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Abstract

Resear ch background: Intellectual capital and its elements, such as tedfmn, customer rela-
tionships, staff competence, are an essential gfast company’s value. However, the issues
regarding its recording in company’s accountingksooave not been solved. Proper disclosure of
an intellectual capital in financial re-ports witicrease the transparency of company-related
information, thus improving the quality of repodin

Purpose of the article: The paper aims to investigate the opportunitiesntellectual capital
disclosure in company’s financial reports from #ewpoint of accounting experts.

Methods: Financial and accounting managers, board membexscoiunting services, companies
and auditors were surveyed, using the authors’ldped questionnaire. The statements regarding
the awareness of the intellectual capital andigslasure-related questions, as well as a respond-
ent profile section were offered to respondentsefaaluation. Data was processed in SPSS, ap-
plying the method of frequency analysis and cafegbrPrincipal Component Analysis
(CATPCA).
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Findings & Value added: The research results indicate the problem of insterscy between
understanding of intellectual capital and its eletrén management theory and accounting prac-
tice. The existing accounting standards and reiguiatdo not allow for making a full disclosure
of all companies’ assets. Thus, a reliable inforomabout company’s value is not available for
shareholders, executives and other stakeholdeesaiitinors suggest using a non-financial report-
ing practice to reflect the real situation in adingpanies, irrespective to their status within the
meaning of the European Directive on non-finanambrmation disclosure. Current research
results will be used for future research and elaiom of recommendations to companies for
better disclosure of their assets. Besides, trer@ potential for future studies regarding non-
financial reporting practice and disclosure of lieigtual capital in neighboring countries.

I ntroduction

Intellectual capital plays a significant role innggany’s competitiveness
and sustainability. There are plenty of studiesotisy to the issues regard-
ing the intellectual capital management, intellattapital investments and
their impact on a company performance. Howeverethe still no con-
sistency between the awareness and perceptiontelfectual capital in
management and accounting. Financial reportingtipeathat is based on
the existing accounting standards does not all@elaking all the compa-
ny’'s assets. As a result, stakeholders do not hdvimformation about the
company’s value and its potential to create vaNmwyadays, a number of
non-financial reporting practices and guidelines being elaborated on.
The main goal of that reporting is to disclose infation about intellectual
capital and to balance the incompleteness of dmtional financial state-
ments. The reporting is used for many purposeslidolose all assets of
a company and estimate its competitiveness anaigability, to explain
how value is created, to explain differences betwmenk value and market
value of a company etc. Disclosure of intellecuagbital benefits to differ-
ent stakeholders’ groups such as owners, sharespktaployees, financial
institutions, policy makers, customers and others.

The goal of the paper was to investigate the oppdai¢s of intellectual
capital disclosure in company’s financial repontsnf the viewpoint of
accounting experts. This research continues assefigrevious studies in
the field of intellectual capital management in Jiah companies
(LentjuSenkoveet al, 2018, pp. 215-223.; LentjuSenkostal., 2016, pp.
94-101; LentjuSenkova & Lapina, 2014, pp. 93-100).

To achieve the research goal, experts — mainly oty managers
representing different Latvian companies — wereeygd, using the ques-
tionnaire developed by the authors.

Respondents were offered to evaluate the staterabotst the essence
of the concept of intellectual capital, its elensem@nd its disclosure issues.
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This paper reflects the results of the survey mdiggronly the IC disclosure
in financial reports.

The survey period covered 3 months — from Decer@bés till Febru-
ary 2019. All the technical data processing prooeduere performed in
SPSS 19.0 environment, applying such methods ahaitgues as frequen-
cy analysis, reliability analysis (testing the sc#dr internal consistency),
and dimension reduction by means of a categoridacipal Component
Analysis (CATPCA).

The paper is divided into six main parts, apartfithe abstract and in-
troduction. The first and the second parts of thpep are devoted to the
literature review on intellectual capital concdts,structure and the issues
regarding its accounting disclosure. The third aexplaining the research
methodology and summarising the information abbet tesearch instru-
ment (questionnaire), respondents and data progessethods. In the re-
maining part of the article the authors descrileerdsearch results, provide
the interpretation and conclusive remarks withia #ectionsDiscussion
andConclusions

Concept of intellectual capital

Despite the fact that the concept and nature efl@dtual capital have been
studied at large, there is a lack of a common wtdeding of its role in the
company’s sustainable development along with thengimg environment
and situation in the world economy and in each s#pacountry. In the
scientific literature, intellectual capital is inpeeted in different ways: as
a resource, as an intangible asset, or as knowlddige concept has been
frequently studied and is still being studied ie ttontext of changes in the
company'’s financial performance, or when tryinditm out how intellec-
tual capital affects the profit margins and the pany’s value. Some ex-
amples of IC definitions are summarized in Table 1.

Apart from a different approach to defining of ttencept of intellectual
capital, researchers suggest different types dtitecture as a combination
of different intellectual capital components. Ttamhally, intellectual capi-
tal is divided into three groups/components: hurcaypital, organizational
capital and relational capital. Each componentntdliectual capital con-
sists of several elements, definitions of whicHedifvidely as well. In pre-
vious studies, the authors proposed to structuedietual capital into four
components, which would allow for simplifying theopess of the record-
ing and analysing: 1) human capital, 2) businessgsses, 3) technologies
and 4) intangible assets (LentjuSenkova & Lapin2l62 pp. 610-631).
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Each of these components consists of several etspmrch as knowledge,
intellectual property, computer networks, brandlification etc.

In previous studies conducted by the authors, & feand, that one of
the factors which influenced intellectual capitavedlopment is lack of
unique understanding of the concept of intellecttsdital. There are dif-
ferent concepts used in scientific literature, d&gion and accountancy
standards (LentjuSenkow al., 2018, pp. 215-223.). This factor plays an
important role in intellectual capital managemend aevelopment at the
enterprise level.

Intellectual capital disclosure

Despite the strategic role of intellectual capitatompany competiveness
and sustainability, it is difficult to manage arataunt the intellectual capi-
tal.

Current accounting standards do not adequatelyeaddiccounting for
intellectual capital, and thus intellectual capreiains largely unaccount-
ed for and unreported in the financial reports afompany (Ordones de
Pablos & Edvinsson, 2018, p. 316).

The valuation of intellectual capital and its intresnts within account-
ancy framework raises several problems relatinghtsr identification,
measure and control (Zeghal & Maaloul, 2011, pe-2d4.). According to
IASB rules, the accounting treatment of internajignerated intangible
assets is less rigid, but it remains deficient. &ifdternational Accounting
Standard 38, to be recognized on the balance shasdtectual capital and
its investments must meet the identification ciaer which has two as-
pects: the asset must be separable from entityaasel from contractual or
legal right. Therefore, intellectual capital genigrdies outside the tradi-
tional accounting framework (Beattie & Smith, 20pB, 243—-254).

In the Latvian law that regulates accountancy,ngiisle investments
are included in the annual financial statementax$ @f long-term invest-
ments (Law on the Annual Financial Statements aodsGlidated Finan-
cial Statements, 2015). Intangible investments iatangible properties
other than financial assets and complying with b#hfollowing classifi-
cation criteria: 1) they can be separated or divilem an undertaking and
sold, transferred, licensed, rented out or exchéigelividually or togeth-
er with another liability or asset), or they havisen from an agreement or
other rights regardless of whether such rightsramesferrable or separable
from the undertaking, or from other rights and gations, 2) an undertak-
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ing intends to use them for more than one yeareapécts economic bene-
fits to be received from holding such properties.

While using accountancy standards, the disclostirthe intellectual
capital is limited, many kinds of non-financial cgpng practices and
guidelines are developed. For example, ,Intelldc@apital Statement-
Made in Europe (InCaS)” (Ordones de Pablos & Edgns 2018, p. 316;
Mertins et al., 2006, pp. 21-25), ,MEasuRing Intangibles To Ustind
and improve innovation Management (MERITUM)” (Céeamio et.al.,
2002), ,Intellectual Asset-based Management (IAbBumita, 2008, pp.
206-227), Danish guidelines (Mouritsetral., 2001a, pp. 399-42Rjour-
itsenet.al., 2001b, pp. 735-762) etc.

These guidelines are voluntary and enterprisesodase them without
certain needs. However, since 2009 Danish Commanck Companies
Agency has required the country’s largest comparstge-owned enter-
prises and institutional investors to state in rttainual reports whether
they have corporate responsibility policies and tbay implement them.
Since 2007, the Swedish government has requirestatk-owned compa-
nies to produce sustainability reports in accordanih the GRI (Global
Reporting Initiative) Guidelines. In April 2014 tHeuropean Parliament
adopted a long-awaited Directive on the disclosafrenon-financial and
diversity information by certain large companidsmians that more than
6000 EU large companies will prepare reports arabipe more transpar-
ent for the society.

The main purpose of non-financial reporting pragiand guidelines is
to disclose information about company’s hidden tzsaed its role in value
creation. The most of existing guidelines helps jgany’s stakeholders and
financial capital providers understand how valueréated.

Companies can derive economic and social benedfits & disclosure of
their intellectual capital by preparing non-finaacreports. Information
about the intellectual capital, which is not inaddin financial report,
could decline company’ assets underestimation(Bsknswijck & Evera-
ert, 2012, pp. 39-56) and increase investors’ estsr (Hollandet al.,
2012, pp. 562-581; Abhayawansa & Guthrie, 2012, 3§8-415). As
a result, positive impact on company’s value arareiprice could be ob-
served (Abeysekera, 2011, pp. 319-338; Haji & Gha2812, pp. 377—
397; Mouritsen, 2003, pp. 18-13). The experiencadufpting labM Re-
porting in Japan shows that there are many advastagt only for compa-
nies, but for financial institutions, too. Finarddiastitutions emphasize the
importance of intellectual capital measures wherkingatheir loan deci-
sions. Some of Japanese banks are supporting anshlinedium compa-
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nies for preparing non-financial reports (OrdonesR@blos & Edvinsson,
2018, 316 p.).

Since 2009, integrated reporting was proposed amahqied by the In-
ternational Integrated Reporting Council as a neporting tool. The inte-
grated reporting benefits-to all stakeholders ederd in company’s value
creation (IIRC, 2013, p. 35).

Comparing different reporting tools, practitionarsl researchers, it was
found that Integrated reporting is perceived a®tao$ reports and is too
complicated for understanding. Japanese IAbM rampris perceived as
a whole report, which provides necessary infornrmtiad a holistic view
on the value creation process.

Resear ch methodology

To achieve the research goal, the authors develapeatiginal question-

naire consisting of two main sections: section Xespondent profile; sec-
tion 2 — general questions regarding IC, its elesmand disclosure issues.
The structure of the questionnaire is presentddhbie 2.

The statements offered to respondents for evalyadi® well as their la-
bels used in data analysis, are presented in T8bkes5 and 6. In the cur-
rent paper, the authors focused only on analydiegrésponses provided
within the questionnaire blocks C and D. Block ©@vides general state-
ments regarding IC disclosure. Block D involvescsfie items that poten-
tially can be reflected in financial reports.

Respondents were offered to use Likert-type 5-psiatie for grading,
where “1” indicates “absolutely disagree” and “5”"“absolutely agree”.

The sample consisted of 29 representatives of #tedn business sec-
tors, holding the positions of accounting managérgncial managers,
board members of accounting services companieswaditbrs. The survey
period covered 3 months — from December 2018 touzeip 2019.

Initial analysis was performed by calculating “foeqcies” in SPSS en-
vironment. Procedure of ranking was made, basethematings “4"+"5”
frequency.

The data set, completed from the respondents’ nsggoto the ques-
tions of the questionnaire block D was investigasegarately, applying
techniques that are more sophisticated. Firstrehability of the scale was
checked by assessing an internal consistency wiplication of
Cronbach’s alpha. The critical value for the caédint was determined at
0.7 level, following the arguments of Cortina (1998. 98—104) regarding
the scale with a large number of items (more ti@n 2

346



Oeconomia Copernicana, 10(2), 341-357

Dimension reduction was initially planned to befpened by means of
factor analysis — specifically Principal Componémialysis (PCA). How-
ever, for questionnaire data analysis CATPCA isemmeferable, because
it is suitable for ordinally scaled data (Lintiegal., 2017, pp. 336—358).
Besides, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test to measure a sag@dequacy yielded
0.474 value (i.e., data are not suitable for stmectdetection with PCA),
based on Williamst al. (2010, pp. 1-13).

All the statistical analysis procedures were penkxl in SPSS 19.0 en-
vironment.

Resear ch results

Table 7 and Table 8 present the results of frequanalysis (block C and
block D data).

Respondents agree that the existing practices ecmliating standards
do not allow to disclose all company assets and tradue. Most of re-
spondents (58.6%) believe that it is necessaryrépgre a non-financial
report with the description of intellectual capitadd its role in value crea-
tion.

Ranking the variables, based on “4” and “5” ratgelded cost items,
which definitely should be reflected in financialports (most of respond-
ents “agree”/"absolutely agree” with that). These: a
- Innovation (86.2%);

— Research and Staff training (79.3%);
- Brand and Patents (69%).

In turn, most of the respondents do not consideaff$election” and
“Partners” as cost items that should be reporteddmgpanies as a part of
Intellectual capital value.

As mentioned in Methodology section, block D pdexd data were an-
alysed with application of more sophisticated asialyechniques.

Firstly, the authors checked the internal conststdmetween items in
order to test the reliability of the scale. Croriacalpha for the whole
measuring scale was equal to 0.843, which poingshigh level of internal
consistency. Item-total statistics revealed thatdbcond item (“staff train-
ing”) had a low correlation coefficient and its reval would increase the
total Alpha to 0.846. However, our decision was to change the scale,
because this element is quite substantial in oderstanding of Intellectual
capital.

Within the next stage of the investigation, the hauwt conducted
CATPCA procedures. To determine the number of corapts, the authors
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firstly applied CATPCA for the maximum number (1%¢/lowing Man-
iseraet al (2010, pp. 97-115). To take a substantiate dmtisie should
consider “eigenvalue greater than 1 criterion” (kg et al, 1999, pp.
272-299). Eigenvalues for the first five componemse greater than 1.

Taking this as a starting point, we performed CARREth five com-
ponents only, and a screeplot was developed tarséelbow” (Figure 1).

Based on the “scree criterion” (Fabriggral, 1999, pp. 272—-299), the
last component that “accounts for a considerableusrtnof variance in the
data” (Lintinget al., 2017, pp. 336—358) is either the third or thertio.

Applying “eigenvalue greater than 1 criterion”,binth cases (selecting
3 or 4 dimensions) we have acceptable VAF and th bases components
together accounted for a considerable proportiorthef variance in the
transformed variables (68.32% and 78.54%, respadgjiv

The third criterion is an “interpretability in tis®lution” that is based on
factor loadings. Following Manfredit al. (2009, pp. 165-180), we used
0.6 as a critical value for factor loadings. Res(itir 3-dimensional and 4-
dimensional solutions are presented in Table 9Tatde 10.

Analysing the dimension within 3-dimensional andigensional solu-
tions, the authors concluded the lack of intergmiéite. The third dimen-
sion has only one component with a loading gretitan 0.6. Thus, 2-
dimensional solution was accepted as the most pppte one. The results
are presented in Table 11. However, in this caseatlthors followed the
experience of the researchers accepting 0.5 lodttingnstance, Abdullah
et al, 2010, pp. 542-555).

According to CATPCA results, two dimensions couéd distinguished,
which unites different items.

— Dimension 1: Research, innovation and technology;
— Dimension 2: Relational capital.

The first dimension includes all items related ésaarch, innovation
and technology, including patents, license andiso#. Second dimension
“Relational capital” consists of items related taf§ marketing and cus-
tomers.

The authors conclude that all expenditures aredda/into two groups.
One group is related to research and innovatiod,tla@ other group is re-
lated to relationship with people (staff, custorers

Discussions

The research results show that all expendituresceged with intellectual
capital could be divided into two dimensions. Thstfdimension refers to
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existing practice of intellectual capital discloswand allows including ex-
penditures on research, innovation and technolagy financial reports.
However, difficulties with in-house innovation digsure are observed,
because these expenditures do not meet certagmi@ntin the accounting
standards.

The second dimension is related to relational e§pithich is difficult
to measure and include in balance sheet as a Valasbet. This part of
expenditures could be included into non-financegarting, and thereby
stakeholders would get additional information althet company’s assets.
At the same time, in the researches about inte¢atapital impact on
company performance advertising, marketing and Imur@sources expend-
itures are used as investments in intellectualtaapi shows certain incon-
sistency among scientific literature, accountirapdards and existing prac-
tices.

Despite intellectual capital significance, therengs unique solution for
intellectual capital disclosure. There are différapn-financial reporting
practices and guidelines, available for disclosafentellectual capital.
However, these guidelines are voluntary and noelyidsed.

The survey results confirm existing accounting ticacin evaluation of
company expenditures and including it into balasioeet. Two dimensions
of expenditures were found: 1) research, innovadiot technology and 2)
relational capital. While the first dimension igar for accounting stand-
ards, the second dimension is difficult to measné list in the financial
reports. Research shows that accounting practidestandards limit the
disclosure of intellectual capital. As a resulpat of company’s assets is
not included in financial reports and stakeholder®ive incomplete evalu-
ation of company value. Latvian financial expertgeg that one of the
solutions of that problem could be using non-finaheporting for disclo-
sure of all company assets, both tangible and gitbé

Conclusions

Understanding the nature of intellectual capitamanagement theory and
accountancy differs significantly. This createstaasion where the compa-
ny's assets are not fully reflected in the commafigancial statements. In
the course of the research, the authors foundttieatjuestioned financial
and accounting experts and practitioners recodhiseroblem.

Existing accounting standards and regulatory enaatsnin Latvia do
not allow the value of the assets of the businedset fully reflected be-
cause they do not include many elements of intieiédcapital in the finan-
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cial statements. The most important elements alledtual capital that

might be included in the financial statements a$ ghthe company's as-
sets are Innovation, Research and Staff trainimgn@® and Patents. Other
elements, e.g. such as Staff selection, Partnersto@ers, are difficult to

assess in financial terms and could be includetthénnon-financial state-

ments of companies.

Using the non-financial reporting practices, comesaould make their
activities more transparent and develop their i@, as well as attract
investors. However, it is difficult to implementctua practice in current
situation in Latvia because of several reasons.rib& important reason is
lack of in-depth understanding of the nature oéliettual capital, lack of
gualified staff and financial resources for additibadministrative activi-
ties (such as report preparation). Now, some laaapanies and banks
have to prepare non-financial report accordingetpslation. It is important
to investigate their experience and estimate arorppity to deploy that
practice for other companies.

Within the framework of the study, the authors syed only Latvian
finance and accountancy experts and practitiomérgh does not allow for
applying the results of the research to other g@msitFurther research may
include studying the accounting practices of nedghimng countries and
reflecting on intellectual capital in the financsthtements of a company
compared to the results of a particular study.dt be useful to study the
practice of preparing non-financial statementsdighbouring countries, as
well as its impact on the company's competitiveness
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Annex

Tablel. The concept of intellectual capital in scientifterature 2000-2017

Author/Authors

Definition

Petty & Guthrie (2000,

pp. 155-176)

Intellectual capital is an indicator that has tihdity to generate future
earnings or financial capital together with an oigation.

Jurczak (2008, pp. 37- Intellectual capital is all connected with eacheottknowledge resources

45)

that the organization disposes in creating valueded to gaining
competitive advantage in long term.

Kianto et al. (2013, pp.
12-22)

Intellectual capital comprises the valuable knowkedased resources
and the management activities related to them

LentjuSenkova &

Lapina (2016, pp. 610-

631)

Intellectual capital is the organization’s assettthincludes the
organization's human capital, business processexdgdures and their
descriptions), technologies, and intangible agbetiscan be transformed
into tangible and intangible value.

Jordao & Novas (2017, Intellectual capital is formed of intangible assebait also of the

pp. 667-692)

relationships between all types of organisatioredources, whether
material or immaterial

Table 2. Structure of the questionnaire

Section | Respondent profile Comments

01 Experience in f|nance/accountmg/relatedClose d: 3 alternatives
spheres

Q2 Business sector Closed: 5 alternatives

Q3 Company’s size Closed: 4 alternatives

Q4 Company’s operating age Closed: 4 alternatives

Section 11 General questionsregarding IC Comments

Block A Core of Intellectual capital (assessment of thg statements AL-A5
awareness)

Block B Elements of Intellectual capital 9 elemeBisB9

Block C Disclosure of Intellectual capital (general3 statements C1-C3
statements)

Block D Disclosure of Intellectual capital (financial ;o -1 15

report items)




Table 3. What of the statements is aligned with your underding of Intellectual
capital? (Questionnaire block A)

No. Statement Label

Al Knowledge and experience of company’s employees Staff competence
The company's non-financial and intangible resaithat are

A2 completely or partly controlled by the company #mat rise the Resources
company value

A3 Company’s long-term intangible investments ligiibtes

A4 Intellectual cgpital is the orgar!izatior_l’s asset ttan be value
transformed into tangible and intangible value

A5 Company’s human capital, structural capital andtiehal Capital

capital

Table 4. What elements Intellectual capital involves? (Qioestaire block B)

No. Element Label

B1 Knowledge and experience of company’s employees Staff competence
B2 Technologies and software Technology
B3 Licenses Licenses

B4 Patents Patents

B5 Brand Brand

B6 Schemes and description of business managemergssréiocl.

- Business processes
quality management system)

B7 Data bases (customers, partners, staff and etc. a liases

B8 Marketing plans Marketing plans

B9 Customer loyalty programmes Customer loyalty
programmes

Table 5. Do you agree with the following statements? (Questaire block C)

No. Element Label

c1 Item ,Intangible investments” does not reflect mesis intellectual c1
capital value in a full amount

c2 Companies should prepare an Intellectual capitadrteo reflect a c2
real business value

c3 Item ,Development costs” does not reflect busireesgts regarding c3

Intellectual capital generation in a full amount




Table 6. Do you agree that the following items should beoregrl by companies as
a part of Intellectual capital valug®uestionnaire block D)

No. Element Label
D1 Staff selection Staff selection
D2 Staff training Staff training
D3 Development and improvement of business management Business processes
systems
D4 Enhancing collaboration with partners Partners
D5 Purchase and implementation of technologies Teogydl
D6 Modernization of existing technologies Technology 2
D7 Research Research
D8 Innovation Innovation
D9 Purchase of patents Patents
D10  Purchase of IT products (software) Software 1
D11  Software upgrade Software 2
D12  Purchase/receiving of license License
D13  Development and realization of a marketing caigmp Marketing
D14  Development and realization of customer loyplggrammes Customers
D15 Brand development and maintenance Brand
Table 7. Frequency table (block C data)
1 2 3 4 5
C1 - 3.4% 20.7% 51.7% 24.1%
c2 - 10.3% 31.0% 58.6% -
C3 - 3.4% 13.8% 75.9% 6.9%
Table 8. Frequency table (block D data)
1 2 3 4 5
Staff selection - 48.3% 27.6% 20.7% -
Staff training - - 20.7% 69% 10.3%
Business systems - 3.4% 31% 51.7% 13.8%
Partners - 27.6% 34.5% 37.9% -
Technology 1 3.4% 6.9% 27.6% 41.4% 20.7%
Technology 2 - 6.9% 37.9% 37.9% 17.2%
Research - 3.4% 17.2% 51.7% 27.6%
Innovation - 3.4% 6.9% 55.2% 31%
Patents - 6.9% 24.1% 48.3% 20.7%




Table 8. Continued

1 2 3 4 5
Software 1 - 3.4% 31% 48.3% 13.8%
Software 2 - 10.3% 31% 48.3% 10.3%
License - 6.9% 27.6% 51.7% 13.8%
Marketing - 17.2% 31% 48.3% 3.4%
Customers - 27.6% 27.6% 44.8% -
Brand - 10.3% 20.7% 48.3% 20.7%
Table 9. CATPCA results: 4-dimensional solution
Dimension
1 2 3 4
Staff selection 0.511 0.476 0.198 -0.059
Staff training 0.043 0.556 -0.249 -0.504
Business systems 0.190 -0.068 0.974 -0.235
Partners 0.452 0.608 -0.171 -0.237
Technology 1 0.823 -0.070 -0.097 -0.197
Technology 2 0.842 -0.181 -0.161 -0.238
Research 0.189 -0.068 0.974 -0.236
Innovation 0.413 0.213 0.007 0.573
Patents 0.654 -0.586 -0.124 0.042
Software 1 0.873 -0.321 -0.187 -0.256
Software 2 0.860 -0.222 -0.098 0.022
License 0.509 -0.509 0.137 0.508
Marketing 0.427 0.712 -0.223 0.048
Customers 0.403 0.726 0.361 0.127
Brand 0.291 0.427 0.129 0.755
Table 10. CATPCA results: 3-dimensional solution
Dimension
1 2 3

Staff selection 0.328 0.594 0.079

Staff training -0.139 0.703 -0.363

Business systems 0.324 0.233 0.654

Partners 0.206 0.736 0.332

Technology 1 0.843 0.161 -0.102

Technology 2 0.847 0.074 -0.260

Research 0.665 -0.244 0.503

Innovation 0.616 -0.182 0.425

Patents 0.741 -0.333 -0.349

Software 1 0.860 0.003 -0.432

Software 2 0.817 0.047 -0.394

License 0.606 -0.473 0.102

Marketing 0.201 0.771 -0.120

Customers 0.209 0.785 0.187

Brand 0.554 -0.133 0.413




Table 11. CATPCA results: 2-dimensional solution

Dimension
1 2
Staff selection 0.319 0.591
Staff training -0.145 0.716
Business systems 0.360 0.24¢
Partners 0.226 0.735
Technology 1 0.840 0.23:
Technology 2 0.848 0.07:
Research 0.687 -0.25¢
Innovation 0.637 -0.20:
Patents 0.749 -0.30:
Software 1 0.878 -0.02%
Software 2 0.823 0.03:
License 0.599 -0.47¢
Marketing 0.196 0.774
Customers 0.159 0.801
Brand 0.558 -0.107

Figure 1. Screeplot of the 5-component CATPCA solution

-6%1.3%0.8%0.690.49% 204
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Source: own calculations based on results of CATRG#Alysis made in SPSS.





