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Abstract

This study has opted for an in-depth inquiry into the voluntary intellectual capital
(IC) disclosure practices in Bangladesh. Content analysis of the annual reports of 20
listed technology, entertainment, communication and other knowledge (TecK) compa-
nies is carried out on the basis of an applicable list of IC-related terms. Extent of
voluntary IC disclosures is found almost negligible. Technology based companies
(IT and Telecommunication) have a very poor disclosure. However, disclosure of
other knowledge based firms is significantly better than other firms in the study.
This study also explains how traditional culture and values of a developing country
are in conflict with the rational ideas of transparency and adequate disclosure. It
suggests the policy makers to make some statutory provisions for IC disclosure in the
interest of the stakeholders as well as take initiatives to increase incentive for changing
poor traditional disclosure culture.
Keywords: Intellectual capital, Disclosure, Knowledge based firms, Bangladesh,
Intangible assets.
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INTRODUCTION

This study stems from an interest in
voluntary corporate disclosure of intangible
value drivers in a traditional setting of less-
developed countries (LDCs). Due to emer-
gence of a knowledge-based society and
economy, there has been a major change
in the global corporate trend. Development
of technology and knowledge based assets
have shifted organizational value drivers
from tangible assets to intangibles. The ac-
counting literature identifies these intan-
gible value drivers as intellectual capital
(IC). Over the last decade, Intellectual
Capital Disclosure (ICD) has gained sig-
nificant attention not only among the re-
searchers but also with the knowledgeable
organizations that have started measuring,
managing and reporting their intangibles.
Action by governments and regulators to
promote greater corporate ICD has been
identified as one critical initiative that
would enable firms to monitor performance
and better address such information asym-
metries (Blair & Wallman, 2000). It is also
evident from the voluminous number of ed-
ited publications that there is an influential
body of opinion which advocates increased
IC disclosure (Bontis, 2003). However, the
complete disclosure of IC is still at its na-
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scent stage (Kamath, 2008, p.213)

The traditional financial reporting
model is inadequate in meeting the infor-
mation needs of users (Francis & Schipper,
1999) as its usefulness, measured by the
association between accounting data and
capital market values, has decreased sub-
stantially over the past 20 years (Lev &
Zarowin, 1999). Communicating long-term
value generating capabilities should be re-
inforced by increasing the amount of in-
formation disclosed with regard to a firm’s
perspectives on future performance and on
the sustainability of its current value cre-
ation drivers (Watson, A., Shrives, P. and
Marston, C., 2002). In this regards, narra-
tive information is an important means not
only of clarifying and validating quantita-
tive financial measures but is particularly
important in disclosing information about
critical success factors, related perfor-
mance indicators (Mouritsen, Larsen &
Bukh, 2001) and those value creation driv-
ers not represented in financial statements
(Lev & Zarowin, 1999). Reporting IC re-
quires a substantial narrative approach
rather than quantitative financial measures
as provided by traditional accounting sys-
tems. Therefore, a need for the implemen-
tation of a new model of IC management
is required.
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Disclosure of IC is not mandatory as
per the existing accounting standards in
most of the countries. In Bangladesh, the
regulators like Bangladesh Securities and
Exchange Commission (BSEC),
Bangladesh Bank and Bangladesh account-
ing standards also keep these disclosures
voluntary. Importantly, to stay competitive
in the market, voluntary disclosure of ma-
terial information has become a common
practice for the companies. As said by the
CEO of General Electric (a business giant
in the USA stock market), “GE’s annual
report will be the size of New York City’s
phone book, if necessary to provide the
information necessary to help investors and
creditors make proper investing decisions”
(Kieso, D.E., Weygandt, J.J., & Warfield,
T.D., 2010, p.1). Gradually, annual reports
of the companies have become a major
channel for the communication of informa-
tion from corporations to their stakehold-
ers. Under the light of the above discus-
sion, it can be said that, the paper’s ap-
proach to uncover the status of IC disclo-
sures made by the selected listed compa-
nies in their annual report is contributory
to the existing disclosure literature.

LITERATURE REVIEW ON MEA-
SUREMENT AND DISCLOSURE OF
INTANGIBLES AND IC

Intellectual capital measurement is an
extension of the human resource cost ac-
counting literature popularized in the 1960s
(Paton, 1962; Odiorne, 1963; Likert,
1967). As suggested by Morse (1973), the
intellectual capital research has extended
the scope of thought on addressing human

assets in organizational reporting. At the
initial stage IC reporting practices were for
meeting internal management purposes
with the ultimate goal of publishing an ex-
ternal document for stakeholders. Over the
years, decision makers revealed a number
of reasons to be interested in receiving in-
tellectual capital reports. Since the mid-
1990s, there has been significant growth
in the literature on adequate and effective
management and reporting of IC (Serenko
& Bontis, 2004). It is apparent from the
voluminous number of edited publications
(Bontis, 2002; Choo & Bontis, 2002) that
there is an influential body of opinion which
advocates increased IC disclosure. Impor-
tantly, various issues relating to measure-
ment and recognition of intangibles and IC
have been addressed during the last decade
by a large number of accounting standards
setting bodies, professional accounting or-
ganizations, and regulatory agencies over
the world. The Financial Reporting Com-
mittee of the Institute of Chartered Ac-
countants in England and Wales (ICAEW)
issued a series of discussion papers on hu-
man and intellectual capital aimed at help-
ing management to make key aspects of a
company’s capabilities more transparent to
investors (ICAEW, 2000 a, b). Predicated
on the notion that it is necessary to supple-
ment traditional performance measures
with narrative disclosure and indicative
measures of future potential, these have
encouraged enhanced disclosure about key
business risks and how these risks are man-
aged and measured (IASC, 1998; FASB,
2001). In October 2005, the International
Accounting Standards Board (IASB) is-
sued a discussion paper on the “Manage-
ment Commentary”, a report that supple-
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ments and complements financial informa-
tion, providing insight into an entity’s per-
formance. Similarly, IAS 38 “Intangible
Assets” was issued by IASC that provides
for some disclosure of IC elements in the
annual report. ICAB, the prime body for
issuing accounting standards in
Bangladesh, also subsequently adopted
IAS 38 as BAS 38. Let us see the broad
areas addressed under this Standard.
According to the Bangladesh Account-
ing Standards (BAS 28) an intangible as-
set is an identifiable non-monetary asset
without physical substance (BFRS, 2009
Vol.1, p.354). Enterprises frequently ex-
pend resources, or incur liabilities, on the
acquisition, development, maintenance or
enhancement of intangible resources such
as scientific or technical knowledge, de-
sign and implementation of new processes
or systems, licenses, intellectual property,
market knowledge and trademarks (includ-
ing brand names and publishing titles).
Common examples of items encompassed
by these broad headings are computer soft-
ware, patents, copyrights, motion picture
films, customer lists, mortgage servicing
rights, fishing licenses, import quotas, fran-
chises, customer or supplier relationships,
customer loyalty, market share and mar-
keting rights. The definition of an intan-
gible asset requires an intangible asset to
be identifiable to distinguish it from good-
will. Goodwill recognized in a business
combination is an asset representing the
future economic benefits arising from other
assets acquired in a business combination
that are not individually identified and sepa-
rately recognized (BFRS, 2009 Vol.1,
p-355) The Standard advocates recognition
and measurement of intangible assets on
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the basis of certainty of expected future
economic benefit attributable to the asset
and reliability of measurement of the as-
set.

1. Motivation of IC Disclosure:

Very little has been done to establish a
theoretical framework on voluntary IC dis-
closure. Anumber of theories derived from
political economy theory, namely legiti-
macy theory and stakeholder theory (Gray,
Owen & Adams, 1996; Deegan, 2000) have
been adopted from the social and environ-
mental reporting literature (Bozzolan,
Favotto & Ricceri, 2003; Guthrie, Petty,
Yongvanich & Ricceri, 2004). Legitimacy
theory advocates that organizations will
react to community expectations and con-
cerns, and take action to ensure that their
activities are perceived as legitimate.
Guthrie et al. (2004) argue that firms with
high levels of IC will be more inclined to
disclose their IC as they cannot legitimize
their status through the traditional symbols
of corporate success, the tangible hard as-
sets. Stakeholder theory states that stake-
holders have a right to be provided with
information about how the organization’s
activities affect them (Deegan, 2000;
Vergauwen & Van Alem, 2005). The theory
also argues that stakeholders need to be
compensated for the information that larger
and more powerful stakeholders have ob-
tained in private meetings (Holland, 2001).

Two further theories related to markets
and investment (signaling and decision use-
fulness) can be considered effective for ex-
plaining IC disclosure incentives. Signal-
ing theory proposes that an organization
will attempt to signal positive information
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to investors through the annual reporting
mechanism (Oliveira, Rodrigues & Craig,
2006). Voluntary IC disclosures may en-
able investors and other relevant stakehold-
ers to better assess the firm’s future wealth
creation capabilities, allow a more precise
valuation of the firm and decrease their
perception of risk (Botosan, 1997;
Edvinsson & Malone, 1997; Williams,
2001; van der Meer-Kooistra & Zijlstra,
2001). Finally, decision usefulness could be
a motivator of IC disclosure practice con-
sidering the global transition towards
knowledge-driven economies. The conven-
tional financial statements are becoming
less adequate (Zambon, 2004) and inves-
tors are now requiring a more diverse set
of'user-friendly information (e.g. research
and development expenses, customer sat-
isfaction (Bukh, 2003), management ex-
perience and market share (Eccles, Herz,
Keegan & Phillips, 2001)).

On the other hand, two major disin-
centives to disclose are evident. The sig-
nificant costs of developing IC measures
and reporting these (Abdolmohammadi,
2005), plus the potential to divulge ele-
ments of competitive advantage and there-
fore damage future returns (Williams,
2001), may completely outweigh any ben-
efits that accrue to the firm through volun-
tary IC disclosure.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Since IC is comparatively the latest and
complex phenomenon, there is an environ-
ment of ignorance about it among the top
management officials even in the developed
countries. An Accenture Survey 2003

(EIU, 2003) reveals the beliefs of the top
management of some companies in the
developed countries as “intangibles in-
crease the value of their firm in the market
in the long run and it is a must for becom-
ing an ideal firm”; but it was found that
these firms rarely report and disclose their
intangibles (Kamath, B., 2008). While the
scenario is not so promising in the devel-
oped countries, it is expected to be even
worse in the developing countries. In the
following paragraphs, the authors try to
explain the traditional background result-
ing in the poor disclosure regime in
Bangladesh, which may provide a valid
explanation about IC disclosure status in a
developing country.

1. Poor Disclosure Regime: Tradition-
alism over Rationality

Disclosure is widely affected by atti-
tudes of top management. In Bangladesh,
the boards of directors in most of the listed
companies comprise very close family
members. The BEI survey indicates that the
boards for 73 percent of the non-banking
companies listed on the DSE are dominated
by close family members (BEI, 2004).
Muzumder (2006) comments that most of
the listed companies, except multination-
als, are dominated by family members, as
the head of the family becomes the chair-
man and other family members occupy the
important posts such as CEO or managing
director. According to Weber (1978), it is
very common for the most important posts
to be filled by members of the ruling fam-
ily or clan in traditionalistic organizations.
A family business is more like a household,
where disclosure is seen as revealing the
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family’s secrets. Disclosure within the fam-
ily has more value than disclosure for legal
reasons (Dyball & Valcarcel, 1999, p.308).
Also considering the prevailing tax-avoid-
ance culture (Perera, 1975), the research-
ers argue that the traditionalism is at work
in unwillingness to reveal any IC informa-
tion voluntarily.

Most of the regulatory reforms in tra-
ditional settings in Bangladesh were origi-
nated by external pressure of donor agen-
cies and international organizations. For
example, in the context of a weak capital
market, the BSEC has made additional
rules and guidelines mandatory for com-
panies. These rules closely follow the
Anglo-American format being advised by
the aid agencies (Uddin & Hopper, 2003;
Singh & Zammit, 2006). Similarly, Inter-
national Accounting Standards (IAS) have
become an integral part of the legal frame-
work of Bangladesh from 1997 by insert-
ing section 12(2) into the Securities and
Exchange Rules 1987. The Institute of
Chartered Accountants of Bangladesh
(ICAB), the prime body for adoption of
IAS, has so far adopted 29 out of 34 IASs
as Bangladesh Accounting Standards
(BAS). While adopting various rules and
standards is rational, non-compliance with
these rules and standards is traditional. The
nature of traditionalism is further revealed
by an inefficient capital market with poor
or no incentive for voluntary disclosure.
As Weber (1978) points out, traditional-
ism mediates the process of rational behav-
ior, it can be said that, rational measures,
such as international accounting and au-
diting standards, have little or no influence
on improving levels of disclosure and com-
pliance in Bangladeshi companies (Mir &
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Rahaman, 2005; Belal & Owen, 2007).
However, in the midst of the above tra-
ditional features subversive to disclosure
practices, a glimpse of hope appeared over
the last few years while some local and re-
gional professional bodies have taken some
initiatives to set a benchmark on disclo-
sure practices and to motivate companies
to disclose company information fairly and
accurately. For example, the South Asian
Federation of Accountants (SAFA) awards
the companies within the South Asian re-
gion for presentation of accounts and cor-
porate disclosures. Every year the SAFA
Committee for Improvement in Transpar-
ency, Accountability and Governance
(ITAG) runs a comparative study on the
South Asian companies to provide SAFA
Best Presented Accounts Awards and Cor-
porate Governance Disclosure Awards. In
2009, Prime Bank Limited, a Bangladeshi
Commercial Bank achieved the winner
award in the banking sector. On the same
merit, the Institute of Chartered Accoun-
tants of Bangladesh (ICAB), a professional
accountancy body, started awarding
Bangladeshi companies on the basis of their
disclosure and presentation of corporate
information in the annual report.

METHODS
1. Research Design

This research is a qualitative type re-
search. In the study, content analysis
method is used to measure the extent of
intellectual capital disclosure in annual re-
ports. Because content analysis is one of
the most widely used research methods
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applied in investigating the frequency and
type of intellectual capital reporting
(Guthrie et el., 2004), especially in the an-
nual reports of the firms. As a technique of
gathering data, content analysis involves
codifying qualitative and quantitative in-
formation into pre-defined categories in
order to derive patterns in the presenta-
tion and reporting of information (Guthrie
& Petty, 2000). Generally the coding pro-
cess involves reading the annual report of
each company and coding the information
according to pre-defined categories of in-
tellectual capital (Bhasin, 2012). Content
analysis of annual reports has been carried
out in several studies of accounting and
intellectual capital (Abeysekera & Guthrie,
2005; Bontis, 2003; Guthrie et al. 2004;
Guthrie & Petty, 2000; Brennan, 2001;
April, Bosma & Deglon, 2003; Bozzolan
etal. 2003). Many of them used the manual
analysis of the reports using the line and
word count whereas only one used the soft-
ware for searching (Kamath, 2008). In
manual searching, the coding was done
after identifying the search terms and then
analysis is done as to how many times these
words have appeared (with/without rep-
etitions) in the entire report. In using con-

tent analytic studies of Intellectual Capital
disclosures, Beattie & Thomson (2007)
notified some specific issues such as con-
cept boundary problems and coding reli-
ability, problems related to manual vs. elec-
tronic searching, analyzing the annual re-
port material, the volume of disclosure:
presence/absence versus count of occur-
rences (with/without repetition) location
and type of intellectual capital disclosure
and unit analysis and unit of measurement.

2. Sampling Size

The study mainly has opted for an in-
depth inquiry into the IC practices in the
listed ‘Teck’ companies in Bangladesh.
Technological advancement has brought a
paradigm shift in the economy with rapid
growth of knowledge-based firms. Intan-
gibles like intellectual property, technical
know-how, patents, technology, human
resources etc. has gained remarkable im-
portance over the tangible assets like land,
plant and machinery etc. In that sense,
TecK firms are highly relevant to the study
of IC disclosure. “TecK” stands for the
following:

Dhaka Stock No. of Companies
Exchange - listed selected for
DSE sector companies the study

“T” - technology Information Technology 6 6

“e” - entertainment Service 3 3

“c” - communication | Telecom 2 2

“K” - other Bank 29 9

knowledge-based

companies not falling

in any of the above

three sectors

No. of companies 40 20
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A detailed list of the companies is given
in Appendix-A. It is noted that purposive
sampling is used in the research. The case
of the ‘entertainment’, ‘travel and tourism’
sector was not considered due to unavail-
ability of annual reports. Over the last few
decades, the banking industry has become
one of the leading sectors in Bangladesh in
terms of recruitment of skilled human re-
sources and implementation of modern IT
based services. In that sense, the research-
ers included all third generation banks in
‘other knowledge based companies’.

3. Intellectual Capital Search Terms

To identify companies disclosing intel-
lectual capital, a survey of literature was
performed to shortlist the related IC ter-
minology. It was found among a number
of studies that, “a panel of researchers from
the World Congress on intellectual capital
summarized the list of IC items into a col-
lection of 39 terms that encompassed much
of the intellectual capital literature”
(Bontis, 2003, p.7).Though some other

lists were used by other researchers (for
example, Guthrie et al. (2004)), the list used
by Bontis (2003) was considered compre-
hensive for the preliminary survey results.
Importantly, the same list has been applied
in India for content analysis of IC disclo-
sure (Kamath, 2008). As this type of analy-
sis is being done for the first time in
Bangladesh for these industries, the authors
considered the list perfectly useful. The fi-
nal lists of terms is reported in Table 1.

On the basis of Bontis (2003) sug-
gested 39 IC terms, our aim is to discover
the type of intellectual capital information
presented by Bangladeshi companies in
their annual reports. In content analysis of
the annual reports, we used manual search-
ing and considered the similar/most com-
mon word related to Bontis listed items to
ensure proper disclosure. A dichotomous
procedure is followed to score each of the
companies. The company was given a score
of ‘1’ if any items (Table-1) were found
related to intellectual capital disclosed in
the company’s annual report then, and ‘0’
otherwise.

Table 1: Intellectual Capital Search Terms

Business Knowledge Employee Efficiency Intellectual Property
Company Reputation Employee Skill Intellectual Resources
Competitive Intelligence Employee Value KM

Corporate Learning Knowledge Assets Expert Networks
Corporate University Expert Teams Knowledge Management
Cultural Diversity Knowledge Sharing Human Assets
Customer Capital Knowledge Stock Human Capital
Customer Knowledge Management Quality Human Value

Economic Value Added IC Organizational Culture
Employee Expertise Information Systems Organizational Learning
Employee Know-how Relational Capital Intellectual Assets
Employee Knowledge Intellectual Capital Structural Capital
Employee Productivity Intellectual Material Supplier Knowledge

Source: Bontis (2003)
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FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

The total analysis has been conducted
by using 2010-2011 published annual re-
ports of the selected companies available
on their websites in Adobe acrobat reader
(pdf) format. The terms found and their
count were tabulated and presented in
Table - 2 (Appendix-1).

It can be seen from the results that only
14 (35%) items, out of the total list of 39
items, were disclosed in the annual reports
of the 20 companies. Out of 20 compa-
nies, only 10 companies (50%) were found
to disclose the selected intellectual capital
terms. Most of the companies were knowl-
edge-based companies (73%). The disclo-
sure was very poor in technology based
companies. Out of 8 technology-based
listed companies (Technology and Tele-
communication), the disclosure was found
only for 2 companies (27%) with 16 word
count and 9 intellectual capital terms.

The total number of counts for all terms
was only 104, among all the 20 annual re-
ports. The highest word count was “Hu-
man assets” - 41 (39%) which is termed as
an important asset of any firm. In the high-
est disclosure of Human assets, most of the
firms deemed that humans can be turned
into assets through proper training and
development programs and they outline a
specific vision on human resource devel-
opment and giving emphasize in that area.
Some companies considered humans as
capital (disclosure count - 9) and they were
enthusiastic to invest more on human capi-
tal for future business growth. Some IC
terms (viz Employee Expertise, Employee
Skill, Employee Knowledge, Employee
Productivity, Knowledge Sharing, Intellec-

tual Property) were reported only once in
most of the annual reports. Most of the time
the section in which these terms were found
was in the Chairman’s message, Managing
Director’s message, Director’s report and
Corporate Governance report. And there
was no evidence that any of the identified
firms developed an actual intellectual capi-
tal statement or published any intellectual
capital metrics (Bontis, 2003, p.8)

5.1 Gray and Green areas of IC disclo-
sure

The term “Knowledge assets” and
“Knowledge management”, which are sup-
posed to occupy a place of prominence in
the knowledge based industries, was com-
pletely ignored in the annual report. Out
of the three most important constituents
of IC - relational capital, structural capital
and customer capital (Bhasin, 2012), “Re-
lational capital” and “Structural capital” did
not figure even once in any of the annual
reports of the companies under study. Even
the most important terms “Intellectual capi-
tal" and "Intellectual assts” were not found
in any annual report, even in intangible as-
sets form. The disclosure of any of the IC
terms will make annual reports more reli-
able as a basis for developing human re-
sources.

From our selected sample, an excep-
tional report was found in the annual re-
port of Shahjalal Islami Bank Limited. This
company's annual report provided a brief
disclosure of intellectual capital in terms
of human capital. Here, we found Operat-
ing revenue per employee, Net income per
employee and Assets per employee.
Though the disclosure does not provide
sufficient information, it may start a new
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perimeter in intellectual capital disclosure
in Bangladesh.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMEN-
DATIONS

Intellectual capital can be a source of
competitive advantage for business and
stimulate innovation that leads to wealth
generation (Marr, Grey & Neely, 2003).
The main purpose of this study was to find
out the nature of the practice of the volun-
tary disclosure about intellectual capital in
corporate annual reports of Bangladesh.
But the total analysis makes it clear that
intellectual capital recording and reporting
in the selected Bangladeshi companies is
almost negligible. Only a very few small
percentage of the total firms studied actu-
ally reported intellectual capital. Even the
firms which were reported were expressed
in discursive rather than in numerical terms.
It has also been found that there exists no
specific system of intellectual capital dis-
closure in annual reports. The reporting
was not uniform and no evidence of its well
defined measurement basis was found in
the annual report.

Since IC disclosure is comparatively a
new phenomenon in Bangladesh, this pa-
per recommends that BSEC can set up a
disclosure benchmark to present the intel-
lectual capital information on a uniform
basis. BSEC can issue a notification for the
disclosure of intellectual capital in a simi-
lar fashion as has been defined for disclo-
sure on corporate governance (BSEC No-
tification 2012). Besides uniformity, some
degree of harmonization of the location of
IC disclosure would be desirable to make
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the relevant data more useable. Apart from
BSEC, the Stock Exchanges, as self regu-
latory bodies, can play a vital role by in-
ducing the listed companies to have fair
disclosure practices. Rewards for best dis-
closure of intellectual capital information
in annual reports can also bring competi-
tiveness among companies to disclose their
corporate information. Some progress has
already been made in the direction of FASB
(2001), supported by CIMA and CICA, by
the publication of IC guidelines developed
by the Danish Academy of Trade and In-
dustry (2001). Based on this practice, the
accounting bodies of Bangladesh like
ICAB and ICMAB can provide specific
guidelines for valuation systems and ap-
proaches for reporting of intellectual capi-
tal. Bangladesh Bank can also play a vital
role by inducing the listed financial com-
panies to have a fair disclosure practice for
intellectual capital.

It is evident that human knowledge is
the key factor of the future industrial
growth and the intellectual capital is the
curtail driver of market value in the knowl-
edge economy. So companies must create
a culture that emphasizes the importance
of intellectual capital in achieving business
advantages. While knowledge and technol-
ogy based industries are gaining importance
in the emerging economy of Bangladesh,
the presence of labor intensive industries
(like agriculture, garments) is still more
visible and contributory to the economy.
Agriculture production provides food suf-
ficiency to a country of 160 million and
there is a vast research field to explore,
invent, and have patents on agricultural
products. (For example, Bangladesh in-
vented the genetic flow chart of Jute in
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2012). Similarly, the garment industry, the
largest exporting sector of Bangladesh, is
based on the great number of labor force
across the country. Such work force earns
the most necessary foreign currency but
works in a poor and unsafe working envi-
ronment for a very paltry amount of wages.
So, valuation of work of that manpower
as human capital has certainly become an
essential issue at the present time. What
the researchers argue is that it is high time
for the listed companies, policy makers as
well as other stakeholders to be concerned
about development, measurement, and ad-
equate disclosure of intellectual assets like
patents, trademarks, brands, human capi-
tal and others.

REFERENCES

Abdolmohammadi, M.J. (2005), Intellec-
tual capital disclosure and market capi-
talization, Journal of Intellectual Capi-
tal, Vol. 6 No. 3, pp.397-416.

Abeysekera, 1. & Guthrie, J. (2005), An
empirical investigation of annual re-
porting trends of intellectual capital in
Sri Lanka, Critical Perspectives in
Accounting, Vol. 16 No. 3, pp.151-63.

April, K.A., Bosma, P.& Deglon, D.A.
(2003), IC measurement and reporting:
establishing practice in SA mining,
Journal of Intellectual Capital, Vol. 4
No. 2, pp.165-80.

Beattie, V. & Thomson, S. (2007), Lifting
the lid on the use of content analysis to
investigate intellectual capital disclo-
sures, Accounting Forum, Vol. 31,
pp.129-63.

BEI (2004), The code of corporate gover-

nance for Bangladesh: principles and
guidelines for best practices in the pri-
vate sector, financial institutions, state-
owned enterprises and non-govern-
mental organizations, Task Force on
Corporate Governance, Bangladesh
Enterprise Institute, Dhaka, pp.1-85.

Belal, A. & Owen, D. (2007), The views
of corporate managers on the current
state of, and future prospects for, so-
cial reporting in Bangladesh: an en-
gagement-based study, Accounting,
Auditing & Accountability Journal,
Vol. 20 No. 3, pp.472-94.

BFRS (2009), Bangladesh Financial Re-
porting Standards, Vol. 1, The Insti-
tute of Chartered Accountants of
Bangladesh, 2009.

Bhasin, M. (2012), Intellectual capital dis-
closure scenario: evidence from a De-
veloping country, European Journal of
Business & Social Sciences, Vol. 1 No.
9, pp.26-45.

Blair, M. & Wallman, S. (2000), Unseen
Wealth, SEI Brookings Joint Centre for
Regulatory Studies, Washington, DC.

Bontis, N. (2002), The rising star of the
chief knowledge officer, Ivey Business
Journal, Vol. 66 No. 4, pp.20-5.

Bontis, N. (2003), Intellectual capital dis-
closure in Canadian corporations, Jour-
nal of Human Resource Costing & Ac-
counting, Vol. 7 Nos 1, pp. 9-20.

Botosan, C.A. (1997), Disclosure level and
the cost of equity capital, The Account-
ing Review, Vol. 72 No. 3, pp.323-49.

Bozzolan, S., Favotto, F. & Ricceri, F.
(2003), Italian annual intellectual capi-
tal disclosure, Journal of Intellectual
Capital, Vol. 4 No. 4, pp.543-58.

Brennan, N. (2001), “Reporting intellec-

39



Sumon Bhattacharjee, Swadip Bhattacharjee, and Shimul Chakraborty

tual capital in annual reports: evidence
from Ireland, Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, Vol. 14 No. 4,
pp.423-36.

BSEC Notification (2012), No. SEC/
CMRRCD/2006-158/134/Admin/44
Dated 07 August 2012, Bangladesh Se-
curities and Exchange Commission.

Bukh, P.N. (2003), The relevance of intel-
lectual capital disclosure: a paradox?,
Accounting, Auditing & Accountabil-
ity Journal, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp.49-56.

Choo, C.W. & Bontis, N. (2002), The Stra-
tegic Management of Intellectual
Capital and Organizational Knowl-
edge, Oxford University Press, New
York, NY.

Danish Agency for Development of Trade
and Industry (DAIT), A Guideline for
Intellectual Capital Statements: a key
to knowledge management, Danish
Agency for Development of Trade &
Industry, Stockholm, 2001.

Deegan, C. (2000), Financial Accounting
Theory, McGraw-Hill, Sydney.

Dyball, M.C. & Valcarcel, L.J. (1999), The
‘rational’ and ‘traditional’: the regula-
tion of accounting in the Philippines,
Accounting Auditing and Accountabil-
ity Journal, Vol. 12 No. 3, pp.303-28.

Eccles, R.G,, Herz, R.H., Keegan, EM. &
Phillips, D.M.H. (2001), The Value Re-
porting Revolution: Moving beyond
the Earnings Game, Pricewaterhouse-
Coopers, New York, NY.

Edvinsson, L. & Malone, M.S. (1997), In-
tellectual Capital: The Proven Way to
Establish Your Company s Real Value
by Measuring Its Hidden Brainpower,
HarperCollins Publishers, New York,
NY.

40

EIU (2003), Intangible assets & future
value, An Accenture Survey 2003, Eco-
nomic Intelligence Unit - EIU, avail-
able at: www.accenture.com (accessed
May 2005).

FASB (2001), Improving business report-
ing: insights into enhancing voluntary
disclosure, Steering Committee Report,
Business Reporting Research Project,
New York, NY.

FASB (2001), Improving Business report-
ing: insights into enhancing Voluntary
disclosure, Business Reporting Re-
search Project, Steering Committee,
Financial Reporting Standards Board,
pp.1-50.

Francis, J. & Schipper, K. (1999), Have
financial statements lost their rel-
evance?, Journal of Accounting Re-
search, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp.319-52.

Gray, R., Owen, D. & Adams, C. (1996),
Accounting and Accountability:
Changes in Corporate Social and En-
vironmental Reporting, Prentice-Hall,
London.

Guthrie, J. & Petty, R. (2000), Intellectual
capital: Australian annual reporting
practices, Journal of Intellectual Capi-
tal, Vol. 1 No. 3, pp.241-51.

Guthrie, J., Petty, R., Yongvanich, K. &
Ricceri, F. (2004), Using content analy-
sis as a research method to inquire into
intellectual capital reporting, Journal
of Intellectual Capital Reporting, Vol.
5 No. 2, pp.282-93.

Holland, J.B. (2001), Financial institutions,
intangibles, and corporate governance,
Accounting, Auditing & Accountabil-
ity Journal, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp.497-529.

ICAEW (2000a), Intellectual Capital: Is-
sues and Practice, ICAEW, London.



Intellectual Capital Disclosure in the Annual Report

ICAEW (2000b), Human Capital and Cor-
porate Reputation: The Boardroom
Agenda, ICAEW, London.

IFAC (1998), The measurement and man-
agement of intellectual capital: an in-
troduction, available at: www.ifac. org/
StandardsAndGuidance/FMAC/
IMAS7.html

Kamath, B. (2008), Intellectual capital dis-
closure in India: content analysis of
‘Teck’ firms, Journal of Human Re-
source Costing & Accounting, Vol. 12
No. 3, pp.213-224.

Kieso, D.E., Weygandt, J.J., & Warfield,
T.D., 2010, Intermediate Accounting.
Eleventh Edition. John Wiley & Sons.
Inc.

Lev, B. & Zarowin, P. (1999), The bound-
aries of financial reporting and how to
extend them, Journal of Accounting
Research, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp.353-83.

Likert, R. (1967), New patterns of man-
agement, McGraw Hill, New York.

Marr, B., Gray, D., & Neely, A., (2003)
Why do firms measure their intellec-
tual capital? Journal of Intellectual
Capital, Vol.4, No.4, pp.441-464.

Mir, M.Z. & Rahaman, A.S. (2005), The
adoption of international accounting
standards in Bangladesh: an explora-
tion of rationale and process, Account-
ing, Auditing & Accountability Jour-
nal, Vol. 18 No. 6, pp.816-41.

Morse, W. (1973), A note on the relation-
ship between human assets and human
capital, Accounting Review, July, 589-
593.

Mouritsen, J., Larsen, H.T. & Bukh, P.N.D.
(2001), Intellectual capital and the “ca-
pable firm’: narrating, visualising and
numbering for managing knowledge,

Accounting, Organizations and Soci-
ety, Vol. 26 Nos 7/8, pp.735-62.

Muzumdar, A.K. (2006), Management ac-
counting for improved corporate gov-
ernance of listed companies, paper pre-
sented at ICMAB Conference on Cor-
porate Governance Bangladesh Per-
spective, [CMAB, Dhaka, pp.54-80.

Odiorne, G. (1963), Personnel Policy: Is-
sues and Practices, Merrill Books, Co-
lumbus, Ohio.

Oliveira, L., Rodrigues, L.L. & Craig, R.
(2006), Firm-specific determinants of
intangibles reporting: evidence from
the Portuguese stock market, Journal
of Human Resource Costing & Ac-
counting, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp.11-33.

Paton, W. (1962), Accounting Theory,
Accounting Studies Press, Chicago.

Perera, M.H.B. (1975), Accounting and its
environment in Sri Lanka, ABACUS,
Vol. 11, pp.85-96.

Serenko, A. & Bontis, N. (2004), Meta-
review of knowledge management and
intellectual capital literature: citation
impact and research productivity
rankings, Knowledge and Process
Management, Vol. 11 No. 3, pp.185-
98.

Singh, A. & Zammit, A. (2006), Corpo-
rate governance, crony capitalism and
economic crises: should the US busi-
ness model replace the Asian way of
‘doing business’?, Corporate Gover-
nance: An International Review, Vol.
14 No. 4, pp.220-7.

van der Meer-Kooistra, J. & Zijlstra, S.M.
(2001), Reporting on intellectual capi-
tal, Accounting, Auditing & Account-
ability Journal, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp.456-
76.

41



Sumon Bhattacharjee, Swadip Bhattacharjee, and Shimul Chakraborty

Vergauwen, P.GM.C. & van Alem, F.J.C.
(2005), Annual report IC disclosures
in The Netherlands, France and Ger-
many, Journal of Intellectual Capital,
Vol. 6 No. 1, pp.89-104.

Watson, A., Shrives, P. and Marston, C.,
2002, Volumtary disclosure of account-
ing ratios in the UK, British Account-
ing Review, Vol. 34 No. 4 pp.289-313.

Weber, M. (1978), Economy and Society,
University of California Press, Berke-
ley, CA.

Weygandt, J. J., Kieso, D. E., & Kimmel,
P. D., Accounting Principles, 7" Edi-
tion, John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 2005-
2006.

Williams, S.M. (2001), Is intellectual capi-
tal performance and disclosure prac-
tices related?, Journal of Intellectual
Capital, Vol. 2 No. 3, pp.192-203.

Uddin, S.N. & Hopper, T.M. (2003), Ac-
counting for privatisation in
Bangladesh: testing World Bank
claims, Critical Perspectives on Ac-
counting, Vol. 14, pp.739-74.

Zambon, S. (2004), Intangibles and intel-
lectual capital: an overview of the re-
porting issues and some measurement
models, in Bianchi, P. and Labory, S.
(Eds), The Economic Importance of
Intangible Assets, Ashgate, Aldershot,
pp.153-83.

Appendix 1:

Table-2

Sl. No. Term (No. of disclosures)

Name of the Company Count

1 Customer Capital (5)

[\

Grameen Phone
Jamuna Bank Ltd.

2 Customer Knowledge (3)

Grameen Phone
Mutual Trust Bank Ltd.

3 Employee Expertise (2)

Al-Arafah Islami Bank Ltd.
Shahjalal Islami Bank Ltd.

4 Employee Skill (8)

Summit Power Ltd.
Grameen Phone

Mutual Trust Bank Ltd.
One Bank Ltd.

Trust Bank Ltd.

Al-Arafah Islami Bank Ltd.
Shahjalal Islami Bank Ltd.

5 Employee Knowledge (6)

Summit Power Ltd.
Jamuna Bank Ltd.

Mutual Trust Bank Ltd.
One Bank Ltd.

Trust Bank Ltd.

Shahjalal Islami Bank Ltd.
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SI. No.

Term (No. of disclosures)

Name of the Company

Count

Employee Productivity (2)

Shahjalal Islami Bank Ltd.

Expert Teams (5)

Summit Power Ltd.
Grameen Phone
Jamuna Bank Ltd.

Business Knowledge (1)

Grameen Phone

Knowledge Sharing (3)

Grameen Phone
Jamuna Bank Ltd.
Shahjalal Islami Bank Ltd.

10

Economic Value Added (6)

Jamuna Bank Ltd.
Mutual Trust Bank Ltd.
Brac Bank Ltd.

Trust Bank Ltd.

Al-Arafah Islami Bank Ltd.

Shahjalal Islami Bank Ltd.

— = = e e e = e e = = = WO N

11

Information Systems (11)

Grameen Phone
Mutual Trust Bank Ltd.
One Bank Ltd.

Trust Bank Ltd.

Al-Arafah Islami Bank Ltd.

Shahjalal Islami Bank Ltd.

12

Intellectual Property (1)

One Bank Ltd.

13

Human Assets (41)

Summit Power Ltd.
Grameen Phone
Jamuna Bank Ltd.
Mutual Trust Bank Ltd.
One Bank Ltd.

Brac Bank Ltd.
Standard Bank

Trust Bank Ltd.

Al-Arafah Islami Bank Ltd.

Shahjalal Islami Bank Ltd.

14

Human Capital (10)

Jamuna Bank Ltd.
Mutual Trust Bank Ltd.
Brac Bank Ltd.

Trust Bank Ltd.

— RN WA QUMD =W = W—WN— W —

Total N

No. of Terms = 14

104
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Appendix 2:
List of Teck firms as listed by DSE:
SL No. | Name of the Company Nature of Industry
Technology:
1. Aamra Technologies Ltd. Information Technology
2. Agni Systems Ltd. Information Technology
3. BD Com Online Ltd. Information Technology
4. Daffodils Computer Ltd. Information Technology
5. Intech Online Ltd. Information Technology
6. Information Services Network Ltd. Information Technology
Entertainment:
7. Eastern Housing Ltd. Service & Real Estate
8. Shamrita Hospital Ltd. Service & Real Estate
9. Summit Alliance Port Ltd. Service & Real Estate
Communication:
10. Bangladesh Submarine Cable Company Ltd. Telecommunication
11. Grameen Phone Ltd. Telecommunication
Knowledge based company
(3" Generation Bank):
12. Al-Arafah Islami Bank Ltd. Bank
13. Brac Bank Ltd. Bank
14. First Security Islami Bank Ltd. Bank
15. Jamuna Bank Ltd. Bank
16. Mutual Trust Bank Ltd. Bank
17. One Bank Ltd. Bank
18. Shahajalal Islami Bank Ltd. Bank
19. Standard Bank Ltd. Bank
20. Trust Bank Ltd. Bank
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