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1. Introduction

In a growing body of literature there is no conssnm giving the definition of what
intangible assets are, how to measure them, or tfeowest quantify its contribution to
outcome (either current or future). This articlees the author’s analysis on which assets in
contemporary researches refer to intangible as&atsthen a detailed discussion is presented
on how each of intangible assets can be measusgogban different views.

2. What are intangible assets?

According to Teplova [2006] intangible assets oteliectual capital (IC) can be
divided into four groups (diagram 1): human intdahgiassets, marketing intangible assets,
infrastructure intangible assets and intellectuapprty.

To human intangible assets personal characterisfiecsvners and management and
their business reputation, overall qualificationpefsonnel, possession of entrepreneurial and
managerial skills, business relationships with a@o&rs and government agencies are
referred.

Brands, trademarks determining customer loyalty banreferred to as marketing
intangible assets. In some researches customdtylogaeferred to as marketing intangible
assets, but brands, trademarks are classifiedrastiicture intangible assets.

Corporate culture, methods of personnel managemeodel of human interaction,
information and software technology used by the mamy are referred to as infrastructure
intangible assets.

Intellectual property consists of two componentgeots of copyright ownership and
industrial property.

Diagram 1. Intangible assets of the company
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In foreign researches intangibles such as copwjdghdde names, the value of the
brand name, product differentiation, good-will argsfrom product reputation, R&D capital,
human capital, relationship capital and organizeticapital without division into groups are
classified as intangible assets. Foreign reseacbay more attention to intangible assets
measurement.

In my opinion, domestic researchers focus on diaasibn intangibles rather than on
defining measurable intangibles and estimate timtangibles according corporate strategy.

The notion of organizational capital is not newfaneign literature; however, it still
has varied significance. Sadowski and Ludewig [206tate that there are at least two
different understandings of this notion, one, whtonsiders organizational capital similar to
human as interconnected with the individuals and tther school which refers to
organizational capital as embodied in and linkedthe organization rather than the
individuals. In this context organizational capitahs been defined as the order that
organization imposes on itself [Sadowski and Lude{2003)], a collective resource-business
practice, processes, designs and also compensatsdems which can be conceptualized as
an extra, often unmeasured factor of productiopaesible for abnormal firm performance
due to degree of uniqueness [Lev and Radhakrist2G08)].

Human capital means that company uses the maxinmoura of knowledge of their
employees or that maximum number of staff has tteevkedge, can benefit the company.

3. How to measure it?

When considering measurement issues controllabi{ny assets) as well as
transferability of ownership are used to categoirtangibles, in this regard intangibles range
from those that could be easily controlled and dnidhe firm to those that neither could be
sell nor control. Intangibles such as copyrightand, and trade names face less measurement
problems, since they can be bought and sold. Howetleer intangibles like human capital,
relationship capital, or organizational capitaligaralong with the ability of the firm to sell
them, which it turn make the measurement task mifieult.

There are some questions that arise when we tnetsure intangibles.

First, determine the appropriate unit of observatla international researches unit of
observation varies from business line, establishrieml to firm level data. Teplova [2006]
marks out more units, such as creditors, investurs

Teplova [2006] states that specific compositionnténgibles for each firm imposed
constraints on measurement intangible assets gpehdeon task that is carried by chosen
unit.

The next question is who should be surveyed: werk@anagers or human resource
workers?

Through the literature, the measurement of intdegisset like organizational capital
was carried out by two alternative procedures: mpmsite variable based on data gathered
through surveys [Black and Lynch (2002)], or bylasmg its productivity contribution
[Sadowski and Ludewig (2003)].

To measure organizational capital we have chosdocies on some of the elements
that can be shown. This does not mean to be anustiha list of all elements of
organizational capital but rather the starting pdivat is representative. Black and Lynch
[2002] suggest dividing organizational capital irtteee broad components — workforce
training, employee voice and work design.

What do they think about each component?

Workforce training raises the productive capacitytte firm. Spillover effects for
training may depend on the organizational structiréhe firm much more in which these
investments in human capital are made.



Newer forms of organization involve giving emplogarore input into the production
process and greater opportunities to improve efficy.

Examples of practices in third component includeribmber of levels of management
within the firm, the existence and diffusion of jadiation, benchmarking.

The training measure is a range of formal training.

The employee voice measure is primarily the rightvorkers to voice complaints
under some form of due process rather than otlpastyf direct employee participation in
decision of making within the firm. In general meigs are used including the existence of
TQM system, the percentage of production or fraetlivorkers meeting in groups.

Through the literature the measurement of orgaioizak capital was carried by two
alternative procedures: a composite variable basedata gathered through surveys or by
isolating its productivity contribution.

The human capital is measured as the proportiorewfproducts in total sales.

In high-tech industries used another method of oreasent. In these industries
frequent change of product range takes place. Mg gises in the quality of new products
compensate lower prices on out of date productiseltompare the cost of new products and
the sale price of the old product, the first wi# much higher, and their difference is the
valuation of the novelty of new products.

There is another point of view on measurement afidru capital through evaluation of
seniority, experience and staff turnover. The iathes characterizing the level of professional
staffing company, include the following:

* age composition of employees;

» qualification of staff;

* average length of service in the specialty;

* number of employees working directly with customers

Infrastructure intangible assets measure througtuation stocks of knowledge. All
knowledge of the firm are divided into followingroponents:

* technical (results of research, development, tgstkmow-how, production
technology, other trade secrets, etc.);

* market (copyrights, trade name, trademark, adwegtisvarranty, registration
of trademarks, designs, etc.);

* knowledge and skills (knowledge base, technicalicational, reference,
statistical and legal literature, quality standardschnical specifications,
guidance documents, requirements and system seauanufacturing license,
information systems, etc.).

The basic rule for valuation of each componenbisest them for possession market
value. It means that each component:

» contribute to the fact that the products (servicgghe firms have advantages
over products of other firms;

» valuable to other companies;

 there are firms which ready to pay extra for gettime knowledge.

The greater the economic power of customers arghtsli the greater marketing
capital the firm has.

In domestic researches methods of determining ¢se af marketing capital consists
of several stages:

» Determination of the projection period. Period dbooe associated with the
cyclical nature of company’s business, its systémplanning;

 Conduct a survey of profits and cost-of-service ulag customers and
newcomers to the company;



* Knowing the value of profit for customer per yeadahe average percentage
of profits from the use of fixed assets of the camp (according to their
elimination and renewal), we can calculate thealtobst" to consumers each
year and for the entire forecast period.

The following conclusions can be drawn from thespre study

Intangible assets should not be measured by irEauch as the amount of money
spent on their development. Value of intangibleetssscan be determined according to
corporate strategy but not the amount of moneytspertheir creation, or how much they
cost by themselves. If intangible assets are fudhysistent with the strategy, then, their value
to the organization increases substantially. Onciirary, if the intangible assets do not
meet the company strategy, even if a large sumafay were spent on their development,
value of these intangible assets would be inconiphasmall.

4. Conclusion

This paper has shown that there is neither a sidglmition nor a single method to
measure intangibles.

This is an important issue for future research.

First, we should consider a different set of inthleg for different industries. In
different industries (consumer-product industriegh-tech industries) different intangibles
are likely to be important. In consumer-productusidies marketing intangible assets are
likely to be important (has strategic importance tlee firm). In high-tech industries R&D
capital is likely to be important.

Second, treating intangibles as investments meamsecting investments with
innovations: innovation product, process, orgaiora or marketing. Therefore, a firm can
make investments focusing on measuring these iilitisgand choose the appropriate
corporate strategy.
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