
 

 

 

 

 

 

BAM2014 
This paper is from the BAM2014 Conference Proceedings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

About BAM 

The British Academy of Management (BAM) is the leading authority on the academic field of 

management in the UK, supporting and representing the community of scholars and engaging with 

international peers.  

http://www.bam.ac.uk/ 

 



1 
 

 

REVEALING THE BLACK BOX OF INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL AND 

ORGANISATIONAL CULTURE: A CRITICAL REVIEW 

 

 

 

 

 

Basil Al-Najjar & Khamid Irgashev 

Birkbeck, University of London 

 

 

 

Corresponding author: 

Khamid Irgashev, ACCA, ACA, FHEA 

Birkbeck, University of London 

Department of Management 

Malet street 

Bloomsbury 

London 

WC1E 7HX 

E-mail: k.irgashev@bbk.ac.uk 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2 
 

ABSTRACT 

There has been a large of volume of academic research on Intellectual Capital (IC hereafter) 

by scholars within accounting literature in the last three decades. Main research themes 

include IC definition and dimensions; IC reporting in practice; factors impacting IC 

disclosure; and IC measurement models. The purpose of the current paper is to provide a 

critical review of previous studies in the IC field and to raise future research questions which 

can address some of the outstanding issues in this field and help to better understand the IC 

and its disclosure practices. Secondly, this paper provides a new dimension where 

“organisational culture” is analysed in-depth in terms of disclosure in annual reports in the 

UK and abroad. The review of the existing IC literature raises some critical issues requiring 

further investigation and creating a room for future research in this area. 
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1. Introduction 

Academics within the accounting domain have been studying the topic of intangibles for over 

a century with a main debate concentrated on its accounting and recognition in financial 

statements. More specifically, aspects such as definition, classification and measurement of 

intangibles, whether to expense or capitalise them and where to disclose in financial 

statements are debatable issues among researchers (Canibano et al., 2000). Davison (2014, p. 

34) confirms the argument of Beattie et al. (2012) and states that “organisations 

communication can itself be regarded as intellectual capital and there is an urgent need to 

understand the overlap between the finance and marketing functions with respect to 

intellectual capital disclosures”. 

In the last three decades, there has been a growing interest from academics to research 

issues relating to intangible assets. Some academics worked on theoretical aspects of 

intangibles within the domain of financial accounting (see for example, Egginton, 1990; 

Hodgson et al., 1993; Canibano et al., 2000; Lev, 2001) and goodwill element of intangibles 

(Colley and Volkan, 1988; Ma and Hopkins, 1988; Brunovs and Kirsch, 1991; Henning, 

2000; Bloom, 2009). Other researchers focused specifically on IC accounting and its 

voluntary disclosure on the firm’s annual accounts (see Sveiby, 1997; Guthrie and Petty, 

2000; Brennan, 2001; Bozzolan et al., 2003; Guthrie et al., 2006; Li et al., 2008; Striukova et 

al., 2008; Campbell and Adbul Rahman, 2010; Li et al., 2012; Henry, 2013). 

While analysing financial statements of companies, investors expect accurate information 

to help them make sound investment and business decisions. The financial statements 

produced on an annual base should reflect all factors impacting firm’s current financial 

position and future performance (Canibano et al., 2000). However, in practice, there is a large 

gap between a company’s market value and a company’s value per financial statements. It 

can be stated that there are two key factors for this discrepancy (see, Lev, 2001). Firstly, 

company financial statements record assets using historical cost which is not a true reflection 

of the market value. Secondly, this difference could also be due to unrecognised intangible 

assets of the company.  Even if the first point is discounted, there is still a significant portion 

relating to intangible assets not recognised in the financial statements (Lev, 2001). 

This research focuses on intellectual capital (also called intangible assets) which is not 

reflected in the mandatory Statement of Financial Position (SFP hereafter) due to difficulty of 

accurate measurement from accounting standards view point.  Intangible assets could be of a 

key strategic importance as these assets define company’s future earning potential (Hall, 



4 
 

1992). According to Garcia- Meca and Martinez (2005), there is insufficient information to 

make a reliable valuation of a company, mainly due to lack of data on value creation in the 

annual accounts. We are interested in the empirical evidence of intellectual capital and 

organisational culture as the theoretical aspects of IC have been covered before (see for 

example, Gowthorpe, 2009; Alcaniz et al., 2011; Beattie and Smith, 2012). In addition, it is 

worth noting that Gowthorpe (2009) has critically discussed, in detail, the theoretical 

framework of IC. 

The value of intangibles can be measured by comparing the company’s market value based 

on share price to book value of the company in its SFP. The research has shown that 60% of 

the company’s value is not reflected on the SFP (Beattie and Thomson, 2005). Data for S&P 

500 companies reveals that since the mid-1980s, the ratio of market to book values shows 

increasing trend, which fluctuates between 4 to 7 points. This suggests that between 75% - 

86% of company’s value is not reflected on SFP (Lev, 2003). This data is also supported by 

Bloom (2009) who investigates top 100 listed companies on the Australian Stock exchange in 

2008. The data collected showed that internally generated goodwill is still the biggest element 

in company’s market capitalisation accounting. Hence, the value of intangibles not accounted 

in financial statement is of importance. 

According to Lev and Zarowin (1999), there is a systematic decline in the usefulness of 

financial information to investors in the last twenty years which increased the gap between 

firms’ market value and book value. The main reason noted for this decline is business 

change and firms failing to adjust for it. One of the key business change drivers is intangible 

investments. The value relevance of financial accounting has diminished as traditional 

accounting measures alone were not able to explain this gap (Lee and Guthrie, 2010). 

It is argued that due to the challenges in recognition and measurement of intangible assets 

in the current accounting processes and the regulatory framework, voluntary IC disclosure by 

management could be the right step in resolving this challenge.  There is a strong need for a 

voluntary intellectual capital disclosure by management in order to provide more information 

to investors and other stakeholders for better investment decisions and minimisation of 

information asymmetry. Voluntary IC disclosure by management can also allow investors to 

make better judgements regarding firm’s capability to generate wealth in the future 

(Williams, 2001). 

It is argued that the interest in IC disclosure stems from the need for companies to develop 

a system which can create, capture and disseminate knowledge within the entity. In addition, 
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companies are conscious that “know-how” adds value to the overall business and sometimes 

can represent full value of the company (Petty and Guthrie, 1999). In addition, a growing gap 

between book value and market value of companies provided reasons for managers to use 

voluntary IC disclosure in order to maximise their market value whereas investors seek 

access to IC disclosure in order to make decisions (Lee and Guthrie, 2010). 

Our first objective in this research is to provide a critical review of the previous studies in  

the IC field in the UK and other countries to raise future research questions which can 

address some of the outstanding issues in this field and to help in a better understanding of IC 

and its disclosure practices. The second research objective is to have a closer look at one of 

the under-researched IC attribute, namely “organisational culture”,  and to review the 

previous literature to understand what “organisational culture” term is and how it is being 

disclosed  in annual reports in the UK and abroad.  

The paper is organised as follows Section 2 discusses the intellectual capital; Section 3 

highlights the aspect of organisational culture; Section 4 concludes by discussing emerging 

issues and raising key questions which set a base for future IC research; Section 5 provides a 

summary of the findings.  

 

 

2. Intellectual capital 

When it comes to defining what intangibles are, the key conundrum is the lack of common 

terminology and consensus among researchers since each researcher is interested to develop 

his/her own definition and terminology (Guthrie et al., 2001; Kirstandle and Bontis, 2007). 

Key terms relating to intangibles showed the following result in Google count: intellectual 

property – 127 million (M here after), intangible assets – 2.3M, intellectual capital – 1.8M, 

intellectual assets – 394 thousand (K here after) knowledge capital – 334k, and knowledge-

based assets – 44k (Kristandl and Bontis, 2007).  Similar Google count 6 years later in June 

2014 shows even further increase as follows: intellectual property – 156M, intangible assets – 

2.4M, intellectual capital – 19M, intellectual assets –7.6M, knowledge capital – 45.7M and 

knowledge-based assets – 16.5M. 

It is argued that there are actually three types of assets in any firm, financial (cash and 

stocks), physical (building and equipment) and IC which is intangible in nature.  However, 

most of the IC assets are not reflected in annual accounts (Petty and Guthrie, 2000; Beattie et 
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al., 2004). Beattie and Thomson (2007) argue that there is no clear definition of intellectual 

capital and various synonymous terms are used across the empirical studies. Broadly 

speaking, Beattie and Thomson (2007, p. 130) state that “IC is the term attributed to 

intangible assets which create company value”. Hence, terms “intellectual capital” and 

“intangible asset” are used interchangeably by researchers who consider them being sources 

of long-term value creation for an entity (Campbell and Abdul Rahman, 2010). Nevertheless, 

given the narrow definition from the accounting point of view, “intangible asset” does not 

cover IC assets. It can be concluded that “intangible asset” is only a part of IC (see, Petty and 

Guthrie, 2000; Striukova et al., 2008). 

Brennan (2001, p.1) provides a more detailed definition of IC by stating that “IC 

encompasses intangibles such as patents, intellectual property rights, copyrights and 

franchises. It also includes intellectual  material  that  has  been  formalized,  captured  and  

leveraged  to  produce  a  higher-valued asset. It represents knowledge transformed to 

something of value to an organisation”. Garcia-Meca and Martinez (2005, p.305) defines IC 

as “…the knowledge, information, intellectual property and experience that can be put to use 

to create wealth”.  These definitions demonstrate a wider scope of IC which may not fall 

strictly with the narrow definition of intangible assets from the accounting perspectives. 

According to IAS 38, intangible assets are defined as “Non-financial assets without 

physical substance that are held for use in the production or supply of goods or services or 

for rental to others, or for administrative purposes, which are identifiable and are controlled 

by the enterprise as a result of past events, and from which economic benefits are expected to 

flow” (Kristandl and Bontis, 2007, p.1513).  Hence, most of the IC attributes fail to meet 

these accounting criteria, leaving voluntary disclosure in annual accounts to be the main 

source for such information. 

As mentioned before, IC can be expressed as the difference between market value and 

book value since all physical assets are already reflected in SFP of the company (see 

Brooking, 1997; Mouritsen, 2003; Beattie and Thomson, 2007). This definition also fits in 

with how ‘intangible asset’ is defined in accounting literature. Lev (2001) argues that some of 

the differences between market and book value of a company can be explained by 

unrecognised intangible assets. This explanation should be viewed with caution given the 

other factors which can explain the difference between market value and book value. First of 

all, stock price fluctuations can happen and may not be directly related to intangible assets 
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(Kristandl and Bontis, 2007). Secondly, historical cost of the assets in annual accounts may 

not reflect a true market value of the asset (see Lev, 2001). 

According to Bontis et al. (1999, p. 397) IC is a broad term which is made of ‘the 

collection of intangible resources and their flows’. What is of interest to any organisation is 

to understand not only what constitutes “intangible asset” or what resources exist at a 

particular point in time (i.e stock of IC) but also to understand the flow of ‘intangible asset’ 

where resources are used and interact with other intellectual and physical resources. (Bontis 

et al., 1999; Striukova et al., 2008). 

CIMA (2001 cited in Li et al., 2008) defines IC as “… the possession of knowledge and 

experience, professional knowledge and skill, good relationships, and technological 

capacities, which when applied will give organisations competitive advantage”. This 

definition supports a resource based view where IC is treated as firm resources which can 

provide a competitive advantage by increasing effectiveness and efficiency of firm’s 

operations (Barney, 1991). Indeed, Barney (1991) specifies key IC categories such as 

organisational capital and human capital as part of firm’s resources which can provide 

competitive advantage. 

Indeed, these definitions noted above contribute to clarifying what IC is for the purposes of 

this study. It can be summarised as any intangible asset which is not part of a mandatory 

disclosure in annual accounts and can create value for organisation. 

While researchers have different views when defining IC as a concept, IC framework 

developed by Sveiby (1997) divides IC categories into three key elements such as internal 

structure, external structure and employee competence. Guthrie and Petty (2000) provide a 

similar classification of IC categories such as internal structure, external structure and human 

capital with modified 24 IC attributes based on Sveiby (1997). Many other researchers use 

the three way division of IC category and have used the IC framework developed by Guthrie 

and Petty (2000). Table 1 (refer to Appendix 1) shows the previous studies that have 

adopted this framework. We can conclude that this framework has been accepted in both 

developed and developing economies. 

 

2.1 Reporting and measuring Intellectual Capital 

One of the challenges is finding a consensus about “the need to report, what to report and 

how to report it” (Petty and Guthrie, 1999, p.20). Some researchers have developed their own 
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methods of measuring and managing intangibles and intellectual capital. However, there are 

still difficulties in the definition and measurement of IC in general. Hence, the lack of a 

standard framework for IC disclosure and benchmarking resulted in the limited IC adoption 

by companies (Lee and Guthrie, 2010). 

Sveiby (2010) has provided a summary of 34 methods and models which aim to measure 

intangibles as well as intellectual capital. Some of the methods with larger acceptability by 

researchers and companies are discussed below. One of these methods is developed by 

Konrad Group which aims to provide explanation for the gap between market value and book 

value of the firm. It prescribed initial categorisation of capital into three main sections such as 

human capital, organisational capital and customer capital which has become a standard for 

future researchers and practitioners (Sveiby, 1989). 

Another method is Kaplan and Norton’s (1992) Balanced Scorecard which aims to 

measure firm’s performance by four major perspectives including financial as well as non-

financial indicators. The significance of this method is that it pinpoints that for firm’s better 

performance and sustainability in the future, it needs not only financial performance 

measures, but also non-financial performance measures. These four perspectives are as 

follows: (1) financial perspective; (2) customer perspective; (3) internal business 

perspective; and (4) innovation and learning perspective. 

IC reporting can have both internal and external usage. Internally, it can create a platform 

for managers to take better decisions using such methods as balanced scorecard (Kaplan and 

Norton, 1992) and Sveiby’s (1996, 1997) intangible asset monitor. Externally it can assist 

executive management in influencing market actors, thereby affecting firm’s market 

valuation (Lee and Guthrie, 2010).  The decision regarding what method to use depends on 

the objectives of the research and research questions being investigated. IC reporting is either 

self-reporting voluntary initiative or third party IC assessments based on content analysis of 

annual reports or other reporting media (Lee and Guthrie, 2010). 

 

2.2 Intellectual Capital – discussion of the previous literature  

The volume of academic contribution in managing and measuring intellectual capital has 

significantly increased within the last two decades. It should be noted that in the last 15 years 

of research on IC disclosure and practices, Intellectual Capital Accounting Research (ICAR 

hereafter) established itself as a separate research domain (see Guthrie et al., 2012).   
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Current literature review of top 11 peer reviewed journals in the area of knowledge 

management and intellectual capital has identified over 2,175 articles published during 1994- 

2008 (Serenko et al., 2010).  Since the launch of the Journal of Intellectual Capital alone in 

2000, there were over 300 articles discussing various aspects of intellectual capital (Walker, 

2009). In 2004, more IC journals were published such as Intangible Capital and International 

Journal of Learning and Intellectual Capital further expanding IC discussion. Other 

accounting journals (for example, Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal; 

Accounting and Business Research; Accounting Forum; Accounting, Organizations and 

Society; British Accounting Review; Critical Perspectives on Accounting) have also started to 

provide coverage for various IC related topics. 

The wider coverage of IC topics and the increased interest from academics have shaped IC 

as a standalone academic discipline. Guthrie et al. (2012) provide a critical review of ICAR 

in the last decade. They conclude that there is an increase in Intellectual Capital Accounting 

based on the review of top 10 peer reviewed journals (2 specialist and 8 general accounting 

journals) over the period of 2000-2009. They also emphasise on the need for ICAR 

researchers to open their research to the wider accounting community so that feedback and 

critique could assist in the acceptance of the ICAR as a separate field of research. 

On the contrary, the benefits of voluntary IC disclosure are questioned when it comes to 

improving transparency among different users of the reports by listed companies as well as 

public institutions. Given that the voluntary disclosure is driven by management, only “right” 

information is included in the reports in order to serve the information needs for users. 

However, hand-picked voluntary IC disclosure by management may not assist with the 

transparency and understanding among the users (Nielsen and Madsen, 2009).   

Stiukova et al. (2008) and Campbell and Adbul Rahman (2010) provide an extensive 

overview of previous research on IC and its disclosure in various media such as annual 

reports, prospectus, web-page and more. The summary of selected previous empirical studies 

on IC and its disclosure is shown in Table 2 (refer to Appendix 1).  

Since 1999, researchers have concentrated on assessing the overall level of ICD in annual 

reports by conducting content analysis based on IC framework with list of IC attributes (see 

Guthrie and Petty, 2000, Brennan, 2001). 

One of the early works on ICD practices was conducted by researchers in Australia who 

examined firms’ practices in managing and reporting IC (Guthrie and Petty, 2000). They 

conclude that there was no consistent framework to report the key components of intellectual 
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capital by large Australian companies. Although companies were aware of the significance of 

intellectual capital, the management were not proactive enough in systematically measuring 

and reporting IC items externally. This might be due to lack of an established framework for 

reporting. 

Brennan (2001) has used the IC framework developed by Guthrie and Petty (2000.)  Her 

results show that 9 out 11 companies had “hidden value” in the range of 57% to 93% (the 

difference between book value and market value). It suggests that intangible assets in these 

companies represent a significant value of overall market capitalisation. However, there was 

a limited voluntary disclosure relating to IC in annual accounts and from those disclosed it 

was mostly in qualitative terms by Irish companies.  

Bozzolan et al. (2003) also employ the framework developed by Guthrie and Petty (2000) 

in order to analyse the level of the ICD in the context of 30 non-financial companies listed in 

the Italian Stock Exchange. They detect that Italian companies report more on external 

structure, specifically customers, distribution channels, business collaboration, and brands. In 

addition, they identify that factors such as industry and size are important in explaining the 

differences in ICD of Italian companies. Moreover, Guthrie et al. (2006) argue that although 

there is a higher awareness of the need to disclose more voluntary IC by Australian 

companies, disclosures in annual reports are mainly of a discursive nature rather than 

quantitative suggesting the unwillingness of companies to assign monetary value to IC assets. 

Branswijck and Everaert (2012) show that companies reported more extensively on IC 

attributes in their IPO prospectus than in annual reports which could reduce information 

asymmetry. They also detect that if there is a higher level of ICD in the IPO prospectus, there 

will be a higher level of ICD in the subsequent annual report due to potential economic 

benefits to the company by better serving stakeholders. 

Other studies shed the light into ICD practices in developing countries such as Sri Lanka 

(Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2005) as well as emerging markets such as China (Yi and Davey, 

2010). Abeysekera and Guthrie (2005) find that there was an increase in the level of ICD 

over the period of the study. However, the authors indicate the lack of framework and 

consistent approach in voluntary ICD given the lack of explicit reference to ‘intellectual 

capital’ in annual reports. It is noted that ICD in annual reports was mostly of qualitative 

nature rather than quantitative.  However, there is a limited disclosure on IC terms such as 

patent, copyright, trademark, franchising agreement, know-how and the vocational 

qualification. Yi and Davey (2010) conclude that the current level of ICD by Chinese 
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companies is not high; however, it demonstrates the awareness of companies on the 

importance of voluntary ICD. It is noted that IC attributes disclosures are mainly discursive 

in nature rather than being quantitative. 

From the UK perspectives (refer to Table 3 in Appendix 1), Williams (2001) concludes 

that the average level of ICD, when a company is performing well in terms of intellectual 

capital performance, tends to disclose less voluntary IC information. It is suggested that the 

reason for such behaviour could be due to the possible competitors’ threat if sensitive 

information is disclosed voluntarily.  

Shareef and Davey (2005) show the importance of voluntary ICD in the annual reports of 

football clubs and hence, the need to develop industry specific guidelines on ICD for the 

football industry. Factors such as size and performance had a positive effect on voluntary 

ICD. Beattie and Thomson (2007) demonstrate the challenges faced when content analysis is 

used to investigate the level of ICD in annual reports. They argue that even though content 

analysis is an important methodology in the IC literature, but conducting such analysis should 

be done by developing shared meanings of the IC terms which could facilitate a better 

comparison across studies. 

Following on the concerns raised by Beattie and Thomson (2007), Striukova et al. (2008) 

investigate the IC reporting practices in UK companies and find that the retail sector had the 

highest level of ICD per company followed by pharmaceuticals/biotechnology, 

software/information technology and real estate/utilities. In addition, Li et al. (2008) 

concentrate on assessing the impact of corporate governance variables on the level of ICD in 

annual reports. They conclude that there is a positive relationship between corporate 

governance variables and the level of ICD in annual reports. Li et al. (2012) investigate the 

impact of the audit committee on the level of ICD in annual reports and conclude that there is 

a positive relationship between audit committee variables (size and frequency of meetings) 

and the level of ICD in annual reports. On the other hand, there is a negative relationship 

between audit committee directors’ shareholding and the level of ICD in annual reports. 

A recent work by Henry (2013) demonstrates a different approach to previous ICD 

analysis. In order to investigate the ICD practices in UK engineering sector, the author relies 

on qualitative approach by conducting 10 face-to-face semi structured interviews with top 

management of the selected sample. It has been reported that all respondents agreed that 

managing IC can improve the business processes. However, there was no evidence of IC 

management as dedicated strategy since none of the respondents were aware that such model 
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existed. Roslender et al. (2012) employ questionnaires to investigate the workforce health as 

an essential element of IC and report that the lack of familiarity of IC will be seen as a 

restriction for the contribution that “accountancy profession” is aiming to have. Similarly, 

Beattie and Smith (2012) have used questionnaires for UK listed financial directors who 

might influence IC to evaluate the disclosure theory and find strong support for both capital 

market considerations  and competitive disadvantage in their UK sample. 

Finally, Beattie and Smith (2013) provide a different perspective to analyse IC by 

considering linkages between IC, value creation and business model concept. They argue that 

current IC reporting frameworks’ failure for wider adoption is due to the fact that IC 

frameworks do not cover the whole business reporting but rather concentrate on a narrow IC 

reporting alone.  Their argument is further evidenced by conducting interviews with CFOs of 

eleven UK listed companies. They conclude that businesses should adopt the business model 

reporting framework which considers the whole company operations and integrate IC 

reporting and management as part of wider business reporting and company strategy (Beattie 

and Smith, 2013). 

 

2.3 Concluding remarks from IC literature  

Gowthorpe (2009) in her critical review of the intellectual capital studies concludes that 

accounting has different limitations and that in financial reporting; the capital reporting 

model cannot explain the “nebulous” of the IC concept. From management accounting view 

point, it is argued that it should not be stressed to manage IC. From theoretical perspectives, 

Alcaniz et al. (2011, p.104) states that “The continued absence of a critical perspective on 

intellectual capital is identified to be a worrying lacuna, and thereby a potentially valuable 

space for a further round of theoretical activity” 

Our critical review shows detailed insights on the ICD trends and challenges. First of all, in 

all instances content analysis was used as a method to search for key IC attributes/terms in 

the relevant media. The media used for such analysis was mainly annual reports (see for 

example, Guthrie and Petty, 2000; Brennan, 2001; Wiliams, 2001; Bozzolan et al., 2003; 

Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2005; Li et al., 2008; Campbell and Abdul Rahman, 2010; Li et al., 

2012) along with company websites (see for example, Striukova et al., 2008), a separate 

Intellectual Capital Statements (see for example, Mouritsen et al., 2001; Bellora and 

Guenther, 2013), interviews with top management (Henry, 2013), questionnaires (Beattie and 

Smith, 2012). 
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Secondly, in terms of IC framework, there was a general consensus in terms of what IC 

categories should involve which was divided into three main categories such as external 

(relational), internal (structural) and human capital. However, in terms of what IC attribute 

should be included under each IC category and the number of IC attributes to be included, 

there was a wide discrepancy since each researcher developed his/her own IC attributes to 

adjust to the context of the research. For example: IC framework developed by Guthrie and 

Petty (2000) used 24 IC attributes across 3 IC categories. In the meantime, Li et al. (2008) 

have used 61 IC attributes across 3 IC categories. It should, however, be noted that most 

researchers used the same or modified version of IC framework developed by Guthrie and 

Petty (2000) in order to analyse the level of ICD in other countries such as Ireland (Brennan, 

2001); Italy (Bozzolan et al., 2003); the UK (Striukova et al., 2008; Campbell and Adbul 

Rahman, 2010). In addition, this framework was used in Hong Kong and Australia (Guthrie 

et al., 2006). This demonstrates the wider acceptance of Guthrie and Petty (2000) IC 

framework. 

Thirdly, it can be concluded that while there was a trend that the level of ICD in annual 

reports has increased over the years, it was mostly in narrative/qualitative form rather than 

quantitative one. It is also argued that there is no reliable IC framework or structure which 

could be consistently used by organisations. In addition, it is found that the sector effect has 

an impact on the IC disclosure. 

Fourthly, previous research provides an insight on which of the three IC categories were 

reported mostly in annual reports.  Majority of the studies showed that external (or relational) 

capital reported the most in terms of frequency and volume, followed by human capital and 

internal (structural) capital (please see Table 1 for more details). 

Lastly, Beattie and Thomson (2007) demonstrate the challenges faced when content 

analysis is used to investigate the level of ICD in annual reports. The key argument here is 

the lack of common definitive language in IC definition and the various options being 

available to the researcher in analysing and measuring ICD have resulted in complexity of 

interpreting and comparing results across different studies. Hence, it is important that the 

methodology, used in the ICD content analysis, to be explained in detail so that that cross 

comparison with other studies might be possible. 
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3. Organisational Culture 

In this part of the study, we discuss organisational culture. First, we discuss culture definition, 

its development and its importance to firm’s overall performance. Secondly, we discuss the 

voluntary disclosure of organisational culture by reviewing prior studies. Finally, concluding 

remarks from the literature are discussed.  

 

3.1 Culture definition, its development and importance 

Culture as a concept has been developed from different domains such as anthropology, 

sociology, social psychology and organisational behaviour (see Pettigrew, 1979; Smircich, 

1983; Wilkins and Ouchi, 1983; Schein, 1990; Kotter and Heskett, 1992; Hatch, 1993; 

Wilson, 2001; Taras et al., 2009). When it comes to defining what organisational culture is, 

the key problem is a lack of common terminology and consensus among researchers. Key 

terms relating to culture showed the following result in Google count in Feb 2014: culture – 

432 M, organizational culture – 24.4 M, organisational culture (British English)– 8M. Since 

its inception, culture was subject to different definitions largely depending on the subjective 

interpretation of a researcher and the context in which the topic being discussed. Schein 

(1990, p.109) points out that “each culture researcher develops explicit or implicit 

paradigms that bias not only the definitions of key concepts but the whole approach to study 

the phenomenon”. Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952, p.181 cited in Taras et al., 2009) claim that 

there are over 164 definitions of culture over 60 years ago.  

The term “organisational culture” was first used in academic literature by Pettigrew (1979). 

His empirical study, based on a private UK boarding school, reveals that culture, which 

provides a meaning to employees in an organisation,  is not a unitary concept, but it embodies 

various concepts such as “symbol,  language, ideology,  belief,  ritual,  and  myth” (Pettigrew, 

1979, p.2).  

Another widely used definition of culture is given by Hofstede (1981, p.24): “Culture is 

the collective programming of the human mind that distinguishes the members of one human 

group from those of another. Culture in this sense is a system of collectively held values”. It 

refers to the culture of ‘nations’ which have distinct features and have an impact on the 

economic performance of that particular nation. In general, it can be defined as “a relatively 

stable set of beliefs, values and behaviours commonly held by a society” (Lim, 1995, p.16). 

In the last three decades, the concept of culture has become popular within the 

management literature and in its application to understand organisations (Hatch, 1993). From 
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theoretical perspectives within organisational studies, scholars were interested in how culture 

operates within organisations, while practitioners were more interested in understanding on 

how to manage and control this variable so that it can improve overall performance of the 

company (Sackmann, 2001). It is also argued that culture can help managers understand 

‘hidden and complex aspects of organizational life’ (Schein, 1992, p.3). 

Since 1980s, “organisational culture” concept became prominent thanks to several 

publications linking organisational culture management to the overall success of the company 

(Ouchi, 1981; Deal and Kennedy, 1982; Peters and Waterman, 1982). Business practitioners 

and managers were keen to learn in how organisational culture can impact employees as well 

as overall company performance. Unfortunately, the concept of culture within management 

studies became a variable to be managed, meaning “something an organization had” rather 

than “something it was” (Wilson, 2001). According to Schotlz (1987, p.80) “Corporate 

culture is the implicit, invisible, intrinsic, and informal consciousness of the organisation 

which guides the behaviour of the individuals and which shapes itself out of the behaviour.” 

Since the 1990s, more comprehensive definitions of culture were provided by several 

scholars (see Kotter and Heskett, 1992: Schein, 1992; Van der Post, 1998 and many others). 

Kotter and Heskett (1992. p.4) define culture as follows: “At the deeper and less visible level, 

culture refers to values that tend to persist over time even when group membership changes… 

At this level, culture can be extremely difficult to change, in part because group members are 

often unaware of the many of the values that bind them together…. At the more visible level, 

culture represents the behavior patterns or style of an organization that new employees are 

automatically encouraged to follow by their fellow employees.” Van der Post et al. (1998, 

p.1) state that culture “is a hidden but unifying force that provides meaning and direction”.  

Schein (1992) states that the culture of the organisation can be analysed in different levels 

where level refers to the degree of culture visibility to the observer. He suggests that the lack 

of differentiation of levels of culture can bring some confusion to culture definition. He 

identifies three levels: artefacts (visible products of the group such as language, products, 

clothing, displays, myths, stories and many others); espoused values (strategies, goals and 

philosophy of the company) and basic underlying assumptions (the unconscious level where 

we have taken for granted beliefs, thoughts, perceptions). Schein (1992) argues that the level 

of basic assumptions is extremely difficult to change. The analysis of culture levels 

demonstrates that organisational culture is a complex phenomenon when it comes to 
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understanding it in the context of organisations as well as any attempt to change or manage it 

from functionalist perspective of business practitioners.  

The above definitions of culture suggest that there is a huge variety in defining culture, 

however, there are some common points where all researchers agree in terms of 

organisational culture. First of all, organisational culture takes place in an organisation and 

shared among its employees in order to provide some meaning and direction to them. 

Secondly, organisational culture is a complex construct made of several layers as suggested 

by Schein (1992) and Kotter and Heskett (1992) and deeper levels are hard to understand and 

change. Thirdly, organisational culture can be made of several sub-organisational categories 

and smaller groups in an organisation, hence there is no single “culture” within organisation. 

 

From another viewpoint, Kotter and Heskett (1992) suggest that organisational culture has 

a long-term impact on the economic performance of the firm. However, they note that the 

impact of organisational culture could be positive as well as negative, and good performance 

can also impact strong culture, putting causality into question. They conclude that only 

organisations with cultures with a high degree of support for customers, stockholders and 

employees, and emphasise leadership at all managerial levels, tend to financially outperform 

companies which lacked ‘performance enhancing’ cultures. Van der Post et al. (1998) also 

assess the relationship between organisational culture and financial performance of 

companies in South Africa. They conclude that companies are likely to be more financially 

successful if certain cultural dimensions are shared by employees and if there is a minimum 

variation in perception of cultural dimensions among employees. Organisational culture can 

also impact the firm’s strategy (see Schwartz and Davis, 1981; Scholtz, 1987) or be a source 

of competitive advantage (see Barney, 1986; Hall, 1992, 1993; Michael and Daellenbach, 

1999; Sadri and Lees, 2001; Zahra et al., 2004; Flamholtz and Randle, 2012).  

 

We can conclude that the previous studies have demonstrated the importance of 

organisational culture as an intangible asset which can positively impact the company’s 

performance whether it is improving financial performance, employee behaviour or achieving 

a sustainable competitive advantage.  
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3.2 Voluntary disclosure of Organisational Culture as part of Intellectual Capital – 

Prior studies 

It should be noted that “organisational culture” is a relevant concept in this paper and 

within the scope of voluntary ICD discussion. First of all, “organisation culture” is classified 

as an IC attribute under internal (structural) capital in IC framework (see Table 2 and Table 3 

for more details).  Secondly, this paper is specifically interested to investigate the voluntary 

disclosure of “organisational culture” in annual reports of UK companies. The extant of 

literature review on the voluntary disclosure of organisational culture has shown that there is 

a limited work in this area despite the importance of organisational culture as an intangible 

asset which can positively impact the company’s performance.  

 

 We have reviewed a total 18 main studies on voluntary ICD disclosure in UK as well as 

other countries (see Table 2 and Table 3 for more details). Since, specific focus is on 

organisational culture as IC attribute, we have reviewed each previous study to establish the 

following: i) whether IC framework used as part of content analysis included organisation 

culture as IC attribute; ii) whether sample companies under study disclosed any voluntary 

information on organisational culture and to what extent.  

 

Now we provide a detailed analysis of organisational culture disclosure as part of voluntary 

ICD which we group under studies related different countries and the UK. There are 10 main 

studies which investigated either single country or cross-country analysis of ICD practices in 

different countries (see Table 2 for more details). The findings show 6 studies where 

organisational culture is disclosed as part of internal (structural) IC category in annual reports 

and related media (see Guthrie and Petty, 2000; Goh and Lim, 2004; Abdolmohammadi, 

2005; Guthrie et al., 2006; Scheinder and Samkin, 2008 Yi and Davey, 2010). When Guthrie 

and Petty (2000) investigate voluntary ICD practices by 20 listed Australian companies the 

term “corporate culture” has 6 hits and represent 11% of total hits under structural capital 

disclosure. Goh and Lim (2004) use Guthrie and Petty’s (2000) IC framework in the context 

of 20 top listed companies in Malaysia and “corporate culture” term is mentioned by every 

single company in this sample. Guthrie et al. (2006), Scheinder and Samkin (2008), Yi and 

Davey (2010) also records “corporate culture” being disclosed based on content analysis. 

Different from other studies, Abdolmohammadi (2005) also investigates voluntary ICD 
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practices by using various culture dimensions such as corporate culture, management 

philosophy, leadership and communication accordingly. Brennan (2001) and Bontis (2003) 

have not examined organisational culture and hence it is not disclosed at all. Brennan 

conducts content analysis on 11 listed knowledge-based companies in Ireland whereas Bontis 

performs automated content analysis on 10,000 Canadian companies. It is rather strange that 

none of these companies disclosed any term relating to organisational culture and hence, it 

raises a question why this should be the case. Finally, it was impossible to verify the 

disclosure since no detailed breakdown of IC attributes were provided (see Bozzolan et al., 

2003; Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2005).   

From the UK perspectives, there are 8 main studies (please see Table 3 for more details). The 

findings were as follows: 4 studies where organisational culture is disclosed as part of 

internal (structural) IC category in annual reports and related media (see Shareef and Davey, 

2005; Beattie and Thomson, 2006; Li et al., 2008; Striukova et al., 2008). Shareef and Davey 

(2005) review the voluntary ICD in the annual reports of football clubs and investigate 

organisational culture under the following dimensions: corporate culture, team spirits and 

management philosophy. They note that the organisational culture was the highest disclosed 

IC attribute under Internal Capital category with average disclosure score of 98% and second 

highest disclosed IC attribute overall. Striukova et al. (2008) and Li et al. (2008) also show 

that the term “organisational culture” was extensively disclosed  as part of Structural capital.  

In remaining 4 studies  it is impossible to verify the disclosure since no detailed breakdown 

of IC attributes are provided (see Williams, 2001; Campbell and Rahman, 2010; Li et al., 

2012; Henry, 2013).  

 

From another perspective, culture in itself can impact overall voluntary disclosure in 

annual reports. One of the initial empirical work by Adams (2002) suggests organisational 

culture is one of the key internal organisational factors which can explain to some extent the 

level of corporate social and ethical reporting by companies in UK and Germany. His 

empirical work is based on case study analysis: in-depth interviews with seven multinational 

companies from chemical and pharmaceutical sectors from UK and Germany. Haniffa and 

Cooke (2002, 2005) also conduct empirical work in order to assess the impact of culture 

characteristics (such as race and education among board of directors, finance directors and 

shareholders) on the level of voluntary disclosure in annual reports of listed Malaysian 
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companies. They conduct content analysis of annual reports for the year ended 1995 as well 

as 2002 for a sample of 167 companies.   

 

3.3 Concluding remarks from Culture studies 

 We argue that the IC practices and disclosure show that in all instances organisational 

culture is listed as part of the IC framework under the IC category of internal (structural) 

capital (please see Table 2 and Table 3 for more details).  In many occasions, the review of 

annual reports and other media demonstrate that, indeed, companies voluntarily disclose 

information on organisational culture or corporate culture.  

 However, the review previous 18 main studies highlight some key issues. First of all, in 

some studies, it was impossible to verify the disclosure of organisational culture since no 

detailed breakdown of IC attributes were provided in result’s section. This issue can be 

explained by assumption that researchers in these instances were more interested in overall 

level of disclosure rather than individual IC attributes under each category.  

Secondly, the extent of disclosure analysis of organisational culture was mainly dependent 

on how a researcher in question defined culture in terms of culture attributes and dimensions. 

Some researchers only searched for single term of “organisational culture “or “corporate 

culture” (see Guthrie and Petty, 2000; Goh and Lim, 2004) whereas others can come up with 

more detailed culture attributes hence, better capture voluntary disclosure of organisational 

culture (see Li et al., 2008; Campbell and Rahman, 2010). In these instances, it is clear that 

organisational culture as IC attribute are not given a detailed analysis or importance in terms 

of its voluntary disclosure. 

Furthermore, the disclosure of organisational culture is not consistent across different 

studies since in some instances there no single mention of the term organisational culture (see 

Brennan, 2001; Bontis, 2003).  This requires further investigation as to why this is the case.   

Finally, we argue that the functionalist view of culture perspective is more appropriate in 

the accounting arena. Previous studies aim to assess the level of voluntary ICD (including 

organisational culture) in annual reports. From ICAR literature point of view, “organisational 

culture” is a one IC attribute under internal (structural) category. We argue that management 

can invest in the IC assets, measure them, and report on them to internal and external 

stakeholders. Hence, we conclude that “organisational culture” as an IC attribute is an 

intangible asset which can be controlled and managed. 
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4. Emerging issues 

Based our review of the literature in the area of IC and organisational culture, it is therefore 

plausible to point to the following emerging issues within the accounting literature: 

 

4.1 Intellectual Capital definition, dimensions and attributes 

We argue that there is no single consensus on the definition of Intellectual Capital. The term 

“intellectual capital” is used interchangeably with terms such as “intangible asset”, 

“intangible resource”, “goodwill”, “knowledge”, “resource to manage” and many more. 

Given the ever expanding scope for the definition of intellectual capital, this raises a question 

whether the research stage where intellectual capital is defined is complete and whether an 

agreement can be reached. 

When it comes to separate dimensions, most authors use the framework which divides the 

intellectual capital into three distinct dimensions: external (relational) capital, human 

(employee) capital and internal (structural) capital (please see Table 1 for more details). 

Under each dimension, there are IC attributes making up a particular IC dimension. 

Although, there seems to be a consensus under what dimensions IC should be researched, 

there is no agreement as to what each dimension should include. Hence, this creates a 

challenge to any researcher who needs to decide what attributes to include under each 

dimension taking into account various factors such as country of origin, industry type and 

others. 

We find that more recent researchers base their judgement in terms of attributes on 

previous work of others. However, what is notable is the fact that there is a wide variability in 

number of attributes included under each dimension. For example, total number of IC 

attributes was 24 under three dimensions in research conducted by Guthrie and Petty (2000). 

While several authors have adopted IC framework suggested by Guthrie and Petty (2000) 

(see Brennan, 2001; Bozzolan et al., 2003; Campbell and Adbul Rahman, 2010), other 

researchers have developed their own IC framework which varied in terms of number of 

attributes included under each IC dimension (refer to Table 2 and Table 3 for more details). 

This causes two issues: First, it makes cross study comparison of voluntary disclosure 

practices very difficult, if not impossible, given the variability on number of attributes used 

by each researcher. Second, a researcher needs to use his/her own judgement as to whether to 

include one or the other attributes under each dimension taking into account country specific 
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factors as well as industry type being investigated. Hence, the comparison within such studies 

might not be an easy task for researchers. 

 

4.2 Measuring Intellectual Capital 

We conclude that in most cases researchers use content analysis in order to measure the level 

of voluntary IC disclosure in various sources such as annual reports, Intellectual Capital 

Statement, company websites and others (refer to Table 2 and Table 3 for more details). The 

standard measure of the level of IC disclosure, in simple terms, is counting the number of 

occurrences of a particular IC attribute and/or providing a weighting technique depending 

whether disclosure is of qualitative or quantitative nature. Therefore, the challenges usually 

faced by researchers are as follows: 

- Do they search for the exact IC attribute term such as “organisational culture” in the 

reports and count number of occurrences only? 

- Do they search for the exact IC attribute term such as “organisational culture” in the 

reports and assess in what context it has been used in the report? 

- Do they search for the exact IC attribute term such as “corporate culture” in the 

reports as well as other supporting words such as “teamwork” in, “values”, 

“philosophy” etc.? How do we come up with supporting words and assess which ones 

are valid in a particular context? 

Hence, we argue that such questions will raise issues of consistency and comparability of 

IC research among researchers. In addition, there is still available room for empirical research 

to investigate these elements.  

 

4.3 Reporting Intellectual Capital and its adoption in the UK 

Although there is a significant research in the definition, reporting IC disclosure in the past 

three decades, there is still limited adoption of voluntary IC disclosure from business 

practices in UK. 

First of all, since many of the previous studies are conducted using content analysis of 

annual reports or similar sources, there is no direct inquiry with the preparers of annual 

accounts, i.e. company management, who is ultimately responsible of what voluntary IC 

information to be included in annual reports (Refer to Table 3 for more details). For example, 

Henry (2013) has adopted a different approach to assess the IC disclosure practices in the UK 



22 
 

engineering sector by directly interviewing the top management of the selected sample via 

face-to-face semi-structured interviews. He concludes that respondents conduct activities 

which fall under IC categories, but respondents do those activities without being aware that 

they constitute IC practices. Hence, it suggests that the level of IC disclosure in annual 

reports is accidental rather than a thoughtful strategy implemented by management. In these 

interviews, all respondents agree that IC management can improve the business processes. 

However, there is no evidence of IC management as a dedicated strategy since none of the 

respondents are aware that such model exists. 

This raises key research questions which need to be addressed from accounting 

researchers: 

- What is the awareness level of UK businesses of IC models used to voluntarily 

disclose IC in various sources such as annual reports, company websites and 

others? 

- What are key empirical evidence suggesting the benefits of voluntary IC 

disclosure? 

- What are the barriers prohibiting the adoption of IC disclosure by UK businesses? 

 

4. 4 Organisational Culture and its disclosure in annual reports.  

For this research perspective, given the importance of organisational culture as an intangible 

asset, it would be interesting to assess how and to what extent organisational culture is being 

disclosed as part of voluntary ICD in the annual reports of UK companies. We conclude that, 

first of all, “organisational culture” as part IC attribute is reported by some companies 

whereas completely ignored by the others. However, the review of IC literature shows that 

when content analysis is conducted on various media (i.e. annual reports, IPO prospectus, 

company websites and others), no specific attention is paid to organisational culture and in 

most instances only frequency of the term “organisational culture”, “culture” or “corporate 

culture” are shown with no further discussion.  

Secondly, due to the lack of detailed breakdown of IC attributes in their results by some 

researchers (Williams, 2001; Bozzolan et al., 2003; Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2005; Campbell 

and Rahman, 2010; Li et al., 2012; Henry, 2013), it is impossible to verify whether 

organisational culture IC attribute is disclosed or not.  
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Having said that, some IC researchers go beyond the simple search for the term and 

provide more details what organisational culture entails when conducting the content analysis 

for ICD (see Li et al., 2008 and Campbell and Rahman, 2010).  

It can be concluded that empirical work on understanding voluntary disclosure of 

organisational culture as part of IC framework in annual reports is scarce at the present time.  

Hence, it provides a research opportunity to fill the knowledge gap by assessing how and to 

what extent organisational culture is being disclosed as part of voluntary IC disclosure in 

annual reports of UK companies. The future research in this area is particularly important, as 

it can provide a new perspective in analysing how organisational culture is being 

communicated to internal and external stakeholders as part of voluntary disclosure 

framework and answer an important question:  Are UK companies consistently disclosing 

voluntarily in annual reports on different aspects of organisational culture? 

We suggest that, organisational culture is a key intangible asset which can provide a 

company with a competitive sustainable advantage (see Barney, 1986; Hall, 1992, 1993; 

Michael and Daellenbach, 1999; Sadri and Lees, 2001; Zahra et al., 2004). Hence, it is 

important to assess how and to what extent organisational culture is being disclosed as part of 

voluntary intellectual capital disclosure in annual accounts in UK companies. 

 

4.5 Organisational Culture dimensions and organisational culture framework  

We argue that the domain of organisational behaviour shows that there are various 

frameworks which specify culture dimensions in order to assess the culture of a certain 

organisation. However, key methods to assess the culture are of qualitative (in-depth 

interviews) and quantitative (questionnaires) natures (see for example: Hofstede, 1980; 

Hofstede et al., 1990; Schein, 1990; O’Reilly et al., 1991; Kotter and Heskett, 1992; Zeitz et 

al., 1997; Taras, 2008). Hence, culture dimensions are usually tested using long 

questionnaires or in-depths interviews in order to assess the state of the organisational culture 

in the firm. The culture model and survey instruments measuring culture are usually 

multidimensional which capture cultural values, attitudes and practices (Taras et al, 2009).  

The review of literature reveals 121 instruments measuring culture and their underlying 

models (Taras, 2008). Taras et al. (2009) has identified at least 26 dimensions of culture 

based on the review of 121 instruments. 

 However, this research is specifically interested in disclosure of Organisational Culture 

dimensions as part of voluntary IC disclosure in annual reports. Hence, culture dimensions 
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assessed through in-depth interviews or questionnaires may not be easily translated into 

terms/phrases which could be used as part of content analysis. 

Accordingly, a key challenge for future research is the development of Organisational 

Culture Index which will assist in searching for key words/terms in annual accounts using the 

Content Analysis method.  In order to better capture voluntary disclosure of Organisational 

Culture in annual reports, the research should develop an Organisational Culture Disclosure 

index which will have key terms covering different dimensions of organisational culture. This 

index can then be used as part of content analysis to assess the level of voluntary disclosure 

in annual reports.  

 

 

5. Summary  

Many studies have focused on Intellectual Capital; such research includes IC definition and 

dimensions; IC reporting in practice; factors impacting IC disclosure; and IC measurement 

models. We aim to provide a critical review of the previous empirical studies and raise future 

research questions. In addition, we provide a new dimension of “organisational culture” and 

discuss different issues related to organisational culture from both culture view point and IC 

disclosure perspective.  

Hence, our paper contributes to the extant literature and points out the areas of agreement 

and the emerging issues in the intellectual capital area and stresses on the importance of other 

under-researched element within intellectual capital, namely, organisational culture.  This is 

because organisational culture has an important impact on firm performance. 

We suggest that there is further need for studies in intellectual capital disclosure to address 

the critical points we have raised in this research. In addition, for future analysis of voluntary 

disclosure of Organisational Culture, as part of intellectual capital, there are several questions 

which need to be addressed: 

- How do we define ‘organisational culture’ given the plethora of contradicting 

definitions? 

- What are the organisational culture dimensions and attributes? Which dimensions can 

make the structure of organisational culture framework to be used as part of content 

analysis of annual reports for voluntary disclosure of organisational culture? 
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- Do we search for the exact organisational culture attribute terms such as 

“organisational culture”, “corporate culture”, “values”, “philosophy” in the reports or 

do we also assess in what context these terms are used in the report? 

- What is the level of organisational culture disclosure (which is part of internal capital) 

in the annual reports of UK companies? 

- Should organisational culture be reported as part of voluntary disclosure in annual 

accounts?  

To recap, this research has provided a critical overview of previous empirical studies on 

intellectual capital and organisational culture in order to raise some outstanding questions 

which require further investigation. Specifically, research on voluntary disclosure of 

organisational culture as part of intellectual capital is scarce and provides opportunity for 

further research. 
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APPENDIX 1: 

 

Table 1: IC Categories Breakdown of Previous Studies 

Author Country 

External 

(Relational) 

capital (%) 

Human 

(Employee) 

capital (%) 

Internal 

(Structural) 

capital (%) 

Total 

(%) 

Guthrie and Petty (2000) Australia 40 30 30 100 

Brennan (2001) Ireland 49 22 29 100 

Bozzzolan et al. (2003) Italy 49 21 30 100 

Goh and Lim (2004) Malaysia 42 22 36 100 

Abeysekera and Guthrie 

(2005) Sri Lanka 44 36 20 100 

 Guthrie et al. (2006) 

  

Australia 49 10 41 100 

Hong Kong 37 35 28 100 

 Bozzolan et al. (2006)   

  

UK 60 15 25 100 

Italy 52 19 29 100 

Li et al. (2008) UK 38 28 34 100 

Striukova et al. (2008) UK 61 22 17 100 

Campbell and Abdul 

Rahman (2010) UK 61 27 12 100 

Yi and Davey (2010) China 46 24 30 100 

Wagiciengo and Belal 

(2012) 

South Africa 22 69 9 100 
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Table 2: IC literature excluding UK studies 

Author Country 

Investigated 

Year of 

publication 

Sample Size Years  

selected 

Source of 

Analysis  

Method of 

Analysis  

Summary of Method 

used 

IC Framework Org Culture disclosed 

(Yes/No) 

Guthrie and Petty  Australia 2000 20 Australian listed 

companies - 19 

largest companies by 

market capitalisation 

and 1 other company 

active in IC  

1998 Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

 No of disclosure terms 

and %  based on a 

modified framework of 

24 IC terms. 

Modified  intellectual 

capital framework  

(see Sveiby, 1997)  - 

24 IC terms. 

Yes - Corporate 

Culture accounting for 

almost 11%   or 6 hits 

of Structural Capital 

Disclosure.  

Brennan Ireland 2001 11 listed knowledge-

based companies 

1997, 

1998 

Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

 No of disclosure terms 

and %  based on a 

framework of 24 IC 

terms. 

Intellectual capital 

framework  developed 

by Guthrie and Petty 

(2000)- 24 IC terms. 

No - The term 

'organisational culture'  

was not disclosed in the 

sample tested.  

Bontis Canada 2003 10,000 Canadian 

companies 

Not 

provided 

Annual 

Report 

Automated 

Content 

Analysis 

 No of disclosure terms  

based on a framework 

of 39 IC terms. 

Electronic database 

used to perform the 

content analysis was 

Compact D: Cancorp 

Plus. 

39 IC terms derived 

from previous work of 

other researchers on IC 

as well as the panel of 

researchers from 

World Congress on 

Intellectual Capital.  

No - The term 

'organisational culture'  

was not disclosed in the 

sample tested.  

Bozzolan et al. Italy 2003 30 companies listed 

on Nuovo Mercato 

exchange 

2001 Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

 No of disclosure terms 

and %  based on a 

framework of 24 IC 

terms. 

Intellectual capital 

framework  developed 

by Guthrie and Petty 

(2000)- 24 IC terms. 

NA - No breakdown of 

individual disclosure 

items is provided. 

Goh and Lim 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Malaysia 2004 20 top profit-making 

public listed 

companies 

2001 Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

 No of disclosure terms 

and %  based on a 

framework of 24 IC 

terms. 

Intellectual capital 

framework  developed 

by Guthrie and Petty 

(2000)- 24 IC terms. 

Yes - Corporate 

Culture  was mentioned 

every single company  

report  under Structural 

Capital Disclosure.  
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Author Country 

Investigated 

Year of 

publication 

Sample Size Years  

selected 

Source of 

Analysis  

Method of 

Analysis  

Summary of Method 

used 

IC Framework Org Culture disclosed 

(Yes/No) 

Abeysekera and 

Guthrie 

Sri Lanka 2005 30 top firms listed on 

the Colombo Stock 

Exchange 

1998/19

99 and 

1999/20

00 

Annual 

Report 

 

Content 

Analysis 

No of disclosure terms  

in annual  reports 

based on a framework 

of 45 IC terms. 

45 IC terms derived 

from previous studies 

(CPA Australia, CMA 

Canada and IFAC). 

NA - No breakdown of 

individual disclosure 

items is provided. 

Abdolmohammadi USA 2005 58 companies 

randomly selected 

from Fortune 500 

1993-

1997 

Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

 Frequency of 

disclosure terms  based 

on a framework of 58 

IC terms. 

58 IC components and 

10 IC categories. 

Modified from Guthrie 

et al. (2004) 

Yes - Corporate 

Culture is disclosed. 

However, the author 

includes the following 

terms under Corporate 

culture category: 

"Corporate Culture", 

"Management 

Philosophy", 

"Leadership" and 

"Communication".  No 

further breakdown is 

provided for these 

separate terms.  

Guthrie et al. Hong Kong 

&Australia 

2006 50 listed companies 

from Australia and 

100 listed companies 

from Hong Kong 

2002 Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

 No of disclosure terms 

based on Guthrie and 

Petty (2000) 

framework. 

Guthrie and Petty 

(2000) framework - 24 

IC terms  

Yes - Corporate 

Culture was reported 

77 times (frequency)  

as part of Internal 

Capital Disclosure.  

Schneider and 

Samkin 

New Zealand 2008 82 local government 

authorities   

2004/20

05 

Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

No of IC disclosure 

terms and weighted 

disclosure score are 

used  based on  26 IC 

terms.  

Modified IC 

framework from 

previous studies - 26 

IC terms 

Yes - Corporate 

Culture/Values were 

noted  as part of 

Internal Capital 

Disclosure.  

Yi and Davey China 2010 49  dual listed 

companies 

2006 Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

No of IC disclosure 

terms and weighted 

disclosure score are 

used  based on  21 IC 

terms.  

Own IC framework 

developed from 

previous studies - 21 

IC terms 

Yes - Management 

Philosophy/ Corporate 

Culture received a 

disclose score of 0.35 

out of 1  

Table 2 Continued 
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Table 3 IC literature UK studies 

Author Year of 

publication 

Country Sample Size Years  
selected 

Source of 

Analysis  

Method of 

Analysis  
Summary of Method 

used 

Framework for IC 

categorisation 

Organisatinal/Corporate   

Culture disclosed 

(Yes/No 

Williams 2001 UK Random selection of 31 

companies from  FTSE 

100 listed companies.  

1996-

2000 

Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

Disclosure index (Cooke, 

1989) - no of items 

disclosed and its % from 

total of 50 disclosure 

items.  

50 items from previous 

literature 

NA - No breakdown of 

individual disclosure items 

is provided. 

Shareef and 

Davey 

2005 UK 19 English  football 

clubs 

  Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

Word - No and % of 

disclosure items based on 

disclosure  of 52 IC items 

52 IC items framework  

developed  from 

various  previous 

studies.   

Yes - Corporate Culture 

accounted the highest 

score  as part of Internal 

Capital Disclosure.  

Beattie and 

Thomson 

 

2007 UK One case study 

company - Next plc 

2004 Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

Text Unit based on his 

own framework developed 

from previous studies. 

Own framework 

developed from 

previous studies. 

Yes - 1 hit for  term 

'Culture' under Structural 

Capital disclosure. 

Striukova  

et al. 

2008 UK Sample of 15 listed 

companies from FTSE.  

Not 

stated  

Multiple 

sources 

Content 

Analysis 

Word - No and % of 

disclosure items based on 

Guthrie et al. (2004)  and 

Guthrie and Petty 

(2000)framework 

Guthrie et al. (2004)  

and Guthrie and Petty 

(2000) framework 

Yes - Corporate Culture 

accounting for 10%  of 

Structural Capital 

Disclosure.  

Li et al.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UK 100 UK listed 

companies from London 

Stock Exchange. 

Companies are chosen 

from seven sectors 

which are IC- intensive. 

2004/200

5 

Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

Text, numerical and 

graphical/pictoral count is 

used based on 61 IC items 

framework.  

Researchers' own 61 IC 

items framework  

based on previous 

studies. 

Yes - Corporate Culture  

term is mentioned by 58 

firms out of sample of 100 

and average words used 

per firm is 32.  
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Author Year of 

publication 

Country Sample Size Years  
selected 

Source of 

Analysis  

Method of 

Analysis  
Summary of Method 

used 

Framework for IC 

categorisation 

Organisatinal/Corporate   

Culture disclosed 

(Yes/No 

Campbell 

and Rahman 

2010 UK Single case study on 

Mark & Spencer 

1978 -

2008 

Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

Phrase, clause or theme 

based on Guthrie and Petty 

(2000) framework 

Guthrie and Petty 

(2000) framework 

N/A -  No breakdown of 

individual disclosure items 

is provided. However, 

author provides indicators to 

locate organisational 

culture: vision, mission, 

code of ethic, code of 

conduct, code of practice, 

principles of operation   

Li et al  2012 UK 100 UK listed 

companies from London 

Stock Exchange. 

Companies are chosen 

from seven sectors 

which are IC- intensive. 

2005 Annual 

Report 

Content 

Analysis 

Text, numerical and 

graphical/pictoral count is 

used based on 61 IC items 

framework.  

61 IC items framework 

by Li et al. (2008) 

N/A -  No breakdown of 

individual disclosure items 

is provided.  

Henry  2013 UK 10 engineering 

companies  

Not 

provided 

Semi 

structured 

interviews 

Qualitative 

Analysis 

using 

Nvivo 

software 

program.  

Data from one to one semi 

structured interviews with 

top management  were  

analysed by the use of 

Nvivo software program. 

Lee and Guthrie (2010) 

framework  

NA - No breakdown of 

individual disclosure items 

is provided. 
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