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ABSTRACT: Drawing on the intangible resource-based view of the firm, we investigate the
difference between high and low performing companies regarding their profile of core intangible
resources. The results obtained indicate that on average better performing companies hold
higher share of intangible capital on majority of analysed intangible resources and thus may
have developed more core competences and capabilities needed for superior performance. The
paper contributes to the previous literature as it highlights the existence of intangible resources
within the population of firms with common characteristics, which favourably distinguish
superior firms from less successful one. For the managers and policy makers gaining a clear
understanding of core intangible resources with potential of sustainable competitive adventage
that determine high performing firms and their tendency to invest in intangible assets can be
of crucial importance as it offers some insights for policy design.
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INTRODUCTION

Historical roots of research on intellectual capital (IC) starts in 1990s. Initial work
mainly focused on raising awareness about the existence of intangible assets and their
value within the organizations (Itami, 1991; Brooking, 1996; Roos, Roos, Dragonetti
and Edvinsson, 1997; Stewart, 1997) followed by the first classification models (Marr,
Gray and Neely, 2003). A change in investment structure with the increased investment
in intangible capital indicated a transition of industrial economy towards knowledge-
based economy. Further research, thus, formulated the concept of knowledge-based
organization (Nonaka, 1991; Spender and Grant, 1996; Teece, 1998; Teece, 2000) and
focused on the management of knowledge assets, which are often referred to as IC or
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intangible/invisible assets (Alcaniz, Gomez-Bezares and Roslender, 2011). They are
considered a key driver of business’ growth, profitability and competitiveness (Bose and
Oh, 2003; Kaufmann and Schneider, 2004; Cohen and Kaimenakis, 2007; Zeghal and
Maaloul, 2011; Sydler, Haefliger, and Pruksa, 2014). Canals (2001) emphasized that with
the development of knowledge-based society intangible resources increasingly came in
the forefront exceeding the contribution of tangible assets in the process of value creation
(Guthrie, 2001).

Thenotion of ICislinked to the firms’ ability to generate and apply potential of the knowledge
embedded in many of IC definitions (Kaufmann and Schneider, 2004). Galbraith (1969),
who first used the term, described IC as “a bundle of assets in a process of value creation”
In order to better understand how IC contributes to the value creation many scholars tried
to give the definition of IC and shed light on its measurement and management process
(Boj et al,, 2014). Even though many authors tried to define the term in accurate manner
the literature review revealed that there is no broadly accepted definition. According to
Brooking (1997) IC refers to intangible assets that can potentially enhance corporate
performance in case that appropriate combination of intangible assets, financial resources,
and good relationship with stakeholders exists (Abdullah and Sofian, 2012).

The notion that IC has the impact on business performance is consistent with the resource-
based view (RBV) theory, which advocates that a company should identify and manage
its intangible resources effectively in order to achieve the above average performance
(Penrose, 1959, 1980; Kristandl and Bontis, 2007; Raja Adzrin, Abu Thahir, and Maisarah,
2009; Lewicka, 2011)%. In order to maintain above average profitability, firm needs
to build sustainable competitive advantages (SCA) by creation of intangible strategic
resources (Ahmad and Mushraf, 2011; Sydler et al., 2014). Therefore, firms should analyse
the resources and competences they possess in order to discover which of them can be
considered superior and distinctive (Camelo-Ordaz et al., 2003). In identification of their
core intangible resources and consequently in conceptualization of strategically significant
competences and capabilities of the firm, IC components can be helpful.

In this paper we analyse the correlation between the size and different sources of
intangible capital and performance of Slovenian manufacturing companies using the
cluster analysis. Obtained results show than on average better performing companies hold

3 Corrado, Charles, Hulten, and Sichel (2005) estimated that investment in intangibles averaged US$1.1
trillion between 1998 and 2000 (1.2 times tangible capital investment) or 12% of GDP, and showed that
an important part of the US productivity acceleration since the mid-1990s can be attributed to growth in
intangible assets. Other country studies estimated the contribution of previously unmeasured intangible
capital to multifactor productivity (MFP) growth of 14% in UK (Marrano, Haskel and Wallis, 2009) and 3%
in Finland (Jalava et al., 2007) over a period between the mid-1990s and early 2000s. Estimated contribution
of all intangibles to MFP growth in Japan and in France is 19% (Fukao et al., 2008), 18% in Germany, and 9%
in Spain (Hao et al., 2008).

4 Nevertheless many companies are still facing a lot of difficulties with the IC management (Dzinkowski,
2000) due to intangible nature of IC. Therefore its identification and measurement becomes difficult as it is
haid to measuse IC by financial figures-As.aresult, only 20% of firm’s knowledge is actually used because
firms lack appropriate IC measurement system (Chen, Zhu and Xie, 2004).
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higher share of intangible capital on almost all analysed intangible resources and thus may
have developed more competences and capabilities needed for superior performance. By
comparing the resource profile of superior firm performers we highlight their tendency to
invest in intangible assets of the firm and the existence of those intangible resources that
favourably distinguish them from less successful firms.

For the managers and policy makers gaining a clear understanding of core intangible
resources that determine superior firm performers and their tendency to invest in
intangible assets can be of crucial importance as it offers some insights for policy design.
Understanding companies’ core intangible resources with SCA potential allows firms to
define appropriate corporate strategies that offer them the best economic returns. The
paper contributes to the previous literature as it highlights the existence of intangible
resources within the population of firms with common characteristics, which favourably
distinguish superior firms from less successful one. In general, the findings of the study
evinced different profiles in the core intangible resources of high- and low-performance
firms contributing to the theoretical insights of the resource-based view of the firm. A
comparative analysis, which shows the resource differential between the studied firms, is
one of the learning experiences in organization science and strategic management.

The structure of the paper is as follows. The study begins with brief presentation of IC
definitions and its classifications. The next section introduces RBV of the firm as the basis
for hypothesis development. Given the high importance of core intangible resources in
their contribution to superior performance by development of strategic capabilities and
creation of sustainable competitive advantages, the resource profile of Slovenian superior
companies is examined and compared to less successful firms. Discussion and conclusion
are presented in final section.

1. INTANGIBLE RESOURCES AND THEIR ROLE IN IMPROVING BUSINESS
PERFORMANCE

1.1. What is intangible resource and where it comes from - definition and the
origins of IC

The Kaufmann and Schneider (2004) and Choong (2008) reviewed main definitions of IC
and intangibles in general, and pointed to the use of different terms by different scholars
from different economic fields, which refer to the same subject. Invisible assets (Itami,
1991), intellectual capital (Brooking, 1997; Stewart, 1997), immaterial capital (Sveiby,
1997), intangibles (Lev, 2001) are the most recurrent terms, with intangible assets being
the most often used term by accountants and accounting standards. Today the term
IC is usually used in management and legal literature, intangible asset in accounting
literature field, while the term knowledge asset by economists. The difference exists
mainly in different perspective adopted reffering to the immateriality of IC elements, their
“invisibility”, their relation to knowledge and/or information, and to the role of intangibles
as generative resources (Moldaschl and Fischer, 2004).
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Finally, due to different viewpoints of various interest groups different approaches on IC
classification exist and consequently different ways of categorisation and different lists of
intangibles are offered. A three-categorization model of Edvinsson and Malone (1997) is
often presented where IC is identified at the level of individuals, the organizational level
and the level of relationship that the firm has with its suppliers, customers and other
stakeholders in general (Marzo, 2013)°. Beside Edvinsson and Malone’s classification
commonly known as pioneering one is also classification of Sveiby (1997), who divided IC
competences into internal capital (patents, concepts, computer and administrative systems)
and external capital (customer segmentation, market growth, efliciency and stability).

What seems to be shared by all authors is that IC is non-tangible (and non-financial)
asset based on the knowledge, which span human, intra-organizational and inter-
organizational level of the firm. In our study we will refer to the definition of Turk (2000)
who defines IC as firms’ knowledge included in its operations; it could be capitalized
or not (like intellectual property); it impacts firms’ operating profit and its value; and
it exists as human, relational and organizational capital. In his definition Turk also
follows the Edvinsson and Malone’s IC classification where human capital is defined as
combined knowledge, skill, innovativeness and ability of employees to meet the task at
hand; organizational (structural) capital refers to organizational capability that supports
employee’s productivity like hardware, software, databases, organizational structure,
patents, trademarks; and relational (customer) capital consists of relationships developed
with the key customers (Bronzetti, Mazzotta, Puntillo, Silvestri and Veltri, 2011). In the
study we will use IC term interchangeably with the term intangible assets or intangible
capital.

1.2. IC elements and their contribution to organizational efficiency

Due to the IC role in reduction of companies operating costs we provide description of
individual IC elements and their contribution to organizational efficiency.

Human capital is considered the most important resource of the company especially in
relation to firm’s future value creation (Gadau, 2012). It is also a foundation of IC and the
basic element in performing other functions of IC (Chen, Zhu and Xie, 2004). Several
authors suggested that in order to effectively generate and derive benefits from intangible
capital a firm has to possess high quality human resources (Galor and Moav, 2004), which
represent the collection of employees’ skills and abilities (Bontis and Fitz-enz, 2002) that
can be leveraged to further extend intangible asset base of the firm (Arrighetti, Landini
and Lasagni, 2014).

5Due to different approachesin IC measurementaccountant tried to establish accounting standards to provide
stakeholders with a more comprehensive picture of firms’ IC expressed in terms of traditional monetary data
(Petty and Guthrie, 2000). Therefore, accounting literature uses classification of intellectual capital into four
categories of assets (Gadau, 2012): market assets, substructure assets, assets as intellectual property, human
values.Intangibles,canbealsoclassified.according to the degree of how difficult is to establish ownership or
control rights over intangible assets (Blair and Wallman, 2000).
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Basically human capital refers to individual abilities, know-how, skills, expertise,
experience, and leadership abilities of employees and managers which increase their
professional qualification and contribution to the firm (Edvinsson and Malone, 1997;
Fernandez, Montes and Vazquez, 2000). Together with teamwork and learning capacity,
loyalty, training and education, these attributes comprise employees’ competences (Chen
et al., 2004); whereas employees’ attitude includes the motivation of the employees for
the work and satisfaction from work (Sydler et al., 2014; Inkinen, 2015). Creativity of
employees enables them to be innovative and is one of the most important factors in
developing IC of the firm (Chen et al., 2004). The competences, attitude and creativity
of employees can result in outstanding products and in improvement of production
efficiency. Employees’ competences are transformed into capital through HRM practices
like annual performance appraisals, work-life balance programs or health improvement
programs, which can effect and enhance not only organizational performance (e.g.
productivity, quality and innovation) of the firm but also social performance in terms of
lower employee turnover and absenteeism or an increase of job satisfaction (Abhayawansa
and Abeysekera, 2008).

Human capital is people dependent knowledge which is not a property of the firm. Thus
it is very important for the company to establish and to enforce the relationship with its
workers in order to keep this value within the company (Bronzetti et al., 2011). In this
respect knowledge transfer among employees is important factor of knowledge keeping
within the firm®.

Organizational (structural) capital, also called internal capital, refers mainly to the
internal organization that supports human capital to perform and create value or
wealth for the firm (Edvinsson and Malone, 1997; Sveiby, 1997; Bollen, Vergauwen and
Schnieders, 2005). It represents the human capital substructure (Gadau, 2012) and could
also be defined as human resource supportive infrastructure (Benevene and Cortini,
2010) as it allows efficient operation of a firm, which helps adaptation to novel situations
(Youndt and Snell, 2004).

It is people independent intangible resource that remains when employees leave the
company. Thus, one of its functions is to reduce firm’s dependence on a particular
individual or group of individuals, and easing incorporation and coordination of new
employees (Fernandez et al., 2000). It includes corporate culture, policies, distribution
networks, and other “organisational capabilities” developed to meet requirements
of the market, such as patents, trademarks, licences, quality and improvement
processes, organizational processes, IT systems, or R&D activities that have been or
will be implemented in order to improve the effectiveness and profitability of the firm
(Dzinkowski, 2000; Moon and Kym, 2006; St-Pierre and Audet, 2011; Sydler et al., 2014).

6 Fernandez, Montes and Vazquez, (2000) offer some of posible solutions how to keep knowledge of individual
employees within the firm by limiting the freedom of personel movement for a certain period of time in case
that worker received a specialized training needed for specific job performance or rewarding the employees
forthe remaininginthe fitm in the form of compensations for long service to the firm or high pensions which
the employees lose in case that they leave the firm.
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Among others, database of clients, suppliers and competitors also provides competitive
advantage as it is important information source which reflects firms’ internal structure
of relations.

Most of organizational knowledge is not formally written in any of companies’ documents
but resides in organizational routines, principles and values that make up firm’s corporate
culture, which is a product of employees’ interaction and collective learning - assets that
enable productivity and enhance human capital (Fernandez et al., 2000). Organizational
capital is supporting infrastructure of human and relational capital in their contribution
to firm performance since it enables creative and innovative activities within the firm
(Bozbura, 2004). Together with human capital organizational capital enables companies
to generate and utilize relational capital in a coordinated way (Chen et al., 2004).

Relational (customer) capital, also called external capital, represents ability of the firm to
relate with various stakeholders, such as customers, suppliers, investors, members of the
community, society, and the knowledge embedded in and derived from these relationships
(Canibano, Garcia-Ayuso, and Sanchez, 2000; Grasenick and Low, 2004; Green and Ryan,
2005; Abdullah and Sofian, 2012). It includes the perceptions of external stakeholders of
the firm itself, such as corporate image, brand recognition, and similar (Przysuski, Lalapet
and Swaneveld, 2004).

Relational capital not only that incorporates the network of relations with its stakeholders
but it also integrates potential assets obtained through these networks (Burt, 1992; Wang,
Yen and Liu, 2014) such as: customer and brand loyalties (Park and Luo, 2001), access to
quality raw materials, better service, faster and more reliable suppliers’ delivery (Peng and
Luo, 2000), reduced possibility of opportunistic behaviour of business partners (Pisano,
1989), and development of new knowledge and competences with greater exchange
of information, skills and know-how (Walker, Kogut and Shan, 1997; Kale, Singh and
Perlmutter, 2000) due to enhanced evolution of partner’s relationships (Gulati, 1995).
Cooperation with customers, suppliers and competitors not only provide the access to
their knowledge and resources but also enables the sharing of risks and provides necessary
flexibility needed in changing environment (Fernandez et al., 2000). A good relationship
with company’s stakeholders implies improvement in firm’s trust and reputation and
consequently an increase of relational capital (Bronzetti et al., 2011).

Relational capital facilitates cooperation among team members and shapes collective
actions (Chua, Lim, Soh, and Sia, 2012). Therefore, it can help employees to collaborate
with others, leading to better individual performance. The higher level of relational capital
induces better planning and problem solving, enhances customer benefits by better
identification and satisfaction of their needs, which in turn increases production and
efficiency of service delivery and thus reduces organizational costs (Youndt and Snell,
2004; Kijek and Kijek, 2008). Relational capital is among all components of IC the most
directly related to firm’s performance but cannot be developed without the support of
human and structural capital (Chen et al., 2004).
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Therefore, intangible capital is the knowledge of the firm embedded in the skills and
experience of its employees, its policies, procedures and routines, and its relationships with
its customers, suppliers, and other stakeholders of the firm (Bharadwaj, 2000; Grant, 1996).

2. RESEARCH ANALYSIS
2.1. Literature review and hypothesis development

Resource based theory (Barney, 1991) and competence-based theory (Hamel and Prahalad,
1990) recognize the resources and competences as a source of competitive advantage of
the firm (Bowman and Toms, 2010; Bronzzeti et al., 2011). In order to be the source of
sustainable competitive advantage resources must be rare, unique, inimitable, durable,
idiosyncratic, and non-substitutable, i.e. not easily replaceable by another resource (Peng,
2001; Fahy, 2002). Such resources are considered to be core or strategic as they distinguish
a firm from a strategic point of view (Leonard-Barton, 1992). Since intangible capital is
the only source that fulfil all conditions required to be considered the source of firms’
sustainable competitive advantage (Sanchez, Chaminade and Olea, 2000), many authors
used RBV in analysing firms’ intangible capital (e.g. Fernandez et al., 2000; Sveiby, 2001;
Riahi-Belkaoui, 2003; Herremans and Isaac, 2004; Marr, Schiuma and Neely, 2004; Reed,
Lubatkin and Srinivasan, 2006).

In general, development of firms’ intangible capital is closely linked to the firms history
(path-dependency) and causal ambiguity (making it hard for other firms to imitate or to
recreate due to unique historical evolution of each company). Many of firms’ intangible
resources are externalities derived from their activities (Arrow, 1974). Due to their complex
relations of complementarity and causal connections among intangibles themselves
and among intangibles and other resources of the firm, intangible resources are hard to
understand and replicate. Thus availability of intangible resources in organized market is
lowered precisely because of their co-specialization with other resources of the firm, which
reduces their value outside the firm and impedes the knowledge of its individual creation
(Grant, 1991). The more numerous and more complex these connections are, harder it
is to understand and imitate intangible resources of the firm (Reed and DeFillippi, 1990;
Fernandez et al., 2000)’. This idiosyncratic character of intangible resources makes them
an important factor of firms’ differentiation.

Compared to tangible assets intangibles contribute significantly more to firm’s success
(Galbreath, 2005) as they have more potential for creation of firm’s sustainable competitive
advantage and to enable the firm to sustain higher levels of profit (Bowmana and Toms,

7 Among the reasons why resorces and competences might be difficult to imitate we can find: complexity of
core competences because of the ability of company to internaly and externaly link activities and processes
in such a way that they deliver value to the customer; path dependency of competence development, which
are culturally embedded; causal ambiguity where competitors cannot comprehend the significance of firm's
characteristics,that:may.be based.on tacit knowledge or the linkage of processes and activities that create core
competences (Foundations of strategic capability, 2015).
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2010). From the perspective of RBV, sustainable competitive advantage of the firm
depends on the exploitation of relationships between different complementary intangible
resources that generate value synergies (Powell and Dent-Micallef, 1997). The synergy
effect is obtained with the use of intangible resources that are accumulated in one part of
the firm and are simultaneously used in other parts without additional expense or at low
cost. This simultaneous use of intangibles is possible due to their knowledge nature, which
enables synergies: it can be used at the same time in different forms, it doesn’t deteriorate
with the use but its value increases with the use as opposed to tangible material resources
which depreciate with the use, and it is possible to obtain even more knowledge with the
combination of its parts. Because of their capability to generate synergies, the possession
of intangible resources is of great importance for firms’ growth (Fernandez et al., 2000).
Companies that are able to generate superior core resources may be capable to use them
in order to develop sustainable competitive advantages of the firm (Srivastava et al., 1998;
Lippman and Rumelt, 2003).

Hamel and Prahalad (1990) argue that superiority of better performing companies over
their competitors stems from their core competences and the way they are deployed,
which implies that firms possess different profiles of resources (Carmeli, 2001). Intangible
resources decisively contribute to the heterogeneity of resources with their unique
characteristics (lasting, specialised and non-marketable) and superiority (scarce and
difficult to imitate). They may exist at different levels within the firm: employees, teams,
functions, processes, or the organization as a whole (Villalonga, 2004). Type, nature and
magnitude of these resources determine a company’s profitability (Amit and Schoemaker,
1993). Thus, in explaining why some firms are more competitive and perform better than
others resource based theorists (Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; Grant, 1991; Peteraf,
1993; Amit and Schoemaker, 1993; Collis, 1994) emphasize the role of internal, firm-
specific factors and their effect on performance.

Many authors investigated link between different measures of performance and intangible
capital like: sales (Lev, Radhakrishnan and Zhang, 2009), return on equity (Appuhami,
2007), sales variation, productivity and return on assets (St-Pierre and Audet, 2011),
cash flows (Herremans, Isaac and Bays, 2008), business profitability and productivity
(Kamath, 2008), efficiency and the net value added over total asset (Riahi-Belkaoui,
2003). Authors often show significant contribution of intangible capital to firms’ market
value (Sougiannis, 1994; Lev and Sougiannis, 1996; Al-Horani, Pope and Stark, 2003;
Eberhart, Maxwell and Siddique, 2004; Hall, Jaffe and Trajtenberg, 2005; Greenhalgh and
Rogers, 2006; Anagnostopoulou and Levis, 2008; Sandner and Block, 2011). Some authors
also found a positive contribution of intangible capital to both firm- and industry-level
productivity (Oliner, Sichel and Stiroh, 2007; and O’Mahony and Vecchi, 2009; Marrocu,
Paci and Pontis, 2012). Carmeli and Tishler (2004) and Riahi-Belkaoui (2003) showed the
positive relationship between intangible capital and firm’s future performance. St-Pierre
and Audet (2011) listed some of the studies where we can find a positive relationship
between intangible capital and firm performance as well as between the growth rate of
intangible capital and firm performance (Cohen and Kaimenakis, 2007; Tan, Plowman
and Hancock, 2007; and Tovstiga and Tulugurova, 2009).
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Some authors investigated relationship between firm’s performance and certain type of
intangible capital finding significant positive correlation between: human capital and
profitability and productivity of firms (Kamath, 2008), human and organizational capital
and investors’ capital gains on shares (Appuhami, 2007), organizational and relational
capital and firm performance, reflected through reduction of operational costs and
new product development (Bontis, 1998; Bontis, Keow and Richardson, 2000). Others
showed significant positive correlation between firm performance and certain elelements
of organizational and relational capital like: R&D and innovation (Capon, Farley and
Hoenig, 1990; Lev and Sougiannis, 1996; Deng, Lev and Narin, 1999), advertising (Chan,
Lakonishok and Sougiannis, 2001), customer satisfaction (Luo, 2007; Aksoy, Cooil,
Groening, Keiningham and Yalcin, 2008) and companies’ image (Deephouse, 2000;
Roberts and Dowling, 2002).

But authors also showed that no single intangible capital can create value on its own (Gupta
and Roos, 2001) but the combination and interaction between different types of intangible
capital is the one that yields a sustainable competitive advantage and enhance firm
performance (Chen, Cheng and Hwang, 2005; Fernstrom, 2005; Cohen and Kaimenakis,
2007; Inkinen, 2015). Hence, Nazari (2010) revealed that human capital is significantly
associated with organizational capital and positively influences firm’s performance.
Other authors showed that human capital has positive influence on relational capital,
whereas both components in turn influence organizational capital (Bontis et al., 2000;
Chen et al., 2004). Another study by Hsu and Fang (2009) provided evidence that
combined effect of human and relational capital improves organizational learning and
new product development performance. Huang and Hsueh (2007) found that interaction
of human and relational capital, especially employees’ training, has a strong impact on
firm performance. Later on Inkinen (2015) confirmed that employees, the organisational
supporting structures or the established relations that the firms possess has only little
value separately but combined they represent a strong performance driver. Other studies
also documented the support of human capital to other dimensions of intangible capital
which in turn directly influence firm performance (Cabrita and Bontis, 2008; Kim, Kim,
Park, Lee and Jee, 2012). Wang and Chang (2005) observed that the influence of human
capital on performance is indirect as it influences innovation capital, process capital and
customer capital, which in turn are the main determinants of firm performance.

In accordance with the resource based view of the firm and above stated empirical
arguments concerning the relationship between different dimensions of intangible
capital and firm performance we believe that better performing companies possess more
beneficial intangible resources that help them to be more competitive and to perform
better than others. Thus, we hypothesize that better performing companies possess higher
share of human, relational and organizational capital.

H1: Better performing companies possess higher share of human capital.
H2: Better performing companies possess higher share of relational capital.
H2: Better performing companies possess higher share of organizational capital.
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2.2. Methodology and data

In our research we have focused on larger Slovenian manufacturing firms with more
than 100 employees due to the lack of record keeping regarding some of intangible assets
in smaller Slovenian firms since they do not have established organizational structure
to collect these data. Therefore, in many cases smaller companies could not provide
requested data. In contrast to smaller companies, large firms are more capable to exploit
economies of scale in intangible asset accumulation, can be more effective in protection
of their intangible assets and thus have a greater incentive to invest. They are also more
capable to support the uncertainty related with investment in intangible asset compared
to small firms (Arrighetti et al., 2014). In addition, large firms are also more inclined to
a more thorough disclosure of information on intangible assets (Bozzolan, Favotto, and
Ricceri, 2003).

The surveyed companies run businesses in different industries. As the resource-based
theory is concerned with resource-based advantages rather than monopoly-based the use
of a sample with a variety of industries is appropriate (Fahy, 2002).

Primary data were collected within the basic research project »Analysis of firm-level
investment in tangible and intangible capital from the perspective of future competitive
advantages of Slovene firms, code J5-4169«. To collect data on various resource constructs
we used questionnaires, which focus on broader classification of intangibles and address
different aspects of intangibles (HRM, interest groups in the company, information
technology, innovation, relational capital, branding and brand capital)®. Instead of
investigating single aspects, we used a comprehensive framework covering different
aspects of intangible capital in order to capture the entire intangible capital structure of
the firm and to provide better understanding of its “immaterial” parts by investigating
their relative importance. The respondents were asked to evaluate different intangible
resources by answering the set of “yes/no” questions, where each set covers one field of
study. Affirmative answers to the questions reflect increased complexity of specific category
and the tendency of a firm to achieve higher level of productivity. In the questionnaires
we used cascade type of questions based on the work of Miyagawa et al. (2010). The use
of cascade technique ensured data quality and reliability. Questionnaires comprised also
some Likert scale questions using a 1 to 4 scale. In the questionnaires we also included
some standard questions asking for specific piece of information like market share, number
of competitors, patents, sales, expenditure for employees’ training, I'T, R&D activities, and
marketing activities. With the following questionnaires we identified the type of intangible
resources that companies possess as well as the processes run in the companies:

8 Project was performed at the Faculty of Economics University of Ljubljana in the period from 2011 to 2014,
by the research group led by prof. dr. Janez Pragnikar and financed by the Slovenian Research Agency. Authors
of individual questionaires are: associate professor dr. Tjasa Redek for R&D capital, assistent professor dr.
Matjaz Koman and mag. Gordana Lalovi¢ for the field of relational and IT capital, associate professor dr.
Nada Zupan and teaching assistant dr. Dasa Far¢nik for HRM capital, full professors dr. Janez Prasnikar and
dr. Damjan Voje for social capital, full professor dr. Vesna Zabkar for the field of marketing. Results of the
study.are published.in the bookedited by,profodr Janez Prasnikar with the title The role of intangible assets
in exiting the crisis (2010).
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e HRM questionnaire focused on different aspects of human capital, like: training
and transfer of knowledge within an organization; HRM practices like performance
feedback, programs for work-life balance, employee health improvement programs,
employee motivation and satisfaction; and organizational flexibility in respect to
teamwork, process of continuous improvements, internal communication of employees
and implementation of new business practices and methods.

o With the social capital questionnaire we investigated ownership structure of the firms
as well as the process of negotiations between managers and employees in terms of
their bargaining power, the role of unions within the process along with the employees’
participation in decision making, risk and profit sharing.

e With IT questionnaire we measured different IT dimensions, from investment in and
development of IT system, its use for customers’ central database, sales analysis, or sales
projections, and the role of informatics in current activities, business reorganization, or
for achieving competitive advantage.

e With R&D questionnaire we focused primarily on: R&D activity in companies,
characteristics of product and process innovation, and company competences and
capabilities relative to competition.

e Marketing questionnaire investigated the level of development of brand management
based on the existence of three aspects: brand development, brand measurement, and
brand investments.

e We measured relational capital using a questionnaire that focus on firm’s customers,
competitors and suppliers, analysing different dimensions of relational capital like:
relationship with customers and suppliers, their impact on business decisions and
product development, monitoring of customers and acquiring new one as well as
acquiring information on competitors and their influence on business operations.

Based on the review of the literature we defined categories of intangibles according to
Edvinsson and Malone’s categorisation of organizational, relational and human capital with
related intangible items that are most frequently discussed in literature and investigated
within respective questionnaires. Therefore, in the HRM capital category we included
intangible constructs, like: employees’ co-operation and teamwork capacity, knowledge
transfer, system for employees’ motivation, HRM practices, like: annual performance
appraisals, work-life balance, health and occupation programms. We included union
activity within the human capital category as it is reflection of employees’ relations.
Organizational capital category comprises intangible constructs: corporate culture,
board and ownership structure, customer/supplier support, R&D activities, quality and
improvement process, patents. Relational capital category consists of next intangible
constructs: corporate image, brand recognition, brand value, new customers, customers’
loyalty and long-term relationship with customers, their impact on product development
and business decisions, customers griviences, customers share of sales, suppliers’
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relationship and their influence on product development, competition and competitors’
influence on business decisions. We also examined investment of Slovenian companies in
human resource management (HRM), marketing activities, information technology (IT)
and research and development (R&D) as investment in these areas is considered to be
most important for companies to increase their intellectual base as suggested by Youndt
et al. (2004). Table 1 in Appendix shows detailed classification of intangible capital in
human, organizational and relational categories with related intangible items.

We sent the questionnaires to 364 Slovenian manufacturing companies. In order to
encourage companies to participate in the study, we guaranteed complete confidentiality
of data. The questionnaires were answered by CEOs, marketing and sales managers as
well as HRM managers who were able to adequately assess the firm’s resource base with
respect to its performance. All participants held high-level managerial positions, thus the
potential for significant data biases was diminished.

We received 102 questionnaires, a response rate of 28 per cent. In the research study we
included 93 manufacturing companies that had fulfilled most of the questionnaires on
different type of intangible capital. Hierarchical cluster analysis excluded 5 companies
as potential outliers, so our results are based on 88 companies. Twenty six firms were
identified as high performing companies based on their financial indicators, while sixty
two of them as low performing companies. Secondary data was retrieved from annual
financial reports for a year 2009, composed by The Agency of the Republic of Slovenia for
Public Legal Records and Related Services (AJPES).

2.3. Results and discussion
2.3.1. Firm performance and intangible core resources of the companies

Literature review indicates that there is no widely accepted consensus about definition,
dimensionality and measurement of the firm performance concept. Many studies measure
firm performance with a single indicator representing this concept as unidimensional
(Glick, Washburn and Miller, 2005). Others suggest that in case of several dimensions,
those most relevant to the research should be chosen (Richard, Devinney, Yip and
Johnson, 2009). Thus, we measured firm performance based on accounting information
contained in financial statements. In order to define high performing companies we used
performance indicators useful in predicting the capacity of the firm to generate profit,
productivity and growth from the use of its current resources. We measured profitability
by using ROA, ROE, EBIT, and EBITDA financial indicators. Since size of the company
and profitability are interdependent, we used sales indicators as a measure of size most
closely related to profitability and growth while we used value added per employee as a
measure of productivity. These indicators have been identified also as factors for which
empirical studies found to be important drivers of firm’s disclosure policy®. A widely held

9 See Alsaeed (2006) for an extensive summary of studies examining relationship between information
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view is that indebted firms have an incentive to voluntarily increase the level of corporate
disclosure in order to fulfil information needs of investors (Al-Shammari, 2007; Alsaeed,
2006). Therefore, we also included other measures of financial performance like indicators
of indebtedness and liquidity.

Size of a company is a trait that is related to the tendency of firm to invest in intangible
assets (Arrighetti et al., 2014) and to disclose information on intangible investments. In
our analysis company size was measured by total assets, as has been done in other studies
on voluntary disclosure (Depoers, 2000; Ho and Wong, 2001). Additionally, we used a
measure of company’s size with respect to the number of employees. Therefore, we divided
companies into 5 groups: size 1 (from 0 to 50), size 2 (from 50 to 250), size 3 (from 250 to
500), size 4 (from 500 to 1000), size 5 (above 1000). Therefore, the full set of performance
measures that we used is: ROA, ROE, EBIT, EBITDA, value added per employee, ROS,
sales growth, sales profit, leverage, neto debt, liquidity, size with respect to total assets and
to employees’ number.

To identify high performing companies, we performed an agglomerative hierarchical
cluster analysis in SPSS 15. In order to identify eventual outliers we first used hierarchical
cluster analysis with nearest neighbour method. After excluding identified outliers we
used two step cluster analysis for classification of firms into groups based on their financial
indicators calculated from firms’ accounting data. We used t-test to find differences
between groups.

The cluster analysis revealed two distinct clusters of companies with different
performance indicators. The differences between the groups of firms are statistically
significant at 5% level (t-test). Compered to companies in cluster 2 (low performing
companies), companies in cluster 1 (high performing companies) are characterised as
being more successful as they show better performance based on identified financial
indicators. Results presented in Table 1 show that high performing companies are bigger
regarding the size of total assets and characterized by negative debt, high profitability
and productivity, with better operational efficiency and growth potential®. Sales
growth, liquidity and size of the company regarding the number of employees are not of
significant difference'".

disclosure and performance.

10 For more accurate explanation of financial indicators it would be needed to compare them over time in
order to see their trend, and compare them to other companies in the industry.

11 We.also performed. clusteranalysis,based only on financial indicators (EBIT, EBITDA, TOTAL ASSETS,
and ROE) and got very similar results.
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Table 1: Clusters of companies based on identified financial indicators

Cluster 1 (n=26) Cluster 2 (n=62)
Financial indicators High perfm:ming Low perfor.m ing P-value
companies companies
mean SD mean SD
ROA 0.05 0,038 0.02 0.020 0.000
ROE 0.07 0.062 0.02 0.067 0.002
EBIT 3,299,936 3,055,350 329,891 436,864 0.000
EBITDA 7,622,810 6,210,806 2,063,429 1,610,871 0.000
VALUE ADDED PER 0.000
EMPLOYEE 98,901 138,160 28,228 20,208
ROS (%) 7.42 11,13 0.98 1.719 0.000
SALES GROWTH (%) -18.69 14.74 -18.53 22.98 0.974
SALES PROFIT 77,420,077 75,988,908 31,536,585 24,025,388 0.000
LEVERAGE 0.38 0.193 0.57 0.206 0.000
NETO DEBT -0.10 0.268 0.17 0.262 0.000
LIQUIDITY 1.92 2.05 1.36 0.84 0.075
SIZE WITH RESPECT 0.000
TO TOTAL ASSET 115,985,341 124,535,457 36,659,710 33,321,828
SIZE WITH RESPECT 0.213
TO EMPLOYEES’
NUMBER 2,65 1,093 3,00 1,215

Note. SD stands for Standard Deviation.
Source: AJPES (2015) and own calculations.

2.3.2. Companies’ characteristics by company clusters and type of intangible capital

To reveal the difference between the groups of companies regarding their internal
organizational characteristics and corresponding share of intangible capital we applied
questions from the questionnaires on identified clusters of firms. For each of the two
clusters, mean values or the share of positive answers to each individual question and
standard deviations are provided with data on the statistical significance of differences
between the clusters. Results presented in Table Al in Appendix show that in most cases
the share of intangible capital is higher for high performing companies.

When we explore these two groups in more detail we found significant differences regarding
their internal organizational characteristics mainly with respect to the level of investment
in human and relational capital, which is higher for high performing firms. In relation
to human capital most of differences occur regarding the perceptions about training and
knowledge transfer, teamwork and implementation of some HRM practices, which are
all elements associated with better performance (Capelli and Neumark, 2001; Siebers



G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ... 19

et al., 2008; Bloom and Van Reenen, 2010). As regards relational capital of firms, high
performing companies have more developed CRM and brand management capabilities'
as well as corporate image, which also contribute to better firm performance according
to previous research evidence (Srivastava et al., 1998; Sulait, 2007; Morgan, Slotegraf,
and Vorhies, 2009). High performing companies also invest more in IT maintenance,
which enables the creation of knowledge and its better utilization (Youndt, Subramaniam
and Snell, 2004). Below we report and discuss mainly the results which are statistically
significant between two clusters.

2.3.2.1. Human capital

The statistically significant results for two clusters with respect to human capital are
presented in Table 2, which shows that the group of high performing companies possesses
higher share of human capital primarily in terms of developing of employees’ core
competences like teamwork skills and employees’ abilitities to share their knowledge
with others, as well as in terms of employing HRM practices, which transfer employees’
competences into capital.

Within the group of high performing companies teamwork, is considered to be a common
form of employee cooperation on different levels of organization. All of more successful
companies state that there is a great need for employyes to work in work groups and in
different teams in individual department while majority of them (84.6 percent) claims
that there is a strong presence of forming interdepartmental teams reflecting increased
organizational flexibility. This is in line with the research done in Slovenia by Zupan,
Far¢nik, FiSer, Kodarin and Valen¢i¢ (2010) who found a significant correlation between
organizational flexibility" and productivity of 66 Slovenian manufacturing companies.
In addition, the result is in line with other studies showing the importance of employee
co-operation and department integration for development of intangible capital (Nahapiet
and Goshal, 1998; Van den Bossche et al., 2006; Wang et al., 2014) and in prevention of its
loss in case that employee leaves the company. This is achieved with the transformation
of individual knowledge into shared cognition and “know-how” embodied within the
team (Fernandez et al., 2000; Wang et al., 2014). Important factor of knowledge keeping
within the firm in majority of high performing companies (71.4 percent versus 24.3
percent of low performers) is also knowledge transfer, which high performing companies
systematically promote among their employees as they believe they would have no
problem finding skilled replacement in case of employee departure. Teamwork and

12 Brand management capabilities concern the processes and activities that enable a firm to develop, support,
and maintain strong brands (Aaker, 1994; Hulland, Wade and Antia, 2007) while CRM capabilities underlie
a firm’s ability to create and manage close and strong relationships with customers (Rust, Ambler, Carpenter,
Kumar and Srivastava, 2004).

13 measured as a sum of scores for qualitative questions regarding teamwork, organizational change
implementation, process of continuous improvements, specificity of job descriptions, internal communication,
informal means,of communication,flexibility as a company value, and implementation of new business
practices and methods
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department integration contribute not only to increased productivity and performance
(Maranno and Haskel, 2006; Boning, Ichniowski and Shaw, 2007; Bloom and Van Reenen,
2010; Berg, Appelbaum, Bailey and Kalleberg, 2000; Dunlop and Weil, 2000; Hamilton,
Nickerson, and Owan, 2003; Bartel, 2004) but also to increased disclosure of information
and building loyalty to the firm (Starbuck, 1992).

Majority of more successful firms employ a range of HRM practices like annual performance
appraisals, work-life balance programs and health improvement programs. They are using
annual performance appraisals to provide employees with targeted feedback on their
past performance and guidance to the achievement of work-related objectives, which
facilitate employee learning and development (78.5 percent) and lead to higher operating
performances (Forzza and Salvador, 2000). Special programs and policies aimed at
improvement of work-life balance of employees (38.4 percent) and health improvement
(76.9 percent) can increase job satisfaction and employees’ commitment to the company
leading to increased productivity and reduction in absenteeism, presenteeism and
employee turnover (Center for organizational excellence of American psychological
Assocciation, 2015). A multidisciplinary literature review on the relationship between
HRM practices and performance reveals that studies predominantly reported positive
effect of individual HRM practices on performance or productivity (Siebers et al., 2008;
Bloom and Van Reenen, 2010).

In relation to human capital, group of low performing companies significantly differ from
high performing companies regarding employees’ organization in unions. Our results
show that higher degree of employees in less successful firms (74.5%) is organized in
unions'. This result is in line with the view that organizing employees in unions could lead
to decreased productivity because of misallocation of work, restrictive work practices, the
threat of adversarial industrial relations, which lowers trust and cooperation and causes
the firm to invest less (Metcalf, 2002; Ehrenberg and Smith, 2012)".

High performing companies also invest more in human capital by providing employee
training, which is confirmed by their significantly higher yearly costs of training per
employee (in average 135.971 EUR compared to 46.484 EUR of low performing group
of companies). According to results of Koch and McGrath’s research (1996) firms that
systematically train and develop their workers are more likely to enjoy the rewards of a
more productive workforce than those that do not. As shown by Nerdrum and Erikson
(2001) investment in education and training increases professional skills and competences
of employees, which results in better individual and organizational performance and leads
to higher performance rates and human and organizational capital increase (Youndt et al.,
2004).

14 Similar result is obtained in the study done by Prasnikar, Voje, DolZan Lesjak, Gjibexhi and Raicevié
(2010), which show that mainly less productive companies have employees organized in one union.

15 Literature provide also an alternative view, which states that organized unions could increase productivity
because employees are more satisfied as they have bigger role in decision making process, higher wage and are
more cagei towork (Voje,;2010) . Unionsmayplay a monitoring role on behalf of employer, make managers
less lethargic and stop exploitation of labour (Metcalf, 2003).
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Table 2: The share of human capital in high and low performing Slovenian manufacturing
companies

Cluster 1(26) Cluster 2 (62) Sign.
HUMAN CAPITAL N * share of SD N * share of SD
companies in % companies in %
1. TEAMWORK
Cooperation in different teams in individual ~ 26 100 0.000 59 69.4 0.464 0.001

department (not exclusively performing
tasks in the same workplace) is a common
form of employees’ operation.
There is a strong presence of employees’ 26 84.6 0.368 59 61.0 0492 0.031
cooperation between different departments
and forming of interdepartmental teams.
2. KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER
Successors for most of key employees exist. 14 71.4 0469 41 243 0.435 0.001
3. HRM PRACTICES:
3.1. ANNUAL PERFORMANCE
APPRAISALS
Annual performance-review meetings are 14 78.5 0426 41 39.0 0.494 0.010
conduced effectively and thus significantly
contribute to improved performance.
3.2. WORK-LIFE BALANCE
Special programs aimed at improving 13 384 0.506 40 12.5 0.335 0.038
work-life balance of employees exist in the
company.
3.3. HEALTH AND OCCUPATION
PROGRAMMS
Special programs for improving employee 13 76.9 0439 41 46.3 0.505 0.055
health (other than those required by law)
exist in the company.
4. UNION ACTIVITY
Exactly one union organization exists in 26 50.0 0.510 59 74.5 0.439 0.026
the firm.
* In the table we replaced mean values of binary data by the share of companies as an incidence of a specific intangible capital aspect/practice.
N  mean SD N  mean SD Sign.

5. INVESTMENT IN EMPLOYEE

TRAINING

Total costs for employees’ training per year 6 135971 159910 25 46484 40712 0.015
in EUR.

Source: FELU (2011-2014) and own calculations.
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2.3.2.2. Organizational capital

Groups of firms significantly differ regarding their ownership structure (see Table 3).
On average, higher share of firms within the group of high performing companies (34.6
percent) are firms with foreign ownership. This result is in line with a range of international
studies which show that firms with foreign ownership perform better than domestic-
owned firms (Doms and Jensen, 1995; Chhibber and Majumdar, 1999; Barbosa and Louri,
2005). Superior group of companies also invest more in IT maintenance, salaries of IT
personnel or IT licence costs.

Table 3: The share of organizational capital in high and low performing Slovenian
manufacturing companies

Cluster 1(26) Cluster 2 (62) Sign.
ORGANIZATIONAL CAPITAL N shareof ~ SD N = shareof  SD
companies companies
in % in %

1. OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE

The dominant ownership share is in 26 34.6 0.485 59 135 0.345 0.025
possession of foreign owners.

* In the table we replaced mean values of binary data by the share of companies as an incidence of a specific intangible capital aspect/practice.
2. IT INVESTMENT N mean SD N mean SD Sign.

Percentage of total IT cost not used for 11 30.518 27816 37 8.307 15895 0.001
software or hardware investment but

for other things like licence costs, IT

personnel salaries, IT maintenance,...

Source: FELU (2011-2014) and own calculations.

When examining Re&»D activities in companies focusing on the characteristics of product
and process innovation, even though the difference between the groups is not statistically
significant, results show that intensity of R&D activities is higher for high performing
companies as they show slightly better performance regarding introduction of new
products (94% introduced new products in last five years versus 90% of low performers).
Both groups gave the highest relevance to improvement of existing products as the most
important type of innovation followed by introducing new product lines, expending
existing product lines, repositioning and introducing globally new products. Low
performing companies gave higher importance to repositioning in front of introducing
new product lines. High performers gave higher loadings on importance to all of individual
innovation types.

In average higher share of high performers (81% versus 73% of low performers)
introduced process innovation in terms of production process improvement (81% versus
67%) and improvement of support services like maintenance, sales, IT, accounting and
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other processes in the company (69% versus 67%)'¢. Though, low performers show better
performance regarding average number of introduced patents even though the group
of superior companies increases the number of introduced patents every year as well as
investment in R&D in contrast to low performing companies whose R&D investments
decreases by years. Investment in R&D is considered to be fundamental in creation of new
knowledge. As shown by Youndt et al. (2004) history of greater R&D investments leads
to greater capacity to absorb new knowledge, which should in turn lead to higher level of
human capital. In order to protect new knowledge companies create integrated knowledge
embodied in their processes, routines and products, which in turn increase the level of
organizational capital.

2.3.2.3. Relational capital

Based on our results the group of high performing companies possesses higher share of
relational capital in terms of the firms’ ability to relate with its customers and manage their
perceptions regarding brand recognition and corporate image (see Table 4).

Firms from this group appear to be more developed in terms of marketing capabilities
particularly customer relationship management capabilities, which underlie a firm’s ability
to create and manage close and strong relationships with customers in order to improve
long-term customers’ loyalty, which directly contribute to firm performance (Srivastava
et al., 1998, 2001; Morgan et al., 2009) as well as brand management and measurement
capabilities in terms of processes and activities that enable a firm to develop, support,
and maintain strong brands and corporate image. According to Zabkar, Dimitrieska,
Dimitrova, and Ivanovska (2010) brand management activities are considered to
contribute to companies’ productivity as they proved an association between the level of
brand management and the productivity level with the empirical data in the study of fifty-
nine medium-sized and large manufacturing companies in Slovenia.

Our results show that 63.1 percent of high performing companies claim they have
developed brand architecture (i.e. organized system of brands) while a customer loyalty
program exists in 25% of more successful companies. Latter is in accordance with the study
of Fernandez et al. (2000) who showed that firms with former loyal customers achieve
superior results in relation to their competitors with lower unit costs and a higher market
share. Our results also show that 50% of more successful companies evaluate corporate
image by measuring perceptions of the company among different publics in terms of
quality of management, product or service quality, innovativeness and financial position,
compared to only 21% of less successful companies. This is in line with the research of
many marketing scholars who emphasized the impact of reputation on firm success

16 Similar results can be found in the study done by Redek, Kopriva, Miheli¢ and Simic¢ (2010) on the sample
of 61 companies operating in 23 industries, which showed that companies as the most important types of
innovation reported: improving existing products, introducing new product lines, expanding existing
product lines,and repositioning products. Also three quarters of the studied companies improved their
processes in terms of improved production processes, logistics and distribution, and supporting processes.
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(Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993; Srivastava et al., 1998, 2001). Namely by developing corporate
image high performing companies also send signals about their key characteristics, future
actions and behaviour. They inform external stakeholders about the firm’s trustworthiness,
credibility and quality (Galbreath, 2005) and shape the response of customers, suppliers
and competitors (Teece, Pisano and Shuen, 1997). Schwaiger (2004) displays many positive
effects of strong corporate image which helps firms in acquiring and retention of best
employees and customers because of increased confidence in their products and services.
Also companies with strong corporate image have better access to capital markets, which
decreases capital costs and lowers procurement rates. Thus a firms’ profitability increases
with better reputation.

The group of high performing companies also invest significantly more in marketing
activities. In average marketing investment increases with the years in contrast to low
performing group whose investment in marketing activities decreases.

Table 4: The share of relational capital in high and low performing Slovenian manufacturing
companies

Cluster 1 (26) Cluster 2 (62) Sign.

RELATIONAL CAPITAL N share of SD N  shareof SD
companies companies
in % in %

1. CUSTOMERS’ RELATIONSHIP
MANAGEMENT
Customer loyalty program exists in the 4 25.0 0500 19 0 0.000 0.025
company.

2. BRAND MANAGEMENT

Company has developed brand architecture 19 63.1 0496 46 326 0474 0.023
(organized system of brands, e.g. monolithic/

unitary, endorsed/hybrid, freestanding/

diversified).

3. CORPORATE IMAGE

Company measures perceptions of the 18 50.0 0514 47 212 0414 0.023
company among different publics in terms of

quality of management, product or service

quality, innovativeness and financial position.

* In the table we replaced mean values of binary data by the share of companies as an incidence of a specific intangible
capital aspect/practice.

4. MARKETING EXPENDITURES N mean SD N mean SD Sign.

The share of sales in 2007 set aside for 17 0.046 0072 35 0.011 0.015 0.008
activities to increase the value of brands

(including external costs of advertising and

marketing activities of advertising agencies,

media).
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The share of sales in 2008 set aside for 17 0.051 0095 37 0.010 0.014  0.012
activities to increase the value of brands

(including external costs of advertising and

marketing activities of advertising agencies,

media).

The share of sales in 2009 set aside for 16 0.055 0097 37 0.008 0.010 0.005
activities to increase the value of brands

(including external costs of advertising and

marketing activities of advertising agencies,

media).

Source: FELU (2011-2014) and own calculations.

Based on the answers provided in the questionnaires we can also reveal some of the firms’
characteristics regarding the business environment in which group of firms operate as well
as their relationship with customers and suppliers even though the difference between the

groups is not statistically significant.

High performing companies operate in more competitive business environment since
they have, on average, larger number of major competitors compared to the group of
low performing companies (11 versus 6.79). Some authors stress that sharpening the
competition in markets leads to the accumulation of intangible resources as firms in such
environment resort to less imitable intangible assets in order to enhance their distinctive
know-how and product differentiation (Petrick, Scherer, Brodzinski, Quinn and Ainina,
1999; Arrighetti et al., 2014). However, from 2008 to 2009 they faced higher increase in
market share (10% versus 1% in average) with the decrease in number of competitors (for
1.33 in average).

Results imply that high performers have more developed supply-chain relational
capabilities, which in turn may improve customer service and firm performance. Supply-
chain relational capabilities include adoption of long-term relationship with suppliers,
collaborative communication, supplier involvement in development of new product,
and use of cross-functional teams, which in turn foster knowledge development and
exchange, facilitate joint problem solving, promote cooperation, and reduce transaction
costs (Lado, Paulraj and Chen, 2011). Regarding the relationship with suppliers we can
see that both groups of companies exchange information with their suppliers. While all of
high performing companies regularly visit their major suppliers this applies to 82% of low
performers. Also higher share of high performing companies have relations with suppliers
that influenced development of new products (83% compared to 76% of low performers).

Regarding low performing companies results show on bigger customers’ impact on their
business decisions. A higher share of low performing companies stated that customers
directly influenced the fundamental companies’ business decisions (43% compared to 33%
of high performers) and dictated the choice of their suppliers (17% versus 8% among high
performers). The higher share of low performers also have a long-term contract with most
importantrcustomerss(22%wversus 17% of high performing companies) and make long-
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term contracts with their new customers (43% versus 17%). Also, low performers inform
top management about opinions, comments and complaints from their customers and take
them into accounts when making decisions in greater extend compared to high performers
(84% versus 75% respectively). These results imply that low performing companies are
more customer responsive, which is mainly a characteristics of market driven companies
(Barlow Hills and Shikhar, 2003), that collect information on their customers to assess
their future needs but do not attempt to create or change customers’ behaviour". Similar
result was also gained by Koman, Fili¢, Flerin, and Juri$evi¢ (2010) who confirmed that
less productive companies closely monitor their customers and engage them in product
development. However, our results show that higher share of high performing companies
is more successful in obtaining new customers since 58% of them succeed to obtain at least
10 percent of new customers each year (versus 43% of low performers).

3. CONCLUSION

The aim of the study was to investigate how firms’ human, relational and organizational
capital form distinct profile of resources in order to better understand core resources
(i.e., most valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable) that may generate sustainable
competitive advantages and lead to superior performance. Therefore, the resource profile
of Slovenian better performing companies was examined and compared to low performing
manufacturing companies. We also examined whether investment in human resource
management (HRM), marketing activities, information technology (IT) and research and
development (R&D) differs between identified resource profiles of Slovenian companies
as investment in these areas is considered to be most important for companies to increase
their intangible asset base as suggested by Youndt et al. (2004).

In particular, we find that relatively smaller group of superior performing companies
hold significantly more intangible capital resources that provide them with the base
for constructing their respective and different competitive advantages. This group
of companies invest significantly more in development of human, relational and
organizational capabilities in terms of employees’ training, marketing activities and
maintenance of IT system.

For the companies in the studied sample following core intangible resources that favourably
differentiate better performing companies from lower performing companies stand out:

1. Human capital capabilities like: development of employees’ co-operation and teamwork
capacity with promotion of knowledge sharing, as well as employing HRM practices
supported by investment in employees, which are fundamental drivers of knowledge
development and development of firms” enhanced relationship with their employees
in order to keep this knowledge within the company. They are all factors that increase
intangible asset base and hence positively influence firm performance.

17 In contrast market-driving fitms set.the needs and desires of their customers and thus change their
behaviour and attitudes (Narver, Slater and MaclLachlan, 2000; Kumar, Scheer and Kotler, 2000).
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2. Organizational capabilities like investment in IT enable companies to increase the use
of theeir knowledge resources and enhance cooperation and knowledge sharing among
employees.

3.From the resource-based view, relational capabilities like development of customer
relationship management and brand management as well as corporate reputation
building are recognized as important strategic assets capable for generating sustainable
firm performance.

Based on this study, our findings suggest that high performing companies are strategically
oriented towards development of those core capabilities and competences that are not
dependent on individual employees’ knowledge but are residing in the organization. Due to
established working conditions that foster employees’ cooperation and knowledge sharing
companies enhance teamwork and increase interdependence among their employees
and therefore keep the knowledge within the firm. Companies provide employees with
targeted feedback and guidance to help them learn and develop. These HRM activities
are considered to directly affect the level of human capital. At the same time as employees
learn and increase their human capital they create organizational knowledge, which is
foundation for organizational learning and knowledge accumulation. Intensive employees’
training also contribute to the adoption and sharing of companies’ common values, which
consequently have a strong impact on development of organizational capital.

Essential in the management of firm resources is also building and maintaining a good
reputation of the firm with strong brand and close relationships with customers. Better
cooperation of firm’s employees and closer relationship with firm’s customers improves the
efficiency and effectiveness of resource utilization while their interaction further extends
intangible asset base of the firm due to the synergistic effect of intangible resources, which
leads to greater success of the firm.

Therefore, findings of the study suggest that managers should put a considerable attention
to the analysis and identification of companies’ core intangible resources and their
functions within the firm. This allows managers not only to concentrate their efforts on
understanding firms’ strengths and weaknesses and to allocate resources efficiently to
those intangible assets that may translate into competences and capabilities on which the
company builds its sustained competitive advantages but also to generate the synergies
which are more capable of generating sustain economic rents. Thus, our results are in
accordance with previous results which suggest that firms need to increase their overall
level of intangible capital in order to improve firm performance (Chen et al., 2004) since
companies with higher share of intangible capital are able to attain significantly better firm
performance than less reach companies (Youndt et al., 2004).

In this study we investigated only individual dimensions of intangible capital but many
authors suggest strong interdependence between these categories of intangible capital
in creation, development and utilization of firms’ knowledge. Therefore, firms should be
aware that it is not sufficient only to possess a resource as intangible resources enhance firm
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performance through their interaction with other resources. Since intangible resources
exhibit complementarities and enhance firm performance through their interactions
it is hard to empirically identify unique resources and attribute superior performance
to specific assets. Therefore the exploration of these interactions between and among
intangible resources and their contribution to the success of the firm is a challenge for
future research.




29

G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ...

76590 88%°0 €9°0 1§74 69%°0 140 71 ‘sjun ?:oﬁwﬁcmwuo [re ur ﬂ.mmo@/oﬁ ST mogoaam uoneAnow 10§ Eu%%m
. . . . . “duewIofad
0€80 1270 89°0 14 6970 120 4 10§ ed pue uonowoid woiy jrede UOT)EATIOUT JO SULIOJ IYJO 3SN AN
1LT°0 6770 €L0 1§74 Y150 LS50 il *$)81X9 doueurrojrad sakordws uo paseq suorjowrord 10y wAsAs y
WHLSAS NOILLVAILLOW
. . . . . "aouewIoyrad pasoxduur 03 aynqruod Apuedsyrusis
oroo vevo - 06£°0 i 9170 S840 vl SNY) pue A[2ATIOS PRONPUOD d1e STUNIIW MIIAI-ddUeULIOfId enuUy
$91°0 08¥°0 99°0 1% €9¢°0 980 Al ‘soaforduua A2y Jsea] Je 10§ Pa3oNpu0d a1k sFUNIW MITAdI-ddueWIOIAd [enuuy
$56°0 88%°0 €90 1§74 L6V°0 $¥9°0 ¥1 ‘saafordwa s31 03 yoeqpady soueurroyrad remsar sapraoid Auedwo)
MOVAAddd HONVINIOIddd
100°0 SE¥’0  €¥Co TV 697" ¥IL0 ¥l '$1S1Xa $9a40[dura £33 JO JSOW J0 SI0SSIING
871°0 6710 €L0 ¥ £9T°0 €60 Al ‘saafojdwro Suowre ropsuen) a3papmouy aonpur Ajresnewaiss Auedwor)
. . . . . ‘(uonjezox qof
6070 8120 560 ¥ 0000 00°t 4 dryszojuowr drysaonuardde -8-0) Sururex) qol ayy uo rengax spraoid Lueduwoy
YIISNVILL ID9AITMONI
. . . . . ‘uresdoid Sururen e jo pua ay) je £oAIns €
£rro 9050 6¥'0 17 69%°0 120 4 Surdonpuod A[U0 10U SPOYIAW IIYJ0 YIIM OS[E SSIUIATIIAPD FUTUILT) JINSLIUT IM

81¢0 667°0 650 1874 v1S0 €¥0 ¥1 A[enuue surer3oid Sururen; ur PpaajoAuT sT saako[dwa Jo Jey uey) o

. . . . . '$)S!

60¥°0 810 560 v 000 00T 4 Auedwod 2y Jo spasu paynuapr uo paseq saafojdws jo Sururen) paziued

ONINIVIL F9A01d

TVLIdVO WIH
as uedw N as uedw N
ufig

(29) T I93SMD

(97) 1 393sMD

IV 9]
XIANAd



ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

30

TVLIdVO TVNOLLV T

S10°0 TILOY  ¥8FOF ST 016651 1L6°SE1 9 reaf 1od Sururesy 10§ $3s00 [e30],
SLSOO ONINIVIL
. . . . . ‘uonisod aannadurod syt 21052191 pue L1anonpord asearout
6020 €980 sro 6s ro ol 9 PINOYS WLIY 3} MOY] JO UOTIsanb o) y)im pautaduod (a1e) st (s)drysiapesy uorun
970°0 6€7°0 VL0 65 0150 00S°0 9T “ULIT AU} UT S)SIXd UonjesiueSIo uorun auo Apoexyg
7090 ¥ST°0 €6°0 6S 961°0 96°0 9T "suorun uy pastuedio are Auedurod oY) U SINIOM
ALIALLDY NOINN
. . . . . *PasLaIdIP ALY SINOY dALBI[-DIS pue pasoxduur sey saafoduws 1o
eeo 0870 70 v 61570 a0 el JO yi[eay Jo [2A9] [esoudd oy swerdord juswosordwr-yieay 2say) Jo asnesag
€750 1970 620 ¥ 9050 8€°0 ¢1 | -surexSoxd yuowarordwr-yreay] asay) Ut paAjoAul st saakodwa Jo Jjey uey) IO
. . . . . “Kuedwod o) ur $ISIXd (Me[
500 050 evo v 6£v’0 69.°0 el £q paxmbazr asoy) uey) 1o130) yyreay sakordurs uraoxdur 1oy swrerdoxd [eradg
SIWIAVEIODO¥d NOILVdNODO0 ANV HLTVIH
. . . . . "PaseaInap I9AOUIN] PUE PISEIIOUT SBY UOIOLJSTIES
2600 70£0 0010 ov 6970 58270 v JO 1oA9] Te1aUS a1y aoueleq AI[-yHom Sursoxdur oy surerSoxd asat) jo asnedog
. . . . . “2dUe[Rq IJI]
6510 £9¢0 5200 ov 9er0 vico v -y1om Surroxduar 10y surerdoid asay ur pasjoaur st saakodwa jo Jrey uey) 21047
. . . . . “Kuedwoo ay)
8€0°0 see0 seroov 9050 v8e'0 el ur s)s1xa saakojdua jo aouereq jif-yrom Suraoxduur ye pawre surerdoid [erd
HONVIVL H4IT-Xd
S07°0 9050 670 ¥ 08¥°0 69°0 €1 ‘saakordwa Jo A)r10(ewr 10§ YI0M JO WLIO] SULBUTWOP Y ST IOMUI
8020 8870 €90 187 08%°0 69°0 €1 *s1e2A QATJ JSE[ AU} UI YIOMUWED) PONPOIIUT A[[EITJRI)SAS 2ARY
. . . . . “A[[nyssaoons sy
t6e0 9510 860 v LLeo 60 el 11y uriojrad 03 saakordurs Suoure uorjerado-0 Jo 10[ € 10J PIAU € ST 1D
SHIXOTdINA ONOWY NOILLVIddO-
. . . . ‘swred) [eyuaun)redapiajur Jo SUTULIO) pue S)udw)Ie
1€0°0 oy 0190 65 890 9v8'0 o JUIIDPIP U2aMI2q uone1ddood siajrom Jo adudsad Juoxns e st a1d)
"UOTJeId
100°0 FOP°0 690 65 0000 00°'T 9C SI9MIOM JO ULIOJ UOWWOD © ST (0e[d>IoM duures a) ur syse) Sururioy
A[PAtsSn[oX2 Jou) Juau)redap [ENPIAIPUL UT SWEd) JUIIPIP Ul uorjerado
. . . . . 's3ss9201d yI0M Y
¥60°0 S0€0 €680 65 000°0 00'T 9T

aINJeu 9} JO 2sNe23q SANOIS YIOM UT JIOM 0} SINIOM 10 PIIU 1813 B ST 19!

ALIDVAVO MYOMNNV




31

G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ...

710°0

¥10°0

0100

LE

§60°0

1500

LT

‘(e1paw ‘sav>ude
Sursnzoape Jo sanianoe Sunayrew pue SUISTIISAPE JO §)S00 [BUI)Xd SuTpnur)
SpURIq JO dN[BA Y} ISLIIOUT 0 SIMIANI J0J IPISE JAS OO UI SI[eS JO dIBYS Y],

800°0

S10°0

110°0

S¢

°L0°0

9%0°0

LT

(erpaur ‘sapuage
Sursnizoape Jo sanianoe Sunayrew pue SUISTIIGAPE JO §)S00 [BULI2)Xd Surpnyur)
SpUEIq JO 9N[BA 3} ISLIIOUT 0} SAIAIIOR I0J IPISE 39S £((T UI SI[LS JO Ieys YT,

04T°0

150°0

810°0

S¢

LL0°0

7900

ST

*(erpaur ‘sapuage
Sursnizoape Jo saniande Sunayrew pue SUISTIISAPE JO §)S0D [BUIIXd Surpnyour)
SpueIq JO dN[BA ) 9SBIIOUT 0} SINTATIO 10J IPISE J9S 90T UT S3[eS JO dIBYS Y],

STINLIANTdXT ONLLIMIVIN

980°0

8T¥°0

S92°0

Ly

6CC0

61

“Kuedurod o) ur §)$1X9 9[qIsuodsal 0} UONBULIOJUT JO IDJSULI) pUB
Sunodar snonunuoo sapraoad yorym (Jouesjur “3-9) WaIsAs UOTILITUNUIWIOD Y

91¢°0

€700

€LT'0

98%°0

vIvo

S8C0

9¢°0

1o

16°0

Ly

Ly

o

¥15°0

Y1570

6170

8T

81

61

'sorqnd Juazayrp Suoure (ssaursnq ut Aeqd Irej pue Ajrunwwod 3y 0) Ipnine)
Aueduros ayy jo Aipiqrsuodsar [eros ajer0diod pasrediad saseawr Lueduro)y
‘uonysod [eroueuy

pue ssouaaeaouur Kyenb 2514195 10 Jonpoid quawadeuewr jo Lyenb jo surrd)
ur so1qnd juazaprp Suowre Luedwod oy jo suondaorad saseawr Auedwo)
*(systpeuanol 10y 310ddns pue erpowr oy yymm ssouuado Kryiqissaooe
JuawaSeuew ayerodiod) erpawr oy yym sdrysuonepar saSeuew Auedwor)

IOVINI 41VI0dd0D

SIT0

0T¥°0

°0¢°0

¥reo

LIV'0

€9¢°0

8L°0

80

i

or

oF

syo

8L¥°0

syo

61

61

61

‘SpueIq $901A19s/3onpoid 10 spueiq 9)e10d10d I9YII0 ON[eA PURIQ SINSBIUT I/

‘spueIq $a01AI3s/3onpoid J0 spu
91e10d100 I9JId ‘ON[eA PURIQ dSLIIOUT O} SATTATIOR PIOURUT M G-90(0T UIIM:

‘(syprewrapeny ‘syuared) pajoajoid A[reday are spuerq Auedur
0TVA ANV

€70°0

081°0

€eeo

j7A 4V

w970

€670

97¢e’0

040

19°0

o

Ly

o

9670

€150

sy o

1€9°0

L0

61

61

61

*(PayIsIaAIp/SUTpuL)saa1) ‘PLIGAY/PIsIopud AIejrun/dTyrjou
"33 ‘spueiq jo waysAs paziuedio) ainjoajrydre pueiq padopadp sey Luedur

'$901A19s / s3onpoid 1

10§ spueiq ayeredas a1) 0} uonippe url ‘pueiq ajerodiod e sdofasp Luedw
*(syueypISU/SIA[RIP 10§ S[aqe] djearid 10 puelq uSro1o) 19p

suonjerado Surystuy ur ajedonred jou op) spuerq umo si sdofasp Auedur
NOILINDODHd aN

IOVINI 4LVIOdd0D ANV ANV




ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

32

. . . . . *SIAWO)SND
8140 L1770 o Lt 68¢°0 1o & jueytoduwr Jsour [[e Ym JoeIu0d wId)-3uo] pey am ‘g00Z-9007 porad o) uy
. . . . . ‘sIowo0}snd juelroduwur
6950 SLv0 89°0 Lt s150 850 u Jsow Y Jo AJLrofeur YiIm JOBIU0D WId)-3U0] PeY am ‘800Z-900¢ Poriad ay uy
. . . . . ‘s19wWo)snd juelrodwi jsowr
0es0 6c0 560 L€ 680 €60 u 31} JO U0 JSBI] JB [IIM JOeIU0D ULId}-SUO[ ey am ‘@007-9007 porrad ay) uf
dIHSNOLLVTaY WIH.LONOT SYIINO.LSNO
. . . . . "9AT)OR 2IIM
0000 000 8t 0000 000 v urexSoxd £yjedo] ur szoquratu mau 2y) Jo Ajurofew ayy ‘800Z-900¢ porrad ay ug
. . . . . *(anyea ur) 90T Je oSe1oe
6790 oec0 90°0 8t 0000 000 v uo Jursearour sem weadoxd £yjedo] 1owolsnd mo ‘g0z-900¢ porrad oy ug
. . . . . *SIQWOISND MAU
yor’o €80 €80 81 0000 00T v JoBI)JE 0} IOPIO U SIWIT) [[€ J& SINIATIE JNO PALLIED IM ‘800Z-900¢ Portad ayy uy
S70°0 0000 0000 61 0050 0SZ°0 i “Kueduros aypy ur sysixa werdoxd Lyedof rowosny
e
6980 617°0 6L0 61 0050 SL’0 ¥ s3oTe1ed JouIU]) SPUULYD UOTINQLIISIP SNOLIBA Y3noayy sjonpoid 1o o) ssaddoe
198 03 31qe a10M s1onpoid 1o Jo s19Anq pa)saIAUI ‘g00Z-9007 portad oy ug
. . . . . ‘S[QUURYD UOTJULIOJUT J9YJ0 JO/PUE [[BW-d
6560 ero 0 ol 000 520 v BIA PIULIOJUT 219M $3onpoid INo Jo s14Nnq pajsaIdur ‘g00z-900¢ porrad ayy
SYINO.LSND O ALTVA
. . . . . "WAISAS D Y)Y
0790 o 900 Lt 0000 000 v SI2WO}SND INO JO INOTALYAQ Y} SULIOJTUOW 1M M ‘Q00Z-900¢ portad 2y,
. . . . . *SIAWO0)SND
foro QS0 &0 Le 68€°0 LT0 cl INO M S)OBIIU0D ULId)-Suo] Supyewr AJurewr a1om am ‘g00Z-900¢ porrad oy
. . . . . *SIQWO)
€L€°0 050 €50 LS 150 85°0 4 MU JO 9601 15¥9] 3¢ (9BeI2AT UO) PAUTEIGO 284 G00Z-0007 PoLtad oy
. . . . . *SIAWO}
61£0 LLeo w60 Le 000°0 00t a MIU JOBIJIE 0) SAWT) [[E JB SAMTATIOL JNO PILLILd M ‘800Z-900¢ Porrad oy
SYINOLSND M
SYINO.LS
‘(BIpaw ‘sadU
S00°0 0100 8000 L€ £60°0 5500 91 Sursnzeape Jo saniAnoe Sunesrew pue JuIsnIAPE JO $1S00 [eUIXd Surpnpd

Spuelq JO anjeA 9]} asealIdUl 0] SINIAIIOR I0] IPISe J9S () Ul SoTes JO aIeys 9




33

G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ...

“Auedwod 1no ut $ad1A13s J0 syonpoid

8190 [e70 o0 8¢ 08¢0 €80 4 mau jo juswrdofaasp ayy ajowoid sxarddns yim suonear ‘800z-900¢ Ul
€€T0 €6€0 T80 8¢ 000°0 00'T a storddns Tofewr mo paysia A[rem8a1 am ‘g00z-9007 portad ay) Uy
- 000°0 00°T 8¢ 0000 00°T 4! szo11ddns Mo yym wonewLIOjUT 3FUYIXD aM 900Z-900C ported ayy ug
FONANTAINI JITHL ANV dIHSNOLLV 144 SYAITddNS
. . . . . 600 UT Jouwojsno 3sadre|
9¢0 6849 Te8TL ot s€9¥ 0eLe ot Ppuooas 3y Jo (gzd YSnoIy) safes Jo anfea 3y} U0 paseq) s3[es JO dIBYS Y],
. . . . . 6007 UI I9WO0}SNd
1490 feece e e worel oes'ce ot 3sa81e 2} Jo (g7d YSNOIY) SIES JO aN[eA ) UO PIseq) SI[es Jo 2IeYS YT,
. . . . . 800 Ut I9WoIsnd
6660 8C68L  Se8TIT e 0€9TI 0e8'TZ ot 1sadre] o) Jo (g YSNoIy) SIes Jo aNJeA ) UO paseq) safes Jo areys oy,
. . . . . £00¢ Ul Jowoisnd
Lo 88LTc L0T9T  0¢ v ol 00¥7€T 6 ysadre[ o) Jo (gzg YSnoIyy Saes Jo anjea 3y} U0 paseq) sI[es Jo areys Y[,
. . . . . 900 Ul JouIo)snd
190 @y seeLr 8t el Iyee 6 3sa81e[ 2} Jo (g7g YSNOIY) SIES JO aN[eA Y UO PIseq) SI[es Jo 2IeYS Y,
SATVS 40 FIVHS SYTNO.LSND
SUOISIIP
9490 SLEOD 780 61 0050 SL0 4 Sunyewr uaym s1owoIsNd 1o woiy syure[durod pue syusurod ‘suorurdo
a1} syunodoe ojut Junye) sem Juawaeuew doy ‘g00z-900¢ porred ) ug
. . . . . *SIOWO0ISND INO WOTJ sJure[dwod PUL SJUSUIUIOD
oLy0 SLE0 80 ol 0050 540 v suorurdo yym paurroyur sem juawageuewr doy 3y ‘g00Z-900¢ poriad oy ug
. . . . . *SI2WI0ISND INO Jo syureduwod
£590 6cc0 =60 6l 0000 00T 14 pue syuawwod ‘suoruido pasA[eu pue pajdaf[od am ‘§00Z-9007 poriad ayy
SHONHIATED SYTINOLS.
. . . . . ‘s1o11d
6870 8L£0 Lro ot 6820 800 a INO JO 251070 3y} SN une)dIp AI9M SISWO0ISND INO ‘800Z-900¢ Porrad oy
. . . . . “fuedurod Ino ur SUOISIOAP [eJUIWEP
es0 €00 70 Le 6o £€0 a o) Sunduanyur APOAIIP 2I9M SISWOISND INO ‘QOOZ-9007 PoLIad oy
. . . . . “Auedwod 1o ur suoIst
o810 Lo 980 Le 0000 00T & o) Sunuanyur APOITPUT ISBI] JB 2TIM SIdWOISND INO ‘QNOZ-9007 Porrad o)
. . . . . jonpoid mau jo Juatrdopaaap 3 jo ssadoxd
e Lo 8L0 Le 6820 w0 a ur pagedus a1om sjonpoid 1o jo saanejuasardar IwWNsuod ‘g00z-9007 poriad
‘sofueyd papasu ue[d 0} pue spaau I1oy} Jn
1270 6270 60 Lt 0000 00T @ 1> Papastl (71 0 pit Spaotl ot 1

PUL 0} JOPIO UT SISWOISND INO YIM Joaw A[renSar am ‘g00z-9007 porrod
LOVAII SYIINO.LS




ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

34

sanea
760 050 550 0¥ 6150 5’0 €l Auedurod pareap AJ[eurioj yam aduepiodde ul s}oe ssakordws jo bto_«rz
. . . . . sonfea Auedwoo
L0 9670 090 0¥ 6150 vs'0 el se pajess Aiorjdxa are aSuerp [euoneziuesio Junuawaydur pue AIIqrxar]
S82°0 €870 S9°0 ov 08%°0 690 €1 Auedurod o jo sanjea paIe[dIP A[[EULIO] dI€ dIAY],
FINLIND TLVIOdIO0D
. . . . . TroueUUIRW T ‘SoLTRTRS
1000 s68'sl  L0E8  Le oT8LL 815°0¢ I Puuosad 1] ‘51500 20uad1] 1] SSUTY) I2Y)0 10 Pasn Js0d T ] [e30) Jo aFejuadiag
T o 166TC  ¥9L6F 1€ €87°ST TL6°6€ 1 *9IeM1JOS 10J Pasn 150 T ] [210) JO ae1uadiag
7070 0S€°0T  8F0'SE 1€ TIesl 81¥°6C 1 “9IeMPIeY 10J PIsn 1503 [ ] [e10) Jo aFejuadiag
¥eL0 S10°'T 0CI'l 9¢ 0€20 000°T 1T “600T UT L] Ul Pa)SIAUL INUIADI JO 230IUadI
695°0 0910  ST00  6€ 0000 000°0 €1 “AMUBAAI 9¢ 358 Je A30[0Uyd3} UonEULIOJUT UI PA)saAUl Auedwiod 600T U]
181°0 LFE0  6£€0  6€ 0000 000°0 €1 “aNUAAAI 95 358 J& A30[0Uyd3) UonEULIOJUT UI PA)saAul Auedwiod 600T U]
9¥¢’0 S0S°0 8¢S°0 6¢ 9050 78¢°0 €l "aNUALI 9 ISBI[ I £30[0UTd3) UoneULIOJUT UT PajsaAul Auedwiod 600z UL
LNAW.LSTANI
TVLIAVD TVNOILVZINVOIO
. . . . . "2IBYS JNIRW 940 U
cetro 0050 €850 9¢ 68€°0 £€8°0 a a10uI pey ssaulsnq 2102 1o ur Kuedwod auo Jsea] Je ‘g07-900¢ porred ayy
. . . . . *$10J1}2dWO0D UTBW INO JO SIA
840 00s0  €85°0 9€ 6150 8€50 el o13aens o) 0] papuodsar AjoarssardSe sey Auedwod mo ‘go0z-9007 porrad
. . . . . 'sSaUISNq INO
€80 10v0 5080 9¢ 68¢0 £€80 <l oedwr ue pey s1oynadwod 1ofeur Mo Jo saNIANOL Y] ‘800Z-900¢ Porrad oy
14570 weee YOV (44 695°9C 09°TS 01 8007-900C UI $S2UISN] 2100 INOK UT SWLIY 1$981R] 2211} JO dTYS JON
£L9L°0 €99'TT  1T°0T 14 c09°Cce 11°¢T 6 8007-900 UT SS2UISNq 2100 INOA U 2TeYS Jod[IRW I
9210 806°¢ 00°S €T ¥66'1C €eTl 6 8007-900 UI $a11AIOR 105 1noA ur s103139dwod ofew jo Toqu
$0L°0 6VS€C 960 8T $S1°9C LTSY 11 600 UI $S2UISN] 2100 INOA UL SWLIY }S9FIR] 391y} JO SIRYS I
€r1Io 91L8T 991 6C 995°0€ ggee 11 600 UI $S2UISNq 2100 INOK UL 21RYS JMTBW I
L1T0 €00% 6L'9 8T 78891 00°TT 1T 6007 UT SaNIAT)OR 2100 InoA Ut s103139dwod 1ofew jo 1oqur

HONANTANI SHOLLLIdINOD ANV NOLLLLIdA




35

G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ...

091°0 8€T'T  OFT 1S 11CT 000'T 91 (€ 01 T woxy) s1onpoid mau A[[eqo[D
16270 °€6'0 91T 1S S90°T 0sT'T 91 (€ 03 T woxy) sour"MIN
LLE0 LIL0  1T6'L 19 S70'T STIT 91 (¢ 0} T WOIy) SAUI[ JO SUOISUAXY
7€8°0 €TL0  T6ET 1S $18°0 LEV'T 91 (¢ 01 1 wox) syonpoird Funsrxo Juraoiduy
L1€°0 €80  L8IT s PoT'T 89¢'T 91 Suruonisoday
0290 00€'0 1060 IS 050 L£6°0 91 s1eafysed sponpoid~maN
SHLLIALLDV a3¥d
. . . . . -sueurioyiad Auedurod
<080 vevo 6090 I¥ vIso 12570 v 01 saInqIIuod Apuedyrudis ssa201d [eULIO STY) JO [NSal & sk Judwarorduy
*ss2001d Juswasoxduwr
6£9°0 2050 980 I¥ £05°0 0090 sl SNONUT)UOD [BULIOJ B UT PIAJOAUT $29£07dMd JO J[ey Uey) 210U 2197 1Y
9780 SEF'0 9520 184 97¥ 0 G820 ¥1 *$)STX? §59001d JuataA0IdWIT SNONUTIUOD [RWLIO]
SSIO0UYd INFWIAOIAIINI
‘suonymIIsul 1o saruedurod
yes0 6£90  0svc 0¥ =580 LoeTe et I9UJ0 UM J0 A[[euIaul 98UBYOXd UOBWLIOUT JO UOIIEIIUNUItIOd pasoIdury
106°0 y6v'0  0sLC  OF 6€7°0 69L°C €1 “yum 1ad $3505 Ioqe[ paonpay
09%°0 9Y0  ST8T  OF LLTO €76'T €1 *$201A135 10 s3onpoid jo Ayenb pasorduwy
9%€0 6650  STLT [0 7% 099°0 8€S°T €1 ‘saampadsoid 10 sponpoid mou Surdoraaap 10y Afiqedes parorduy
SSI00¥d ALITV.
. . . . . ‘(F 03 [ woiy 9y
0550 10570 8T 0¥ 6820 e a a1} uo) jueyroduar st spuewrap 121[ddns 10 IWOISND JOJ STT) UOTIOBAT PIdNP
LI0ddNS YAITddNS/ITNO.LS. A
3ss2001d Gunjewr uorst
1€8°0 7050 €50 65 0150 050 9t 9} UT PIAJOAUT I€ PUE (SANIWOD S)1 pue preoq Lrosiazadns o) ajdurexs 1
SIPOq SUTUIIA0S 9]} JO SIDQUISW WLIY INOA UT SIATRIUSS2IdOT SINIOM I} 9,
S20°0 SPE0  SET0 65 G8%°0 9%€°0 9z 's1ouMo ud1210j Jo uotssassod ur st areys dIysIoUMO JUBUTWOP O
. . . . . *(axeys drysiou
860 8770 £L0 65 ero ££0 & jueurwop) diys1aumo Jo areys Juadiad g uey) a10wW SeY JoUMO d)eALId 9
€790 o S60 65 T°LT0 60 9C "paumo Apearid st fuedwod o o

TINLONILS dAIHSIINMO ANV A4V




ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

36

'SUOLIB[NO[BD UMO PUe (F10¢-1107) N'TA :921n0g

8780  GLO'8ISLSTT S8°600TLTT €€ 1€7'865 187 1€ €6'607'1LL6 VI "6007 Ut amypuadxs (3

68L°0  TT6YBE68LT SILTFOLET  ¥E V0L TF8'81L 6T 1€T08¥7L56 €1 "800 Ut 2xmypuadxs (2

8040  8€0'SIT'I6EE 007T8SL6ET €€ 9S8°6£T°LSY'ST €7°8€€905'8 €I *£00T ut 2amypuadxe (19
18G50 00TILYL6EE 69€STHFIST  T€ 9L6'SSTVV6'LT 0S120°29¢'6  TI *900z ut axmyrpuadxa
S0%°0 00S°0 1€v°0 15 6L¥°0 CIeo 91 "3NUIASI JO 9¢ ISBI[ J& 0} pajunowe MIpuadxs (@Y 6007
£6T°0 L6¥°0 885°0 15 CIs’o LEV'0 91 "3NUIASI JO 97 ISBI[ J& 0} pajunowre aImypuadxs (@9 6007
10C°0 §TE0 880 1s L¥Y'0 0S2°0 91 "AMUIAAIL JO 947 IS8 I8 03 pajunowe AMIpudxs A3 600C
STANLIANAIXT
185°0 [4Yad 086°0 1s 86T'T SLE0 91 9007 Ut sjud
80L°0 918°¢ €080 15 €91l LEVO 91 £00T U sjua
6840 ¥SLT 788°0 19 08S'T £89°0 91 800T Ur sjud
8780 188'C 086°0 15 S06'T 180 91 600T Uur sjua
SINAL
648°0 9L¥°0 £9°0 15 6L¥°0 690 91 $901a195 310ddns™2a01d
99¢°0 005°0 LS°0 Is CIso w0 91 sonstSo[ aaoxd
€LT0 9L¥°0 £9°0 15 €0¥°0 18°0 91 ssado1d " uononpoidaaoxd
€6¥°0 157°0 €L°0 15 €0¥°0 18°0 91 oneaouur ssad01d aonpor




G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ... 37

LITERATURE
Aaker, D. A. (1994). Managing Brand Equity. New York: Free Press.
Aaker, D.A. (1991). Managing Brand Equity. New York: Free Press.

Abdullah, D. E. & Sofian, S. (2012). The Relationship between Intellectual Capital and
Corporate Performance. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 40, 537-541.

Abhayawansa, S & Abeysekera, I. (2008). An explanation of human capital disclosure
from the resource based perspective. Journal of Human Resource Costing and Accounting,
12(1), 51-64.

Ahmad, S. & Mushraf, A. M. (2011). The Relationship between Intellectual capital and
Business Performance: An empirical study in Iraqi industry. International Proceedings of
Economics Development and Research (IPEDR), 6, 104-109.

AJPES (2015). Balance sheet informations. Ljubljana: The Agency of the Republic of
Slovenia for Public Legal Records and Related Services.

Aksoy, L., Cooil, B., Groening, C., Keiningham, T. L., & Yalcin, A. (2008). The Long-Term
Stock Market Valuation of Customer Satisfaction. Journal of Marketing, 72, 105-122.

Alcaniz, L., Gomez-Bezares, E & Roslender, R. (2011). Theoretical perspectives on
intellectual capital: A backward look and a proposal for going forward. Accounting Forum,
35,104-117.

Al-Horani, A., Pope, PE & Stark, A.W. (2003). Research and development activity and
expected returns in the United Kingdom. European Finance Review, 7(1), 27-46.

Alsaeed, K. (2006). The association between firm-specific characteristics and disclosure.
Managerial Auditing Journal, 21(5), 460-476.

Al-Shammari, B. (2007). Determinants of Internet financial reporting by listed companies on
the Kuwait Stock Exchange. Journal of International Business and Economics, 7(1), 162-178.

Amit, R. & Schoemaker, P. J. H. (1993). Strategic assets and organizational rent. Strategic
Management Journal, 14(1), 33-46.

Anagnostopoulou, S.C. & Levis, M. (2008). R&D and performance persistence: evidence
from the United Kingdom. The International Journal of Accounting, 43(3), 293-320.

Appuhami, B.A.R. (2007). The impact of intellectual capital on investors™ capital gains
on shares: an empirical investigation of Thai banking, finance and insurance sector.
International Management Review, 3(2), 14-25.



38 ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

Arrighetti, A., Landini, F & Lasagni, A. (2014). Intangible assets and firm heterogeneity:
Evidence from Italy. Research Policy, 43, 202-213.

Arrow, K. (1974). The Limits of Organization. New York: W.W. Norton and Firm.

Barbosa, N., & Louri, H. (2005). Corporate performance: Does ownership matter? A
comparison of foreign- and domestic-owned firms in Greece and Portugal. Review of
Industrial Organization, 27(1), 73-102.

Barlow Hills, S. & Shikhar, S. (2003). From market driven to market driving: an alternate
paradigm for marketing in high technology industries. Journal of Marketing Theory and
Practice, 11(3), 13-24.

Barney, J. (1991). Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage. Journal of
Management, 17, 99-120.

Bartel, A. (2004). Human resource management and organizational performance:
Evidence from retail banking. Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 57(2), 181-203.

Benevene, P, & Cortini, M. (2010). Interaction between structural capital and human
capital in Italian NPOs. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 11(2), 123-139.

Berg, P, Appelbaum, E, Bailey, T, & Kalleberg, A. L. (2000). Manufacturing Advantage:
Why high performance work systems pay off. Ithaca, NY: ILR Press.

Bharadwaj, A. (2000). A Resource-Based Perspective on Information Technology
Capability and Firm Performance: An Empirical Investigation. MIS Quarterly, 24(1),
169-196.

Blair, M.M. & Wallman, S.M.H. (2001). Unseen Wealth. Report of the Brookings Task Force
on Intangibles. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.

Bloom, N. & Van Reenen, J. (2010). Human Resource Management and Productivity.
NBER Working Paper N. 16019.

Boj, J. J., Rodriguez- Rodriguez, R. & Alfaro-Saiz, J. J. (2014). An ANP-multi-criteria-
based methodology to link intangible assets and organizational performance in a Balanced
Scorecard context. Decision Support Systems, 68, 98-110.

Bollen, L., Vergauwen, P. & Schnieders, S. (2005). Linking intellectual capital and
intellectual property to company performance. Management Decision, 43(9), 1161-1185.

Boning, B., Ichniowski, C. & Shaw, K. (2007). Opportunity Counts: Teams and the
Effectiveness of Production Incentives. Journal of Labor Economics, 25(4), 613-650.




G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ... 39

Bontis, N. & Fitz-enz, J. (2002). Intellectual capital ROL: a causal map of human capital
antecedents and consequents. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 3, 223-247.

Bontis, N. (1998). Intellectual capital: an exploratory study that develops measures and
models. Management Decision, 36(2), 63-76.

Bontis, N., Keow, W.C.C. & Richardson, S. (2000). Intellectual capital and business
performance in Malaysian industries. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 1(1), 85-100.

Bose, S. & Oh, K.B. (2003). An empirical evaluation of option pricing in intellectual capital
in Turkey. The Learning Organization, 11(4/5), 357-74.

Bowmana, C. & Toms, S. (2010). Accounting for competitive advantage: The resource-
based view of the firm and the labour theory of value. Critical Perspectives on Accounting,
21, 183-194.

Bozbura, ET. (2004). Measurement and application of intellectual capital in Turkey. The
Learning Organization, 11(4), 357-367.

Bozzolan, S., Favotto, F. & Ricceri, E (2003). Italian annual intellectual capital disclosure.
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 4(4), 543-558.

Bronzetti, G., Mazzotta, R., Puntillo, P, Silvestri, A. & Veltri, S. (2011). Intellectual Capital
reporting practices in the non-profit sector. Ukraine: Virtus Interpress.

Brooking, A. (1996). Intellectual capital: Core Assets for the Third Millennium Enterprise.
London: Thompson Business Press.

Brooking, A. (1997). Intellectual Capital. London: International Thomson Business Press,
Brookings Institution Press.

Burt, R. S. (1992). Structural holes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Cabrita, M.R. &Bontis, N. (2008). Intellectual capital and business performance in the Portuguese
banking industry. International Journal of Technology Management, 43(1-3), 212-237.

Camelo-Ordaz, C., Martin-Alcazar, F, & Valle-Cabrera, R. (2003). Intangible resources
and strategic orientation of companies. An analysis in the Spanish context. Journal of
Business Research, 56, 95-103.

Canibano, L., Garcia-Ayuso, M. and Sanchez, P. (2000). Accounting for intangibles: a
literature review. Journal of Accounting Literature, 19, 102-24.

Capelli, P. and Neumark, D. (2001). Do ‘high-performance’ work practices improve
establishment-level outcomes? Industrial and Labour Reviews, 54(4), 737-775.



40 ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

Capon, N., Farley, J.U., & Hoenig, S. (1990). Determinants of firm performance.
Management Science, 36, 1143-1159.

Carmeli, A. (2001). High- and low-performance firms: do they have different profiles of
perceived core intangible resources and business environment? Technovation, 21, 661-
671.

Carmeli, A., & Tishler, A. (2004). The relationship between intangible organizational
performance. Strategic Management journal, 25, 1257-1278.

Center for organizational excellence of American psychological Assocciation. (2015).
Work-life balance. http://www.apaexcellence.org/resources/creatingahealthyworkplace/
worklifebalance

Chan, L. K. C,, Lakonishok, J., & Sougiannis, T. (2001). The Stock Market Valuation of
Research and Development Expenditures. Journal of Finance, 56, 431-457.

Chen M. C,, Cheng S. J. & Hwang, Y. (2005). An empirical investigation of the relationship
between intellectual capital and firms' market value and financial performance. Journal of
Intellectual Capital, 2(6), 159-176.

Chen, J., Zhu, Z. & Xie, H.Y. (2004). Measuring intellectual capital: a new model and
empirical study. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 5(1), 195-212.

Chhibber, P. K. & Majumdar, S. K. (1999). Foreign ownership and profitability: Property
rights, control, and the performance of firms in Indian industry. Journal of Law and
Economics, 42(1), 209-238.

Choong, K. K. (2008). Intellectual capital: definitions, categorization and reporting
models. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 9(4), 609-638.

Chua, C. E. H,, Lim, W,, Soh, C. & Sia, S. K. (2012). Enacting clan control in complex IT
projects: A social capital perspective. MIS Quarterly, 36(2), 577-600.

Cohen, S. & Kaimenakis, N. (2007). Intellectual capital and corporate performance in
knowledge intensive SMEs. The Learning Organization, 14(3), 241-62.

Collis, D.J. (1994). Research note: how valuable are organizational capabilities? Strategic
Management Journal, 15, 143-152.

Corrado, C., Charles, A., Hulten, R. & Sichel, D. (2005). Intangible Capital and Economic
Growth. NBER Working Paper No 11948.

Deephouse, D. L. (2000). Media Reputation as a Strategic Resource: An Integration of Mass
ories. Journal of Management, 26, 1091-1112.



G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ... 41

Deng, Z., Lev, B. & Narin, E (1999). Science and Technology as Predictors of Stock
Performance. Financial Analysts Journal, 55, 20-32.

Depoers, E (2000). A cost-benefit study of voluntary disclosure: Some empirical evidence
from French listed companies. The European Accounting Review, 9(2), 245-263.

Doms, M. E., & Jensen, J. B. (1995). Geography and Ownership as Bases for Economic
Accounting. In: Comparing wages, skills, and productivity between domestically and
foreign-owned manufacturing establishments in the United States (pp. 235-258), Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press.

Dunlop, J. T. & Weil, D. (2000). Diffusion and performance of modular production in
the U.S. apparel industry. In: C. Ichniowski, D. Levine, C. Olson and G. Strauss (eds),
The American workplace: Skills, compensation, and employee involvement, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Dzinkowski, R. (2000). The measurement and management of intellectual capital: an
introduction. Management Accounting, 78(2), 32-36.

Eberhart, A., Maxwell, W. & Siddique, A. (2004). An examination of long-term abnormal
stock returns and operating performance following R&D increases. Journal of Finance,
59(2), 623-650.

Edvinsson, L. & Malone, M.S. (1997). Intellectual capital: Realizing your companys true
value by finding its hidden brainpower. New York: HarperBusiness.

Ehrenberg, R.G. & Smith, R.S. (2012). Modern Labor Economics: Theory and Public Policy.
Prentice Hall.

Fahy, J., 2002. A resource-based analysis of sustainable competitive advantage in a global
environment. International Business Review 11, 57-78.

FELU (2011-2015). Analysis of firm-level investment in tangible and intangible capital
from the perspective of future competitive advantages of Slovene firms — questionaires.
Ljubljana: Faculty of Economics, University of Ljubljana.

Fernandez, E., Montes, ].M., & Vazquez, C.J. (2000). Typology and strategic analysis of
intangible resources: a resource-based approach. Technovation, 20, 81-92.

Fernstrom, L. (2005). A marketing perspective on intellectual capital. In B. Marr (Ed.),
Perspectives on intellectual capital (pp. 82-95). Boston, MA: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Foundations of strategic capability. (2015). Najdeno 2015 na spletnem naslovu http://
catalogue.pearsoned.co.uk/assets/hip/images/catalog/uploads/ECS8_C03.pdf



42 ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

Fukao, K., Hamagata, S., Miyagawa, T., & Tonogi, K. (2007). Intangible Investment in Japan:
Measurement and Contribution to Economic Growth. Rieti Discussion Paper, 07-E-034.

Gadau, L. (2012). The intellectual capital - a significant, but insufficiently highlighted
source in the financial situations. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 62, 668-671.

Galbraith, J. K. (1969). The Consequences of Technology. Journal of Accountancy, 127,
44-56.

Galbreath, J. (2005). Which resources matter the most to firm success? An exploratory
study of resource-based theory. Technovation, 25, 979-987.

Galor, O. & Moav, O. (2004). From physical to human capital accumulation: inequality
and the process of development. Review of Economic Studies, 71, 1001-1026.

Glick, W. H., Washburn, N. T. & Miller, C. C. (2005). The myth of firm performance.
Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of American Academy of Management. Honolulu,
Hawaii.

Grant, R.M. (1991). The resource-based theory of competitive advantage: implications for
strategy formulation. California Management Review, 114-135.

Grasenick, K. & Low, J. (2004). Shaken, not stirred: defining and connecting indicators for
the measurement and valuation of intangibles. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 5(2), 268-81.

Green, A. & Ryan, J.C.H. (2005). A framework of intangible valuation areas (FIVA):
aligning business strategy. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 6(1), 43-67.

Greenhalgh, C., & Rogers, M. (2006). The value of innovation: the interaction of
competition, R&D and IP. Research Policy, 35, 562-580.

Gulati, R (1995). Does familiarity breed trust? The implications of repeated ties for
contractual choice in alliances. Academy ofManagement Journal, 38(1), 85-112.

Gupta, O. & Roos, G. (2001). Mergers and acquisitions through an intellectual capital
perspective. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 2(3), 297-309.

Guthrie, J. (2001). High- involvement work practices, turnover, and productivity: Evidence
from New Zealand. Academy of Management Journal, 44(1), 180-90.

Hall, B.H.,, Jaffe, A. & Trajtenberg, M. (2005). Market value and patent citations: a first
look. RAND Journal of Economics, 36, 16-38.

Hamel, G. & Prahalad, C.K. (1990). The core competence of the corporation. Harvard




G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ... 43

Hamilton, B., Nickerson, J. & Owan, H. (2003). Team incentives and worker heterogeneity:
An empirical analysis of the impact of teams on productivity and participation. Journal of
Political Economy, 111(3), 465-497.

Hao, J., Manole, V., and van Ark, B. (2008). Intangible Capital and Growth —
AnlInternational Comparison. Economics Program Working Paper Series, The Conference
Board, New York.

Herremans, .M. & Isaac, R.G. (2004). Leading the strategic development of intellectual
capital. Leadership ¢ Organization Development Journal, 25(2), 142-160.

Herremans, I.M., Isaac, R. & Bays, A. (2008). Tracing intellectual capital cash flows.
Research Executive Summaries Series, CIMA, 3(2).

Ho, S. S. M. & Wong, K. S. (2001). A study of the relationship between corporate
governance structures and the extent of voluntary disclosure. Journal of International
Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 10, 139-156.

Hsu, YH. & Fang, W. (2009). Intellectual capital and new product development
performance: the mediating role of organizational learning capability. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, 76(5), 664-677.

Huang, C.E & Hsueh, S.L. (2007). A study on the relationship between intellectual capital
and business performance in the engineering consulting industry: a path analysis. Journal
of Civil Engineering and Management, 13(4), 265-271.

Hulland, J., Wade, W. R. & Antia, K. D. (2007). The impact of capabilities and prior
investments on online channel commitment and performance. Journal of Management
Information Systems, 23(4), 109-142.

Ichniowski, C. and Shaw, K. (2003). Beyond incentive pay: Insiders’ estimates of the
value of complementary human resource management practices. The Journal of Economic
Perspectives, 17(1), 155-78.

Inkinen, H. (2015). Review of empirical research on intellectual capital and firm
performance. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 16(3), 518-565.

Itami, H. (1991). Mobilizing Invisible Assets. Cambridge, MA.: Harvard University Press.
Jalava, J., Aulin-Ahmavaara, P. and Alanen, A. (2007). Intangible capital in the Finnish
business sector 1975-2005. Discussion Papers 1103. The Research Institute of the Finnish

Economy.

Kale, P, Singh, H. & Perlmutter, H. (2000). Learning and protection of proprietary assets in
strategic alliances: Building relational capital. Strategic Management Journal, 21, 217-237.



44 ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

Kamath, G. B. (2008). Intellectual capital and corporate performance in Indian
pharmaceutical industry. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 9(4), 684-704.

Kaufmann, L. & Schneider, Y. (2004). Intangibles. A synthesis of a current research.
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 5(3), 366-388.

Keller, K. L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based equity.
Journal of Marketing, 57, 1-22.

Kijek, T. & Kijek, A. (2008). Relational Capital and its impact on performance. The case of
Polish enterprises. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 48(1), 105-131.

Kim, T., Kim, W.G,, Park, S.S.S., Lee, G. & Jee, B. (2012). Intellectual capital and business
performance: what structural relationships do they have in upper-upscale hotels?
International Journal of Tourism Research, 14(4), 391-408.

Koch, M.J. & McGrath, R.G. (1996). Improving labour productivity: human resources
management policies matter. Strategic Management Journal, 17(5), 335-354.

Koman, M., Fili¢, R., Flerin, M., & Jurigevi¢, Z. (2010). Relational and informational
capital in Slovene manufacturing firms. In J. Prasnikar (ed.), The role of intangible assets in
exiting the crisis, Ljubljana: Casnik Finance.

Kristandl, G. & Bontis, N. (2007). Constructing a definition for intangibles using the
resource based view of the firm. Management Decision, 45(9), 1510-1524.

Kumar, N., Scheer, L. & Kotler, P. (2000). From Market Driven to Market Driving. European
Management Journal, 18(2), 129-141.

Lado, A.A., Paulraj, A., & Chen, 1.J. (2011). Customer focus, supply-chain relational
capabilities and performance. Evidence from US manufacturing industries . The
International Journal of Logistics Management, 22(2), 202-221.

Leonard-Barton, D. (1992). Core Capabilities and Core Rigidities: A Paradox in Managing
New Product Development. Strategic Management Journal, 13(11), 1-125

Lev, B. & Sougiannis, T. (1996). The capitalization, amortization and value-relevance of
R&D. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 21(1), 107-138.

Lev, B. (2001). Intangibles: management, measurement, and reporting. Washington:
Brookings Institution Press.

Lev, B., Radhakrishnan, S. & Zhang, W. (2009). Organization capital. Abacus, 45(3), 275-
298.




G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ... 45

Lewicka, D. (2011). Creating Innovative Attitudes in an Organization - Comparative
Analysis of Tools Applied in IBM Poland and ZPAS Group. Journal of Asia Pacific Business
Innovation and Technology Management, 1(1), 1-12.

Lippman, S.A. & Rumelt, R.P. (2003). A bargaining perspective on resource advantage.
StrategicManagement Journal 24, 1069-1086.

Luo, X. M. (2007). Consumer Negative Voice and Firm-Idiosyncratic Stock Returns.
Journal of Marketing, 71, 75-88.

Maranno, M. G. & Haskel, J. (2006). How Much Does The UK Invest In Intengible Assets.
London: University of London.

Marr, B. Gray, D. & Neely, A. (2003). Why do firms measure their intellectual capital?
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 4(4), 441-464.

Marr, B., Schiuma, G. & Neely, A. (2004). The dynamics of value creation: mapping your
intellectual performance drivers. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 5(2), 312-325.

Marrano, M.G., Haskel, ].,and Wallis, G. (2009). What Happened To The Knowledge Economy?
Ict, Intangible Investment, And Britain’s Productivity Record Revisited. Review of Income and
Wealth, International Association for Research in Income and Wealth, 55(3), 686-716.

Marrocu, E., Paci, R. & Pontis, M. (2012). Intangible capital and firms’ productivity.
Industrial and Corporate Change, 21(2), 377-402.

Marzo, G. (2013). Improving internal consistency in IC research and practice: IC and the
theory of the firm. Journal of intellectual capital, 15(1), 38-64.

Metcalf, D. (2003). Unions and Productivity, Financial Performance and Investment:
International Evidence. London: Centre for Economic Performance, London School of
Economics and Political Science.

Miyagawa, T., Lee, K., Kabe, S., Lee, J., Kim, H., Kim, Y. & Edamura, K. (2010). Management
practices and firm performance in Japanese and Korean firms: an empirical study using
interview surveys. RIETI discussion paper No. 120.

Moldaschl, M. & Fischer, D. (2004). Beyond the management view. A resource-centred
socioeconomic perspective. In: Management review, 15(1), 122-151.

Moon, Y.J. & Kym, H.G. (2006). A model for the value of intellectual capital. Canadian
Journal of Administrative Sciences, 23(3), 253-69.

Morgan, N.A,, Slotegraaf, R.J. & Vorhies, D.W. (2009). Linking marketing capabilities with
profit growth. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 26, 284-293.



46 ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

Nahapiet, J. & Goshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital, and the organizational
advantage. Academy of Management Review, 23(2), 242-266.

Narver, J., Slater, S. and MacLachlan, D. (2000). Total Market Orientation, Business
Performance, and Innovation. MSI Working Paper 00-116. Marketing Science Institute.

Nazari, J. A. (2010). An Investigation of the Relationship between the Intellectual Capital
Components and Firm’s Financial Performance. Calgary, Alberta : University Of Calgary
Haskayne School Of Business.

Nerdrum, L., & Erikson, T. (2001). Intellectual capital: A human capital perspective.
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 2, 127-135.

Nonaka, I. (1991). The Knowledge-Creating Company. Harvard Business Review, 96-104.

O’Mahony, M. & Vecchi, M. (2009). R&D, knowledge spillovers and company productivity
performance. Research Policy, 38, 35-44.

Oliner, S.D., Sichel, D. & Stiroh, K. (2007). Explaining Productive Decade, Finance and
Economics Discussion Series. Washington, DC.: Divisions of Research & Statistics and
Monetary Affairs, Federal Reserve Board.

Park, SH. & Luo, Y. (2001). Guanxi and organizational dynamics: organizational
networking in Chinese firms. Strategic Management Journal, 22(5), 455-477.

Peng, M.W. (2001). The resource-based view and international business. Journal of
Management, 27(6), 803-829.

Peng, M.W. and Luo, Y. (2000). Managerial ties and firm performance in a transition
economy: the nature of a micro-macro link. Academy of Management Journal, 45(3), 486-
501.

Penrose, E. T. (1959). The theory of the growth of the firm. (1st ed.). Oxford, UK: Basil
Blackwell.

Penrose, E. T. (1980). The theory of the growth of the firm (2nd ed.). Oxford, UK: Basil
Blackwell.

Peteraf, M. (1993). The Cornerstones of Competitive Advantage: A Resource-Based View.
Strategic Management Journal, 14(3), 179-191.

Petrick, J., Scherer, R., Brodzinski, J.D., Quinn, ].E. & Ainina, M.F. (1999). Global leadership
skills and reputational capital: Intangible resources for sustainable competitive advantage.
Academy of Management, 13, 58-69.



G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ... 47

Pisano, G.P. (1989). Using equity participation to support exchange: evidence from the
biotechnology industry. Journal of Low, Economics, and Organization, 5(1), 109-126.

Powell, T.C. & Dent-Micallef, A. (1997). Information technology as competitive advantage:
the role of human, business and technology resources. Strategic management journal,
18(5), 375-405.

Prasnikar, J. (2010). The role of intangible assets in exiting the crisis. Ljubljana: Casnik
Finance.

Pragnikar, J., Voje, D., Dolzan Lesjak, J., Gjibexhi, L. & Raic¢evi¢, M. (2010). Social capital
as intangibles in Slovenian firms. In J. Pra$nikar (ed.), The role of intangible assets in exiting
the crisis, Ljubljana: Casnik Finance.

Przysuski, M., Lalapet, S. & Swaneveld, H. (2004). Transfer pricing of intangible property
—part 1: a Canadian-US comparison. Corporate Business Taxation, 5(9), 1-9.

Raja Adzrin, R. A., Abu Thahir, A. N. & Maisarah, M. S. (2009). Value Creation Strategy
for Sustainability. Accountants Today, 12-13.

Redek, T., Kopriva, G., Miheli¢, N. and Simi¢, M. (2010). Investments in intangible
activities: innovation in the Slovenian manufacturing sector. In J. Prasnikar (ed.), The role
of intangible assets in exiting the crisis. Ljubljana: Casnik Finance.

Reed, K.K., Lubatkin, M. & Srinivasan, N. (2006). Proposing and testing an intellectual
capitalbased view of the firm. Journal of Management Studies, 43(4), 867-893.

Reed, R. & DeFillippi, R.J. (1990). Causal ambiguity, barriers to imitation, and sustainable
competitive advantage. Academy of Management Review, 15, 88-102.

Riahi-Belkaoui, A. (2003). Intellectual capital and firm performance of US multinational
firms: a study of the resource-based and stakeholder views. Journal of Intellectual Capital,
4(2), 215-226.

Richard, PJ., Devinney, T.M., Yip, G.S. & Johnson, G. (2009). Measuring organizational
performance: towards methodological best practice. Journal of Management, 35(3), 718-
804.

Roberts, P. W. & Dowling, G. R. (2002). Corporate Reputation and Sustained Superior
Financial Performance. Strategic Management Journal, 23, 1077-1093.

Roos, J., Roos, G., Dragonetti, N.C. & Edvinsson, L. (1997). Intellectual Capital: Navigating
the New Business Landscape. London: Macmillan.



48 ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

Rust, R.T., Ambler, T., Carpenter, G.S., Kumar, V. & Srivastava, R.K. (2004). Measuring
marketing productivity: Current knowledge and future directions. Journal of Marketing,
68(4), 76-89.

Sanchez, P,, Chaminade, C. & Olea, M. (2000). Management of intangibles - An attempt to
build a theory. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 1(4), 312-327.

Sandner, P.G. & Block, J. (2011). The market value of R&D, patents, and trademarks.
Research Policy, 40, 969-985.

Schwaiger, M. (2004). Components and parameters of corporate reputation — an empirical
study. Schmalenbach Business Review, 56, 46-71.

Siebers, P. A., Aickelin, U, Battisti, G., Celia, H., Clegg, C., Fu, X., De Hoyos, R., Iona,
A, Petrescu, A., & Peixoto, A. (2008). Enhancing Productivity: The Role of Management
Practices. Nottingam: The University of Nottingam.

Sougiannis, T. (1994). The accounting based valuation of corporate R&D. The Accounting
Review, 69(1), 44-68.

Spender, J.C. & Grant, RM. (1996). Knowledge and the firm: overview. Strategic
Management Journal, 17, 5-9.

Srivastava, R.K., Fahey, L., & Christensen, H.K. (2001). The resource-based view and
marketing: the role of market-based assets in gaining competitive advantage. Journal of
Marketing, 27, 777-802.

Srivastava, R.K., Shervani, T.A., & Fahey, L. (1998). Market-based assets and shareholder
value: A framework for analysis. Journal of Marketing, 62(1), 2-18.

Starbuck, WH. (1992). Learning by knowledge intensive firms. Journal of Management
Studies, 29(6), 713-740.

Stewart, T.A. (1997). Intellectual Capital: The New Wealth of Organizations. New York, NY:
Doubleday/Currency.

St-Pierre, J. & Audet, J. (2011). Intangible assets and performance. Analysis on
manufacturing SMEs. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 12(2), 202-223.

Sulait, T. (2010). Relational capital and firm performance: A case of manufacturing tea firms
in Uganda (master degree). Kampala: Makerere University.

Sveiby, K.E. (1997). The New Organisational Wealth - Managing and measuring Knowledge-
Based Assets. San Fransisco: Berrett-Koehler.




G.LALOVIC, M. KOMAN | DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE INTANGIBLE ASSETS ... 49

Sveiby, K.E. (2001). A knowledge-based theory of the firm to guide in strategy formulation.
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 2(4), 344-358.

Sydler, R., Haefliger, S. & Pruksa, R. (2014). Measuring intellectual capital with financial
figures: Can we predict firm profitability? European Management Journal, 32: 244-259.

Tan, H.P, Plowman, D. & Hancock, P. (2007). Intellectual capital and financial returns of
companies. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 8(1), 76-95.

Teece, D.J. (1998). Capturing value from knowledge assets: the new economy, markets for
know-how, and intangible assets. California Management Review, 40, 55-79.

Teece, D.J. (2000). Strategies for managing knowledge assets: the role of firm structure and
industrial context. Long Range Planning, 33(1), 35-54.

Teece, D.J., Pisano, G. & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management.
Strategic Management Journal, 18, 509-533.

Prasnikar, J. (2010). The role of intangible assets in exiting the crisis. Ljubljana: Casnik
Finance.

Tovstiga, G. & Tulugurova, E. (2009). Intellectual capital practices: a four-region
comparative study. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 10(1), 70-80.

Turk, I. (2002). Pojmovnik racunovodstva, finance, revizije. Ljubljana : Slovenski institut
za revizijo.

Van den Bossche, P, Gijselaers, W. H., Segers, M., & Kirschner, P. A. (2006). Social and
cognitive factors driving teamwork in collaborative learning environments team learning
beliefs and behaviors. Small Group Research, 37(5), 490-521.

Vickery, G. & Wurzburg, G. (1998). The challenge of measuring and evaluating
organisational change in enterprise. In Measuring Intangible Investments, Paris: OECD.

Villalonga, B. (2004). Intangible resources, Tobin’s q, and sustainability of performance
differences. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 54, 205-230.

Voje, D. (2013). The influence of social capital on behaviour of firms: the case of Slovenia and
countries of Western Balkan region. Ljubljana: Ekonomska fakulteta.

Walker, G., Kogut, B. & Shan, W. (1997). Social capital, structural holes and the formation
of an industry network. Organization Science, 8(2), 109-125.

Wang, C.H., Yen, C.D. & Liu, G.H.W. (2014). How intellectual capital influences individual
performance: A multi-level perspective. Computers in Human Behavior.



50 ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW | VOL.20 | No.1 | 2018

Wang, W.Y. & Chang, C. (2005). Intellectual capital and performance in causal models:
evidence from the information technology industry in Taiwan. Journal of Intellectual
Capital, 6(2), 222-236.

Wernerfelt, B. (1984). A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal,
5,171-180.

Youndt, M.A. & Snell, S.A. (2004). Human resource configurations, intellectual capital,
and organizational performance. Journal of Managerial Issues, 16(37), 337-360.

Youndt, M.A., Subramaniam, M. & Snell, S.A. (2004). Intellectual capital profiles: an
examination of investments and returns. Journal of Management Studies, 41(2), 335-361.

Zeghal, D. & Maaloul, A. (2011). The accounting treatment of intangibles — A critical
review of the literature. Accounting Forum, 35, 262-274.

Zupan, N., Far¢nik, D., FiSer, J., Kodarin Stan¢i¢, L.and Valen¢i¢, G. (2010). Investment in
People and Organizational Flexibility in Slovenian Manufacturing Firms in 2006 - 2009.
In J. Prasnikar (ed.), The role of intangible assets in exiting the crisis. Ljubljana: Casnik
Finance.

Zabkar, V., Dimitrieska, A., Dimitrova, D., Ivanovska, M. (2010). Brand management
and marketing innovation in Slovenian manufacturing companies: current situation and
future perspectives. In J. Prasnikar (ed.), The role of intangible assets in exiting the crisis.
Ljubljana: Casnik Finance.




POVZETKIV SLOVENSKEM JEZIKU 161

DO BETTER PERFORMING COMPANIES POSSESS MORE
INTANGIBLE ASSETS: CASE OF SLOVENIA

ALI IMAJO BOLJ USPESNA PODJETJA VEC NEOTIPLJIVEGA
KAPITALA? PRIMER SLOVENIJE

GORDANA LALOVIC, MATJAZ KOMAN

POVZETEK: V ¢lanku na podlagi teorije podjetja, ki temelji na razpolaganju z omejenimi viri,
proucujemo razlike med uspesnimi in neuspesnimi podjetji v odvisnosti od velikosti neotipljivega
kapitala. Dobljeni rezultati kaZejo, da imajo boljsa podjetja v povprecju vecji delez neotipljivega
kapitala na vecini analiziranih neotipljivih virov. Na podlagi rezultatov ugotavljamo, da so
uspesna podjetjia stratesko usmerjena v razvoj tistih temeljnih zmogljivosti in kompetenc, ki
niso odvisne od znanja posameznikov, temvec prebivajo v organizaciji. Z vidika podjetja je torej
kljucno, da manageriji vioZijo vec¢ napora v analizo in identifikacijo kljucnih neotipljivih virov v
podjetju in proucijo vpliv njihovega delovanja v podjetju.

Klju¢ne besede: neotipljiv kapital, poslovanje podjetja

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE STUDY OF
INTANGIBLE INVESTMENT INTO INNOVATIVE CAPITAL
IN RESOURCE LIMITED ENVIRONMENT: A CASE FOR
SYNCHRONOUS INNOVATIONS?

TEORETICNI OKVIR ZA PREUCEVANJE NEMATERIALNIH
NALOZB V INOVATIVNI KAPITAL V OKOLJU Z OMEJENIMI
VIRI: PRIMER SINHRONIH INOVACIJ?

JOVAN TRAJKOVSKI

POVZETEK: Intenzivnost inovacij v podjetjih je odvisna od razpoloZljivosti virov, predvsem
finanénih in kadrovskih omejitev. V prispevku je predlagan teoreticni okvir za viaganje v
inovativni kapital v primeru omejenih virov. Model temelji na razdrobljeni literaturi o inovacijah
v okviru omejenih virov, ki ponujajo obsezen teoreti¢ni okvir, ki odgovarja na tri vprasanja: (1)
katere vrste inovacij so bolj pomembne v okolju, omejenem z viri, in zakaj, (2) kateri viri se
potrebni in zakaj ter na kateri stopnji inovacijskega procesa (3), katere postopke naj bi podjetja
sprejela za zacetek inovacijske dejavnosti (kje bi morali zaceti), da bodo v celoti uspesne o vse
vrste inovacij in kako sinhronske inovacije pojasnijo prehod iz ene vrste inovacij v drugo.

Kljucne besede: neotipljiv kapital, inovacije, drzave v razvoju, omejitve virov, sinhrone inovacije
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