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Abstract

Purpose — There are several strands that cope with particular intangible resources, such as
intangible assets, intellectual, human, and organisational capital, data and information, knowledge
and capabilities. However, until now there have been no attempts to define and identify all intangible
resources systematically in one framework. The purpose of this paper is to show how an exhaustive
and exclusive categorial system of all intangible resources can be generated.

Design/methodology/approach — Following the idea of comparative analyses by grounded theory,
it will be referred to relevant approaches which can be defined in academic literature. It is investigated
how types of intangible resources, that share common attributes, can be grouped together, which
categories emerge, and how these categories can be defined. This gradually leads to the creation of the
whole categorial system based on empirical inductionism. At the same time, the categorial system is
created based on logical deductionism. Having defined intangible resources as the objects of reasoning
and by which leading principles will be looked at, the class of intangible resources will be broken down
into categories or sub-classes with the help of precisely formulated attributes.

Findings — Generation of a comprehensive, consistent, and complete categorial system of all possible
types of intangible assets.

Research limitations/implications — Solely a theoretical paper. Although empirical examples are
provided it might be interesting to demonstrate the application of this categorial system.

Practical implications — With such a categorial system we are in the position to identify and locate
the uncountable number of “real world” types of intangible resources more precisely and efficiently.

Originality/value — With such an attempt it may become clearer how to cope with different types of
intangible resources, how to gather, create, use, share and develop them more appropriately.
Keywords Resource management, Intangible assets, Knowledge management

Paper type Conceptual paper

Introduction

Since the early 1990s at the latest practitioners as well as academics have “realized that
knowledge was perhaps the critical resource, rather than land, machines, or capital ...”
(Earl, 2001, p. 215). In business, management, and organisation studies there are several
strands trying to identify, understand and manage knowledge and other intangible
assets, such as[1]:

+ intangible assets from a financial accounting perspective (IAS 38, 2003; FASB,
2001a, b, 2003);

+ intellectual, human and organisational capital in performance measurement and
performance management approaches (Diefenbach and Vordank, 2004; Neely,
2002; Kaplan and Norton, 2001a, b; Sveiby, 1998; Edvinsson and Malone, 1997,
Kaplan and Norton, 1992; Sveiby and Lloyd, 1987);



+ data, information and (explicit) knowledge in the fields of ICT (information and
communication technologies);

+ value drivers and capabilities of organisations addressed by resource-based view
(Grant, 1991; Barney, 1991; Prahalad and Hamel, 1990; Wernerfelt, 1984);

+ knowledge being investigated by different schools of knowledge management
(Holsapple and Joshi, 2002, p. 52-5; Chua, 2002; Alavi and Leidner, 2001,
pp. 109-13; Staples et al., 2001, pp. 9-10; Teece, 1998; Demarest, 1997; Zander and
Kogut, 1995, p. 79; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Nonaka, 1994; Bohn, 1994, p. 63;
Collis, 1994, pp. 144-5; Nonaka, 1991; Itami and Roehl, 1987); and

+ human, social and cultural capital in some sociological concepts (Bourdieu, 1983;
Granovetter, 1973).

These different approaches and perspectives contribute much to our understanding of
how people, networks, organisations, economies, and societies depend on, and deal
with, “intangibles resources” (in the following this term is meant and used as a general
term for all intangibles mentioned above). The strands are conceptualised for different
purposes and have their specific strengths and limits. However, perhaps because of the
number of these strands and their different focal points one question arises almost
automatically: What exactly “are” intangible resources?

In some strands there are serious attempts to define and identify specific intangible
resources as precisely as possible (for example, in financial accounting or performance
measurement). In contrast, other approaches provide very general or many different
definitions (e.g. knowledge management)[2]. Or they do not provide precise definitions
at all and deliver only anecdotal evidence (resource-based view). The provision of
several examples — as interesting and helpful this might be for gaining (new) insights
— 1is not sufficient for a systematic investigation into the problem of identification,
management and development of intangible resources. The more examples are
provided, the less clear become the object(s) of reasoning. Much more, the strands
mentioned relate to each other very little, if any. And since all strands concentrate only
on some specific intangible resources further questions occur immediately, such as:
How can one clearly differentiate between different types or categories of intangible
resources? Do they create a consistent and comprehensive system of intangible
resources? And if so, how can one develop such a system of intangible resources
systematically?

Unfortunately, by now there has been no serious attempt to define and identify all
intangible resources systematically. Irrespective, or better because of numerous
approaches there is still no clarity about a general definition of intangibles and criteria
for an identification of different types (Grojer, 2001, p. 698). Therefore, the idea of this
paper is to try to formulate a comprehensive and detailed categorial system of
intangible resources that will enable us to identify as well as differentiate between
different types of intangible resources systematically and precisely.

This might be helpful in a number of ways. Classifications are a “heuristic device”, a
“help construction” for interpretation and understanding (Grojer, 2001, p. 696). To cope
with issues (here: types of intangible resources) not only on the basis of anecdotal
evidence but as systematically as possible helps us to see better what they have in
common and where they differ (Bowker and Star, 2002, p. 232). Such a map or
framework “facilitates [our] understanding of the world through simplification”
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(Grojer, 2001, p. 698). And it is not “merely” about a theoretical understanding. There
are practical implications, too. Ill-defined terms lead to a poor understanding of reality
and, hence, bad decisions and poorer outcomes. In contrast, precise terms and clear
identification of the objects of reasoning can contribute to a better understanding,
perhaps even to a better managing of our personal, organisational, and societal affairs
(Bohn, 1994, p. 71).

The following section provides a description of the methodological basis for
approaching the problem. In the third section a general definition of intangible
resources will be provided and it will be demonstrated by which leading principles this
class of objects of reasoning can be identified and described. In the fourth section
different types of intangible resources, which share common attributes, will be
gradually grouped together to categories. In addition, general definitions of these
categories will be provided and it will be shown how they differ. The fifth section
provides an overview of the complete categorial system followed by a short conclusion.

Methodology
In order to develop such a categorial system and its categories in this paper, two, quite
different approaches will be used at the same time.

Following the ideas of comparative analysis and empirical inductionism of
grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, particularly pp. 23-4, 31-43) it will be
referred to some of the strands and approaches mentioned above (mainly financial
accounting, performance measurement, ICT, knowledge management, sociological
concepts of intangibles). In the sense of substantial theory it will be described which
intangible resources have been identified so far[3], how types of intangible resources,
which share common attributes, can be grouped together, how categories can be built
on existing definitions and identifications and, in doing so, which categories emerge.
This gradually leads to the creation of the complete categorial system of intangible
resources[4].

At the same time, the categorial system will be created on the basis of logical
deductionism[5]. Having defined intangible resources as the objects of reasoning (and
by which leading principles it will be looked at them), the class of intangible resources
will be broken down into categories or sub-classes with the help of precisely
formulated attributes (Grojer, 2001, p. 699) and, hence, it will be differentiated between
categories or types of intangible resources.

The inductive approach provides empirical evidence a priori, the logico-deductive
approach guarantees that the system is exhaustive, exclusive, complete and consistent.
Much more, both approaches lead to the same result.

Definition of intangible resources and a leading principle for the categorial
system

At first one needs to have an idea about the object of reasoning. What does the term
“resources” mean or could mean? In economics and business studies there are other
terms such as capital, assets, goods, or commodities. These terms usually have a very
specific, narrow market-oriented meaning — which is too little to capture the whole
breadth and depth of intangibles. This can also be the case with the term “resources”
but, fortunately, there are attempts to define them more generally. For example,
De Gregori (1987, p. 1241) defines resources as “usable and serviceable to human



beings”. Obviously, this is an anthropocentric view which is still quite common and
dominant in economic reasoning[6]. But he provides an even wider definition of
resources which shall be followed here; they are defined as a “functional relationship”
(De Gregori, 1987, p. 1243). I think this defines the very basic idea of resources in a most
general sense; it describes a relation, it is a relational term. In this sense, “resource”
means anything that is or could be entirely or partly of some use for something else —
whatever these “things” are and however the use and ends are defined and interpreted.

One also needs an idea about what the term “intangible” means. For this, it shall be
followed classical logic, a dichotomous view of the world in the sense that there are
either intangible or tangible objects[7]. Hence, one characteristic of intangible objects is
that they are immaterial, i.e. of non-physical existence; it is the idea, not the paper on
which it is written. It is the algorithm (“software”) and not the CD on which it is stored.
Intangible objects are not matter or a thing one can touch literally. They do not have
spatial measures or weight. Therefore, immateriality or non-physical existence can be
seen as a first criterion of demarcation.

Second, all intangible objects are renewable after they have been used. However,
there are some tangible or material resources that have the same characteristic (mainly
the so-called “renewable” tangible resources, i.e. plants, trees, ecosystems or working
animals). So, whereas the ability to regenerate is also a criterion of all intangible
objects, it is not a criterion of demarcation between intangible and tangible resources.

Third, intangible resources seem to have the ability to change while they are being
used. Again, this is also true for tangible assets. The crucial question is how they
change. Classical (material) resources like raw materials or working materials as well
as renewable resources decrease, and only decrease, while being used. This is also the
case for intangible resources. However, in addition they have the characteristic that
their stock can increase while being used. For example, to use knowledge in a
conversation and further it as information to another person leads often to the result
that the amount (and/or the quality) of knowledge has increased — probably for both
parties[8]. This characteristic — a (possible) increase while being used — might be seen
as “the” decisive criterion of demarcation against tangible assets.

Taking the general idea and all three criteria together, intangible resources might be
defined as follows:

An intangible resource is everything of immaterial existence, which is used or potentially
usable for whatever purpose, which is renewable after use, and which not only decreases, but
can remain or increase in quantity and/or quality while being used.

Having defined intangible resources and distinguished them from tangible/material
resources, the next step is about to decide from which perspective they shall be
investigated. Investigating objects of reasoning always happens under a certain
perspective — whether the investigator is aware of it or not. Usually it is preferable that
the perspective is made explicit. For this, one needs to formulate a leading principle
(Thompson, 1983, p. 336). There are several possibilities to look at intangible resources,
to identify and classify them on the basis of a leading principle. One might be the
purpose, 1e. for which ends resources are being used or should be used. Another
principle could be the way how intangible resource are being treated or should be
treated, i.e. how to get, use, store, retrieve, nurture, train and develop them. Or the
content could be a principle, i.e. what intangible resources are particularly about.
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Another principle could be the location, 1.e. where intangible resources are or could be
found. The classification of intangible resources developed and suggested in this paper
will be based on this leading principle of location. It is not better or worse, more or less
important than the others mentioned. And all are equally self-evident. The decision for
the principle of location has perhaps a more pragmatic reason. By now, most of the
knowledge management and intangible assets approaches have the aspect of location
in their very centre. For example, Nonaka’s four modes of transformation of tacit and
explicit knowledge (internalisation, socialisation, externalisation, combination (Nonaka
and Konno, 1998, p. 43) are much about where knowledge is located and how its
location changes. In ICT and knowledge management most problems of storage and
retrieval or communication are again about where data and information are, how they
change their location, and how this can be organised best. Performance can only be
measured and managed when it is clear where these capabilities called intellectual,
human and/or organisational capital exactly are. Financial accounting and
resource-based view are also keen to identify and locate organisational values. In
one word: Location of intangible resources matters — possibly because ownership,
access to, and transfer of things, i.e. property and trade of commodities, are some of the
most basic and important aspects of economics and business.

Of course, as mentioned above, intangible resources are no material objects. It
therefore may sound confusing to talk about their “location”. Surely, they are not
somewhere in a physical or spatial sense. But they do exist in several and different
media where they are generated, stored, used or developed — and these media can be
located. Hence, one way or one aspect of identifying intangible resources is to look at in
what medium they are. Skills, for example, can be only in living beings, working skills
(in the sense of producing or making something deliberately in order to use it as a tool
over time in different situations) only in human beings, social capital only amongst
particular people, intellectual property only ascribed to a legal entity and so forth.
However, for some intangible resources it might be quite difficult to identify where
they are located. Think about organisational culture, routines or technologies.
Nonetheless, in the following it will be demonstrated that all intangible resources can
be identified and differentiated into several types under the leading principle of
location.

Categories of intangible resources
Under the leading principle of location it shall be now tried to identify different types of
intangible resources.

Obviously, some intangible resources can be “in our heads” or belong to us as
individuals, such as:

* tacit knowledge based on, and comprising, qualifications, experiences, skills and
abilities of an individual;

+ individual feelings and values, hopes and objectives;

+ personal health, wellbeing and manpower;

+ individual competence of assessing, deciding, acting and behaving;
+ personality; and

+ formal qualifications and degrees (legally protected).



The common specific quality of these intangible resources is that they belong to a
particular person — and only to him or her. In this sense, a first attribute for
differentiating intangible resources into several categories might be whether an
intangible resource is linked to a particular individual. In economics and business
studies this category of intangible resources is usually called human capital. Quite
often it is meant in a narrow sense as (extended) vocational training and job-related
qualifications. In contrast, human capital is understood here in the much broader,
sociological sense (Bourdieu, 1983, pp. 185-6) and shall be defined as tacit knowledge
and individual competence for managing oneself and for (inter-) acting within or with
one’s environment.

Individuals often interact with others, i.e. act within social relationships. Hence,
some of the types mentioned above, and others, can and do reside in more than one
person, for example:

 personal/informal relations, social norms, feelings and traditions between people
knowing each other;

+ not contractually regulated aspects of formal relations, e.g. trust, commitment,
engagement, expectations, obligations (“psychological contract”, Coleman, 1988,
pp. 95, 102-105);

+ social competence (ability for discourse, conflict and cooperation);
+ power and reputation based on personal characteristics; and
+ personally produced services (legally protected).

The common characteristic of these intangible resources is that they are “between” or
shared by people. Moreover, this category of intangible resources also meets the first
attribute, 1.e. it is particular individuals who share them — and usually know each other
directly, have some kind of direct links or relation (Bourdieu, 1983, p. 191; Coleman,
1988, pp. 100-101). Since Granovetter (1973) this category is called social capital. As
Gant ef al. (2002, p. 296) explain, the term social capital refers to “both to the network of
relationships that exist among individuals in some group and to the assets that are
mobilised through the network of social relationships”[9]. In this sense, a second
attribute for differentiation shall be whether or not intangible resources are being
shared by two or more individuals who have a personal relationship. If this is the case,
intangible resources belong to the category of social capital that can be defined as
interpersonal relations and the aspects resulting from such relations for which there is
no external reason (e.g. contractual or legal claim, social position).

Furthermore, there can be intangible resources that are being shared by two or more
people (second attribute) but are not linked to particular individuals (first attribute).
We talk about intangible resources that, so to speak, “do not care about specific
individuals”, for example:

+ language;

+ cultural traditions and heritage, national trait;

+ corporate culture, working climate, informal rules;
+ social norms, values, rules; and

+ law (legally protected).
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Even if certain people leave the system, or individuals change, the intangible resources
remain — because they are deeply embedded in all kind of institutions and routines of
this social group or culture. And they are being transferred to new members via many
different means of teaching and learning, peer group pressure, positive and negative
sanctions and the like. One might even say that they are institutions. With Bourdieu
(1983, pp. 186, 189) this category of intangible resources can be called cultural capital.
Cultural capital describes official and informal norms, values and rules of a particular
community (dyad, family, peer group, organisation, society, nation, people,
mankind)[10]. Because of the fact that cultural capital usually is lived and practiced
on a more or less daily basis, it is not only embedded in “abstract” institutions but
internalised, incorporated in the members of that particular group or society (Bourdieu,
1983, p. 185)[11]. Human, social, and cultural capital mingle within the individual in the
processes of socialisation, education and daily actions and interactions with others. It
usually expects too much of the average individual to reflect fully on these intangible
resources, to clearly differentiate between them and to assess how and why they are or
are not, should be or should not be.

However, there is another type of intangible resources which are almost like cultural
capital. Examples are:

* role, social position;

+ power, status and influence related to a position (definition-, disposition-, and
decision-power); and

+ rights and duties related to a position.

Like cultural capital they are not linked to a particular individual (first attribute) but
located in two or more individuals (second attribute). But there is one crucial difference.
In contrast to cultural (and human as well as social) capital they are exclusively
identifiable and transferable. Such types of intangible resources I call “statutory
capital”. This category describes person-independent positions in a social system and
the exclusive possibilities and responsibilities arising from or linked to such a position
or role. Whoever holds the position gets access to the intangible resources linked to it.
It means that an intangible resource can not only be held or even owned by a possessor
or owner. The intangible resource is transferable as a specified unit, i.e. its possessor or
owner can change.

There are other intangible resources that are transferable, which have the third
attribute of transferability:

+ data (symbols, signs), information;
+ explicit knowledge;
+ intellectual property (company’s name and logo, trademarks, drawings,

formulas, software programmes, copyrights, patents, licenses, quota, internet
domains, portals)[12]; and

+ contractually regulated aspects of formal relations between parties (rights and
duties).

Like statutory capital these types are not linked to a particular individual (first
attribute) and transferable (third attribute). But, unlike statutory capital, they are not
necessarily linked to any people. Such types of intangible resources can be isolated and
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piled up. They exist on their own — even if there are no people at all. All that is needed
1s some kind of medium on which they are recorded, e.g. paper, ICT-media or any other
physical carrier. Think about Egyptian hieroglyphs written in stone which have lasted
for many centuries without anyone knowing their meaning. However, usually people
know the meaning of this type of intangible resources — and its value. Such intangible
resources I call informational and legal capital. Informational and legal capital can be
defined as any explicit meaning of something that can be identified and demarcated
individually without being necessarily internalised, shared or understood by one or
more individuals.

Finally, there is a sixth type of intangible resources. Besides having the general
attributes of intangible resources (immaterial, renewable, ability to increase while
being used) they do not meet any of the three special attributes, i.e. they are neither
linked to a particular individual or are being shared by more people nor are they
transferable. I call them embedded capital. Examples are (Demarest, 1997, p. 378):

« immaterial infrastructure (hierarchies, government, planning, information,
communication, coordination, administration, and controlling structures and
processes, channels of procurement and distributions);

+ organisational knowledge and abilities embedded in technologies and models;
* routines; and
+ knowledge embodied in processed or produced goods (“artefacts”).

Embedded capital might be defined as non-separable explicit knowledge embedded
either in immaterial structures and processes or material goods (“artefacts”)[13].

The complete categorial system
In the previous section different categories of intangible resources were identified and
described. Table I “The categorial system of intangible resources based on three
attributes” provides an overview of the complete categorial system, ie. all six
categories of intangible resources, their attributes, definitions and empirical examples.
The proof that the categorial system covers all possible types of intangible
resources is given by a logico-deductive approach. The differentiation between
categories took place with the help of three attributes — “linked to a particular
individual”; “located in two or more individuals”; and “transferability”. Following
Aristotle’s or traditional logic, that an object either has or does not have an attribute
(Bowker and Star, 2002, p. 62), the combination of three attributes leads to eight

Linked to a

particular

individual Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
Located in two or

more individuals  Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No
Transferability Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Category Social Human Statutorial Cultural Informat. and Embedded

None capital None capital capital capital legal capital capital
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categories. However, two combinations are logically not possible (first and third
columns of the eight categories shown in Table II). If something is linked to a particular
individual, by definition, and its nature it cannot be transferable at the same time.
Table II provides an overview of all logical combination of the three attributes.

Basing the categorial system on classical logic and dividing the sub-classes
logically according to clearly formulated attributes guarantees that all intangible
resources are being included and, therefore, that the system is complete[14]. The
categorial system is exhaustive, i.e. “all objects of the universe of discourse can be
classified”, and exclusive, i.e. “no object can belong to more than one class” (both
Grojer, 2001, p. 703)[15].

Conclusions

With a categorial system like the one developed above it becomes possible to identify
and locate different types of intangible resources more precisely and efficiently.
Furthermore, it may become clearer how to cope with different types of intangible
resources, how to gather, create, use, share, and develop them more appropriately.
Because of all strands mentioned above we have learned that the management of
intangible resources is, at least, as important as the management of tangible resources
— on an individual, group, organisational, and societal level. But for this, of course,
more than only categories is needed. We need more theories — in particular theories
which do not only explain the management of intangible resources in a functionalistic
or technological manner but address more fundamental problems from a critical and
differentiated perspective (Diefenbach, 2003), such as: for which purposes or ends are
intangible resources (allegedly) being used or should be used? On which basic
assumptions different approaches and suggestions are being based? How should
intangible resources be treated, how should they be gathered, used, stored, retrieved,
nurtured, trained and developed? And: which and who’s interests are being served by
this in which manner? These are perhaps some of the more important questions that
still need to be answered.

Notes

1. For a systematic overview of the strands mentioned and a discussion of their implications
for management and innovation see Diefenbach (2004/5).

2. For example, Alvesson and Kirreman (2001, pp. 997-1000) describe the concept of
knowledge as inconsistent, vague, broad, two-faced and unreliable.

3. According to Glaser and Strauss (1967 p. 144) data and empirical evidence do not have to
stem necessarily from field work but can be gained, for example, from published research.

4. The whole concept of grounded theory comprises the following steps: 1. gathering data, 2.
replication of the facts with comparative evidence, 3. generation of conceptual categories and
properties from evidence, 4. hypotheses or generalised relations among the categories and
their properties — whereby 3. and 4. are the elements of substantive, finally formal theory
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967, pp. 23-4, 32-3, 35-43).

5. For some additional comments on categories, methodological and logical issues of
classifying see, for example, Bowker and Star (2002), Grojer (2001), Carr (1992) and
Thompson (1983).

6. It should be mentioned that De Gregori distinguishes between an anthropocentric and an
“anthropo-egoistic” view. As he (De Gregori, 1987, p. 1242) explains: “To say that the term



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

‘resources’ essentially has no meaning apart from a relationship to human beings does not
mean that all things have a right to exist only to the extent that they serve human beings. . ..
We can also argue that other living things have rights apart from their service to us.”

. In this paper it is abstracted from problems of physics such as whether light, (wind and sun)

energy, electricity, or waves in general as well as other forces either are of material or
non-material nature or perhaps represent a third type of being. It is planned to cope with
such boundary problems in another paper that concentrates on the identification of all, i.e.
tangible and intangible resources and their decisive attributes and differences.

. Of course, misinformation (e.g. lies, propaganda or some types marketing) can lead to a

decrease in knowledge.

. For a comprehensive overview of different definitions and interpretations of social capital

see in particular Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998, pp. 243-5), also Freitag (2001, pp. 4-7) or Leana
and Van Buren (1999, pp. 538, 539).

Of course, this neither means that there is one, coherent and consistent (monolithic) set of
these norms and rules nor that the people belonging to this society necessarily always follow
them or accept them. It is only meant that these values, norms and rules by and large
dominate and influence people’s opinions and actions to a certain extent.

Bourdieu describes a third form of cultural capital that is embedded in goods, pictures,
books, instruments or machines. This type of intangible resources will be referred to further
down.

Some of these count as “intangible assets” from a financial accounting perspective. For
precise criteria of their definition and identification as such goods see Diefenbach (2004/5),
for the whole state-of-the-art and discussion of intangible assets in financial accounting see
IAS 38 (2003); FASB (20014, b, 2003).

Although proponents of resource-based view usually describe their objects of reasoning
quite vaguely (e.g. Wernerfelt, 1984; Prahalad and Hamel, 1990; Grant, 1991; Barney, 1991)
there seems to be some similarity between embedded capital and organisational value
drivers, core capabilities.

The completeness of the categorial system does not depend on the number of attributes
chosen. It would be complete whether we had picked, e.g. only two or four attributes — which
would have led to respectively four or 16 categories. Since one idea of a categorial system is
to be sufficiently detailed, and, at the same time, still clear and practicable one might argue
that three attributes are sufficiently enough.

For other criteria of classificatory principles, such as consistency, necessity, sufficiency,
simplicity, and usefulness see Grojer (2001, pp. 697-704) and Bowker and Star (2002, p. 10-11).

References
Alavi, M. and Leidner, D.E. (2001), “Review: knowledge management and knowledge

management systems: conceptual foundations and research issues”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 25
No. 1, pp. 107-36.

Alvesson, M. and Kéarreman, D. (2001), “Odd couple: making sense of the curious concept of

knowledge management”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 38 No. 7, pp. 995-1018.

Barney, ]B. (1991), “Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage”, Journal of

Management, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 99-120.

Bohn, R. (1994), “Measuring and managing technological knowledge”, Sloan Management

Review, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 61-73.

A categorial
system of
knowledge

417




JIC
73

418

Bourdieu, P. (1983), “Okonomisches Kapital, kulturelles Kapital, soziales Kapital”, in Kreckel, R.
(Ed.), Soziale Ungleichheiten. Soziale Welt, Sonderband 2, Otto Schwartz, Goéttingen,
pp. 183-98.

Bowker, G.C. and Star, S.L. (2002), Sorting Things Out: Classification and its Consequences,
4th ed., MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Carr, B. (1992), “Categories and realities”, Indian Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. 19 No. 4,
pp. 293-310.

Chua, A. (2002), “Taxonomy of organisational knowledge”, Singapore Management Review,
Vol. 24 No. 2, pp. 69-76.

Coleman, J.S. (1988), “Social capital in the creation of human capital”, American Journal of
Sociology, Vol. 94, pp. 95-120.

Collis, D.J. (1994), “How valuable are organizational capabilities?”, Strategic Management
Journal, Vol. 15, pp. 143-52.

De Gregori, T.R. (1987), “Resources are not; they become: an institutional theory”, Journal of
Economic Issues, Vol. 21 No. 3, pp. 1241-63.

Demarest, M. (1997), “Understanding knowledge management”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 30
No. 3, pp. 374-84.

Diefenbach, T. (2003), Kritik und Neukonzeption der Allgemeinen Betriebswirtschaftslehre auf
sozialwissenschaftlicher, Basis, Wiesbaden.

Diefenbach, T. (2004), “Different meanings of intangible assets and knowledge — and their
implications for management and innovation”, The International Journal of Knowledge,
Culture and Change Management, Vol. 4 No. 5, pp. 553-67.

Diefenbach, T. and Vordank, T. (2004), “Erfassung und Bewertung von immateriellen
Ressourcen im Rahmen betrieblicher Mess- und Bewertungssysteme”, in Moldaschl, M.
(Ed.), Immaterielle Resourcen: Nachhaltigkeit von Unternelmensfiihrung und Arbeit I,
Hampp, Miinchen, pp. 177-220.

Earl, M. (2001), “Knowledge management strategies: toward a taxonomy”, Journal of
Management Information Systems, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 215-33.

Edvinsson, L. and Malone, M.S. (1997), Intellectual Capital: Realizing Your Company’s True Value
by Finding its Hidden Brainpower, HarperBusiness, New York, NY.

FASB (2001a), Business and Financial Reporting, Challenges from the New Economy, Financial
Accounting Series No 219-A, April, Financial Accounting Standards Board, Norwalk, CT.

FASB (2001b), Improving Business Reporting: Insights into Enhancing Voluntary Disclosures,
Steering Committee Report, Business Reporting Research Project, Financial Accounting
Standards Board, Norwalk, CT.

FASB (2003), Disclosures About Intangible Assets, Financial Accounting Standards Board, last
updated: August 11, 2003, available at: www.fasb.org/project/intangibles.shtml, (accessed
15 December 2003).

Freitag, M. (2001), “Das soziale Kapital der Schweiz: Vergleichende Einschitzungen zu Aspekten
des Vertrauens und der sozialen Einbindung”, Swiss Political Science Review, Vol. 7 No. 4,
p. 2001.

Gant, J., Ichniowski, C. and Shaw, K. (2002), “Social capital and organizational change in
high-involvement and traditional work organizations”, Journal of Economics &
Management Strategy, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 289-328.

Glaser, B.G. and Strauss, A.L. (1967), The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for
Qualitative Research, de Gruyter, Hawthorne, NY.



Granovetter, M.S. (1973), “The strength of weak ties”, American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 78
No. 6, pp. 1360-80.

Grant, RM. (1991), “The resourced-based theory of competitive advantage: implications for
strategy formulation”, California Management Review, Vol. 33 No. 3, pp. 114-35.

Grojer, J.-E. (2001), “Intangibles and accounting classifications: in search of a classification
strategy”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 26, pp. 695-713.

Holsapple, CW. and Joshi, K.D. (2002), “Knowledge management: a threefold framework”,
The Information Society, Vol. 18, pp. 47-64.

TAS 38 (2003), International Accounting Standards 38 ‘Intangible Assets’, International Financial
Reporting Standards, International Accounting Standards Board, London.

Itami, H. and Roehl, T.W. (1987), Mobilizing Invisible Assets, Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, MA.

Kaplan, RS. and Norton, D.P. (1992), “The balanced scorecard: measures that drive
performance”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 70 No. 1, pp. 71-9.

Kaplan, R.S. and Norton, D.P. (2001a), “Transforming the balanced scorecard from performance

measurement to strategic measurement: part 1", Accounting Horizons, Vol. 15 No. 1,
pp. 87-104.

Kaplan, R.S. and Norton, D.P. (2001b), “Transforming the balanced scorecard from performance
measurement to strategic measurement: part II”, Accounting Horizons, Vol. 15 No. 2,
pp. 147-60.

Leana, CR. and Van Buren, H]J. III (1999), “Organizational social capital and employment
practices”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 538-55.

Nahapiet, J. and Ghoshal, S. (1998), “Social capital, intellectual capital, and the organizational
advantage”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 2, pp. 242-66.

Neely, A. (Ed.) (2002), Business Performance Measurement. Theory and Practice, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge.

Nonaka, L. (1991), “The knowledge-creating company”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 69 No. 6,
pp. 96-104.

Nonaka, I. (1994), “A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation”, Organization
Science, Vol. 5 No. 1, pp. 14-37.

Nonaka, I. and Konno, N. (1998), “The concept of ‘ba’: building a foundation for knowledge
creation”, California Management Review, Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 40-54.

Nonaka, I. and Takeuchi, H. (1995), The Knowledge Creating Company, Oxford University Press,
New York, NY.

Prahalad, C.K. and Hamel, G. (1990), “The core competence of the corporation”, Harvard Business
Review, Vol. 68 No. 3, pp. 79-91.

Staples, D.S., Greenaway, K. and McKeen, ].D. (2001), “Opportunities for research about
managing the knowledge-based enterprise”, International Journal of Management
Reviews, Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 1-20.

Sveiby, K.E. (1998), Wissenskapital, das unentdeckte Vermaogen: immaterielle Unternehmenswerte
aufspiiren, messen und steigern, Verlag Moderne Industrie, Landsberg am Lech.

Sveiby, K.E. and Lloyd, T. (1987), Managing Know-How, Bloomsbury, London.

Teece, DJ. (1998), “Capturing value from knowledge assets: the new economy, markets for
know-how, and intangible assets”, California Management Review, Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 55-80.

Thompson, M. (1983), “Philosophical approaches to categories”, The Monist, Vol. 66 No. 3, p. 336.

A categorial
system of
knowledge

419




JIC
7,3

420

Wernerfelt, B. (1984), “A resource-based view of the firm”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 5
No. 1, pp. 171-80.

Zander, U. and Kogut, B. (1995), “Knowledge and the speed of the transfer and imitation of
organizational capabilities: an empirical test”, Organization Science, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 76-92.

About the author

T. Diefenbach is a Senior Lecturer in Business and Strategy at Oxford Brookes University, UK
(commencing Summer 2006). Before this, he had been working for more than five years as a
researcher at European universities. Three years as a research fellow at Open University
Business School within a three-year, ESRC-funded research project on “Managers’ perceptions in
the evolution of business knowledge” where he concentrated on change management, new public
management and critical management studies. And two years as a researcher and lecturer at
Chemnitz University of Technology, Germany, within a DFG-funded research project on
“Sustainable work and rationalisation” primarily concentrating on innovation,
multi-dimensional and sustainable performance measurement and management systems.
Before joining academia in Germany he worked for more than ten years in industry and service
organisations, as a self-employed consultant and freelance lecturer. His areas of expertise are:
general management, strategy, knowledge management and managing of knowledge,
organisational behaviour, change management, innovation, organisational learning, intangible
assets, performance measurement and management information systems, HRM, critical
management studies, critical theory, and methodology. He can be contacted at:
T Diefenbach@open.ac.uk

To purchase reprints of this article please e-mail: reprints@emeraldinsight.com
Or visit our web site for further details: www.emeraldinsight.com/reprints



