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Abstract—This paper shows the general perceptions of Spanish
university stakeholders in relation to the university’s annual reports
and the adequacy and potential of intellectual capital reporting. To
this end, a questionnaire was designed and sent to every member of
the Social Councils of Spanish public universities. It was thought that
these participants would provide a good example of the attitude of
university stakeholders since they represent the different social
groups connected with universities. From the results of this study we
are in the position of confirming the need for universities to offer
information on intellectual capital in their accounting information
model.
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|. INTRODUCTION

UROPEAN university institutions are currently immersed

in a process of profound change the intention of which is
to improve the effectiveness, efficiency and transparency of
these institutions with the aim of contributing to the
development and improvement of the competitiveness of the
European economy. Some of the most significant changes are:
new methods for measuring the performance and efficiency of
universities; the creation of European-wide accreditation
agencies; new assessment processes and systems to ensure
quality which in turn strengthen transparency and accounting
statements; the institutionalization of new financing
mechanisms; reforms of national legislation to increase the
level of universities’ independence and the implementation of
new tools to improve internal management. Given this
situation the information transparency of university
institutions acquires even greater significance. A need exists to
conduct a profound reform and modernization of the
university system with regards to the presentation of
information which takes into account the new information
demands of its stakeholders.

It is useful to remember that accounting research is
currently focused on the utility paradigm, which stresses the
need for accounting information to be truly relevant to good
decision making by its users. In this respect, in the framework
for the presentation of accounting information for higher
education institutions, GASB 35 “Basic Financial Statements
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—and Management’s Discussion and Analysis- for Public
Colleges and Universities” highlighted the need for supplying
more useful information to the growing range of users, who, it
was found; hardly refer to financial reports [1]. At national
level (Spain) the most important reference is that of the
document on university funding presented by the Ministry of
Education at the Council of Universities on 20 January 2010,
which calls for university management teams to be more
rigorous when they are presenting accounts. Spanish
universities need to provide more transparent information by
way of an integrated system facilitating immediate
information to each agent according to their needs, thus
allowing them to make the best possible decisions [2].
However, accountability in the public sector has traditionally
been somewhat short-sighted since the tools of transparency
have always focused on financial and budget information [3],
ignoring other types of information such as data on the social
responsibility of their activities [4] or the key intangible
elements in their value creation [5]. Public universities are a
prime example of this, since the information provided focuses
on ensuring financial control of the organization without
paying attention to the needs of other groups of interest [6].
While [7] considers that the information supplied in traditional
financial reports is not enough, highlighting the need to
establish more extensive communication and accountability
mechanisms which take into account the needs of the different
groups of interest. Also, [8] recommend extending the limits
of US universities’ annual accounts and defend a new
paradigm for the annual accounts which provides more wide-
ranging information on teaching and research, by including
effort indicators and achievements, with more attention being
paid to the social responsibility of institutions of higher
education.

By means of a questionnaire survey, this paper ascertains
and analyses the views of Spanish university stakeholders in
relation to the university’s annual reports and the adequacy
and potential of intellectual capital reporting to meet their
information needs. Data were collected from the members of
the Social Councils of Spanish universities. It was thought that
these participants would provide a good example of the
attitude of university information users since they represent
the different social groups connected with universities. Once
the different opinions were recorded and analyzed, we were in
the position of confirming the need for universities to offer
information on intellectual capital in their accounting
information model.

The paper is structured as follows: in Section 11, we briefly
explore the concept of intellectual capital in higher education
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institutions and justify the importance of measuring and
disclosing their intellectual capital. Then we relate the design
of our research and analyze the data obtained from the
members of the Social Council of Spanish universities. Final
conclusions are drawn in Section V.

I1. IMPORTANCE OF INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL REPORTING IN
HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

Specifically, the term intellectual capital, when referred to a
university, is a term used to cover all the institution’s non
tangible or nonphysical assets, including processes, capacity
for innovation, patents, the tacit knowledge of its members
and their abilities, talents and skills, the recognition of society,
its network of collaborators and contacts, etc. The intellectual
capital is the collection of intangibles which “allows an
organization to transfer a collection of material, financial and
human resources into a system capable of creating value for
the stakeholders” [9].

The components of a university’s intellectual capital have
been categorized in diverse ways, although undoubtedly, the
tripartite classification is the most widely accepted in
specialized literature [10]-[18]. Intellectual capital is
represented as being formed by the following three basic and
closely interrelated components:
= Human Capital: it is the sum of the explicit and tacit

knowledge of the university staff (teachers, researchers,
managers, administration and service staff), acquired
through formal and non-formal education and refresher
processes included in their activities.

= Structural Capital: it is the explicit knowledge relating to
the internal processes of dissemination, communication
and management of the scientific and technical
knowledge at the university. Structural capital may be
divided into:

o Organizational Capital: this refers to the operational
environment derived from the interaction between
research, management and organization processes,
organizational routines, corporate culture and values,
internal procedures, quality and scope of the information
system, etc.

O Technological Capital: this refers to the technological
resources available at the university, such as
bibliographical and documentary resources, archives,
technical developments, patents, licenses, software,
databases, etc.

= Relational Capital: this refers to the extensive collection
of economic, political and institutional relations
developed and upheld between the university and its non-
academic partners: enterprises, non-profit organizations,
local government and society in general. It also includes
the perception that others have of the university: its
image, appeal, reliability, etc.

The need for universities to have a greater involvement with
their wider community and the general concern to ensure the
informational transparency of these institutions so as to satisfy
the information needs of their users makes it advisable to
present information on intellectual capital. Below are some of

the reasons why it is a major necessity for these institutions to

start including information on intellectual capital in their

current accounting systems:

= Knowledge is the principal output and input of higher
education institutions. Universities produce knowledge,
either through scientific and technical research (the results
of investigation, publications etc.) or through teaching
(students trained and productive relationships with their
stakeholders). Their most valuable resources also include
their teachers, researchers, administration and service
staff, university governors and students, with all their
organizational relationships and routines [19], [10]. It is
true to say then that universities’ input and output are
largely intangible [13].

= The existence of continual demands for greater
information and transparency about the use of public
money [19], mainly due to the fact that most of the
funding for public universities is handed over by the
government [20].

= The greater independence of universities regarding their
organization, management and budget distribution
requires greater social responsibility which will lead
universities to prepare accounting information to report to
society as well as to facilitate and satisfy the information
needs of participants in the institution itself [21].

= The implementation of the European Space for Higher
Education promotes the mobility of both students and
teachers within the territory of Europe, while at the same
time encouraging both collaboration and competition
between universities. This environment of greater
competition and necessary collaboration means that these
institutions are now committed to accessing citizens and
transmitting relevant information on their activities. All
this could well play an important role in the decision-
making processes of the users of the accounting
information, for example in the case of potential students
choosing where to study.

= Lastly it is important to point out that universities are now
facing growing competition due to lower funding, which
puts them under greater pressure to communicate their
results.

However, despite all this, in most countries there exists no
obligation or recommendation for universities to present
information on their intellectual capital. The only exception is
in Austria, where universities have been obliged to present a
report on intellectual capital since 2007.

Current accounting regulations restrict the recognition of
intangibles. Only acquired intangible assets may be reflected
in an organization’s balance sheet [22]. For this reason
international regulatory bodies, like the Financial Accounting
Standard Board [23] or the International Accounting Standard
Board [24] tend to recommend that additional information on
intangibles be published apart from financial statements so as
to avoid the inclusion of accounting criteria which could
endanger the quality and reliability of the financial
information [25]. So, numerous international regulatory
bodies, agencies and academic institutions recommend the
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development and presentation of the so called Intellectual
Capital Reports which contain a set of indicators that
contribute to improving the quality of accounting information
in organizations. In this line, at a national level in Spain, the
Commission of Accounting Experts of Ministry of Economy
[26] recommends the voluntary drafting and publication of a
report on intellectual capital by following the guidelines of the
Meritum Project [27], consisting of three parts: a vision of the
company, a summary of intangible resources and activities and
a system of indicators.

Taking these considerations into account, we believe that
complementary non-financial information is the most
appropriate form to supply information on universities’ non
tangible elements, so as to avoid the inclusion of accounting
criteria which could endanger the quality and reliability of the
financial information. In our opinion, an improvement in
university accounting systems would be achieved by the
drafting and presentation of a new report complementary to
the current financial statements —the Intellectual Capital
Report. A set of indicators would show the information most
demanded by different stakeholders regarding the institution’s
intangible resources.

This intellectual capital report would provide accounting
information which is not only reliable but is also relevant for
decision making by the users of the accounting information.

I1l. EMPIRICAL STUDY

The two fundamental objectives of this research are: 1) to
know the general level of satisfaction of university
stakeholders with the information contained in Spanish
universities” annual reports, and 2) to know the importance
given by Spanish university stakeholders to the intellectual
capital reporting.

A. Methodology and Data Collection

Data for this paper arise from a study of the opinion of the
members of the Social Councils of all Spanish universities for
2013.

A summarization of the study's methodology is highlighted
below:

TABLE |
TECHNICAL DETAILS OF THE STUDY

Users of accounting information from the Spanish

Analyzed Collective public universities

Integral members of the Social Councils of the

Universe (Population) Spanish public universities (1,164)

Sample size 327
Technl_cal information Online survey
collection

Observation Period
Computer software

September-December 2013
SPSS®v. 19

B. Demarcation of the Population and Sample Selection

Two important factors were used to select the population to
be studied: (1) members of the Social Councils of Spanish
public universities were considered to provide a good sample
of the feelings of university information users, as they
represent the various social groups with links to the

universities; (2) these members are familiar with the
accounting information published by the universities since
they are responsible for approving the universities’ annual
reports. We identified a total population of 1,164 members of
the Social Councils of Spanish universities. After analyzing
the composition of the Social Councils of the Spanish
universities, the members were categorized into seven groups:
1) university governors (president, vice-chancellor, general
secretary and manager), 2) teaching and research staff, 3)
administration and services staff, 4) students, 5)
representatives of business organizations, 6) representatives of
union organizations, and 7) representatives of the public
administrations (the regional government, the regional
parliament, the town council, the federation of municipalities
and provinces, etc.).

In order to carry out a further analysis of contrast that
allows us to know if there are differences in the opinions of
the different groups, the members of the Social Councils have
been grouped in the following three collectives: 1) University
Government: includes the Rector, General Secretary, Council
Secretary and Manager; 2) External Users: includes students
and representatives of business organizations, trade unions,
and public administrations; and 3) Employees:
teaching/research staff and administrative/services staff.
Although the employees are part of university governing
bodies through the University Senate, it is considered
interesting to know their opinion individually.

C. Information Collection and Treatment

Data were collected from recipients using an online
questionnaire. This questionnaire was designed specifically for
this study and used primarily closed form questions, with
responses requested on a five-point Likert scale. The
questionnaire was accompanied with a detailed covering letter
explaining the purpose of the research. Questionnaires were
sent out in the first week of September 2013. A deadline date
of 30 November for return of the questionnaire was stated in
the covering letter.

The questionnaire was divided into two main sections. Each
section contained a number of questions and addressed the
following issues: 1) analysis of current accounting information
model in Spanish universities, and 2) importance of
intellectual capital reporting. In the first section, two blocks of
questions were designed: a) the first block includes a set of
questions related to qualitative characteristics of the annual
reports; and b) the next questions are intended to analyse the
gaps between the type of information provided in the annual
reports published by Spanish universities and the importance
stakeholders give to this information. In the second section,
again two blocks of questions were designed: a) the first block
includes a set of questions related to demand for intellectual
capital reporting; and b) the last block of questions aims to
identify the primary benefits of disclosure of intellectual
capital in Spanish universities.

A descriptive analysis of the replies was conducted
according to the characteristics of each of the questions. Also,
a Nonparametric test (the Kruskal-Wallis test) was used to see
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if there were differences in responses by type of accounting
information user.

TABLEI
COLLECTIVE RESPONSE LEVEL

Glécle\:’erﬁ%t Tesg#ng Admlgtlastr aten St Orggr? :Q:tsistns Orggr?ils%?ions Admlirﬁj its)llr(;tion TOTAL
Population 204 54 51 51 163 121 520 1,164
% Of total population 17.53% 4.64% 4.38% 4.38% 14% 10.40% 44.67% 100%
Responses 51 31 19 15 42 21 148 327
% Of total responses 15.6% 9.48% 5.81% 4.59% 12.84% 6.42% 45.26% 100%

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Response Rates and Tests for Bias

The population to be studied therefore comprised the 1,164
members of the Social Councils of Spanish public universities
(see Table II). In total, 327 usable questionnaires were
returned, resulting in a response rate of 28.09%. The size of
the sample was considered sufficient, since in a binomial
population the estimation error would be 4.87% for a
reliability level of 95%.

Table 1l reinforces the fact that group structures (which are
in line with the nature of the study) are as close as possible to
the population despite similarities in each respective group’s
percentage, resulting in a maximum differential of 4%.
Consequently, our sample can be considered fully
representative and our findings can be extended to all users of
the Spanish university system. Analysis of current accounting
information model in Spanish universities

The first section of the questionnaire was devoted to
discovering the level of satisfaction that university
stakeholders felt with regard to current accounting information
model in Spanish universities. In this sense, a series of
statements were included that related to qualitative
characteristics of the annual reports and disclosures of
information that might be appropriate to persons inside and
outside universities.

First, the members of the Social Councils of Spanish
universities were asked to indicate how valuable the annual
reports were. The questions of this block were intended to
discover views of the relevant, reliability, comparability and
usefulness of current accounting information to the university
stakeholders. ~ The  evidence  suggests  widespread
dissatisfaction with current accounting information practice
(see Table IlI). For example, over 80% of respondents either
disagreed or strongly disagreed that current university’s
annual reports were verifiability (82%) and/or reliability
(76%). Also, 65% of respondents expressed little satisfaction
with the usefulness of current annual reports. While 23% of
respondents found current accounting information to be in
some way useful. Only four per cent of respondents perceive
that annual reports provide feedback. A high percentage of
respondents (78%) feel that annual reports do not provide
relevant information on the university’s activities. And, 74%
of respondents expressed that annual reports do not allow
university stakeholders to make comparisons over time and
with other universities. Only 5% of respondents perceive

benefits of current reports exceeding costs and either agreed or
strongly agreed that current university’s annual reports are
neutral between stakeholders and preparers, and providing
information valuable to making predictions. Finally, only over
10% of respondents expressed that annual reports are
understandability and timeliness. Then an indication of the
knowledge university stakeholders want that information to
impart, explicitly from annual reports, can be inferred from
responses to others questions we asked. These data are
incorporated in Table 1V, in which we also present data about
the level that annual reports achieved in respect of each item
in the eyes of the members of Social Councils of Spanish
universities, and the gaps between expectations and what
annual reports are providing. Based on the works of [28], [12],
we established a total of 21 items.

The data arrayed in Table 1V indicate that in the opinion of
Social Council members the universities’ annual reports are
fundamentally oriented towards budgetary issues, the size of
the surplus (or deficit), the achievements expressed
quantitatively, the institution’s finances to date and the
economic/financial position of the university. While that
universities” annual reports provide very little information on
social and corporate responsibility, future resource
distribution, the quality of teaching and research or efficiency
of the institution. Also, the results obtained show that the
university stakeholders seek a broad spectrum of information.
They particularly want information about effectiveness of the
institution, education performance, qualitative information and
financial information, costs of the various services, and quality
of teaching, research and services.

The biggest knowledge gaps perceive by Social Council
members between expectations and information in annual
reports are in respect of: quality of teaching, research and
services, future resource distribution; the overall future plans;
how the institution is faring educationally; costs of the various
services; and efficiency and effectiveness of the institution.
All these results lead us to assert that to improve the
information contained in the current university annual reports,
it is necessary to make accounting regulators aware of the
need to extend the information provided in the current
accounting statements. On the other hand, it was analyzed
whether or not these opinions depend on the user group that
members of the Social Councils represent. For this purpose,
the Kruskal-Wallis test allowed us to check whether there
were varying views amongst the different groups of users and
whether they were statistically significant. This test is most
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appropriate for small groups’ contrasts and when the variables
do not meet the normality hypothesis (as it is our case). To
carry out the Kruskal-Wallis test, the p-value (Sig.) is obtained

with a critical level of 0.05 to determine if the variables
included in the analysis show significant differences between
the three groups formed (see Table V).

TABLE I
SoCIAL COUNCIL MEMBERS’ OPINIONS OF ANNUAL REPORTS QUALITATIVE CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristics of current university’s annual

Percentage that strongly agree Percentage that strongly

reports Mean Sb or agree with the statement (%0) dlsat%reeztg:eﬂseﬁrg)z)'wth
Decision usefulness 3.52 1.01 23 65
Reliability 4.03 1.06 5 76
Feedback value 3.95 0.96 4 67
Relevance 4.06 1.04 3 78
Verifiability 411 0.89 4 82
Comparability (with other universities) 4.02 0.92 3 74
Timeliness 4.23 0.95 9 56
Predictive value 4.01 0.94 5 80
Neutrality (between stakeholders and preparers) 4.00 0.90 5 79
Understandability 4.19 1.06 10 52
Benefits greater than costs 4.15 1.03 5 60

Notes: 1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = disagree; 5 = strongly disagree; SD = standard deviation.

TABLE IV

SoclAL COUNCIL MEMBERS’ OPINIONS OF ANNUAL REPORTS DISCLOSURES
Report disclosure MeanA((:rt\;J:i=5)* MeE;(rE) ?ﬁ::;lgg)s** Gap
Budgetary information 4.19 4.52 0.33
How much surplus or deficit was made 414 4.26 0.12
What the institution is achieving in quantitative terms 4.12 3.90 -0.22
How the institution has been faring financially 4.06 4.26 0.20
University’s economic and financial position 3.87 4.15 0.28
Size and composition of the student body 3.80 3.50 0.30
The revenues of the various services 2.90 3.75 0.85
Understand the objectives of the institution 2.76 3.91 1.15
What the institution is achieving in qualitative terms 2.62 4.00 1.38
How effective the institution is 2.61 4.12 1.51
What human and physical resources are available 2.45 3.50 1.05
The costs of the various services 2.36 3.95 1.59
What research the staff are engaged in 2.34 3.54 1.20
How the institution is faring educationally 2.32 4.05 1.73
How successful the students have been 2.12 3.39 1.27
How human and physical resources are distributed 2.10 3.05 0.95
The overall future plans of the institution 2.08 3.68 1.60
How efficient the institution is 2.05 3.60 1.55
Quality of teaching, research and services 2.01 3.88 1.87
How resources will be distributed in the future 1.95 3.79 1.84
Social and corporate responsibility 1.95 3.30 1.35
Mean 2.80 3.81 1.01

Notes: * 5-point Likert scale (1=annual reports provide little information; 5=annual reports provide a lot of information). ** 5-point Likert scale
(1=respondents give little important to the disclosure of this item; 5=respondents give very important to the disclosure of this item).

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test demonstrate that
statistically significant differences (sig. <0.05) exist in most of
the informational aspects analyzed (specifically in 12 of
them). Also, the results obtained show that for all the
information items in which the user groups have differing
opinions, it is the external users and employees who are more
critical about the provision for this information than the
members of the university government. In our opinion, these
differences are a sign of the gap which exists between the

information external users consider relevant so as to improve
their decision making and the priority given by the teams of
university governors to balancing the organization’s financial
and budgetary situation. So it is highly important to make
those responsible for drafting universities’ annual accounts
aware of the need to improve the current model of accounting
information since external users clearly feel that their
information needs are not satisfied by the current accounting
statements.
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TABLEV

DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS OF ANNUAL REPORTS DISCLOSURES AMONG USER GROUPS (KRUSKAL-WALLIS TEST)

Variables Chi-square  df  Asymp. Sig.
Budgetary information 1.345 2 709
How much surplus or deficit was made 3.927 2 228
What the institution is achieving in quantitative terms 5.377 2 .085
How the institution has been faring financially 1.029 2 .552
University’s economic and financial position 2.376 2 .488
Size and composition of the student body 2.009 2 .366
The revenues of the various services 7.610 2 .013
Understand the objectives of the institution 18.373 2 .000
What the institution is achieving in qualitative terms 16.371 2 .000
How effective the institution is 8.710 2 .013
What human and physical resources are available 4.376 2 .088
The costs of the various services 1.199 2 .049
What research the staff are engaged in 4.376 2 .088
How the institution is faring educationally 2.009 2 .036
How successful the students have been 3.136 2 .108
How human and physical resources are distributed 6.103 2 .032
The overall future plans of the institution 15.604 2 .000
How efficient the institution is 12.567 2 .000
Quality of teaching, research and services 12.287 2 .000

Test statistics: Kruskal-Wallis Test and Grouping Variable: 3 groups (university governance, employees, and external users)

TABLE VI
DEMAND FOR INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL REPORTING (ICR)

Percentage that Percentage that strongly

Demand for ICR Mean SD  strongly agree or agree  disagree or disagree with the
with the statement (%) statement (%)
1 would like to see Spanish universities to engaging in extensive levels of ICR 1.45 0.86 95 5
ICR would make the content of the current university accounting information 152 088 % 5
model more relevant
ICR should be mandatory requirement for all Spanish universities 1.96 1.01 74 8

Notes: 1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = disagree; 5 = strongly disagree; SD = standard deviation.

B. Importance of Intellectual Capital Reporting

This section of the questionnaire aims to analyze the
importance given by university stakeholders to the
presentation of information on intellectual capital. A five-
point Likert scale with 1 representing strongly agree and 5
representing strongly disagree was used.

Subjects were firstly asked to what extent they would like to
see Spanish universities engaging in extensive levels of
intellectual capital reporting. Ninety-five per cent of
respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the
suggestion that Spanish universities should engage in more
extensive levels of intellectual capital reporting (see Table
VI). Also, a high percentage of respondents (90%) felt that
publishing information on intellectual capital would make the
content of the current university accounting information model
more relevant. Only 5% of respondents consider that
publishing this information increases the ambiguity and the
lack of relevance of the current accounting information model.
Finally, there was a substantial demand for the disclosure of
intellectual capital to be mandated with 74% of respondents
strongly agreeing or agreeing that intellectual capital reporting
should be mandatory for all universities.

Finally, subjects were also asked what they perceived as the
primary motives driving intellectual capital reporting in
Spanish universities. The perceptions of respondents measured

over a 5-point Likert scale (1 being “not at all important” and
5 being “very important”).The purpose of this block of the
questionnaire is to know from the Social Council members the
main positive consequences that would result from the
disclose information about universities’ intellectual capital.
The analysis of respondents' opinions concerning the
possible beneficial effects of intellectual capital reporting
shows (see Table VII) that great benefits are expected from
the existence of an intellectual capital disclosure policy. Such
benefits that contribute to a positive, long-term vision of the
university include improvements in credibility and reputation
with increased transparency and user satisfaction. The high
ratings that reach these beneficial effects (greater than 4.5),
together with a low-valued standard deviation, indicate a high
degree of consensus among all respondents about the
important contribution that information on intellectual capital
can do for user satisfaction and the image of the university.
Also the benefits directly associated with promote public
accountability and enhance the comparability between
universities receive a significant valuation (greater than 4).
Note the high value provided to the different benefits, which is
again a proof of the huge interest and need for Spanish
universities to publish such information. On the other hand, it
was analyzed whether or not these opinions depend on the
user group that members of the Social Councils represent. For
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this purpose, the Kruskal-Wallis test allowed us to check
whether there were varying views amongst the different
groups of users and whether they were statistically significant
(see Table VIII).

TABLE VII
BENEFITS DERIVED FROM UNIVERSITY DISCLOSURE ON INTELLECTUAL
CAPITAL
Benefits of intellectual capital reporting Mean SD
Increased transparency 4.72 0.58
Supporting for long-term vision of the university 4.60 0.56
Increase in user satisfaction 4.59 0.59
Increased credibility and image of the university 457 0.60
Improved reputation of the university 4.56 0.63
Promoting public accountability 4.50 0.61
Increased comparability 4.45 0.75
Greater confidence among workers 441 0.71
Improved internal management 4.36 0.79
Benefits in terms of strategy 431 0.74
Reduction of asymmetric information 417 0.69

Notes: 5-point scale (1: not at all important, 5: very important); SD =
standard deviation.

TABLE VIII
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS OF BENEFITS AMONG USER GROUPS
(KRUSKAL-WALLIS TEST)

Variables Chi-square  df Asymp. Sig.
Increased transparency 18.391 2 .000
Supporting for long-term vision 8.710 2 .013
Increase in user satisfaction 15.377 2 .000
Increased credibility and image 1.199 2 .549
Improved reputation 4.376 2 .088
Promoting public Accountability 2.009 2 .366
Increased comparability 3.136 2 .208
Greater ca;grlszpsce among 6.103 2 032
Improved internal management 5.604 2 .067
Strategic benefits 2.567 2 277

Test statistics: Kruskal-Wallis Test and Grouping Variable: 3 groups
(university governance, employees, and external users)

The results presented in Table VIII show that there were
statistically significant differences (Sig.<0.05) for four of the
beneficial effects considered: supporting the long-term vision
of the institution; helping to inspire trust/confidence among
workers of the university and other stakeholders; increasing
transparency and user satisfaction. The analysis of the
descriptive statistics for each of the groups analyzed show that
for the four beneficial effects (trust, long-term vision,
transparency, and satisfaction) in which significant differences
were found between the value assigned by the different groups
of users, university governance offered a lower assessment
than the one given by external users. It even gave the inferior
assessment to that one given by employees to the case of the
latter two benefits: transparency and user satisfaction.

V.CONCLUSIONS

In the current context of the Knowledge Society European
higher education institutions are immersed in a process of
profound changes to improve effectiveness, efficiency and
transparency, which directly affect the conceptualization of

the function of these institutions and their accounting
information model. This situation, together with the growing
social concern about establishing processes of accountability
and ensuring information transparency in public higher
education institutions, means there is a need for major changes
in the existing communication systems. One of these changes
concerns the information on intellectual capital disclosed by
these institutions.

The main objectives of this study were to know the level of
satisfaction of Spanish university stakeholders in relation to
the current universities” annual reports and the importance
given by these stakeholders to disclose information on
intellectual capital.

From the results of our empirical study we found that
simply publishing the current university’s annual reports are
not properly satisfy the information needs of stakeholders.
Current university’s annual reports are viewed negatively with
regard to its verifiability, usefulness, comparability, neutrality
and reliability. A high percentage of respondents (78%) feel
that annual reports do not provide relevant information on the
university’s activities. These results would seem to question,
at least partially, the validity of the current model of university
accounting information. In the opinion of Social Council
members universities’ annual reports are largely oriented
towards information concerning the universities’ budget, the
size of the surplus (or deficit), the achievements expressed
quantitatively, the institution’s finances to date and the
economic/financial ~position of the university. While
universities’ annual reports provide very little information
regarding aspects such as social and corporate responsibility,
future resource distribution, the quality of teaching and
research or efficiency and effectiveness of the institution,
which is highly demanded by university stakeholders.

If we look at the different groups, we see that it is the
external users who are most critical of the current information
model of Spanish public universities. We believe that the
differences of opinion between the group of external users and
that of the members of university government is a clear sign of
the gap which exists between the information which external
users consider relevant for their decision making and the
priority given by the teams of university governors to
balancing the organization’s financial and budgetary situation.
It can be concluded that, much as in the private sphere and in
other public organizations, it is the external users who are
especially critical with the information provided in
universities’ annual accounts. All these results lead us to assert
that to improve the information contained in the current
university annual reports, it is necessary to make accounting
regulators aware of the need to extend the information
provided in the current accounting statements. In this sense, a
high percentage of respondents (90%) showed great interest in
Spanish universities presenting information on intellectual
capital. They felt that publishing information on intellectual
capital would make the content of the current university
accounting information model more relevant. And 74% of
respondents expressed that intellectual capital reporting should
be mandatory for all universities. In this sense, we share the
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view expressed by the Observatory of the European University
(2006) that in the near future the disclosure of intellectual
capital will become mandatory in universities. Also, the
results indicate that the university stakeholders surveyed
perceive the primary motive for intellectual capital reporting
derives from universities’ desire to increase the information
transparency (75.3% of respondents consider it to be very
important). Specifically, the benefits identified as most
important were: increased transparency; enhancement of the
long-term vision of the institution; increased user satisfaction,
improved university credibility, image and reputation of the
university, and promoting public accountability. The high
value provided to the different benefits is again a proof of the
huge interest and need for Spanish public universities to
publish such information. The existence of statistically
significant differences by type of user is also interesting to
note. With the results obtained, we generally conclude that
employees and external users seem to perceive the existence
of higher profits associated with the publication of information
on intellectual capital. On the contrary, with the opinion of
university governance, benefits are related to increased
transparency; increased user satisfaction; improved long-term
vision of the institution, and an increased confidence/trust of
workers. The employees and external users greatly valued the
influence of intellectual capital information on obtaining
beneficial numbers to a greater extent than university
governance. Specifically, external users perceive the existence
of higher profits associated with increased transparency;
increased user satisfaction; improved, long-term vision of the
institution, and increased trust of workers more than members
belonging to the university governance. There are also
differences of opinion among university employees and
university governance regarding the relative benefits of
increased transparency and user satisfaction, since employees
have higher valuations in both cases.

REFERENCES

[1] Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB), GASB 35: Basic
Financial Statements —and Management’s Discussion and Analysis- for
Public Colleges and Universities. Governmental Accounting Standards
Board, 1999.

[2] Council of University Coordination, Documento sobre Financiacién de
las Universidades. Madrid: Ministerio de Educacién y Ciencia, 2010.

[3] E. Martin, and J.M. Moneva, Anélisis de la Rendicién de Cuentas de las
Universidades Desde un Enfoque de Responsabilidad social. Workshop
sobre Responsabilidad social, Gobierno Corporativo y Transparencia
Informativa, Granada (Spain), 2009.

[4] M. Melle, “La Responsabilidad Social Dentro del Sector Publico”,
Ekonomiaz, vol. 65, pp. 84-107, 2007.

[5] Y. Ramirez, “The Intellectual Capital Models in Spanish Public Sector”,
Journal of Intellectual Capital, vol. 11, pp. 248-264, 2010a.

[6] E. Martin, “La Rendicién de Cuentas en Las Universidades Publicas
Espafiolas: Un Andlisis de la Informacion Revelada en Los Estados
Financieros”, Presupuesto y Gasto Publico, vol. 43, pp. 39-62, 2006.

[71 R.H. Gray, “Social, Environmental and Sustainability Reporting and
Organizational Value Creation? Whose Value? Whose Creation?”,
Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, vol. 19, pp. 793-819,
2006.

[8] D. Coy, G. Tower, and K. Dixon, “Public accountability: A new
paradigm for college and university annual reports”, Critical Perspective
on Accounting, vol. 12, pp. 1-31, 2001.

[9]1 European Commision, Ricardis, Reporting Intellectual Capital to
Augment Research, Development and Innovation in SMEs. Brussels:
EC, 2006.

[10] K. H. Leitner, “Intellectual Capital Reporting for Universities:
Conceptual Background and Application for Austrian Universities”,
Research Evaluation, Vol. 13, pp. 129-140, 2004.

[11] S. Elena, Governing the University of the 21st Century: Intellectual
Capital as a Tool for Strategic Management. Lessons from the European
Experience. PhD research, Universidad Auténoma de Madrid (Spain),
2007.

[12] Y. Ramirez, C. Lorduy, and J. A. Rojas, “Intellectual Capital
Management in Spanish Universities”, Journal of Intellectual Capital,
vol. 8, pp. 732-748, 2007.

[13] L. Cafiibano, and P. Sanchez, “Intellectual Capital Management and
Reporting in Universities and Research Institutions”, Estudios de
Economia Aplicada, Vol. 26, pp. 7-26, 2008.

[14] P. Sanchez, S. Elena, and R. Castrillo, “Intellectual Capital Dynamics in
Universities: A Reporting Model”, Journal of Intellectual Capital, VVol.
10, pp. 307-324, 2009.

[15] 1. Bezhani, “Intellectual Capital Reporting at UK Universities”, Journal
of Intellectual Capital, Vol. 11, pp. 179-207, 2010.

[16] V. Bodnéar, T. Harangozé, T. Tirnitz, E. Révész, and G. Kovats,
Managing Intellectual Capital in Hungarian Universities — The Case of
Corvinus University of Budapest, 2nd European Conference on
Intellectual Capital. ISCTE, 29-30 March, Lisbon (Portugal), 2010.

[17] C. Casanueva, and A. Gallego, “Social Capital and Individual
Innovativeness in  University Research Networks”, Innovation:
Management, Policy & Practice, VVol. 12, pp. 105-117, 2010.

[18] G. Secundo, A. Margheritam, G. Elia, and G. Passiante, “Intangible
Assets in Higher Education and Research: Mission, Performance or
Both?”, Journal of Intellectual Capital, VVol. 11, pp. 140-157, 2010.

[19] C. Warden, “Managing and Reporting Intellectual Capital: New
Strategic Challenges for HEROs”, IP Helpdesk Bulletin, Vol. 8, 2003.

[20] P. Séanchez, and S. Elena, “Intellectual Capital in Universities.
Improving Transparency and Internal Management”, Journal of
Intellectual Capital, Vol. 7, pp.529-548, 2006.

[21] B. Gonzélez, “Necesidades de Informacién Financiera de Los Sujetos
Implicados en el Desarrollo de la Universidad”, Cuadernos de Estudios
Empresariales, VVol. 13, pp. 401-412, 2003.

[22] L. Cafiibano, A. Gisbert, E. Garcia-Meca, and B. Garcia-Osma, Los
Intangibles en la Regulacién Contable. Madrid: Documento AECA &
Instituto Anélisis Intangibles, 2008.

[23] Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB), Disclosures about
Intangible Assets, 2004.

[24] International Accounting Standards Board (IASB), Discussion Paper -
Management Commentary. London, 2005.

[25] Y. Ramirez, “;Es Posible un Reconocimiento Contable de los
Intangibles?”, Revista de Contabilidad y Tributacién, Vol. 328, pp. 125-
146, 2010b.

[26] Instituto de Contabilidad y Auditoria de Cuentas (ICAC), Informe Sobre
la Situacion Actual de la Contabilidad en Espafia y Lineas Bésicas Para
Abordar su Reforma (Libro Blanco Para la Reforma de la Contabilidad
en Espafia), Madrid: ICAC, 2002.

[27] L. Caifiibano, P. Sanchez, M. Garcia-Ayuso, and C. Chaminade, (Eds)
Directrices para la Gestion y Difusion de Informacion sobre Intangibles.
Informe de Capital Intelectual. Madrid: Vodafone Fundacién, 2002.

[28] K. Dixon, and D. Coy, “University Governance: Governing Bodies as
Providers and Users of Annual Reports”, Higher Education, vol. 54, pp.
267-291, 2007.

Yolanda Ramirez (BS98-PhD10) is an Assistant Professor in the Department
of Accounting at the University of Castilla-La Mancha, Spain. She has taught
on the Faculty of Economics and Business Administration since 1999. She
completed her PhD. in Intellectual Capital Management at the University of
Castilla-La Mancha, Spain. Her current research interests include intellectual
capital, knowledge management, non-profit management and quality
management. Her research work is focused on methods and techniques for
building models of measuring and management intellectual capital in the
universities. Her work has been published in several international academic
journals and conference proceedings.

Angel Tejada (BS93-PhD98) is a Full Professor of the University of Castilla-
La Mancha. Dean of the Faculty of Economics and Business Administration

3028



International Journal of Business, Human and Social Sciences
ISSN: 2517-9411
Vol:9, No:9, 2015

(Albacete, Spain). Director of the Master in Consulting and Financial
Advisory and Tax. Board of the Foundation "Caja Rural de Albacete
(GlobalCaja)". The main research lines developed are framed in the field of
cost accounting and management, primarily intellectual capital, as well as
accounting analysis, both in the private and the public, specifically, within the
latter, management and control cost in Local Government. An important line
of work is focused on the analysis of strategic industrial sectors and locations,
aimed at establishing guidelines for the development of these sectors or
locations.

Agustin Baidez (BS92) is an Assistant Professor of the Faculty of Economics
and Business Administration at the University of Castilla-La Mancha, Spain.
His research lines developed are framed in the field of consolidation of
financial statements, environmental responsibility, and intellectual capital
management in universities. Another significant line of research refers to the
establishment of sustainable management systems in organizations, leading all
in the preparation and analysis of relevant sustainability reporting.

3029



