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ABSTRACT
This research analyzed the assessment frameworks of Higher Education Institutions (HEI) used in Brazil and 
Austria in order to explore and show similarities and differences between the two models — facing the value 
creation concepts related to intellectual capital and intangible assets —, as well as to contribute to the advan-
cement of studies on the subject and reflections on value creation for the HEI stakeholders. The study was de-
veloped in the form of comparative research in which the documentary analysis of the artifacts of institutional 
and course assessment used in both countries was undertaken. The main points in common identified were as 
follows: mandatory by law; the encouragement of scientific, cultural, artistic, and technological production; 
the analysis of the professors’ professional experience and in HEI teaching; and social responsibility actions. 
Some of the main differences were the assessment of the professors’ qualifications, the encouragement of cou-
rses and research in other countries, and the level of specificity in the indicators related to the actions of social 
inclusion and diversity. Findings and comparisons indicated that the Austrian HEIs more strongly portray 
items of Human Capital and Relational Capital, while in Brazil the focus of HEIs is on Structural Capital items 
with the disclosure of their resources and management practices.
Keywords: Value; Intellectual Capital; Intangible Assets; Higher Education Institutions
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INTRODUCTION

The changes brought about by information and communication techno-
logies, the globalization of the economy, and the competitiveness of the 
market have shifted the focus of attention from tangible assets and resour-
ces to intangible ones, consolidating the basis for a “Knowledge Economy” 
(BAILOA and SILVA, 2007). In this new economy, the foundations of value 
creation are in the processes of generation, transmission, and dissemina-
tion of knowledge with Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) being the 
main organizers, producers, and reproducers of knowledge (SANCHÉZ, 
ELENA, CASTRILLO, 2009).

Stewart (1998) argues that the potential for the creation of compet-
itive advantage and corporate value in the long run is essentially due to 
the effective management of intangibles and identifying and measuring 
the organization’s Intellectual Capital (IC) is fundamental. Organizations 
nowadays face the challenge of voluntarily disseminating IC information in 
their annual reports and in other public media (ABHAYAWANSA; ABEY-
SEKERA, 2009).

For HEIs, IC disclosure fulfills important managerial functions since 
it facilitates internal management by recognizing their own capacities and 
resources, allowing a better allocation of financial investments, and it also 
creates greater transparency and recognition for stakeholders (AGUIAR, 
2013; BRATIANU; PINZARU, 2015).

However, the application of valuation tools based on the categories 
related to managing Intellectual Capital is still not a general practice mainly 
due to the still incipient development of the capabilities necessary for the 
effective management of intangibles that derive from the knowledge flows 
and inventories in an HEI (ELENA-PEREZ et al., 2011), as well as the lack 
of affinity with using scaling models to identify strategic futures that show 
differentials stemming from the knowledge and practices developed within 
a HEI (TAHIR INAYATULLAH et al., 2013).

In this context, the present study aims to analyze the assessment 
frameworks of HEI adopted in Brazil and Austria under the aspect of dis-
semination of Intellectual Capital management in order to explore and ev-
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idence similarities and differences. The Brazilian framework was not for-
mulated with the specific purpose of disseminating IC, but focuses some 
of these resources. On the other hand, Austrian universities have been 
obliged by law to publish information about IC since 2007, favoring its dis-
closure and dissemination, and therefore has a framework elaborated for 
this purpose (CÓRCOLES; PEÑALVER; PONCE, 2011).

According to data from the United Nations Educational, Scientific, 
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), Austria reserved 5.5% of its gross do-
mestic product (GDP) in 2013 for education and 79.0% of young Austrians 
are enrolled in universities, but when the percentage of Austrians who have 
completed higher education is observed, the figure drops to 38.9% (OECD, 
2014). In addition, Austria offers higher education exchange programs 
and 15.0% of these students in the country are foreigners (OECD, 2014).

Brazil invested 5.2% of its GDP in the education sector in 2013, which 
is the average of the more than 40 countries analyzed in the Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) report, and is third 
in highest public spending on education with 16.1% of its budget (MARIZ, 
2016). The survey carried out in 2014 by the Brazilian Institute of Geogra-
phy and Statistics (IBGE) revealed that 58.5% of all Brazilians between the 
ages of 18 and 24 attend higher education in Brazil (LISBOA, 2015) and only 
16% of Brazilians have a college degree (SOUZA, 2015).

In addition to the considerable difference in the percentage of the po-
pulation with higher education in Brazil and Austria, the quality of higher 
education, and of education as a whole, also presents different results.

The OECD coordinates the implementation of the PISA (Program 
for International Student Assessment) with the objective of evaluating the 
quality, equity, and efficiency of the educational systems with students from 
all member countries and affiliates (PISA, 2015). In the 2015 edition, coun-
tries were separated into three distinct rankings according to test scores in 
math, reading, and science. As for the position in math, Austria stood at 
twentieth and Brazil at sixty-eighth; in reading, Austria ranked thirty-third 
and Brazil sixty-second; and in sciences, Austria ranked twenty-sixth and 
Brazil sixty-seventh (PISA, 2015). And in another OECD comparative that 
considered factors for a better life, in terms of education, Austria ranked 
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twenty-second and Brazil ranked thirty-seventh from a list of 38 countries 
(OECD, 2017).

Even without occupying “global” positions in educational indica-
tors, Austria still has high standards and an apparent greater appreciation 
of the drivers of Intellectual Capital compared to the Brazilian reality. In 
this sense, the present work seeks to compare the two framework contours 
of Intellectual Capital management based on bibliographical and documen-
tary revision. In order to do so, a comparative analysis (BLAU, 1971; HEY-
DEBRAND, 1973) of the institutional and course assessment artifacts used 
in these countries was undertaken.

The comparison between Brazil and Austria seeks, therefore, to iden-
tify and cover conceptual and instrumental gaps regarding the comparative 
efficiency of higher education in Austria (population percentage, learning 
outcomes, internationalization, among others), having as a background the 
pioneering use of IC management artifacts for managing HEIs. It is import-
ant to note that, as in Brazil, Austrian HEIs need to present their perfor-
mance information from a specific framework regulated by the government.

The fundamental question that demarcates the field of research of 
this study is as follows: “if and how the framework of Intellectual Capital 
Management has been used to drive value creation by HEIs in Brazil and 
Austria”. Its aims are to contribute to a better understanding of the dissem-
ination of Intellectual Capital by HEIs, show the similarities and differences 
between the frameworks adopted in Brazil and Austria, support research-
ers by providing an exploratory research source, and to contribute to the 
advancement of studies on the theme and reflections about it especially 
with regard to the proposal of public educational policies in Brazil.

This work is structured in eight sections including this introduction. 
Initially, fundamental concepts about Intellectual Capital and its dimen-
sions are presented followed by a conjecture about the disclosure of IC in 
HEIs. Next the procedures are reported and the assessment frameworks 
adopted by HEIs in Austria and Brazil are presented with the subsequent 
disclosure of similarities and differences between the frameworks analyzed 
with the final considerations of the study presented at the end.
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INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL

Although there is no consensus in the academic community about a stan-
dard definition for Intellectual Capital, it is well known that researchers ge-
nerally resort to seminal works published in the late 1990s to conceptualize 
IC. Stewart (1998) states that IC portrays intangible assets of intellectual 
origin such as knowledge, information, intellectual property, experience, 
among others that can be used for wealth generation based on the develo-
pment of a competitive advantage for the organization. Analogously, Ed-
vinsson and Malone (1998) define intellectual capital as knowledge that can 
be converted into value for the organization.

Reina & Ensslin (2011), after analyzing a series of studies published in 
the field, identified that IC can be conceptualized under two main aspects: 
(i) the combination of intangible assets that allow the organization to func-
tion and to maintain a sustainable competitive advantage, which is in line 
with that advocated by Stewart (1998); and (ii) it represents a hidden gap 
between the organization’s market value and respective book value.

In this last aspect, IC is seen as a strategic driver that has a positive im-
pact on the future performance of the organization, representing all inven-
tories important for value creation that are not portrayed in the organiza-
tion’s traditional financial balance sheet with a focus on tangible assets (REI-
NA & ENSSLIN, 2011). On this point, Stewart (1998) claims that it should 
be an accounting gap to be filled since the market appreciates and rewards 
such wealth, but conventional accounting fails to measure IC’s value.

By equivalence, most definitions indicate that IC is composed of 
three primary dimensions: Human Capital, Structural Capital, and Relatio-
nal Capital (STEWART, 1998; EDVINSSON & MALONE 1998; BENTON, 
1998; NAZARETH & HERREMANS, 2007). Kaufmann & Schneider (2004) 
consolidated a list of terms and definitions in the IC literature.

In general terms, Human Capital encompasses the knowledge, 
skills, competencies, experience, and personal power of innovation of em-
ployees, and also includes the organization’s values, culture, and philoso-
phy (EDVINSSON & MALONE, 1998; STEWART, 1998). It is important 
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to note that the term is not restricted to individual talent, but also encom-
passes the collective skills of a workgroup or the organization as a whole 
(STEWART, 1998).

Structural Capital comprises all types of knowledge “repositories” 
appropriated by the organization such as information systems, databases, 
intellectual property items (e.g. patents, copyrights, and trademarks), do-
cuments, models, methodologies, processes, and other mechanisms that 
support decision-making, performance of functions, and employee produc-
tivity (EDVINSSON & MALONE, 1998; BONTIS, 1998; STEWART 1998). 
It is worth mentioning that Structural Capital is composed of items that be-
long to the company but are largely dependent on Human Capital for their 
development (NAZARI & HERREMANS, 2007), and the knowledge embe-
dded within the routines of an organization is the essence (BONTIS, 1998).

Relational Capital refers to the intangibles that result from the in-
teraction dynamics of the organization with actors from the external en-
vironment. It covers the knowledge embedded in all the relations that an 
organization develops such as with clients, suppliers, associations, compe-
titors, government agencies, and other stakeholders (STEWART, 1998; 
BONTIS, 1998). According to Nazari & Herremans (2007), one of the main 
categories of this dimension is the “Client Capital” that denotes the orga-
nization’s market orientation linked to the disclosure and actions based on 
the clients’ needs.

Stewart (1998) points out that intentionally or unintentionally each 
organization continually potentiates IC in all three dimensions, but that the 
emphasis varies according to its history, context, and strategy. For value 
creation, Bontis (1998) and Edvinsson & Malone (1998) affirm that a proper 
combination of the three dimensions is necessary because there is a close 
interrelation between them.

Apparently, in general terms for the various sectors of the economy, 
the gap of disclosure anticipated by Lev (2003) regarding the relations be-
tween the three dimensions and the value chain that combines the joint 
application of tangibles and intangibles for the achievement of organizatio-
nal objectives ranges from R&D actions to post-marketing feedback.
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Even though it is a field that has been developed for more than twen-
ty years, more recent studies still seek to standardize measurement dimen-
sions, discuss mandatory or voluntary disclosure practices, and to unders-
tand the reflexes on the performance of organizations and the implications 
of interactions between intellectual capital and the challenges related to the 
Knowledge Economy (KIANTO et al., 2014; INKINEN, 2015; ANSARI et 
al., 2016; DUMAY, 2016).
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DISCLOSURE OF INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL IN HIGHER EDUCA-
TION INSTITUTIONS

In the current “Knowledge Economy”, the bases of value creation are in 
the processes of production, transmission, and dissemination of knowledge 
and HEIs are identified as the main operational organizations of these three 
processes (SANCHÉZ; ELENA; CASTRILLO, 2009). Similarly, Piercher & 
Pausits ​​ (2011) argue that HEIs specialize in generating and disseminating 
knowledge and would be conceptualized as typical “knowledge organiza-
tions”. Faced with this, Bratianu & Pinzaru (2015) point out that HEIs need 
to assess and manage their IC capabilities as a way of surviving in a highly 
competitive environment.

Córcoles (2013) argues that IC management can improve the posi-
tion of HEIs in at least five ways: (i) being transparent in the use of public 
funds; (ii) disseminating achievements in research, education, and innova-
tion; (iii) communicating their institutional values; (iv) demonstrating their 
competencies; (v) and disclosing items related to the development of their 
intangible assets. Considering these aspects, IC disclosure instruments play 
a key role in improving the understanding and management of the organi-
zation’s intangible assets (LEITNER, 2002).

Guthrie, Petty, and Johanson (2001) identified the evolution of two 
IC-related missions: (i) developing systems for creating, capturing, and 
disseminating IC within organizations for strategic decision-making inter-
nally; and (ii) establishing new measures and ways of externally reporting 
the value attributable to the organization’s IC taking into account informa-
tion needs for both internal managers and investors with a view to valuing 
the company as an investment opportunity.

The disclosure of IC was born in the private sector, but gradually 
has been extended to the public sector and non-profit organizations while 
offering distinct objectives and varied methods of measurement and mana-
gement (PACHECO, 2005; AGUIAR, 2013).

The expansion of disparities between the book value of organiza-
tions and their market value has led investors and financial analysts to 
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point out inadequacies in the traditional financial reporting model hi-
therto focused on tangible assets, requiring greater transparency with 
items related to Intellectual Capital (SINGH & VAN DER ZAHN, 2009). 
Abhayawansa & Abeysekera (2009) identify the disclosure of IC as an item 
of business management in which information is provided at the supply 
and demand levels.

Organizations still face the challenge of voluntarily disseminating IC 
information in annual reports and other public media, and particularly in 
the European region there are cases of companies producing a separate 
IC statement as a supplement to the annual report (ABHAYAWANSA & 
ABEYSEKERA, 2009).

Even with the implications of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act on the accou-
ntability of managers for their investments and results, the management 
apparatus focuses on tangibles rather than producing reports about intan-
gibles. Thus, while the market can attribute values ​​five times or more to 
intellectual capital compared to tangible aspects, executives are content to 
manage the industrial assets typical of the economy of the past century 
(Sherman, 2012).

Thus, while intangible assets and products deriving from knowledge 
flows and inventories are being treated today as drivers of organizational 
success, there are no minimally uniform and conspicuous criteria for as-
sessing how organizations appropriate intellectual capital, neither from its 
creation/preservation nor of its negotiation/monetization (TEECE, 1998; 
THUM-THYSEN, 2017).

Since HEIs do not have a legal structure similar to other organiza-
tions, they are not required to submit annual reports in the same scope as 
required by laws directed to organizations in general, but they still need to 
be accountable to the government, manage assets and rights (LEITNER, 
2002), as well as to act subsidiarily in the regional development of their 
social environment (SECUNDO, 2017).

For HEIs, the disclosure of IC fulfills important management func-
tions because it facilitates internal management, recognizing their capa-
cities and resources, allowing better utilization of financial investments, 
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while also creating greater transparency and recognition for stakeholders 
(AGUIAR, 2013; BRATIANU & PINZARU, 2015).

European countries pioneered the dissemination of the Intellectual 
Capital of HEIs. Austria was the first to stipulate in law the requirement 
for presenting IC reports for universities (LEITNER, 2002; CÓRCOLES, 
PEÑALVER, PONCE, 2011). In addition to the Austrian example, eight 
European countries participated in the project “Observatory of the Euro-
pean University”—Germany, Austria, France, Holland, Hungary, Italy, 
Portugal, and Switzerland—which was aimed at creating an IC assessment 
framework applied in 15 participating universities (PEROBA, 2013).

Another initiative was the study of the Autonomous University of 
Madrid, Spain, which conducted a survey between 2000 and 2003 for cre-
ating and implementing an IC management framework (CÓRCOLES, 
2013). This study aimed to sensitize Spanish HEIs to the importance of 
analyzing and making available information about their Intellectual Capital 
(PEROBA, 2013).

Although IC dissemination tools generate benefits for HEIs, there 
are still difficulties in implementing them. Peroba (2013) cites the lack of 
knowledge on the subject as one of the main limiters of implementation 
since many institutions are unaware of the methods that could be used 
and the benefits of IC disclosure. Still on this point, Sanchéz, Elena, and 
Castrillo (2009) highlight the difficulty of elaborating and selecting the in-
dicators that will serve as a basis for analyzing disclosure frameworks. In 
addition, Cañibano & Sanchéz (2009) argue that traditional management 
systems can make it difficult to adopt changes and that disclosure of IC 
requires skills different from those required for the commonly used disclo-
sure frameworks.

According to Farias Moura et al. (2005), Human Capital emerges as 
a focus of investment to leverage the competitiveness of HEIs. However, 
according to the managers of the universities researched, there are still no 
clear criteria that allow the effective management of individual competen-
cies either through institutional policies or by the assessment metrics that 
reinforce individual performance and corporate return.
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From an empirical research involving 101 professors of professional 
master degree programs, Peroba (2013) proposed an initial framework for 
IC assessment structured in three sections: (i) strategic plan, (ii) critical in-
tangible assets, and (iii) IC indicators grouped into structural, relational, 
and human. The study sought to highlight the contribution of intangibles 
to the achievement of the strategic objectives of educational institutions, 
defining constructs and frameworks that took into account the importance 
of each metric and the difficulty in its calculation.

Guerrero & Monroy (2015) investigated the influence of intangibles 
on the strategic management of HEIs through a measurement system fra-
ming variables related to intellectual capital, demonstrating that knowle-
dge management and organizational reputation influence organizational 
dynamics.

In view of a socioeconomic context that highlights the value of 
knowledge, Moreno et al. (2016) pointed out the importance of Intellectual 
Capital to face the contingencies experienced in government higher educa-
tion institutions, discussing the management control practices adopted in 
them, the implication in the social value created in these institutions, and 
their repercussion in changing the models and dimensions of mechanical 
and organic organizations.

In a generalizable framework research to complement the current 
HEI assessment systems in use in Brazil, several authors have been dedica-
ted to discuss and propose process metrics of value measurement in public 
and private universities both for internal purposes of decision making as 
well as for dissemination and social repercussion purposes (HOSS, 2003; 
TEODOROSKI, 2013; REZENDE et al., 2016; SILVA & REZENDE, 2017 
(a), SILVA & REZENDE, 2017 (b)). The main findings refer to the low 
affinity of the social actors involved with the emphasis that is intended to 
bring to the intangibles, prevailing the focus of evaluating tangible issues.
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PROCEDURES

A bibliographical and documentary research on HEI assessment practices 
was carried out for the development of  this work contemplating two case-
-types, the Austrian and the Brazilian, making it possible to reveal similari-
ties and differences between the current frameworks.

The study examines the dissemination of Intellectual Capital asses-
sment frameworks adopted in Brazil and Austria as a direct result of the 
processes of production and dissemination of knowledge related to HEIs in 
order to explore and evidence similarities and differences between them, 
while also contributing to the advancement of studies on value creation for 
stakeholders.

The literature and regulation documents analyzed were organized in 
the analytical categories that derive from the theoretical mainstream of In-
tellectual Capital management, which is in the Human Capital, Relational 
Capital, and Structural Capital dimensions.

Comparative studies are appropriate to characterize phenomena 
and to contrast complex realities between or inside sectors, allowing to 
highlight attributes and conditions that approximate or distance realities 
related to a field of research (BLAU, 1971; HEYDEBRAND, 1973), inclu-
ding in the field of research comparing national economies and the com-
petitive potential for insertion in a globalized world (PORTER, 1993). 
Comparative observation is one of the pillars of Science, starting from 
observation for propositions with support of previously articulated con-
cepts and theory.

With the purpose of exploring, describing, and individualizing 
(TILLY, 1984), this research focused, considering the field review, two ob-
servations: one considered to be avant-garde, the Austrian case, and the 
Brazilian case, a reality we faced, in hopes of offering possible improve-
ment research propositions.

The approach of the Austrian framework came from normative af-
finity with the Brazilian assessment system, both under the supervision 
of the central government, and it provided some degree of distance from 
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anglocentrism as the dominant current of management studies (RODRI-
GUES & CARRIERI, 2001).

The documents for the comparative analysis were obtained by col-
lection from the Austrian and Brazilian regulations existing and available 
on the internet from March to July 2016, as mentioned in topics 5 and 6, 
that is, secondary data that characterizes the research as bibliographical and 
documentary (TEIXEIRA Jr., 2002).

The contents were treated using the thematic analysis approach (CA-
VALCANTI, 2014) with the application of homogeneous theoretical cate-
gories a priori (Human Capital, Structural Capital, and Relational Capital) 
and the classification of records in only one category. Counting indicators 
were created for each category only for the SINAES, the framework adop-
ted in Brazil, since the Austrian framework was taken as the benchmark.

The research is limited by the specific access to the contents present 
in the normative documentation, and there is no deepening in the macro 
and microeconomic contour conditions of the HEI industry neither in 
Austria nor in Brazil. Topic 7 offers a comparative analysis and discussion 
of findings.
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THE AUSTRIAN FRAMEWORK: WISSENSBILANZ

In the current context of  the “Knowledge Economy”, European countries 
consider that improving and qualified investments for universities are a di-
rect capability driver for the continent as a whole and for European indi-
viduals (CÓRCOLES, 2013). This vision is so important that in 2000 the 
European Council published the “Lisbon Agenda” that had as its ultimate 
goal the transformation of  Europe into the main knowledge-based global 
economy by the year 2010 (SANCHEZ, ELENA and CASTRILLO, 2009).

In many European countries there is no obligation or recommenda-
tion for the disclosure of Intellectual Capital by HEIs. According to Cór-
coles, Peñalver, and Ponce (2011), the only country that differentiates in 
this aspect is Austria where since 2007 universities are required by law to 
release their IC. In addition to the compulsory nature, Leitner (2002) states 
that Austrian universities have used IC disclosure tools to improve the ma-
nagement of their intangible assets.

It should be noted that the universities of Austria are institutional le-
gal persons that are under public laws and thus have the freedom to act and 
regulate themselves. The Federal Ministry only oversees its legal activities 
and has no power to intervene in its economic activities, for example.

The formal beginning of this movement dates back to 2001 when the 
Austrian Ministry of Education, Science, & Culture began studies for the 
possible implementation of a framework for the dissemination of IC. In 2002, 
the Austrian Parliament decided to implement the ‘Universities Act 2002’, 
formalizing the disclosure of the IC in 21 Austrian universities—the so-cal-
led Wissensbilanz (LEITNER, 2002; CÓRCOLES, 2013; PEROBA, 2013).

The Wissensbilanz has two functions for universities. The first is 
of an internal aspect and is aimed at providing the information necessary 
for the institution’s strategic positioning and decisions. The second, of an 
external aspect, concerns the dissemination of information to its interes-
ted parties about the HEI’s intellectual productions, which also allows the 
Ministry of Education to have information for the allocation of funding 
for research programs and the definition of national education policies and 
science (LEITNER, 2002; DURST & GUELDENBERG, 2009). 
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In fact, funding from Austrian universities, which is done by the Fe-
deral Government, has become a direct result of the reports submitted by 
HEIs according to paragraph 12 of the “Universities Act 2002”. And the 
budget for university activities is negotiated every three years depending 
on its performance in previous years.

The “Universities Act 2002” was also responsible for restructuring 
university concepts in Austria. The aim of the Austrian HEI was to “develop 
and transmit science and the arts, train and qualify the next generations of 
young scientists and artists, and apply the results of scientific and artistic re-
search in national and international cooperation to their respective fields”.

The Act 2002 establishes basic requirements to be reported by the 
universities and the need to send the reports to the federal ministry within 
a deadline, being valid for three consecutive years. According to the IC 
disclosure framework, as presented in Figure 1, the reports should contain: 
(i) the activities carried out by the university, its mission and objectives; (ii) 
its Intellectual Capital divided into Human Capital, Relational Capital, and 
Structural Capital; (iii) processes performed within the institution; and (iv) 
the outputs and impacts on society (CÓRCOLES, 2013).

Figure 1 Intellectual Capital disclosure model of  Austria’s HEIs

Source: Leitner (2002), adapted.
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The Universities Act 2002 reports an initial list containing 200 fi-
nancial and non-financial indicators, of which 24 are mandatory indica-
tors and the others are used according to the context and purpose of the 
HEI (LEITNER, 2002). The indicators were selected based on Intellectual 
Capital indicators proposed in the literature then consulted, as well as pre-
vious analyses of Austrian universities, and through assessment surveys 
(CÓRCOLES, 2013).

The first report should have been published in the year 2005, but 
it was only in February 2006 that the Austrian federal authority selected 
and published a new regulation: the Wissensbilanz-Verordnung (WBV). It 
contains the final list of indicators and information that would structure the 
future IC disclosure reports (VALLEJO-ALONSO; RODRIGUES-CASTE-
LLANOS; ARREGUI-AYASTUY, 2011). Thus, the first official IC report on 
Austrian HEIs was published in 2007 (CÓRCOLES, 2013).

Table 1 presents the Wissensbilanz summary that is divided into a 
main document and two appendices, considering only the points related to 
the characteristics for preparing the IC disclosure reports. 

Table 1 Wissensbilanz disclosure regulation published in 2006

Regulation structure Key Topics in Regulation

Normative Topics
(13)

Definition of  the general and necessary 
structure for the IC report

Number of  published indicators: 53
Number of  optional indicators: 7

Descriptive Appendices
(2)

Standardization of  measurement indicators
Standardization of  the HEI basic knowledge 

fields

Source: Córcoles (2013).

The third topic of the Wissensbilanz describes the basic structure 
for the disclosure of IC by Austrian HEIs. This structure follows the same 
framework presented in Figure 1, focusing on IC, performance, and impacts.
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The fourth topic presents the basic indicators that need to be dis-
closed in the narrative form and should describe the HEI’s strategies on 
several aspects such as (i) quality assurances, (ii) public relations, (iii) 
measures to achieve the university’s mission, (iv) gender equality mea-
sures; (v) staff development and employee training measures, (vi) mea-
sures that address students with disabilities, and (vii) measures related to 
research groups.

Each of the three IC dimensions (Human, Relational, and Structur-
al Capital) are also described with respective indicators, as exemplified in 
Table 2.

The Wissensbilanz also lists indicators not directly associated with 
Intellectual Capital concepts both for the processes leading to the cre-
ation of value and for forecasting results due to institutional planning 
(Tables 3 and 4).

Also according to the Wissensbilanz regulation for the disclosure of 
IC in Austrian universities, the ninth topic presents the indicators that in-
clude personnel expenses, the profile of the curricula offered, and the indi-
cators of expenses with clinics and medical care for the universities with a 
school of medicine.

Table 2 Intellectual Capital Based Management Indicators

Human Capital Relational Capital Structural Capital

Number of  employees 
participating in personal 
development programs

Number of  members 
and employees on 
external committees

Availability of  online 
databases and scien-
tific journals

Number of  members 
participating in scientific-
-artistic research

Number of  partner-
ships with universities 
abroad

Research and deve-
lopment apparatus 
and installations

Number of  students and 
professors participating 
in exchange programs

Exchange programs, 
assignments, and li-
brary activities

Facilities for people 
with special needs

Source: the authors
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Table 3 Performance Drivers Indicators in Wissensbilanz

Education & Training Research & Development

Average hours studied per semester Allocation of  R&D workers 
Number of  undergraduate and 
graduate students

Number of  projects

Number of  undergraduate programs
Number of  scientific and artistic 
initiation grants

Number of  students in exchange 
programs

Source: the authors

Table 4 Outcome indicators in Wissensbilanz

Education & Training Research & Development

Number of  graduates by gender Number of  graduates in PhD courses
Number of  graduates per coun-
try of  origin

Number of  presentations or publica-
tions in events and periodicals

Number of  graduates per field 
of  study

Number of  patents granted on 
behalf  of  the university

Number of  students completing 
undergraduate programs

Income from own R&D projects

Source: the authors

It should be noted that there are also two groups of indicators for 
specific courses that will not be analyzed in this study. It is a set of indica-
tors for universities that offer medical courses and another group for art 
universities.

Finally, the Wissensbilanz appendices detail how to conceptualize 
and operationalize each of the indicators and what fields of knowledge are 
part of the reports.

In 2009, the Universities Act 2002 was amended to standardize the 
distribution of administrative competences between the Rectorate respon-
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sible for decisions and admissions, the “Academic Senate” responsible for 
teaching plans and menus made up of representatives from the various 
schools, and the University Council that is responsible for overseeing the 
functioning of the university, establishing female participation in at least 
40% in all three spheres according to data from the European Education 
Directory.
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THE BRAZILIAN FRAMEWORK - SINAES

There has been a significant increase in the number of  students enrolled 
in undergraduate courses in Brazil in the last four decades. According to 
surveys conducted by the National Institute of  Studies and Educational Re-
search Anísio Teixeira (INEP), the undergraduate branch has grown expo-
nentially, especially since 1998.

Regarding the number of HEIs, according to the spreadsheets “evo-
lution of higher education 1980/1998” (between 1999 and 2016) and “sta-
tistical synopses of higher education 2014” (2016), in 1980 there were 882 
HEIs and growing to 973 in 1998 (21% public and 79% private). In 2014 
this figure jumped to 2,368 HEIs (13% public and 87% private). An evolu-
tion was also seen in the number of students enrolled. In 1980 there were 
1,377,286, in 1998 it grew to 2,125,958 (38% in public HEIs and 62% in 
private HEIs), and by 2014 student enrollment reached 7,828,013 (25% in 
public HEIs and 75% in private HEIs).

The National System for the Evaluation of Higher Education (SI-
NAES) created by Law No. 10,861 has been ongoing in Brazil since 2004, 
whose assessment processes are operationalized by INEP and coordinated 
by the National Commission for the Evaluation of Higher Education (CO-
NEPES) (INEP, 2016a).

The objectives of SINAES are as follows: (i) identify the merit and 
value of institutions, knowledge fields, courses, and programs in terms of 
teaching, research, extension, management, and training; (ii) improve the 
quality of higher education and the orientation of the expansion offer; and 
(iii) promote the social responsibility of the HEIs with respect to their insti-
tutional identity and autonomy (INEP, 2016a).

In general, SINAES has the role of assessing the institutions, asses-
sing the courses, and assessing student performance (INEP, 2016a). The 
institutional assessment is carried out by a self-assessment of the HEI and 
by an external assessment carried out by committees designated by INEP 
in which ten dimensions are considered: (i) mission and institutional deve-
lopment plan (IDP); (ii) teaching, research, graduate school, and extension 
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policy; (iii) the HEI’s social responsibility; (iv) communication with society; 
(v) policies with personnel, faculty, and technical-administrative staff; (vi) 
management of HEIs; (vii) physical infrastructure; (viii) assessment plan-
ning; (ix) student service policies; and (x) financial sustainability. 

The purpose of this assessment is to subsidize the accreditation and 
re-accreditation of the HEI, as well as the transformation of the academic 
organization from a college to a university center and from a university 
center to a full university (INEP, 2014).	

On the other hand, the assessment of the courses is carried out by 
committees of specialists designated by INEP and by the results obtained 
in the National Student Performance Examination (ENADE). The higher 
education courses in Brazil go through three types of assessment: for au-
thorization, held when an HEI requests authorization from the Ministry 
of Education (MEC) to open a course; for recognition, done when the first 
class completes half of the new course; and for recognition, held every 
three years when the course’s preliminary concept is calculated. Regarding 
the dimensions assessed, SINAES considers: (i) didactic-pedagogical organi-
zation; (ii) faculty profile; and (iii) physical facilities (INEP, 2016b).

For assessing students, the ENADE exam is applied at the end of the 
first and last year of the undergraduate course (INEP, 2016a). The exam 
consists of questions of general professional education and specific capabili-
ties, since it aims to assess the students’ performance in relation to the pro-
gram content of the course, their abilities to adjust to the demands arising 
from the evolution of knowledge, and their competences to understand 
themes external to the course and not with just a specific scope of their 
profession (INEP, 2015).

Institutional assessment and course assessment are carried out throu-
gh quantitative and qualitative analyses in which the evaluators assign sco-
res on a scale of one to five to each of the indicators (in ascending order of 
excellence) and write a contextualized justification of each of the concepts 
assigned. 

Based on the indicators, MEC determines the HEI’s score and the 
score for its respective courses, both calculated based on the weighted ari-
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thmetic mean of the scores of the dimensions, these resulting from simple 
arithmetic means of the indicators that make up each dimension (INEP, 
2014; INEP, 2016b).

According to INEP (2016a), the results of the assessments make it 
possible to draw a panorama of the quality of courses and HEIs, and the 
information obtained with SINAES is used (i) by government agencies to 
guide public policies; (ii) by HEIs to guide their institutional effectiveness 
and academic and social effectiveness; (iii) and by students, parents of stu-
dents, and the public in general to guide their decisions regarding the reali-
ty of courses and institutions.

SINAES is composed of 51 general indicators and the course asses-
sment includes 37, totaling 88 indicators. It should be mentioned that the 
number of indicators in the course assessment instrument is greater than 
that considered in the present research. The analysis of indicators was limi-
ted to those offering a degree in the presential mode (distance learning was 
not included), and only the indicators for general courses were considered, 
therefore the specific indicators that were applied exclusively to courses in 
the area of health, law, among others were not considered.

As already mentioned, unlike the Austrian framework, the SINAES, 
in principle, was not prepared for the disclosure of the IC, but contains IC 
elements. Therefore, for the purposes of the present research, a categori-
zation of indicators present in the instruments of institutional and course 
assessments was undertaken. Thus, of the 88 indicators considered, 64 are 
related to IC and the remaining 24 to items present in traditional accoun-
ting. Specifically, by analyzing thematic content and counting, 22 indica-
tors are related to the Human Capital dimension, 30 to Structural Capital, 
and only 12 related to Relational Capital were identified. As an example, 
Table 5 cites some indicators related to the three IC dimensions implicitly 
present in the Brazilian framework.
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

The comparison of  the HEI assessment frameworks adopted in Brazil and 
Austria contrasts the management dynamics and the institutional indica-
tors with a focus on Intellectual Capital management (Structural Capital, 
Relational Capital, and Human Capital) specific to undergraduate courses 
and present in the IC disclosure documents.

The first similarity to be highlighted is the normative character: 
determination through federal laws for presenting items to measure the 
HEI’s performance. Keeping their respective objectives and limitations, 
each country requires a formal and structured exposure of assets classified 
as intangible. Another item with great similarity is the existence of indi-
cators linked to scientific production, since the two frameworks show a 
concern about the production of the professors in activity, which includes 
input, process, and output.

The presentation of the HEI’s mission, its development plans, and 
social responsibility are mandatory elements in the two frameworks analy-
zed, although they have different focuses. While Brazilian HEIs direct their 
measures towards integration with the community and socio-environmen-
tal actions, Austrian HEIs are encouraged to focus the integration of wo-
men, and above all on gender equality. 

The Austrian framework contains some specific indicators for asses-
sing actions for the inclusion of people with disabilities and chronic disea-
ses. It also has plans to analyze specific actions for promoting gender equa-
lity with indicators such as (i) expenditure on measures to promote gender 
equality and empower women and (ii) expenses with actions to reconcile 
work, study, and family life. In the Brazilian framework the indicators re-
fer in a generic way to items such as (i) social inclusion, (ii) diversity, (iii) 
the defense and promotion of human rights, and (iv) ethnic-racial equality. 
These items are mentioned in the Brazilian indicators solely by the “analy-
sis of coherence between the PDI and the institutional actions” and not by 
specific actions.
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Table 5 Management Indicators identified and categorized in SINAES

Human Capital Relational Capital Structural Capital

Accreditation of  
course staff  by 
degrees

Communication of  the 
HEI with the external 
community

Institutional mission, goals, 
and objectives of  the IDP

Professional ex-
perience in the 
field of  teaching

Institutional self-assess-
ment  concerning the 
participation of  the aca-
demic community

Educational policies and 
academic-administrative 
actions for undergraduate 
courses

Professors’ ex-
perience in the 
higher teaching 
profession

Coherence between the 
IDP and institutional 
actions geared towards 
economic and social 
development

Procedures for evaluating 
the teaching-learning pro-
cesses

Scientific, cul-
tural, artistic, or 
technological 
production

Social responsibility Institutional policies and 
stimulus actions related to 
the diffusion of  academ-
ic-scientific, didactic-peda-
gogical, technological, artis-
tic and cultural productions

Curricular 
contents

Source: the authors

Regarding academic qualification, professional experience, and pro-
fessor education, some similar points were identified and others with con-
siderable differences between the two frameworks. In the case of Brazil, 
the qualification of the faculty of the course is evaluated and there is a 
specific indicator that refers to the “percentage of professors who hold 
a doctorate degree”, and the concept attributed by the evaluators varies 
from one (if nonexistent) to five (in that the percentage of doctors is more 
than 35%). On the other hand, the Austrian framework does not even 
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mention a percentage of professors with such a degree since the focus is 
on the quality of the services provided and the academic-scientific produc-
tion of professors.

In view of this, it is reasonable to suppose that managers of Brazilian 
HEIs will have on their staff the percentage of professors with a doctorate 
degree slightly above the stipulated (35%) in order to obtain the maximum 
grade in this respect and will not feel encouraged to increase this percenta-
ge once the hour/class value is higher compared to other degrees. It is to 
be assumed that such an approach compromises the national academic-s-
cientific production, among others.

A point of greater similarity between the two assessment frameworks 
corresponds to the evidence of the professional experience of the profes-
sors. In the Brazilian framework, the professional experience related to the 
area of ​​the professors’ work is evaluated, as well as experience of the tea-
ching staff in the higher teaching profession. In Austria, in addition to full-
-time teaching experience, the costs for projects in the area of ​​education in 
Europe and the number of professors who serve as presidents, members, 
or collaborators outside the HEI are also evaluated.

With regard to professor education, the Brazilian framework che-
cks the existence of a professor education and accreditation policy, while 
in Austria the evaluators analyze the number of people who effectively 
participate in personal training and development programs, a subtle but 
important difference.

The collections of the libraries, be they physical or digital, and availa-
bility of access are analyzed in a similar way in both frameworks. However, 
Austrian HEIs also analyze library activities such as events, exhibitions, and 
lectures along with the circulation of books and magazines through effec-
tive loans. For them, just as important as having the material available, is 
that it is constantly used.

The items related to the curricular structure of the courses are more 
prominent in the Brazilian framework since it has categories related to the 
structure and content taught. In Austria the focus is on the percentage of 
students enrolled in a particular curriculum. It is important to mention that 
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in Brazil the undergraduate courses must follow a curricular directive im-
posed by MEC, a fact that helps explain the existence of such categories.

One of the most distinguishing points between the two frameworks 
is the indicators related to innovation and intellectual property. In Brazi-
lian HEIs, the intellectual production of professors is computed and mea-
sured by the number of publications in periodicals, books, or participation 
in scientific projects or events. In Austrian HEIs, in addition to academic 
production, participation in R&D programs and the creation of patents are 
also rated, indicating an important stimulus to a more active stance in in-
novative processes.

A recurring item in the Austrian framework, but not predicted in 
indicators adopted in Brazil, are the incentives granted for courses and re-
search in other countries. In Austria, items such as (i) the number of full-
-time students with participation in international mobility programs, (ii) 
the number of persons (scientific or artistic) with at least a five-day stay in 
another country, and (iii) the number of diplomas obtained in international 
programs.

Finally, international exchange and cooperation actions between 
HEIs are items that are undeniably more present in the European fra-
mework. In Brazil there is only one indicator to evaluate international 
interactions. On the other hand, the Austrian framework encourages ac-
tions of international cooperation through a series of indicators either by 
sending its students or by receiving foreign students. In describing their 
student body, Austrian HEIs are keen to indicate the country of origin of 
each student.

Table 6 presents the characteristics of the two frameworks analyzed 
based on the point of view of the comparative analysis.
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Table 6 Synthesis of similarities and differences between Wissensbilanz 
and SINAES

Main 
Similarities

Teaching experience: training, acting, representation
Collections: availability and use
Insertion of  minorities: genres and ethnicities

Main 
differences

Innovation and intellectual property: market 
participation and copyright
Internationalization: mobility and participation in events
Curricular guideline: level of  regulation of  higher 
education

Source: the authors
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CONCLUSION AND FINAL REMARKS

Intellectual Capital is usually classified in the Human, Relational, and Struc-
tural Capital dimensions and its dissemination results in a series of  benefits 
for organizations, especially for HEIs. In Brazil, the HEIs that strictly follow 
the indicators present in the national system of  assessment of  higher edu-
cation end up prioritizing IC items, even if  this happens in an embryonic 
way. On the other hand, Austria pioneered reporting on its intangible assets 
by creating a specific disclosure tool and by deliberately boosting its HEIs 
into the current knowledge economy.

This study aimed at analyzing the HEI assessment frameworks adop-
ted in Brazil and Austria from the aspect of disseminating Intellectual Ca-
pital in order to explore and evidence similarities and differences. To this 
end, an analysis of the instruments of institutional assessment and of cour-
ses adopted in those countries was undertaken. The findings here describe 
a comparative research based on a bibliographical and documentary re-
view using the method of comparative analysis of analytical categories.

The main points in common identified were (i) the promotion of 
scientific, cultural, artistic, and technological production; (ii) mandatory by 
law; (iii) the analysis of the professional experience of the professors in HEI 
environments; and (iv) social responsibility actions. On the other hand, the 
main differences present in the frameworks analyzed were (i) the relative 
importance attributed to professor qualifications, (ii) the incentive for cou-
rses and research in other countries, and (iii) the level of specificity in the 
indicators related to social inclusion and diversity actions.

When analyzing the frameworks, it was possible to identify some 
similarities between the points prioritized through the existence of indica-
tors to be assessed by the Austrian and Brazilian HEI, but the way in which 
each country develops its actions differs considerably.

The main differences identified lie mainly in the way in which Aus-
trian HEIs treat items of Human Capital and Relational Capital (soft skills), 
seeking to disseminate information about their students and activities 
involving other universities and countries. In Brazil, the focus of HEIs is 
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mainly to highlight elements of Structural Capital (hard skills) with the dis-
semination of its resources, artifacts, and management modes.

The results of the study may provide insights and contributions to 
professional and academic practice. HEI managers, agents of government 
agencies, professors, consultants, researchers, and other professionals 
working in the Brazilian educational industry can benefit from this work 
since it provides a greater understanding of the dissemination of intellec-
tual capital by HEI and what are the value drivers of the HEI themsel-
ves, thus creating strategic differentials for deciding when and where to 
establish alliances, how to reach superior value, and how to share it with 
stakeholders.

The combination of the different lenses/dimensions of interpreta-
tion of the phenomena in knowledge-intensive organizations (LIMA et 
al., 2016) on the two frameworks of HEI assessment results in contrasting 
propositions (Table 7) that particularize them and point out the need for 
more discussion in future studies about the purpose and means of inputs, 
processes, and dissemination about the contribution and value generated 
by higher education. 

In a scenario of notorious state presence such as the Brazilian one, 
whether through direct investments or student financing, in-depth discus-
sion of such contrasting dimensions and propositions is vital to creating a 
framework capable of dealing with the social and managerial follow-up of 
the investments made by the Federal Government.

The present research was subject to some limitations: (i) the langua-
ge barrier that restricted the understanding at a deep level of certain details 
contained in Austrian documents written in German and (ii) the level of 
abstraction present in the categorization undertaken for the classification 
of human, relational, and organizational capital dimensions of existing in-
dicators in the instruments of institutional assessment and courses of the 
Brazilian framework.
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Table 7 Organizational dimensions of  the frameworks and propositions for 
future studies

Dimension Brazil – SINAES
Austria –  

Wissensbilanz

Institutional
Accountability to the 
Government

Communication aimed at 
the market / society

Informational
Regulatory and 
procedure-oriented

Indicative and results 
oriented

Ontological Normative framework Value creation

Epistemological
Public Administration – 
State Bureaucracy

Organizational Strategy - 
Performance

Methodological Checklist of  tangibles
Scope of  evaluation of  
intangibles

Systemic
Regulated and Closed 
Cycles

Spontaneous and Open

Cultural
Hierarchical and Short-
term

Community and Long-
term

Paradigmatic Functionalist Structuralist

Complexity
Mechanical, 
Incremental, and Local

Dual, Quantum, and 
Networking

Source: the authors

For future research, it is suggested to expand this study by adding 
data and facts related to the disclosure of IC in HEIs so that there is a shift 
from the exploratory field to the descriptive, adding even initiatives present 
in other countries, and also to advance the link among dimensions and 
propositions that frame the study of organizations (Table 7) and the con-
ditions and implications of creating value so as to reach a more intentional 
and intensive practice of Intellectual Capital management. Studies of this 
nature may facilitate providing a specific framework for the dissemination 
of Intellectual Capital and therefore of value creation for Brazilian HEIs or 
of other nationalities.



ADMINISTRAÇÃO: ENSINO E PESQUISA  RIO DE JANEIRO  V. 20  No 2  P. 245–280  MAY-AUG  2019	 275

comparative study on the disclosure of intangible and intellectual 
capital in higher education institutions in brazil and austria 

REFERENCES

ABHAYAWANSA, S.; ABEYSEKERA, I. Intellectual capital disclosure from sell-side ana-
lyst perspective. Journal of  Intellectual Capital, v. 10, n. 2, p. 294-306, 2009.

AGUIAR, D. R. M. A. O relato do capital intelectual nos relatórios e contas das universidades 
públicas portuguesas: os casos da Universidade do Minho, Universidade do Porto e Universidade 
de Aveiro. Thesis (Master degree in Accounting) - Escola de Economia e Gestão, Universi-
dade do Minho. Cidade do Minho. 2013.

ANSARI, S. et al. Intellectual capital as the facilitating infrastructure of  knowledge creat-
ing and sharing. International Journal of  Economics, Commerce and Management, v. 4, n. 6, p. 
100-117, 2016.

BAILOA, S.; DA SILVA, P. R. O Capital Intelectual na Administraçao Pública. Uma análi-
se a partir das páginas de Inernet das Autarquias Portuguesas. In: Conocimiento, innovación 
y emprendedores: camino al futuro. Universidad de La Rioja, p. 116, 2007. 

BLAU, P. M. O estudo comparativo das organizações. In: CAMPOS, E. (Org.). Sociologia 
da Burocracia. Rio de Janeiro: Zahar, 1971.

BONTIS, N. Intellectual capital: an exploratory study that develops measures and mod-
els. Management Decision, v. 36, n. 2, p. 63-76. 1998.

BRATIANU, C.; PINZARU, F. Challenges of  the university capital in the knowledge 
economy. Management Dynamics in the Knowledge Economy, v. 3, n. 4, p. 609-627. 2015.

CAÑIBANO, L.; SANCHÉZ, M. P. Intangibles in universities: current challenges for 
measuring and reporting. Journal of  Human Resource Costing & Accounting, v. 13, n. 2, p. 
93-104. 2009.

CAVALCANTE, R. B. et al. Análise de conteúdo: considerações gerais, relações com a 
pergunta de pesquisa, possibilidades e limitações do método. Informação & Sociedade: 
Estudos, v. 24, n. 1, 2014.

CLEARY, P. Exploring the relationship between management accounting and structural 
capital in a knowledge-intensive sector. Journal of  Intellectual Capital, v. 10, n. 1, p. 37-52. 2009.

CÓRCOLES, Y. Intellectual capital management and reporting in European higher edu-
cation institutions. Intangible Capital, v. 9, n. 1, p. 01-19. 2013.

CÓRCOLES, Y.; PEÑALVER, J.; PONCE, A. Intellectual capital in Spanish public universi-
ties: stakeholders information needs. Journal of  Intellectual Capital, v. 12, n. 3, p. 356-376. 2011.

DUMAY, J. A critical reflection on the future of  intellectual capital: from reporting to 
disclosure. Journal of  Intellectual Capital, v. 17, n. 1, p. 168-184, 2016.

DURST, S.; GUELDENBERG, S. Marketing the university as an attractive employer through 
intellectual capital reports: a longitudinal study in Austrian Universities. 2009. Available in: 
<http://www.academia.edu/16646139>. Accessed in: 02 jun. 2016.



issn 2358-0917

276	 ADMINISTRAÇÃO: ENSINO E PESQUISA  RIO DE JANEIRO  V. 20  No 2  P. 245–280  MAY-AUG  2019

josé francisco de carvalho rezende, ana cristina  
de oliveira lott & guilherme quintanilha 

EDVINSSON, L.; MALONE, M. S. Capital intelectual: descobrindo o valor real de sua 
empresa pela identificação de seus valores internos. São Paulo: Makron Books, 1998.

ELENA-PEREZ, S. et al. Ready for the future? Universities’ capabilities to strategically 
manage their intellectual capital. Foresight, v. 13, n. 2, p. 31-48, 2011.

FARIAS MOURA, S. et al. O Valor do Intangível em Instituições de Ensino Superior: um 
enfoque no capital humano. Revista Brasileira de Gestão de Negócios, v. 7, n. 18, 2005.

FEDERAL MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, SCIENCE AND CULTURE OF AUSTRIA. 
Federal Act on the Organization of  Universities and their Studies - Universities Act 2002. Federal 
Law Gazette In. 120/2002. Available in: <https://www.uibk.ac.at/index/finanzabtei-
lung/ug2002_englisch.pdf>. Accessed in: 02 mai. 2016.

FEDERAL MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, SCIENCE AND CULTURE OF AUSTRIA. Ver-
ordnung Über die Wissensbilanz – WBV. BGB1, II n. 63/2006. Available in: <https://www.
ris.bka.gv.at>. Accessed in: 03 jul. 2016.

GUERRERO, Y. M. N.; MONROY, C. R. Gestão de recursos intangíveis em instituições 
de ensino superior. RAE-Revista de Administração de Empresas, v. 55, n. 1, p. 65-77, 2015.

GUTHRIE, J.; PETTY, R.; JOHANSON, U. Sunrise in the knowledge economy: manag-
ing, measuring and reporting intellectual capital. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, v. 14, n. 4, p. 365-384. 2001. 

HEYDEBRAND, W. V. Hospital bureaucracy: a comparative study of  organizations. New 
York: Dunellen, 1973.

HOSS, O. Modelo de avaliação de ativos intangíveis para instituições de ensino superior privado. 
Tese de Doutorado (Doutorado em Engenharia da Produção) - Universidade Federal de 
Santa Catarina. Florianópolis. 2003.

INKINEN, H. Review of  empirical research on intellectual capital and firm performance. 
Journal of  Intellectual Capital, v. 16, n. 3, p. 518-565, 2015.

INEP. Evolução da Educação Superior - Graduação 1980/1998. Brasília, fev. 2016. Available in: 
< http://download.inep.gov.br/download/censo/1998/superior/evolucao_1980-1998.
pdf>. Accessed in: 01 mar. 2016.

INEP. Instrumento de avaliação de cursos de graduação presencial e a distância. Brasília, abr. 
2016b. Available in: <http://portal.inep.gov.br/superior-condicoesdeensino-manuais>. 
Accessed in: 15 mai. 2016.

INEP. Instrumento de avaliação institucional externa. Brasília, ago. 2014. Available in: 
<http://portal.inep.gov.br/superior-avaliacao_institucional-instrumentos>. Accessed in: 
15 mai. 2016.

INEP. Manual do estudante ENADE 2015. Brasília, jul. 2015. Available in: <http://portal.
inep.gov.br/enade>. Accessed in: 15 mai. 2016.

INEP. Sinopses Estatísticas da Educação Superior – 2014. Brasília, mai. 2015. Available in: 
<http://inep.gov.br/sinopses-estatisticas-da-educacao-superior>. Accessed in: 01 mar. 2016.



ADMINISTRAÇÃO: ENSINO E PESQUISA  RIO DE JANEIRO  V. 20  No 2  P. 245–280  MAY-AUG  2019	 277

comparative study on the disclosure of intangible and intellectual 
capital in higher education institutions in brazil and austria 

INEP. Sistema Nacional de Avaliação da Educação Superior – SINAES. Brasília, fev. 2016a. 
Available in: < http://inep.gov.br/sinaes>. Accessed in: 15 mai. 2016.

KAUFMANN, L.; SCHNEIDER, Y. Intangibles: a synthesis of  current research. Journal of  
Intellectual Capital, v. 5, n. 3, p. 366-88. 2004.

KIANTO, A. et al. The interaction of  intellectual capital assets and knowledge manage-
ment practices in organizational value creation. Journal of  Intellectual Capital, v. 15, n. 3, p. 
362-375, 2014.

LEITNER, K. Intellectual capital reporting for universities: conceptual background and applica-
tion within the reorganization of  Austrian universities… 2007. Trabalho apresentado na con-
ferência “The transparent enterprise. The value of  intangibles”, Madrid, 2007. Available 
in: <https://www.academia.edu/3586272>. Accessed in: 04 jun. 2016.

LIMA, E. P.; PEREIRA, S. L.; RODRIGUES, L S.; SOUZA, A. C.; MIGUEL, M. A. B. A 
Empresa do Conhecimento e suas dimensões organizacionais. Available in: <http://www.
kmpress.com.br/art481.htm>. Accessed in: 02 jun. 2016.

LISBOA, V. Número de estudantes no ensino superior aumenta. Agência brasil. 2015. Available 
in: <http://agenciabrasil.ebc.com.br/geral/noticia/2015-12/ensino-superior-avan-
ca-25-pontos-percentuais-entre-jovens-estudantes-em-10>. Accessed in: 04 jun. 2017.

LEV, B. Remarks on the measurement, valuation, and reporting of  Intangible Assets. 
NYU working paper no. Baruch Lev-08,  New York, 2003. Available in :<https://ssrn.
com/abstract=1280689>. Accessed in: 16 jul. 2018.

MARIZ, R. Brasil tem alto gasto público em educação, mas investimento por aluno está entre os 
piores. O globo. 2016. Available in: <https://oglobo.globo.com/sociedade/educacao/
brasil-tem-alto-gasto-publico-em-educacao-mas-investimento-por-aluno-esta-entre-os-pi-
ores-20119242>. Accessed in: 04 jun. 2017.

MORENO, T. C. B. et al. Capital Intelectual e o Sistema de Controles Gerenciais das 
Instituições Públicas de Ensino Superior: Um Ensaio Teórico sob a Perspectiva da Teoria 
da Contingência. Revista Ibero Americana de Estratégia, v. 15, n. 3, p. 39-52, 2016.

NAZARI, J. A.; HERREMANS, I. M. Extended VAIC model: measuring intellectual capi-
tal components. Journal of  Intellectual Capital, v. 8, n. 4, p. 595-609. 2007.

PACHECO, V. Mensuração e divulgação do capital intelectual nas demonstrações contábeis: 
teoria e empiria. Tese de Doutorado. (Doutorado em Engenharia de Produção) - Universi-
dade Federal de Santa Catarina. Florianópolis. 2005.

PEROBA, Tiago Luiz Cabral. Modelo de avaliação de capital intelectual para os cursos de 
mestrado profissional em Administração: uma contribuição para a gestão das instituições de 
ensino superior. Tese de Doutorado (Doutorado em Administração) – FGV. Rio de Ja-
neiro. 2013.

PIERCHER, R.; PAUSITS, A. Information and knowledge management at higher educa-
tion institutions. Management Information Systems, v. 6, n. 2, p. 08-16. 2011.



issn 2358-0917

278	 ADMINISTRAÇÃO: ENSINO E PESQUISA  RIO DE JANEIRO  V. 20  No 2  P. 245–280  MAY-AUG  2019

josé francisco de carvalho rezende, ana cristina  
de oliveira lott & guilherme quintanilha 

PISA 2015 - Results in Focus. 2015. Available in: <http://www.oecd.org/pisa/pisa-2015-
results-in-focus.pdf>. Accessed in: 09 jun. 2017.  

PORTER, M. E. A vantagem competitiva das nações. Rio de Janeiro: Campus, 1993.

REINA, D.; ENSSLIN, S. R. Mapeamento da produção científica em capital intelectual: 
um estudo epistemológico a partir das perspectivas propostas por Marr (2005). BASE - 
Revista de Administração e Contabilidade da Unisinos, v. 1, n. 8, p. 58-77, jan./mar. 2011.

REZENDE, J. F. C.; SILVA, C. M. M.; GOMES, B. C. P. A.; PINHEIRO, A. M. Drivers of  
value creation in the Brazilians private higher education institutions: the deans? Perspec-
tives. International Journal of  Business Administration, v. 8, p. 34-49, 2016.

REZENDE, J. F. C.; SILVA, C. M. M.; FERREIRA, D.; CAVALCANTI NETO, S.; AN-
DRADE, R. O. B. The Intellectual Capital and the value creation on the Brazilian higher 
education institutions: perspectives of  the coordinators of  undergraduate Business Ad-
ministration Courses. International Journal of  Business Management and Economic Research 
(IJBMER), v. 8, p. 849-861, 2017.

RODRIGUES, S. B.; CARRIERI, A. P. A tradição anglo-saxônica nos estudos organizacio-
nais brasileiros. Revista de Administração Contemporânea, v. 5, n. spe, p. 81-102, 2001. 

SANCHÉZ, M. P.; ELENA, S.; CASTRILLO, R. Intellectual capital dynamics in universi-
ties: a reporting model. Journal of  Intellectual Capital, v. 10, n. 2, p. 307-324. 2009.

SECUNDO, G. et al. An Intellectual Capital framework to measure universities’ third 
mission activities. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, v. 123, p. 229-239, 2017.

SILVA, C. M. M.; REZENDE, J. F. C. Geração de valor no ensino superior privado: uma 
análise do plano de desenvolvimento institucional (PDI). Contextus - Revista Contemporâ-
nea de Economia e Gestão, v. 15, n. 3, p. 66-90, 2017a.

SILVA, C. M. M.; REZENDE, J. F. C. Os direcionadores de valor nas universidades: um 
estudo comparativo entre Wissensbilanz (Áustria) e o Plano de Desenvolvimento Institu-
cional (Brasil). Revista FSA (Faculdade Santo Agostinho), v. 14, p. 67-88, 2017b.

SHERMAN, A. J. Harvesting Intangible Assets: Uncover Hidden Revenue in Your Com-
pany’s Intellectual Property. Amazom Books, 2012.

SINGH, I.; VAN DER ZAHN, J-L.W. M. Intellectual capital prospectus disclosure and 
post-issue stock performance. Journal of  Intellectual Capital, v. 10, n. 3, p. 425-450, 2009.

SOUZA, B. Só 16% dos trabalhadores têm ensino superior completo. Exame. 2015. Avail-
able in: <http://exame.abril.com.br/brasil/so-16-dos-trabalhadores-tem-ensino-superi-
or-completo/>. Accessed in: 04 jun. 2017.

STEWART, T. A. Intellectual capital: The new wealth of  organizations. Performance Im-
provement, p. 1-4, sept. 1998.

TAHIR INAYATULLAH, S. et al. Alternative scenarios for BRAC University. On the Hori-
zon, v. 21, n. 4, p. 275-285, 2013.



ADMINISTRAÇÃO: ENSINO E PESQUISA  RIO DE JANEIRO  V. 20  No 2  P. 245–280  MAY-AUG  2019	 279

comparative study on the disclosure of intangible and intellectual 
capital in higher education institutions in brazil and austria 

TAYLES, M; PIKE, R. H.; SOFIAN, S. Intellectual capital, management accounting prac-
tices and corporate performance. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, v. 20, n. 4, 
p. 522-548, 2007. 

TEECE, D. J. Capturing value from knowledge assets: The new economy, markets for 
know-how, and intangible assets. California Management Review, v. 40, n. 3, p. 55-79, 1998.

TEIXEIRA Jr., F. Análise dos métodos de pesquisa utilizados em artigos de administração da in-
formação: levantamento dos artigos publicados nos ENANPADs de 1999 a 2002... 2002. Trabalho 
apresentado no 26. Encontro Anual da ANPAD, Salvador, 2002.

TEODOROSKI, Rita de Cassia Clark et al. Contribuição do Capital Intelectual no Com-
partilhamento do conhecimento em uma rede de ensino superior privada. Navus-Revista 
de Gestão e Tecnologia, v. 3, n. 2, p. 105-113, 2013.

VALLEJO-ALONSO, B.; RODRIGUES-CASTELLANOS, A.; ARREGUI-AYASTUY, G. 
Identifying, measuring, and valuing knowledge-based intangible assets. New perspectives, 2011.

OECD. Country Note - Education at a Glance 2014. Available in: <https://www.oecd.org/
edu/Austria-EAG2014-Country-Note.pdf>. Accessed in: 31 mai. 2017.

OECD. OECD Better Life Index. 2017. Available in: <http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/
topics/education/>. Accessed in: 09 jun. 2017. 

THUM-THYSEN, A. et al. Unlocking investment in intangible assets in Europe. Quarterly 
Report on the Euro Area (QREA), v. 16, n. 1, p. 23-35, 2017.

TILLY, C. Big structures, large processes, huge comparisons. New York: Russel Sage Founda-
tion., 1984.



issn 2358-0917

280	 ADMINISTRAÇÃO: ENSINO E PESQUISA  RIO DE JANEIRO  V. 20  No 2  P. 245–280  MAY-AUG  2019

josé francisco de carvalho rezende, ana cristina  
de oliveira lott & guilherme quintanilha 

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

JOSÉ FRANCISCO DE CARVALHO REZENDE rezende.jf@gmail.com
DSc Management Science - UFRJ/COPPEAD

Institutional bond: IBMEC Graduate School of  Management

Rio de Janeiro/RJ - Brazil

Area of  interest in research: Strategy. Knowledge Management, Intellectual Capital 

Management.

Av. Pres. Wilson, 118      Centro      Rio de Janeiro/RJ      20030-020

ANA CRISTINA DE OLIVEIRA LOTT  anacristinalott@hotmail.com
MSc Management - UNIGRANRIO

Institutional bond: Centro Universitário Carioca

Rio de Janeiro/RJ - Brazil

Area of interest in research: Higher Education Institutions, Distance Learning, 

Management Learning.

GUILHERME QUINTANILHA  guilhermeguiga.quintanilha@gmail.com
MSc Management - UNIGRANRIO

Rio de Janeiro/RJ - Brazil

Area of interest in research:  HEI Assessment, Distance Learning, Management Education 

Programs.


