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Abstract This paper introduces a framework for analysing intellectual capital statements. It is
suggested that the three-way model of intellectual capital (human, ovganisations and structural)
can be developed in its descriptive and its prescriptive qualities. Another model is offered which
relate intellectual capital indicators to the firm’s knowledge strategy. This IC accounting system
describes the transactions that allow the firm’s knowledge strategy to be implemented and it
prescribes an agenda from which it is possible to monitor the effects around intellectual resources,
to qualify and upgrade them and to survey the portfolio of intellectual resources. An example of
Systematic Software Engineering’s two intellectual capital statements from 1999 and 2000 is
used to illustrate how intellectual capital statements may be read from this perspective.

Introduction

Published intellectual capital statements are rare documents. Even if Skandia
and Dow Chemicals published intellectual capital statements in the 1990s, there
has been more talk about the possible benefits of such documents than of their
actual content. Several authors (e.g. Bontis et al, 1999; Erhvervs
Udviklingsradet, 1997; Guthrie and Petty, 2000; Harvey and Lusch, 1999;
Johanson ef al., 1998, 1999; Larsen et al., 1999, Mouritsen, 1998, 2000; Petty and
Guthrie, 2000; Sanchez et al., 2000) discuss new forms of reporting systems,
which include “non-financial” indicators. Rarely, however, were these reporting
systems specifically developed as intellectual capital statements. Typically,
they were “new” forms of reporting systems generally. There is still a lack of
research about firms that set out to develop intellectual capital statements.
Therefore, there is little analysis of situations where intellectual capital
statements are seen as answers, just as there is little evidence about the
question that makes an intellectual capital statement an interesting answer.

In Guthrie and Petty’s (2000) study of Australian practices, the three-way
breakdown of intellectual capital into human capital, organisational capital and
customer capital (Edvinsson, 1997; Edvinsson and Malone, 1997; Roos et al.,
1997; Stewart, 1997; Sullivan, 1998) is used to “measure’ the content of new
forms of reporting. Using this classification, Guthrie and Petty (2000) suggest
that the indicators used in the statements spread across the three forms of
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capital (internal structure) and 40 per cent customer capital (external structure).
It is possible to count the number of indicators, and this creates insight into the
structure of intellectual capital indicators, but it has limited indication of the
structure of intellectual capital.

It is also possible to aggregate them. Roos et al. (1997, p. 83ff) develop an
IC-index that creates an indicator for each of the three forms of intellectual
capital and an aggregate one, which then can be monitored across time.
Weights have to be assigned to the actual value of each indicator and then the
weighed IC index can be produced. This procedure has merit as it integrates
indicators, but it is an open question how weights are to be found.

It is even possible to simulate and present the indicators in complex graphs.
Edvinsson et al. (2000) show how an IC-landscape can describe the intellectual
capital components in 3-D representations, illustrate the effects of simulations
and use them as forecast information. This procedure allows communication of
the structure of the intellectual capital but it may be near to impossible to find
the model that allows predictions to be made about the states of the indicators.

Whether the indicators are weighed or not, and whether they are simulated
and visualised or not, however, the three-way model neither describes nor
prescribes the development of intellectual resources well since it tends to draw
the indicators away from the context they represent. There is more to an
intellectual capital statement than the indicators. Reading an intellectual
capital is different from reading a financial statement, because the intellectual
capital statement does not have the institutions that make certain readings
conventional, as in the case of the financial statement. The financial statement
1s an institutionalised reading of, for example, profitability, liquidity and
solidity. Through history, capital markets have increasingly refined this
reading taking into regard industry-specific influence, firm-specific variance
and the effect of the general economic climate. This is located in strong
institutional contexts.

The intellectual capital statement does not have such institutions. This is
why the indicators in the intellectual capital statement typically cannot be read
as directly and “easily” as the ones in financial statements. The logic of reading
the indicators can therefore not be “outside” the document but it has to be made
part of it. Roos et al. (1997) say that the measurement of the intellectual capital
and the management of knowledge and information go hand in hand:
“Intellectual capital is concerned with how better to manage and measure
knowledge and other intangibles in the company” (Roos et al,, 1997, pp. 6-7). If
measurement does not make management — or intervention — possible there is
no need for it. Therefore, the measurement system needed to probe into
intellectual capital has to be part of an idea of intervention around managing
knowledge (Allee, 1997; Baxter and Chua, 1999; Bukh ef al., 2001; Birkitt, 1995;
Guthrie, 2001; Larsen et al., 1999; Roos and Roos, 1997; Ross, 1998; Sveiby,
1997; Sullivan, 1998). In effect, an intellectual capital statement has to be about
a firm’s knowledge management activities. How is this possible? How can this
beread from an intellectual capital statement?



To answer these questions, this paper uses Systematic Software
Engineering Ltd’s two intellectual capital statements to illustrate how
intellectual capital statements may be analysed[l]. It analyses their
composition, textual content and indicators and thereby it illustrates that and
how an intellectual capital statement is a report on the firm’s knowledge
management activities. The textual parts of the statement present the firm’s
knowledge management strategy — often as a story about the effects on users
that derive from the firm’s knowledge resources — and the associated set of
management challenges needed to implement the knowledge management
strategy. The indicators of an intellectual capital statement are there to monitor
the implementation of the management challenges. The indicators do not
measure and explain the difference between market and book value and they
do not compute a financial value of the firm[2]. Rather, the indicators are there
to check on the degree to which the firm’s knowledge management strategy has
been made real. An IC accounting system may help monitoring the effects of
knowledge resources, the qualification and development of available
knowledge resources, and the development of the portfolio knowledge
resources.

The paper explains and illustrates these points, and it is organised as
follows. The next section discusses models of intellectual capital. Briefly, it
attempts to show why and how it may be possible to criticise the three-way
split in human, organisational and customer capital. This section goes on to
argue how it is possible to develop stronger analytical dimension which allows
some form of prescription. Then a section presents Systematic’s intellectual
capital statements. This section discusses how knowledge management can be
put on such a form that it may be related to indicators. The last section
provides conclusions.

The three-way intellectual capital model
The idea of intellectual capital is explained by Edvinsson and Malone (1998,
p. 21, translation added) as follows:

Perhaps, the role of intellectual capital is easiest explained by using a metaphor. If we
imagine a firm as a living organism; for example, a tree, one can say that organisational
plans, annual and quarterly reports, firm brochures, and other documents are the trunk,
branches and leaves. The wise investor will examine the tree whether he can harvest ripe
fruit. But to assume that we have now seen the whole tree because we have seen the visible is
a grave mistake. At least half the tree is below surface in the roots. And while the taste of the
fruits and the colour of the leaves make a good presentation of the present health of the tree, it
is much more effective to look at what goes on in the roots if one wants to form an opinion
about the health of the tree for the coming years. There may be rot below the surface, which
as time goes may Kkill the tree that looks healthy presently. This is what makes intellectual
capital — investigation of roots of a firm’s value, measurement of the dynamic factors, which
are found below the visible surface of a firm’s buildings and products — so important.

This elegant presentation shows intellectual capital in action. It tells a story
about the relationship between the past and the future, and it dramatises the
need to look after the roots. Intellectual capital is thus partly a story of
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interlinked activities that happen all over the tree at any moment in time. To
understand a firm’s intellectual resources one has to look beyond the present
fruits and towards the ability to produce fruits in the future.

The three-way split into human capital, organisational (structural) capital
and customer capital is thought to be able to report beyond the present.
Stewart’s (1997, p. 86) proposition is mainstream and he defines human capital
as that which thinks: “[mJoney talks, but it does not think; machines perform,
often better than any human being can, but do not invent ... [The] primary
purpose of human capital is innovation — whether of new products and
services, or of improving in business processes’. Structural capital is
“knowledge that doesn’t go home at night ... [I]t belongs to the organization as
a whole. It can be reproduced and shared ... technologies, inventions, data,
publications, ... [and] strategy and culture, structures and systems,
organisational routines and procedures” (Stewart, 1997, pp. 108-9). Like human
capital, the firm cannot own customer capital. Yet, it is crucial because it is “the
value of its franchise, its ongoing relationships with the people or organisations
to which it sells ... [like] market share, customer retention and defection rates,
and per customer profitability” (Stewart, 1997, p. 143). Edvinsson’s and
Sveiby’s models are presented in Figure 1. There are significant overlaps.

Stewart’s definition is adopted by most authors on intellectual capital even if
there are small variations (see Figure 1). However, it has two problems: one of
description and one of prescription!

Problem 1: description — the three-way model is functional

The three-way model separates the three kinds of knowledge resources. It
purifies the distinction between them and claims that the three categories exist
as autonomous functional entities. Humans think; and they go home.
Organisational/structural capital does not go home and is probably more
reliable. It does not have agency and does not resist — not even being sold.
Organisational capital is therefore a key element in understanding the firm as a
predictable entity. It is routinised and procedurised. Customer capital is — like
human capital — not reliable as the customer base can flee away. It is valuable,
however, and therefore customers have to be stabilised by providing valuable
relationships. Customers have to be bought and then they will be loyal.

The three elements of intellectual capital fundamentally exist in separation
because they have different relations to property rights. People cannot be
owned; machines can. Customers cannot be owned, technology and routines
can. However, the three categories are not only related, they are also integral to
each other. People work through technology; customers get services from
people, information technology circulates both customers and employees (Bukh
et al., 2001). Therefore the three kinds of resources are complements. They are
part of a network of things and people that co-produce the effects of the whole
network. Even when interaction between the three factors is argued to be
mmportant as Roos et al (1997) do, in their IC index they are presented
individually. The descriptive properties of the three-way model miss
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complementary between the elements that cohere not because they help
mobilise the knowledge strategy of the firm and they are interesting only to the
degree that they can monitor its implementation. The intellectual capital
statement translates a set of knowledge management challenges into a bundle
of interrelated indicators that traverse the three elements of intellectual capital.
Where does this leave indicators? It leaves them at a level with the indicators
in a financial statement. Financial statements do not principally “measure” the
economy; they are literally expressions of an organisation of receipts.
Analogously, indicators in an intellectual capital statement may be about
transactions made visible through the “receipt” that defines an indicator, which
are often statements about employees, about customer-relations, about
processes, or about technology (e.g. Bukh ef al, 2001, Mouritsen et al,
forthcoming). This is not the three-way model because the “receipt perspective”
is not functional — statements on employees may not (only) say something
about employees but (also) about technology if it is about training in IT.
Statements on employee-satisfaction may not (only) be indicative of the firm’s
human resource program but (also) of interesting customer-relations. To turn
from an idea of functional classification to one of classifying transactions
changes the interpretation of an indicator. The descriptive qualities of the
intellectual capital elements change from the three-way model’s emphasis on
functional qualities towards an alternative that “merely” identifies the “receipts”
that make up a number. This “merely” classifies indicators, which then can be
attached to the implementation of management challenges relevant to the firm’s
strategy rather than fill out the gap between a market value and a book value.

Problem 2: prescription — the three-way model has no management agenda
The three-way model does not prescribe any effect of the indicators. Comparing
the three-way model with a conventional financial statement, it has objects akin
to revenues, costs, assets and liabilities but it does not have anything similar to
the analytical potentiality found in profitability, liquidity and solidity, which
are three evaluative and potentially prescriptive readings of a financial
statement. The three-way model omits issues and problems that face a reader
of an intellectual capital statement.

Prescriptions are associated with possible courses of action. Comparing
again to Edvinsson and Malone’s tree, actions seem endless, but a few types
appear generic. One is the portfolio of resources: how many branches, how tall
to be, how large a root system? These are portfolio issues, which in a firm
would be analogous to putting together a group of employees, of customers and
of technologies to answer the question: “how do we look?”. Another set of issues
qualify — or develop — the tree: how to develop the branch, how to make the
leaves big, how to make the tree colourful? Such questions would in a business
context concern how to develop human resources, customer relations, process
quality and productivity to answer the question: “what do we do to our
resources?”. And a third set of issues pertains to the size of the tree’s fruits, to
its taste and to its volume. For a firm this would be the monitoring of results in



a variety of dimensions that pertain to employees, customers, processes and
technologies answering the question: “what good effects are associated to our
resources?”.

These prescriptions are “managerial’. They are concerned to mobilise
indicators wvis-g-vis certain activities that have a place in and around an
intellectual capital statement.

A revised model: an IC accounting system

On the basis of the previous discussion, a revised model may be formulated and
presented as in Figure 2. Compared with the three-way model, it provides new
possibilities of description and enhanced possibilities of prescription.

This IC accounting system[3] has a vertical dimension for knowledge
resources and competencies, and a horizontal dimension for three possible
types of management activities that can be performed on knowledge resources
and competencies. As illustrated in Figure 2, the vertical part consists of four
objects for intervention, employees, customers, processes and technology,
while the horizontal part consists of three types of prescriptions.

The indicators in the “resources” column addresses the question: “what is the
(right) portfolio of resources?”. Resource indicators are about the firm’s “stock”
of relatively stable objects such as “a customer”, “an employee”, “a computer”,
and “a process”. Such indicators show how large, how diversified, how complex
and how related resources are. The indicators in the “qualifying activities”
column is the answer to the question: “do managers undertake qualifying
activities?”. Activity indicators describe activities undertaken to “upgrade’,
“develop” or “improve” the resources. They show what is done in the firm, for

Management Monitoring of Qualification Portfolio
arena effects Management Management
Modality Competencies activitics Portfolio
Areas

Domain Bffects Activities Resources
Employees : : :
Customers . . -
Publics . . -
Process : : :
Technology : : :
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Table 1.

Similarities between
the financial
accounting system and
the IC accounting
system

example, to change the resource through objects such as training, investments
in process improvement, and activities undertaken to attract customers.
Finally, the “effects” column addresses the question: “does what we do work?”.
Effect indicators illustrate overall consequences of the combination of the
decisions about resources and about qualification activities. Such effects can be
put together by any combination of the elements of the model illustrated in
Figure 2. It is not a simple input-output model. Effects are network effects and
can be explained by multiple constellations of indicators. Effects are related to
the combinations involving resources and activities. It is a strategy to point this
relation out and act on it.

On the other dimension, statements on employees may be indicated by
formal qualifications (“resources”), investments in on-the-job training and
education (“qualifying activities”) and employee satisfaction (“effects’).
Likewise, statements on customers may be indicated, for example, as number
of large customers (“resources’), marketing efforts per customer (“qualifying
activities”), and customer satisfaction (“effects”). Statements on processes may
be indicated by resources per process (‘resources’), quality activities
(“qualifying activities”) and throughput and waiting time (“effects”). Finally,
statements on technology may be indicated by PCs per employee (“resources’),
IT investments (“qualifying activities’) and IT certificates (“effects”).

This IC accounting system can classify all indicators we have seen[4]. It is
noteworthy that indicators sometimes advocated in the literature and among
practitioners are not visible here. Innovation, flexibility, learning, and
customer-orientation are not here. This is because they convey strategy rather
than transactions. For example, “innovation” may be indicated in some firms
by the number of new patents (effects, processes), other firms present revenues
from new products (effects, customers), and yet others from aggregate number
of patents (resources, processes) or number of PhDs (resources, employees).
Innovation is not an indicator but a strategy that can be laid out in different
ways and through various combinations of indicators. As suggested by the
examples shown, innovation can be made relevant to the firm in various ways.
It does not exist per se and it is therefore not a category in an accounting
system of intellectual capital[5].

As an accounting system, this IC accounting system has certain common
traits with conventional financial accounting systems (see Table I).

Financial accounting system IC accounting system

Description: Transactions are classified in ~ Transactions are classified in employees,

resource object  cost, revenues, assets or customers, processes or technologies
liabilities

Prescription: Analysis can be made of Analysis can be made of management

mode of profitability, Liquidity, actions concerning portfolio decisions,

intervention solvency and risk qualifying activities, monitoring and

evaluation of effects




Using the IC accounting system presented, it is possible to “test” the firm’s
intellectual capital statement. It can be used to analyse whether the espoused
strategy pursued by the firm is in accordance with its strategy of managing
knowledge resources. This can be illustrated with an example using Systematic
Software Engineering Ltd’s two intellectual capital statements from May 1999
and May 2000.

Systematic Software Engineering Ltd’s intellectual capital
statements

Systematic Software Engineering Ltd is a Danish software house that develops
and sells technical system solutions, products and support primarily to
ministries of defence but also increasingly to industry, as well as transport and
service companies (see and download the intellectual capital statements from
www.systematic.dk)

Systematic was chosen for the analysis of this paper because managers say
that it experiences several benefits from its intellectual capital statement both
internal and external ones, and the firm is genuinely interested in improving its
management of intellectual resources. Indeed, it could not separate between its
intellectual capital project and its knowledge management project. These
claims will be illustrated later in the paper.

Method

We studied Systematic’s work to develop its intellectual capital statement over
three years. The object of the research was the future intellectual capital
statement, which was in the making at the start of the research. We studied the
statement as it was unfolding, and we were able to follow some of the
prescriptions offered by network theory, which suggests that it is interesting to
study things while they are being made (Latour, 1987). According to such a
view, “things” are always constituted in networks of relations, and therefore
they cannot possess an essence. “Things” — such as prospective or actual
intellectual capital statements — are “in the hands of people; each of these people
may act in many different ways, letting the token drop, or modifying it, or
deflecting it, or betraying it, or adding to it, or appropriating it” (Latour, 1986,
p. 267). “Things” do not have an immutable essence, which “just” has to be
drawn out. In contrast, according to the network view, “it is in principle
impossible to define the list of properties that would be typical of life in society
although in practice it is possible to do so” (Latour, 1986, p. 272). To study
Systematic’s intellectual capital statement is to look at how it was made
interesting, how it was developed, how it was used, and how it was re-used and
re-formed. In this sense, the intellectual capital statement was a fragile
resource, which was made strong during the course of the analysis. This story
1s obviously a complex one, but — as will be clearer — for the indicators in the
intellectual capital statement to be “stable” and “interesting” they had to be
attached to an issue. This issue was knowledge management in Systematic,
and therefore the management of knowledge and the intellectual capital could
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Table II.
Summary of the
systematic software
engineering case

not be separated. They were part of the same network of arguments, artefacts,
decisions and effects.
The following five questions guided our analyses throughout the three years:

(1) Why do the firms want to measure intellectual capital?

(2) Who are involved in the project?

(3) How does the firm work with intellectual capital?

(4) What is intellectual capital made to be in the specific firm?

(5) What potential effects is the reporting of intellectual capital expected to

have?

To summarise Systematic’s situation in this respect the following answers can
be made (Table II).

In 1999, 33 per cent was human capital, 25 per cent customer capital and 42
per cent organisational/structural capital, and in 2000, 40 per cent was human
capital, 24 per cent customer capital and 33 per cent organisational/structural

The firm

The motivation to
develop an intellectual
capital statement

Organisation of the
intellectual capital
project

Effects of the
intellectual capital
statement/project

Distribution of
indicators

Systematic Software Engineering Ltd is a Danish software house
that develops and sells technical system solutions, products and
support primarily to ministries of defence but also increasingly to
industry, as well as transport and service companies

Internal reason: the firm wanted to make the firm’s knowledge
resources and key competency areas visible and to monitor
management’s efforts to develop these. Also, management wanted
to establish a new basis for deciding about the firm’s future
External reason: management firm wanted to present the firm to
customer and employees, and to co-operating firms and other
interests in an “interesting” way

The project was managed by the COO and one person. The CEO
and the CFO were sparring-partners

Internal: it has created initiatives to share knowledge including a
mapping of competencies and a heightened attention to the
development of competencies mapping of processes and
introducing knowledge agents and mentors. Partly, a system of
project management has been established that introduces a series
of “balanced” points of measurement in project-reporting systems
External: systematic has become a “name” among research
communities, the press and local authorities. The intellectual
capital statement has made it possible to attract new specialised
IT employees and get network relations to a series of firms
interested in competency development

Domain Year 1999 Year 2000
Employees 16 18
Customers 12 11
Processes 12 10
Technology 8 5




capital. This presents a story of Systematic in a form of transition between
human and organisational capital. Another interpretation is possible, however.
When the IC accounting system developed previously is applied, a whole new
interpretation is possible. But first, what is the context of the intellectual capital
statement?

Svstematic software engineering

Systematic was founded in 1985, with its first contract being a support and
maintenance job for the Danish Navy, but soon it obtained other defence
contracts and in the beginning of 1990, the first non-defence contract was won.
At the time of publication of Systematic’s first intellectual capital statement in
the spring of 1999, it had 130 employees and annual sales of DKK 80 million. It
has subsidiaries in the UK and USA, but the intellectual capital statement only
concerns the Danish part of Systematic. It is the stated aim of Systematic to
change its core business areas from primarily being a supplier of defence
systems to increasingly becoming a supplier also to civilian markets. In recent
years there has in fact been a steady increase in the proportion of civil contracts
with Electronic Data Interchange, electronic trade and security systems being
the core business areas.

The layout of the intellectual capital statement. Systematic’s intellectual
capital statements are 16 and 19 pages long, of which the first five to seven
pages are an introduction to and a description of the company including its
mission, vision and values, and the last couple of pages are an excerpt from its
financial statement. The intellectual capital statement is largely structured
according to the model shown in Figure 3, which is inspired by the business
excellence model.

The vision, values, objectives and strategies of Systematic are presented
first. Then the report goes on with efforts, and it ends with results. It is

COMPANY MODEL

FOUNDATION EFFORTS RESULTS

= Customers =

Values = = Employees

Vision = Processes ™ & Fl:leasrmal

Goals — = Innovation

== |nfrastructure ==

Extemnal
— Relations
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structured as “an economic engine” where the inputs are the visions, missions
and strategies, the transformation are statements on people, processes and
customers, and results are financial. There is thus, even if the statement stands
out as a report on the complexities of organisational life, a relatively simple
model of the virtues of this complexity as it appears to translate relatively
unambiguously into financial results.

The intellectual capital statements as documents. The first steps towards
developing an intellectual capital statement were taken in mid-1997. It was seen
as an alternative to the traditional annual report, and very symbolically the
annual financial statement is presented as a supplement to the intellectual
capital statement. The intellectual capital statement is a colourful and an
expressive form of communication. Systematic’s second intellectual capital
statement pictures employees showing how they work and what they like in
life cut across the text. It has several bonmots such as “People learn as long as
they live; firms live as long as they learn”; “Knowledge is the only asset that is
increased by sharing”; “If only Systematic knew what it knows”; and
“Knowledge is power, but the power must be shared”. The statement
illuminates through numbers as well as corresponding text and illustrations
some aspects of customer-relations, employee development and customer- and
employee-satisfaction, the effectiveness of processes, and certain forms of
Innovation in areas of product development and process improvement. It also
has a set of quite extraordinary indicators — the Coca-Cola index, the carrot
index, the cycle index, and index for the number of customers visiting Solveig’s
lunch buffet (these have been much talked about in the press). These show
humour and suggest not only an ironic distance to the traditional accounting
rigour, but they also demonstrate commitment to playfulness. The text is full of
statements on preferred working methods, procedures and objectives, whose
implementation is documented by an array of indicators. It also illustrates
Systematic’s competency development methods and knowledge management
activities.

In this way, the statement is a collage of stories about the life of Systematic;
a set of numbers showing some aspects of the development of this life; and a
whole array of pictures and humorous indicators. Together these make the
presentation informal and ironic compared with the financial accounting
framework, even if the whole publication ends with the formal financial
statement.

Using the intellectual capital statement. The purpose of the intellectual
capital statement “is to disclose the knowledge resources of the company and to
explain management’s efforts to develop them” (Systematic, 2000, p. 6).
Initially, Systematic’s intellectual capital statement project was “very internally
focussed, and knowledge management was the big issue”’, as it was suggested
in an interview. The aim was to prepare an internal intellectual capital
statement as a direct support for the knowledge management initiatives taken
by Systematic. During the course of the project, however, its focus shifted more
towards the external intellectual capital statement, as it was seen to be of



interest to customers, potential employees and other companies. It was an
active form of communication directed towards recruiting employees, building
stronger relationships to existing employees and customers and strengthening
attention towards the firm’s main strategic challenges. After all, it was
suggested, if this were the effect of communication, then it was not “mere
communication”, but a system for developing the resource base of the firm, and
thus allow it to prosper for the future.

After the publication of the first intellectual capital statement in May 1999,
Systematic’s management actively used it in their presentations of the
company. It was frequently discussed with customers and business partners,
and Systematic’s management was surprised by the ability of the intellectual
capital statement to present the firm in professional and coherent terms. It was
said to help develop new contacts to both potential employees and to
organisations and companies with whom they did not historically have any
relations.

Suddenly, the externally published intellectual capital statement was an
important part of the firm’s “internal” knowledge management activities. As
the intellectual capital statement reported on the implementation of knowledge
management activities it allowed insight into the aspirations and practices of
developing the firm’s resources. This insight was deemed by internal and
external parties to be interesting in their understanding of the firm and indeed
in decisions about their relations to the firm.

This relation between knowledge management and the intellectual capital
statement is singled out in both of Systematic’s intellectual capital statements
and given special emphasis in the second one where knowledge management is
treated as a separate theme. Increasingly, employees found it hard “to
distinguish between what has been called knowledge management and
knowledge measurement”, as it was expressed in Systematic. It was
increasingly seen as an influence on the firm’s understanding of itself, as it —
even if it was an “external document” — started to occupy a place in the firm’s
internal communication. It was suggested in an interview that the usefulness of
the statement changed over time:

... you get used to preparing an intellectual capital statement, it will also to some extent

become a management model. It can be said to “set the agenda”, and it thus has the potential
for becoming a management model.

Over time, if mobilised, the intellectual capital statement constructs and refines
organisational agendas. When mobilised they influence the domains it was
supposed merely to describe. A pointed distinction between managing and
describing things does not exist.

Analysing Systematic’s intellectual capital statement

Table III presents the indicators used in Systematic’s intellectual capital
statement. As for any accounting statement, it is possible to discuss how the
indicators sh