars have to participate in additional research 
projects, which are paid additionally, often from different sources or apply for research grants, which in 
most cases are distributed by some research councils consisting of experts from different field, however, 
not always covering the whole scope of scholars’ specialization or interests in a certain university, 
particularly in the contemporary interdisciplinary paradigm. The practice of goodwill proper is much more 
traditional for US universities, can be called quite traditional for UK universities, too and is less habitual 
for Finnish universities. So, the analysed US universities can be called good examples of best practice. 
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4 – As two of the three analysed Russian universities situated in the Russian capital and having much 
better funding in comparison with many other Russian universities, mainly benefit from negative goodwill 
underpaying their academics and researchers, and as practically every Russian university underpays 
its highly qualified employees in comparison with their foreign peers, it can be concluded that practically 
every Russian university (with a couple exceptions) prefers negative goodwill to goodwill proper in 
regard to its academic and research staff. 

5 – The offered model of university goodwill depicts the interrelations between the university as the 
goodwill recipient and beneficiary and the staff members as goodwill providers. Thus, in cases of zero 
goodwill the university acts as a common employer reimbursing the employees’ time and effort, in cases 
of goodwill proper the university acts as a partner of prominent scholars investing some extra in their 
future achievements taking into account their past achievements and thus not trying to impose on 
employed university researchers ‘extra workload’ within new additionally funded research projects 
and/or ‘extra control’ by means of research grants. In cases of negative goodwill, the university acts as 
an exploiter of its prominent and promising employees’ intangible assets not even trying to reimburse 
them in any way and not acknowledging the real amounts of time and effort invested in their previous 
achievements.     

6 – Negative goodwill (known in economics as a bargain-purchase amount) when applied to university 
practices turns out to be an amount, which is not bargained in the least as academics and university 
researchers have to accept the offered contracts without any discussion, not to mention bargaining, 
which is particularly true about Russians universities with the only exception of foreign researchers 
recruited abroad, which may be offered some ‘extra’ money for having been previously employed in 
more or less recognised foreign universities.     

7 – So far, the traditional valuation can be applied to the part of university goodwill, which comes from 
university merges or purchases. The issue of university goodwill raised in this article and pertaining to 
university academics and researchers cannot be dealt with the help of common accounting valuation 
methods discussed in the article and requires a thorough analysis based on systemic approach. 

The hypothesis has been proved, as traditional treatment of goodwill in economics and accounting is 
not applicable to university goodwill due to two reasons - first, it proves to be a more complicated 
phenomenon even in the traditional understanding, with universities in many countries (including 
Russia) not taking smaller (or even bigger) universities acquired with a scope of  values (recognised 
brand, and string reputation, a big enough number of students and recognised academics and 
researchers as staff members), which otherwise in the business environment would be considered as 
goodwill. The proposed understanding of university goodwill challenges the traditional economic 
approach even more and lays ground for further discussion and research.  
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