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Abstract— This paper analyses the approaches of intellectual capital in enterprises and universities. It aims to the conceptualization,
classification, and measurement of intellectual capital, and then it compares both approaches. The research is supported by the
theories of Fazlagic, Alama, Molina, Sanchez, Elena and Castrillo, Paździor and Paździor and Bratianu. The study is done through
bibliometrics, using a kind of descriptive, documentary research; with a non-experimental, and transversal design. The population is
finite and represented by papers, conference proceedings, and thesis published between 2005-2014. To collect the primary data was
used the direct observation technique, through concept analysis. We conclude, based on the results, generally, enterprises use the
paradigm of fixed capital, focus on relational capital, while in universities the paradigms changed to the dynamic, Newtonian,
integrating and transformational intellectual capital, based on human capital. Additionally, that as much as in the universities as in
the enterprises the intellectual capital improved the performance of the organization, thus, the revision of the literature states that the
results generated by the effective management of the intellectual capital are sustained in the time because of its immaterial nature.
Moreover, in the enterprises, the predominant components correspond to the relational capital such as clients, suppliers, strategic
alliances and the company reputation in front of the clients, which are essential for the generation of knowledge and the development
of innovation.
Keywords— intellectual capital; comparative view; universities; enterprises

greater competitive advantage. Similarly, Teece [3]
establishes the importance of intellectual capital as a key
element to facilitate business competitiveness. In the same
way, Obeso [4] argues that knowledge is becoming a critical
factor of production; for this reason, the enterprises must
make conscious investment data collection, development of
knowledge, seeking collaboration and knowledge sharing, in
order to exploit in depth, the benefits of intellectual capital.
Despite recognition of the importance of intellectual
capital to create value in organizations, its measurement
presents difficulties because of its intangible nature. In this
regard, there are different proposals in the literature for
measurement, "the research in this field is still in its
experimental stage" [2]. Thus, the development and

I. INTRODUCTION
A look through the intellectual capital in the literature
shows many of the studies on the subject are based on the
hypothesis that intellectual capital significantly influences
the enterprises, institutions, and organizations creation value.
Nowadays, enterprises use diverse resources available in
order to grow in the market and enhance its value, purpose in
which knowledge is established as the most important
organizational asset. Consequently, intellectual capital is a
central element in the management of organizations. In this
regard, Reed, Lubatkin, and Srinivasan [1] cited by Alama
[2] put emphasis on the role of intangible resources and
capabilities of the company (intellectual capital) in gaining a

350

universities, and finally, the conclusions of the investigation
are presented.

measurement of intellectual capital have been a phenomenon
of countries with high economic development, however, in
most developing or emerging countries, Latin America, the
valuation of intellectual capital has not been priority issue
within their organizations [5].
Molina [5] argues, faced with the conceptualization of
intellectual capital, that "there is no single accepted
definition of what is meant by Intellectual Capital, being a
recent concept is still no generalization." Despite this, then
present some concepts of intellectual capital, referred to by
Molina [5].
Sveiby [6] proposes that intellectual capital helps explain
the difference between the market value and the book value
of the enterprises because intellectual capital is not included
in the financial accounts. The total market value of the
enterprises is formed by the tangible, visible equity plus
three types of intangible assets: the organization, customers,
and the people so that the market value of the company can
be interpreted as a direct reflection in the invisible balance
sheet. In the same way, Brooking [7] expresses the term
intellectual capital refers to the combination of intangible
assets that allow the company to operate.
Meanwhile, Bontis [8] defines intellectual capital as the
causal link between human capital, relational and
organizational capital. Lev [9] states that intellectual capital
represents the main relationships, generating intangible
assets, including innovation, organizational and human
resources practices.
Edvinsson and Malone [10] describe intellectual capital as
the possession of knowledge, applied experience,
organizational technology, customer relationships and
professional skills that give the company a competitive
advantage in the market. In other hand, Bueno [11]
explicates it as the accumulation of knowledge that creates
value or cognitive wealth owned by an organization,
composed of a set of intangible assets (intellectual) or
knowledge-based resources and capabilities, which when put
action, as determined strategy, combined with the physical
or tangible capital, is able to produce goods and services and
create competitive advantages or core competencies in the
market for the organization.
Botero [12] defines "an identifiable non-monetary asset
without physical substance nature; the organization requires
a fundamental raw material for the production or supply of
goods or services; It materializes in the knowledge that all its
members possess" p.68. In synthesis, the result of analysis of
the definitions of intellectual capital contained in this section
is evidence that all authors agree that intellectual capital is a
non-cash intangible asset or physical nature, which creates
value and competitive advantage to a company, organization
or institution.
This paper aims to analyze the approach of intellectual
capital in enterprises and universities, by reviewing the
literature on the conceptualization of intellectual capital, its
classification and the models used for measurement. To that
end, the paper is structured as follows: in a first step, the
theoretical framework is presented according to the authors
considered in the literature review. After, the associated
methodological issues arise with the development of
research. Then, results are described through analysis matrix
vision of the concept of intellectual capital in enterprises and

II. MATERIAL AND METHOD
The present study aimed at analyzing the approaches
made by enterprises and universities intellectual capital can
be considered a type of descriptive research [13];
documentary [14], characterized by design not experimental,
cross-sectional research [15] and bibliometric [16].
The population of this work is finite and objective type
[15]. In the first step, we conducted an extensive search in
different open access databases, such as emeraldinsight;
conferences proceedings on the subject, such as International
Conference
on
Intellectual
Capital,
Knowledge
Management, and Organizational Learning; and Ph.D. thesis
repositories in Colombia, Mexico, Venezuela and Spain. The
authors carried out the search looking for the keywords:
intellectual capital in universities, intellectual capital in
companies, management of intellectual capital in companies
and universities; and new alternatives for the administration
of intellectual capital. In a second step, the documents with
the highest number of citations are selected. we picked the
most relevant document in each year, during the period of
time observed. The researchers are aware of the
impossibility of covering all the material published in one
specific topic. For this reason, we chose the 6 papers that
meet the inclusion criteria and intersect in the management
of intellectual capital in the two study.
The Primary data were obtained through the direct
observation technique, using an analysis matrix [14], in
which the author, title of the research conducted, vision
concept specified capital intellectual capital, an area in
which the main findings of the referenced authors are
presented and the approach to which they are addressed, in
this case, enterprises or universities also, we used to meet the
overall objective of this research sheet [12].
III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
In order to analyze the present approaches to intellectual
capital in enterprises and universities were analyzed six (6)
journal papers, within them, there are highlight the theories
regard the variable involved.
The documents analyzed are focused on the intellectual
capital variable, published in the period between 2005-2014.
This time interval was sufficient to achieve the objective of
this research and observes the theories under the previously
selected parameters search by keywords intellectual capital,
comparative view, universities, enterprises. The relevant
aspects resulted in the investigation are shown in Table 1.
Next, the paper expands the postulates of each of the
authors presented in Table 1:
Fazlagic [17] in the paper “Measuring the intellectual
capital of a University” analyzes some fundamental
challenges regarding the measurement of the intellectual
capital in European universities, especially those located in
central and eastern Europe, characterized by a low
innovation rate, weak links with the industry and poor
human resources management policies.
In addition, the author states that "the intellectual capital
of a university consists of human capital and structural
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capital." Specifically, human capital refers to the individual
skills of researchers. In the global economy and the growing
demand for qualified research staff, the human capital of the
universities is very unstable, so those universities that do not
invest in human capital have a high risk of losing it [17].
Consequently, Fazlagic [17] proposed a matrix for
measuring intellectual capital in universities, where
indicators for measuring resources, activities, and results of
human capital and structural capital are described. With
regard to resources for human capital measurement, the
proposed indicators are associated with the number of
researchers; investigators share of total employment and the
average age of them. Meanwhile, indicators correspond to
activities research investment per employee and the time
spent in seminars; in contrast, the indicators for measuring
the results of human capital include, among others, the
number of publications per researcher, satisfaction and staff
turnover.
Similarly, the indicators for measuring structural capital
resources proposed by Fazlagic [17] are the number of
computers per employee, total departments, each department
spending and participation of women in management
positions. For measuring structural capital activities, are
established as indicators of total investment in infrastructure
for research, the number of research projects in process and
the number of researchers attending conferences. Also, for
measuring the results of structural capital related to the
number of international researchers’ indicators are
established, the recognition of the university, the number and
satisfaction of students and the number of courses offered.

Fazlagic [17] suggests that measuring intellectual capital
is emerging as an important determinant to increase the
productivity of knowledge work, so that "the measurement
system of intellectual capital to help organizations involved
to identify what it works - and what does not work ".
The paper concludes that intellectual capital (IC)
reporting models applied in the eastern Europe Universities
are still in at an embryonic stage because the IC
measurement should be thought of as a platform for
discussion about intangible assets. The content of IC report
should, therefore, provoke questions – not just give all the
answers. The authors of IC reports shun from leaving the
room for ambiguity--inspired by the accuracy of financial
statements they try to copy the structure of a balance sheet.
Instead, IC reports should include a certain number of
questions and scenarios, which the management will try to
analyze. Making the acquisition and application of IC
'discussable' improve prospects for informed decision
making that can mobilize changes in the business agenda.
Additionally, the measurement of IC in the Universities is
essential if the higher education system is to continuously
regenerate itself by the intelligent use of knowledge
management.
The introduction of such methods requires building
awareness among the senior academics occupying
management positions at universities, creating an IC
measurement task force, the introduction of IC measurement
methodologies and timely and complex implementation and
publication of the results.

TABLE I
SPECIALIZED JOURNAL PAPERS S ON INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL YEARS (2005-2014)

Author
[17]

[2]

[18]

[5]

[19]

[20]

View of the concept of intellectual capital
The measurement of IC in the Universities is essential if the higher education system is to continuously
regenerate itself by the intelligent use of knowledge management. However, intellectual capital (IC) reporting
models applied in the eastern Europe Universities are still in at an embryonic stage.
There is a consensus in the literature regarding the number of components of intellectual capital and its name:
human capital, structural capital and relational capital. Additionally, the interaction between the intangible
assets of the organization increases the performance of it.
This paper suggests to move one step forward and discuss current challenges in relation to establishing
standards for universities to manage and report on their IC and the difficulties in capturing the process
dynamics. Moreover, the investigation established a report intellectual capital designed that must identify
intangible assets relating to the creation of value from strategic objectives.
The methodologies to assess the intellectual capital in the organization are not easily applied because the
knowledge of the subject is in an embryonic phase, where there are no proven and accepted methodologies.
Thus, measurement models perform very static analysis that difficult to understand.
The paper was focused on synthetic and analytical methods which are most often applied when measuring the
effectiveness of company's intellectual capital. Intellectual capital, identified with human capital, human
resources, intellectual property, intellectual assets, or knowledge resources, in the age of knowledge-based
economy plays a crucial role almost in each organization.
The main limitation of the static and dynamic models developed so far come from the fact that intellectual
capital is considered by definition as a potential. The entropic intellectual capital is the first to introduce the
concept of intellectual capital transformation from its potential stage to its operational stage through the action
of the organizational integrators.

Alama [2] in her thesis “Intellectual capital and business
performance in professional services firms in Spain”
determined that there is a consensus in the literature
regarding the number of components of intellectual capital
and its name: human capital, structural capital and relational
capital. Relevant in each of the dimensions of intellectual

Approach
Universities

Enterprises

Universities

Enterprises

Enterprises

Universities

capital dimensions identified. Human capital (7 dimensions):
knowledge/education/professional
development,
skills,
retention, training, experience, creativity, motivation.
Structural Capital (5 dimensions): expertise in information
technology, ways of holding knowledge, culture/values,
structure/systems/processes, innovation/R & D. Relational
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Capital (4 dimensions): customers, suppliers, alliances,
reputation.
The analysis of business results of intellectual capital is
concentrated in three areas: financial, market and innovation,
concluding that human capital attributable to higher
corporate earnings are sustainable over time because of the
intangible nature and socially complex human capital.
Additionally, it is concluded that the interaction between the
intangible assets of the organization increases the
performance of it. The research concludes that intangible
assets specifically the experience and skills, culture,
technology skills information, alliances, reputation and
customer relations are of great importance in the generation
of new knowledge resulting in the successful launch of
services and new projects. Moreover, the main innovation
ideas often come from customers when there is a good
relationship with them, as well as allied enterprises. It is also
to highlight the significance of alliances and reputation on
firm performance.
According to the findings in Alama [2], the literature sees
clearly the convergence in the number of major components
of intellectual capital (Table 1). However, she suggests that
there are differences in the terminology for each component.
The first component is linked to the people and in most of
the studies reviewed it is called human capital. The second
component refers to processes, structures, technology, and

innovation and called structural capital, although authors like
Brooking [7], Chen, Zhu and Yuan [21] separated the
technological aspect of the organization. The last component
refers to the ratio of the company mainly with the client, and
is called in most of the studies reviewed by Alama [2],
customer equity work; however, the relationship of the
company is of a broader spectrum as it relates to other
related agents, such as suppliers and partners [6], because
the name of relational capital is adopted used by Euroforum
Escorial [22] and Ordoñez [23].
Alama [2] states that "the aforementioned components
represent intangible assets of a different nature, each of
which works in a certain way in achieving business goals,
interacting with each other" p.69. Thus, individuals
knowledge, skills, and cooperation´s spirit, represent human
capital, and are valuable assets to the company, however, it
requires an organizational platform for the suitable
development of their work, such as information systems ,
procedures, and infrastructure that configures the structural
capital, also, there should be appropriate channels to
establish strong links with the agents which the company
relates: customers, suppliers, and others, which is the
relational capital of the organization. Table 2 presents the
names of each of the components of intellectual capital,
according to different authors.

TABLE II
TYPOLOGY OF INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL [2]

Models and Authors
Balanced Scorecard [24]
[25]
Technology Broker [7]

Human capital
Learning and Growth
perspective
Human capital
Centered on the individual
assets

Structural Capital

Relational Capital

Internal Processes Perspective

Customer Perspective

Structural Capital
Intellectual
Infrastructure
Property Assets
Assets

Capital Client
Market Assets

Intangible Assets
Monitor [6]
Skandia Navigator dec [10]

Competence

Internal Structure

External Structure

Human Approach

Client Approach

[10]

Human capital

[8]
Intellect [22]

Human capital
Human capital

Process Approach
Structural Capital: Organizational
Capital and Customer Capital
Structural Capital
Structural Capital

[26]

Human capital

Intellectus [27]

Human capital

[28]

Human capital

[11]

Human capital

[21]

Human capital

[29]

Human capital

[23]

Human capital

Structural Capital: Innovation Capital
and Processes Capital
Technology
Organizational
Capital
Capital
Internal Capital
Technology
Organizational
Capital
Capital
Capital Innovation
Structural Capital
Structural Capital: Internal capital,
External capital and Innovation capital
Structural Capital: Technology capital
and Organizational capital

Capital Client
Relational Capital
Social Capital: intrasocial capital,
Intersocial capital and Innovation
capital
Business Capital

Capital stock

External Capital
Business Capital

Stock Capital

Client Capital

Relational Capital

and non-financial indicators associated with people involved
in these activities, on the other hand, to move one step
forward and discuss current challenges in relation to
establishing standards for universities to manage and report
on their IC and the difficulties in capturing the process
dynamics

Sanchez, Elena y Castrillo [18] in the paper “Intellectual
capital dynamics In universities: a reporting model” suggests
a model for reporting and managing intellectual capital (IC)
in universities and research organization, which contains
financial indicators for resources related to research activity;
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According to the conducted literature review of
measurement methods of intellectual capital effectiveness, it
seems that the evaluation process of values of intangible
resources is necessary for a company's strategy
implementation. Still, there is no a synthetic indicator which
would fully reflect the value of the most precious resource of
a 21st-century organization, which is intellectual capital.
This paper concludes that in many enterprises, intellectual
capital is the most valuable resource. It is important, as a full
reflection in reporting of intellectual capital value, in the
opinion of many managers, will contribute to higher
effectiveness in personnel strategy of enterprises.
Thanks to the growing efficacy of measurement methods
of intellectual capital, it seems possible to pursue more
completely the primary goal of enterprises, which is the
maximization of value in a long period. Value is important
first of all from the point of view of employees, whose work
in many cases is not assessed in a proper way, which would
enable elimination of unprofessional factors, and focus on
behaviors increasing the effectiveness of the whole
organization.
According Paździor and Paździor [19], "intellectual
capital management and the impact assessment is not
possible without measurement," p.845, however, this
measurement is a difficult task, considering the intellectual
capital of a company is strictly related to the type of activity,
the business environment, the history and culture of a
particular organization. Therefore, according to the authors,
"perhaps a universal or technical model for the evaluation of
the capital never has been developed". Product literature on
the methods of measuring intellectual capital, the authors
suggest that there are many methods of measuring
intellectual capital. However one of the most widespread
classifications of these methods proposes the existence of
two categories: synthetic methods and analytical methods.
1) Synthetic Methods: This method is based on the
assumption that the market price of the shares always
reflects the real value of a company. Thus the accidental
factors have no impact on it. The weakness of this method is
the high sensitivity of the company’s values of the
intellectual capital against the changes occurring in the
environment, for example, market deregulation [19].

Moreover, the investigation established a report
intellectual capital designed around the specific
characteristics of the organization; this report must identify
intangible assets relating to the creation of value from
strategic objectives. Additionally, the report's proposal is an
attempt to standardize the indicators in each university. This,
accompanied by a cultural change in the academic
community, oriented to accept the changes in the structures
and working methods. Also, there is growing evidence in
support of the application of IC tools in universities and the
potential benefits this would bring. However, it should be
acknowledged that steps are still to be taken, most at the
supranational level, in order to reflect university dynamics
and allow the IC report to serve as both a response to the
institution’s accountability needs and an improvement of its
management practices.
Molina [5] in the thesis “Intellectual Capital valuation in a
Colombian enterprise” focuses on the concept of Intellectual
Capital. To do so, perform a search process information and
state of the art of existing methodologies to assess the
intellectual capital in the organization, From the review, it
concludes that the methodologies are not easily applied
because the knowledge of the subject is in an embryonic
phase, where there are no proven and accepted
methodologies. Thus, measurement models perform very
static analysis that difficult to understand.
The author suggests that it is impossible to produce a
universal model for measurement intellectual capital, but
these are an essential basis for enterprises to begin to define
their own model must be fully linked to its strategy. The
model must be open and flexible to facilitate their adaptation
to changes in the business environment and, consequently,
the goal is to produce a balanced remuneration system that
contains all the dimensions of human beings and that bring
real value to the company.
Additionally, the paper highlights the difficulty of
measuring the ability to generate the future value of
intangible assets, why, set right indicators to measure them
is difficult. However, it suggests that it may be more difficult
to overcome institutional inertia. This, because the
intellectual capital should be viewed not only there to
manage it, which implies that the information should be an
input to rethink the organization. Accordingly, the
intellectual capital report must be an active, dynamic and
easy to understand the document, which must contain not
only the appropriate indicators but also present them in a
format that is easily understandable, applicable and
comparable between different enterprises.
Paździor y Paździor [19] in the paper “Measurement of
intellectual capital in a company” aims the definitions,
classifications, and methods of evaluation of intellectual
capital. The attention was focused on synthetic and
analytical methods which are most often applied when
measuring the effectiveness of company's intellectual
capital. Intellectual capital, identified with human capital,
human resources, intellectual property, intellectual assets, or
knowledge resources, in the age of knowledge-based
economy plays a crucial role almost in each organization.
Such a situation makes a credible reflection of its value and
effectiveness a priority in the process of increasing the
competitive advantage of a company.

2) Analytical Methods: One of the known analytical
methods is the Skandia Navigator, which carries the name of
the first company that made an attempt to calculate the
intellectual capital. The model in question contains 164
measurement indicators, which are divided into intellectual
(91) and traditional (73). These indicators cover five
business areas: financial, customer, processes, human
resources and development, within each area, there is a
specific set of programs to the description of intangible
resources [19].
3) Measurement Methods of Intellectual Capital in
Universities: As proposed by Fazlagic [17] one of the most
promising frameworks to measure university intellectual
capital developed in Denmark by the Danish Agency for
Trade and Industry, this model presents the intellectual
capital in the form of resources, activities, and results.
According to the author, "thanks to this taxonomy is possible
to understand the paradox: why the well-established
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based on the concept of flow of knowledge; in agreed with
Nissen [31] knowledge of the organization does not exist in
the form required for its application, in the place and the
time required for the performance of work; because this
should flow from where it is, to how and where it is needed.
Thus, "Knowledge is a fluid mix of experiences, values,
contextual information, and expert insight that provides a
framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences
and information" [35] p.5. Consequently, changing static to
the dynamic paradigm, it is that the latter displays the
knowledge as a flow through the organization; knowledge is
not literally located and stored within the organization [34].
The canonical model of intellectual capital represents the
best known and widely used dynamic paradigm result.
According to this model "intellectual capital can be defined
as all monetary and physical resources that are not fully
controlled by the organization and contributing to the
creation of value for the organization" [36] p.19. It also
states that the structure of intellectual capital is given by
human capital, structural capital or organization, and the
customer or relationship capital [34], [36], [37].
Human capital contains all the knowledge, skills,
intelligence, intuition and values of employees. Structural
capital owned contains intangible resources, and they are
completely controlled by the organization: organizational
structure, databases, intellectual property, processes,
organizational culture, and organizational history, among
other brands. And the relational capital includes the entire
spectrum of relations between the organization and external
business environment, especially with suppliers, customers,
consumers and partners [20].

European universities do not produce knowledge of the
highest quality. The high potential (resources) present in
universities in many cases goes hand in hand with their poor
performance (results)" p.4.
Bratianu [20] in the paper “Intellectual capital of the
European universities” compared the main intellectual
capital models, from the pioneering ones developed by
Sveiby [6] and Edvinsson and Malone [10], to the canonical
model accepted almost by all researchers, and from the
dynamic models developed by Nonaka and Takeuchi [30]
and Nissen [31] to the entropic intellectual capital developed
by Bratianu, concluding that the main limitation of the static
and dynamic models developed so far come from the fact
that intellectual capital is considered by definition as a
potential. The entropic intellectual capital is the first to
introduce the concept of intellectual capital transformation
from its potential stage to its operational stage through the
action of the organizational integrators. In their view, an
integrator is a powerful field of forces capable of combining
two or more elements into a new entity, based on
interdependence and synergy. Additionally, in the model
entropic evaluates the intellectual capital, as well as human
capital, structural capital and relational, the cognitive capital,
emotional capital, and spiritual capital is included, in order
to better reflect the intellectual capital of universities. In
agreement with the paper, European universities have the
highest density of intellectual capital than any other
organization, but its performance is not at the level of its
potential; operating intellectual capital is low, and the main
difficulty of this situation is the quality of its nonlinear
integrators: management, leadership and organizational
culture, and restrictive structural capital. In the other hand,
the paper argues that the intellectual capital reports in
European universities are an optional decision, with the
exception of Austrian universities, that is requested to an
annual report on intellectual capital as a result of the
Education Act, and Intellectual Capital Act. However, the
model used in this legislation is based on the canonical
paradigm with its main components: human capital,
structural or organizational capital and relational capital
using linear indicators for evaluation. Therefore, it is
essential to change the paradigm of intellectual capital, of
Newtonian dynamics (static model) to thermodynamic
metaphor (the entropic paradigm of intellectual capital) in
order to define new indicators to reflect the intangible nature
of intellectual capital [32].
Bratianu [20] suggests the existence of two intellectual
capital paradigms: The static and dynamic paradigm. The
static intellectual capital paradigm is based on the
Newtonian static model, which is because the paradigm does
not consider time as a variable, reflecting a movement of
inertia [20]. Thus, the static intellectual capital paradigm
conceived as an action that reflects the potential of a
particular organization in a given time [33]. Therefore, to be
considered as an action, intellectual capital can be acquired,
accrued, combined, distributed and measured as all other
tangible assets, although measurement systems may differ
[34].
The paradigm of dynamic intellectual capital is based on
Newtonian dynamic models that incorporate time as a
fundamental variable [20]. The description of this model is

IV. CONCLUSIONS
The main conclusions alter an analyzed bibliographic
revision are shown below.
The first conclusion is that as much as in the universities
as in the enterprises the intellectual capital improved the
performance of the organization, thus, the revision of the
literature states that the results generated by the effective
management of the intellectual capital are sustained in the
time because of its immaterial nature.
The revision of the papers about the intellectual capital
indicates that is a general assent in the literature in front of
the component of the intellectual capital: Human capital,
structural capital and relational capital. However, in the
university context, one of the investigations analyzed states
that must be considered the cognitive capital, emotional
capital a spiritual capital, in order to reflect more effective,
the dynamic in front of intellectual capital in the universities.
Additionally, in the enterprises, the predominant
components correspond to the relational capital such as
clients, suppliers, strategical alliances and the company
reputation in front of the clients, which are essential for the
generation of knowledge and the development of innovation.
Meanwhile, in the universities, the predominant approach is
toward the human capital. Nevertheless, the concept of
intangible that represent an aggregate value is immersed in
both sectors. Therefore, the good intellectual capital
management contributes to the positioning of both sectors.
Also, the revision of the literature considers the limitation
of the model used to measure intellectual capital, because of
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[5]

its intangible nature. The authors agreed that the models
provided in the literature; as in the enterprises as in the
universities, compose a basis for measuring intellectual
capital. However, they are in an embryonic stage and still
have not been either verified or accepted, for these reasons
are difficult to apply, as well, each organization should
develop indicators aligned with their strategies and their own
characteristics. Thus, the review of the latest literature states
that besides of the associated indicators with the
quantifications of the monetary value of intellectual capital.
Its measurements must appraise the benefits associated with
the satisfaction of the stakeholders and eco-conservation.
In the other hand, inside the limitations, we found that the
existing models and perform static analysis should be
relaxed to suit the enterprises’ needs. This result was static
prevailing paradigm for the analysis of the concept of
intellectual capital; so it is necessary to change the paradigm
of Newtonian dynamics to thermodynamic metaphor
(dynamic paradigm) according to which knowledge is seen
as a flow through the organization, which becomes its
potential phase to the operational phase through the
management, leadership and organizational culture that act
as integrators of the organization.
Furthermore, the importance of intellectual capital’s
valuation in the strategy of the organization, and therefore
reports the same measurement as a tool for management
analysis is emphasized. However, these reports should be
readily understandable and even compare different sectors,
and further, should become an input to assess and improve
organizational processes. There is a need for further research
aimed at measurement methodologies and indicators that
reflect the dynamics of intellectual capital in universities and
inside the business sector. In the same way, both enterprises
and universities authors draw attention to the limitation to
implement new methods of intellectual capital and the
change resistance on the part of employees.
This work is useful for other researchers working with an
intellectual capital variable, because evidence of progress
and the challenges facing this research, establishing
parameters to improve the management of intellectual
capital as a tool for added value in organizations, its impact
strategy, and positioning

[6]
[7]
[8]
[9]
[10]

[11]

[12]
[13]

[14]

[15]
[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]
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