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Abstract

This research aims to identify and evaluate intangible 
assets in a universe of Information Technology (IT) 
projects among 173 IT professionals in Brazil. The se-
lected research methods were the survey and a litera-
ture review, characterized by an exploratory, theoreti-
cal reflexive, qualitative and quantitative study. Some 
recurrent and new intangible assets in IT projects were 
identified and ratified by the survey’s results, expan-
ding the initial list. Among the evaluated methods, no-
ne of them was totally adherent to the evaluation of in-
tangible assets in IT projects. However, the relevance 
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of using methods to evaluate intangible assets related 
to IT Projects and its benefits were also ratified in the 
Survey, which signals the need to develop further spe-
cific methods and tools for this purpose.

Keywords: Evaluation; Identification; Intangible 
Assets; Information Technology Projects

Activos intangibles en proyectos de tecnología de la 
información: identificación y evaluación
Margareth Oliveira de Morais, Carlos Francisco Simões 
Gomes y Priscilla Cristina Cabral Ribeiro

Resumen

Esta investigación tiene como objetivo identifi-
car y evaluar activos intangibles en un universo de 
proyectos de tecnología de la información (TI) con 
173 profesionales de TI en Brasil. Los métodos de in-
vestigación seleccionados fueron la encuesta y la re-
visión de la literatura, caracterizados por un estudio 
exploratorio, teórico reflexivo, cualitativo y cuanti-
tativo. Hay activos intangibles recurrentes y nuevos 
en proyectos de TI identificados y ratificados por los 
resultados de la encuesta, ampliando la lista inicial. 
Entre los métodos evaluados, ninguno de ellos era 
totalmente adherente a la evaluación de activos intan-
gibles en proyectos de TI. Sin embargo, la relevancia 
del uso de métodos para evaluar los activos intangi-
bles relacionados con los proyectos de TI y sus benefi-
cios también se ratificó en la encuesta, lo que indica 
la necesidad de desarrollar métodos y herramientas 
específicos para este propósito.

Palabras clave: Evaluación; Identificación; Ac-
tivos Intangibles; Proyectos de Tecnología de la 
Información
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1Introduction

In recent years, the changes in the growth and stability of national econo-
mies refer to a gradual perspective involving new dimensions such as the 

significance of intangible assets for the growth of economies (Ökten et al., 
2019). The increasing value of intangibles such as knowledge, innovation, 
copyright, trademarks, brands and patents, virtualization of working, edu-
cation, and relationships improve the company’s competitiveness and profits 
(Labidi and Gajewski, 2019). 

According to Damodaran (2012), the intangible assets are related to hu-
man capital, technological vanguard, brand, or the workforce. The term “in-
tangible” can be applied to an asset or to a liability, and this asset would be 
the company’s bad reputation or an insecure work environment (Pastor et al., 
2017; Caldas, 2014). Hoss, Rojo, and Grapeggia (2010) joined the assets inte-
llectual capital, human capital and goodwill in a set named “era of knowle-
dge”, claiming that “intangible assets” is the term that best represents this 
category of assets. Hence, intangible assets are present in organizations and 
their projects, including those of Information Technology (IT), in which te-
chnology innovation has been changing the way that the information is used 
(Alonso Arévalo et al., 2014). Investment in information and communication 
technologies (ICT) and investment in intangible assets are key sources of 
growth in advanced economies (Chen, Niebel, and Saam, 2016).

Taking into account that there are risks in IT projects, the knowledge 
about intangible assets and the methods used to measure their value are fun-
damental to understand their impact on this kind of project, as well as the 
potential benefits. Besides, investing in IT – as a necessary intangible asset, ac-
cording to the large volume of data produced by various agents (Viera, 2017) 
– is risky, so to reduce this risk, it is necessary to adopt an effective evaluation 
plan for this kind of investment (Ribeiro, Scavarda, and Batalha, 2008). 

In order to contribute to the research about the subject, this paper aims 
to identify and evaluate intangible assets in a universe of Information Tech-
nology (IT) projects with 173 IT professionals in Brazil. The objectives of in-
ternational bibliography are often very narrow, and they cannot help the cor-
poration in the management of these resources. The bibliographic and field 
research will answer the secondary questions, as follow:

a) What characterizes an intangible asset?
b) What are the recurring intangible assets in IT projects?
c) What are the main methods for the evaluation of intangible assets?
d) What are the contributions and benefits generated by the application 

of intangible assets evaluation methods in IT projects and for the or-
ganization itself?
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Methodology

The methodology of this research consists of bibliographic (results are in Ta-
bles 1 and 2) and field research. The approaches are qualitative and quanti-
tative, and we chose a survey as a research method. The survey’s application 
was necessary to fill the information gaps caused by the absence of scienti-
fic papers that specifically addressed the research subject. Primary research 
sources were used in a logical-deductive approach, characterizing itself as an 
exploratory, theoretical-reflexive study. To identify the assets, it was necessary 
a bibliometric study, where we selected some papers to answer the objectives. 

Bibliometric Study

The bibliometric study carried out in this research followed some steps as 
Oliveira et al. (2019) and Gomes, Ribeiro and Freire (2018) presented on 
their papers. First, we searched some articles that are directly addressed to 
the research subject. After this step, the search and their results led to a se-
lection of articles indirectly related to the research topic, to obtain enough 
conceptual bases for the research’s development. Such theoretical reference 
aligned to survey outcomes allowed the construction of the knowledge about 
the research theme.

We searched the articles in three scientific databases: Scopus, Web of 
Science and SciELO, the time window at the time of the search was from July 
to January 2020, and 137 articles were reviewed. Besides the articles, it was 
also used books, thesis, manuals, and best market practices for the research 
accomplishment.

The constructs

The next step was to read and summarize the papers to present the cons-
tructs in two tables, the intangible assets in IT projects (Table 1) and the in-
tangible assets evaluation methods (Table 2), to answer the main and secon-
dary questions.
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Intangible Asset Source Concepts

Intellectual Capital Pastor et al. (2017); Hoss, 
Rojo, and Grapeggia (2010); 
OECD (2008) 

It includes human resources 
and capabilities, organizational 
competencies and “relational” 
capital, and is named as the “era 
of knowledge”.

Project Manager Experience/Perfor-
mance

Akintoye (2000); Berssaneti, 
Carvalho, and Muscat (2015); 
Maqbool et al. (2017)

It is the human side of project 
management and should be 
highlighted on identifying the 
skills, technical expertise, 
attributes, and qualities of the 
manager, and the availability of 
the appropriate supervisor.

Project Manager Leadership Muller and Turner (2017) This professional is the one who 
gathers skills at using tools with 
appropriate traits and behaviors.

Project Team Experience Akintoye (2000); Chaos 
(2015); Kang, Hahn, and
De (2017)

It is a variety of factors leading 
roles in successful construction 
projects, including the technical 
expertise of project teams, 
experience, communication 
skills, executive sponsorship, 
emotional maturity, user 
involvement, resources, flexible 
processes, modest execu-
tion, adequacy, experience, 
performance, projects sharing 
customer knowledge.

Project-based Work Organizational 
Culture

Allaire and Firsirotu (1984); 
Van Marrewijk (2007); Jetu, 
Riedl, and Roithmayr (2011); 
Agustiawan, Coffey, and 
Lamari (2019)

The influence of cultural pat-
terns in project team behavior, 
during the project life cycle, 
interaction among the members 
of a team to achieve a better 
project outcome.

Organizational Culture Oriented to 
Innovation and R&D

Hock, Clauss, and Schulz 
(2016); Tian et al. (2018)

When the novelty-oriented 
cultural values foster capabilities 
(strategic sensitivity, collective 
commitment, and resource 
fluidity) in favour of business 
model innovation. This model is 
influenced by different dimen-
sions of both organizational and 
national culture.

Technological Innovation Höflinger, Nagel, and Sandner 
(2018); Magelssen (2019)

It is the innovative performance 
of companies, evaluated by pa-
tents, and is a source of value 
creation for multinational com-
panies.
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Intellectual Property Sullivan (2000); Thum-Thy-
sen et al. (2017)

The core of what makes compa-
nies competitive, and thus vital 
for productivity and economic 
growth, and is one of the sustai-
nable competitive advantages 
that will build a company’s 
reputation and market share.

Brands Ahmad (2017); Bank, Yazar, 
and Sivri (2020)

It creates long-term competitive 
advantage, which implies su-
perior company value, and with 
other brand measures should 
be combined to improve the 
prediction accuracy of customer 
satisfaction.

Sponsorship Berssaneti, Carvalho, and 
Muscat (2015); Ökten et al. 
(2019)

This asset with project mana-
ger’s performance are critical 
factors for project success.

Corporate Governance Best Practices Jordão and Colauto (2013); 
Choudhary and Hoque 
(2004); Nazir and Afza 
(2018)

It is a system, which controls 
companies, intending to meet 
the corporation’s objectives, 
protecting all the stakeholders’ 
interest and rights.
It controls the opportunistic 
behavior of managers, leading 
the accounting earnings more 
reliable and more informative 
for the stakeholders and hence, 
increasing the company value.

Table 1. Intangible Assets in IT Projects

The intangible assets evaluation is somewhat complex (Pastor et al., 2017). 
There are several methods, but none is considered a universal standard. Ta-
ble 2 shows the most known method, according to Andriessen (2004) catego-
rization, and some methods that we found in this research.

Method Authors Aims

EVA (Eco-
nomic Value 
Added)

Stewart (1997); Hoss, Rojo, and Grapeggia 
(2010); Andriessen (2004); Kayo et al. 
(2006); Duffy (2000)

Improving the internal organization, mainly 
the decision making.
Generate financial reports to external 
stakeholders.
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Cost, market 
and income 
approaches

Andriessen (2004); Parr and Smith (1994); 
Reilly and Schweihs (1998)

Supporting companies or regulatory 
institutions to bureaucracy’s demands, and 
management decisions.

Market-to-
book ratio

Stewart (1997); Hoss, Rojo, and Grapeggia 
(2010); Andriessen (2004)

Improving the internal organization, and 
generating financial reports to external 
stakeholders.

Tobin’s Q Stewart (1997); Bontis, Crossan, and 
Hulland (2002); Wang (2013); Hoss, Rojo, 
and Grapeggia (2010); Andriessen (2004)

Measuring the performance of Intellectual 
Capital, improving the internal adminis-
tration, and generating financial reports to 
external stakeholders.

Calculated
intangible 
value

Stewart (1997); Luthy (1998); Hoss, Rojo, 
and Grapeggia (2010); Andriessen (2004)

Supporting companies or regulatory 
institutions to bureaucracy’s demands, 
management decisions.

Skandia 
navigator

Edvinsson and Malone (1997); Hoss, Rojo, 
and Grapeggia (2010); Andriessen (2004); 
Duffy (2000)

Improving the internal organization, and 
generating financial reports to external 
stakeholders by dynamic and differentiate 
data to reduce the informational asymmetry.

The Intan-
gible Asset 
Monitor

Sveiby (1997); Hoss, Rojo, and Grapeggia 
(2010); Andriessen (2004)

Improving the internal organization, and 
generating financial reports to external 
stakeholders.

IC ( Intellec-
tual Capital) 
index

Roos (1998); Hoss, Rojo, and Grapeggia 
(2010); Andriessen (2004); Duffy (2000); 
Massingham (2015); Calabrese, Costa, 
and Menichini (2013)

Capturing the maximum value of an 
individual’s knowledge, improving the value 
of organization.
Evaluating the impact of Intellectual Capital 
in value creation for organizations.
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Balanced 
Scorecard

Kaplan and Norton (1992); Hoss, Rojo, and 
Grapeggia (2010); Andriessen (2004); 
Boj, Rodriguez-Rodriguez, and Alfaro-Saiz 
(2014)

Measuring the organization’s performance, 
improving its results.
The Analytic Network Process (ANP) is a 
tool that assesses how intangible assets im-
pact the achievement of strategic objectives.

Business 
Model

Spender et al. (2013) Estimating the future value of intangible 
assets.

Organization 
reputation

Caldas (2014) Using The “Matrix of Intangible Elements”, 
the company can evaluate the response 
speed and the representativeness (ordering 
by weights) of intangible assets.

Patents Clausen and Hirth (2016); Adriano and 
Antunes (2017)

Measuring the gains for the value of intangi-
bles, such as patents.

The discoun-
ted cash 
flow model 
and the 
real options 
model

De Carvalho et al. (2019) The model assesses where the value of 
the asset is obtained by adding the present 
values of the projected cash flow, and the 
flexibility of the asset.

Table 2. Intangible Assets Evaluation Methods 
Source: adapted from Andriessen (2004)

The criteria used to select the assets are:

a) Information obtained integrally (or adapted) from scientific articles 
listed in the literature review;

b) Contributions resulting from the preliminary evaluation of the field 
research (survey);

c) Contributions based on the researchers’ professional experience as an 
IT project manager.
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The Step By Step Survey

Therefore, this is a type of “unidentified” survey, there is no way to identify 
the respondent or the organization where he/she works. The Survey intends 
to answer the four secondary research questions presented in the introduc-
tion, as we can see in Table 3.

Research questions Actions

What are the main intangible assets? Table 1

What are the recurring intangible assets in IT 
projects?

Table 1 and survey

What are the main methods for the evaluation of 
intangible assets?

Table 2 and survey

What are the contributions and benefits generated 
by the application of Intangible Assets evaluation 
methods in IT projects and for the organization itself?

Survey

 
Table 3. Actions performed to answer the secondary research questions

A questionnaire was developed and used as a data collection tool, in some steps:

 • First step: the initial list of recurring intangible assets in IT projects 
was created, as can be seen in Table 1. The used data collection tool is 
a questionnaire developed by the researchers and it has ten questions 
(open and closed);

 • Second step: the research statistical bases were defined, such as target 
audience, the universe of research, the margin of error and degree of 
confidence, type and size of the sample;

 • Third step: the first version of the questionnaire was analysed by the 
first group of 10 IT professionals. They work for public and private or-
ganizations located in Brazil. They presented and contributed to im-
proving the questionnaire with many suggestions;

 • Fourth step: the second group of IT professionals answered the ques-
tionnaire’s final version, thus characterizing itself as a pilot test of the 
research instrument;

 • Fifth step: we applied the questionnaire to the target audience, mainly 
by social networks;

 • Sixth step: refers to the analysis of results and the registry of main fin-
dings and conclusions.
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The questionnaire was supported by Survey Monkey® software. Due to ti-
me and budget constraints, the questionnaire was applied through LinkedIn 
and Facebook social networks, in specific groups, restricted to IT professio-
nals. It was also released via e-mail and WhatsApp. The link disclosure to ac-
cess the survey was preceded by a presentation text, describing the target au-
dience and survey proposal. As the questionnaire was answered, the results 
were automatically recorded, consolidated, stored and made available to the 
researcher on the Survey Monkey® software site (https://en.surveymonkey.
com/) under controlled access. In the Appendix, there are the questionnaire 
and the answers.

The target audience for this survey is IT professionals, who are residents 
in Brazil and have some experience in IT projects. For Sweeney, Thomas, 
and Anderson (2015), when the population is extremely large and contains 
elements generated in a continuous process, it can be classified as infinite. 
According to these authors, it is advisable to use “random” sampling for this 
type of population. However, due to the time, cost and survey applying me-
thod (through social networks), convenience sampling was chosen. The cha-
racteristics of the respondents are in Table 4.

Questions Answers

1. Region Southeast

2. He/she has academic IT education 74.49%

3. He/she acts professionally in IT area 84.69%

4. He/she has an experience as technicians / experts / consultants 75%

5. He/she has never acted in IT Projects 11.7%

6. He/she has more than 10 years of IT projects experience 36.73%

7. He/she does not have IT projects experience 11.73%

Table 4. The respondents’ characteristics

As the standard deviation is unknown, the sample size was calculated from 
a population proportion equal to 0.5, considering a confidence level of 95% 
and a margin of error equal to 7%. According to Sweeney, Thomas, and An-
derson (2015), the margin of error used to estimate a population proportion 
is up to 10%. The maximum value of the population proportion (p) was used 
to ensure that the sample size is enough for the desired margin of error to be 
preserved. Equation 1 shows how to calculate the sample size:
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                                                (1)

n = Sample size
p = Sample proportion
z α/2 = Z value defines the area of α/2 in the upper tail (normal distribution)
Confidence Level = 95%
E = margin of error 

For this research, equation 2 shows how we calculated the sample size:

                                                (2)

Based on the previous calculation (2), the target sample size is 196 respon-
dents, with a margin of error of 7%. Considering the maximum tolerated 
margin of error (10%), the minimum sample size would be 96 respondents.  

The survey data collection was closed on December 2018, and 197 res-
pondents answered the questionnaire. Through a comparative analysis of 
individual responses to questions 1, 3, 4 and 5, it was noticed that 24 respon-
dents did not fully correspond to the survey target audience profile (IT pro-
fessionals living in Brazil and having some experience in IT projects). Their 
respective individual questionnaires were identified, segregated and their 
answers were disregarded. After the data analysis, the sample size was adjus-
ted to 173 respondents, which implies a margin of error of around 7.5%. 

Results Analysis

Concerning to culture of projects, some respondents (28.3%) said that they 
work in organizations where it exists, but they do not have a project mana-
gement’s office. A percentage of 44.5% of respondents answered that they 
work in places where both culture and project management’s offices exist, 
with different control levels (low, medium and high). Thus, most of them 
(72.8%) work in an organization where there already is a developed project 
culture, which gives them maturity to participate in this research.
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Most of the respondents work in complex organizations, with large com-
panies standing out (46.8% of the total sample). In total, they are distribu-
ted between commerce (58.4%) and industry (30%), where there is a greater 
need to control the projects. Table 5 summarizes these results.

Question Answer Percentage

How is the project culture 
where you work?

There is not a project 
culture

27.2%

There is a project culture, 
but there are not project 
offices

28.3%

There are culture and 
project offices 

Low level 17.9%
44.5%Medium level 16.8%

High level 9.8%

What is the size of the com-
pany where you work?

Large 46.8%

Medium 13.3%

Small 13.3%

Micro 15%

Others 11.6%

What is the sector? Commerce 58.4%

Industry 30%

Others 11.6%

Table 5. The sizes and sectors of the organizations

During the application of the questionnaire, some intangible assets were su-
ggested by the respondents and they are in Table 6, such as IT Reputation, 
Agile Culture, Culture of IT Project Alignment to Corporate Strategic Plan-
ning, Meeting the Stakeholder Expectations, Specialized Knowledge About 
the Business/Project Delivery Area, Social Asset (sustainability). Some of 
the assets that are in the literature review are part of our background and 
were supported by some scientific sources, as we can see in Table 1.
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1Discussion

After the application of questionnaire, the validation of intangible assets – 
considered as recurrent in IT projects – was done, and the majority of them 
(12 in 17) were ratified with a level of adherence up to 70%, four assets were 
ratified between 60% and 70%, and just one asset showed a level between 
50% and 60%. The ranking was divided into three categories, according to 
the adherence levels, and to lead to analyze the relevance of these intangible 
assets in IT projects. 

The percentages were obtained from the data consolidation from eight 
question’s answers, adding for each asset the total percentage of each answer 
that connects at a higher or lower level to the IT projects. The scale is:

A – It is an intangible asset and could be present in all/ majority IT projects;
B – It is an intangible asset that could be present in many IT projects;
C – It is an intangible asset that could be present in some IT projects;

Table 6 presents the ranking of the assets and their levels.

 

Assets Ranking Levels

Project Team Experience 86.12 A

Intellectual Capital 84.4

Project Manager Experience/Performance 84.4

Specialized Knowledge About the Business/Project Delivery Area 83.82

Project Manager Leadership 82.08

Project-based Work Organizational Culture 78.03

Agile Culture 77.45

Meeting the Stakeholder Expectations 77.46

Technological Innovation 76.87

IT Reputation 73.99

Culture of IT Project Alignment to Corporate Strategic Planning 73.99

Corporate Governance Best Practices 73.99

Intellectual Property 65.32 B

Organizational Culture Oriented to Innovation and R&D 65.32

Sponsorship 65.31

Social Asset (sustainability) 61.27

Brands 52.6 C

Table 6. Ranking of the intangible assets - confirmation
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After that, the respondents suggested seven new intangible assets:

 • Organizational Process Assets;
 • Negotiation skills;
 • Culture for projects execution with multicultural teams;
 • Culture for projects execution with teams geographically distributed;
 • Project lessons learned;
 • Creativity;
 • Readiness and respect for projects deadlines and costs.

The second part of the research was to check the evaluation methods and if 
it is possible to identify contributions and benefits generated by the applica-
tion of Intangible Assets evaluation methods in IT projects and for the orga-
nization itself. These benefits can be cumulative. Thus, the respondent can 
assign one or more options, and they considered that the use of methods for 
evaluating intangible assets might contribute:

 • To a better IT projects evaluation (67.63%);
 • To a better IT projects risk assessment (59.54%); 
 • To a better organization evaluation (52.6%). 

A percentage of 21.96% has declared not able to evaluate or comment on the 
subject. A percentage of 2.89% considered the application of such methods 
irrelevant.

Conclusions

The research questions and objectives were satisfied, the recurrent intangi-
ble assets in IT Projects were identified (Table 1) and were ratified in survey, 
and new ones were identified, expanding the initial list.

The relevance of using methods to evaluate intangible assets in the con-
text of IT Projects and the benefits associated with this evaluation was also 
ratified in the survey, corroborating the assumptions supported by the re-
searcher.

Among the evaluated methods, none was identified as totally adherent to 
the evaluation of intangible assets in IT projects, which indicates the need to 
develop methods and tools for this purpose.

We did not find articles or other studies dealing specifically with the 
identification and evaluation of intangible assets in IT projects, just indirectly 
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1related material. This difficulty can be considered as an opportunity for such 
a study to be relevant to the scientific community and a stimulus for further 
research on the subject to be developed in the future.

Finally, the lack of studies on the subject and the difficulty in the objecti-
ve treatment of intangible assets within organizations and projects reinforce 
the need to reflect on their existence and relevance. The evaluation methods 
did not support the research, what leads us to understand that it is necessary 
to develop methods and tools that fully respond to identify, evaluate, measu-
re and manage them to take full advantage of the benefits they can generate.

Limitations and future research

The limitations of the research are related to apply open questions in a sur-
vey research method, the answers were not quite simple, hard to analyze in 
depth. Even though the sample has an appropriate number of respondents, 
they work in different sectors. If they are in the same sector, have the same 
size, and are the same agent of the supply chain (i.e, a producer, an industry 
or a retailer) the answers will allow the researchers to compare in the same 
scenario with similar conditions.

The future research can develop a new method to assess the intangible 
assets, searching for variables to build a set of them, in a sector, applying 
questionnaires in a multiple case study. To analyze the answers, the resear-
chers could use the content analysis.
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Appendix

Questionnaire and Answers

1) What Region do you live?
Brazil – South Region - 23
Brazil –Southeast Region - 148
Brazil –Middle West Region - 14
Brazil – Northeast Region - 8
Brazil – North Region - 3
If you live abroad, please inform what country do you live: 1 (Dubai)
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2) Are you graduate in Management Information Systems (or similar) major?
Yes - 146
No - 50
 
3) Do you work in Information Technology (IT) department/sector/area?
Yes - 166
No - 30
 
4) Please, select all the alternatives that describe your experience in IT projects: 
I have never worked in IT projects - 23
I work or I have already worked as technician/specialist/ consultant in IT projects - 147
I work or I have already worked as manager/leader of IT projects - 101
I work or I have already worked in IT projects as functional manager - 45
I work or I have already worked as program/portfolio manager in IT projects - 40
I work or I have already worked as sponsor in IT projects - 18
 
5) Please, inform your experience (time) in IT projects:
I do not have any experience in IT projects - 23
My experience in IT projects is less than 12 months - 17
My experience in IT projects is between 1 and 5 years - 43
My experience in IT projects is between 5 and 10 years - 41
My experience in IT projects is more than 10 years - 72
 
6) Please, select the alternative that features the project culture in the organization 
where you work currently:
There is not a project culture in the organization - 18
The project culture in the organization is embryonic - 29

There is a project culture, but there is not a project management’s office - 49
There is a support/advisory project management’s office (low control level) - 31
There is a project management control office (medium control level) - 29
There is a project management director office (high control level) - 17 

7) Please, select the alternative that features better the size of organization where you 
work (does not matter your employment bond):
Micro enterprise – Trade and Service – until 09 employees - 25
Small enterprise - Trade and Service – between 10 and 49 employees - 20
Medium enterprise - Trade and Service – between 50 and 99 employees - 17
Large enterprise - Trade and Service – more than 100 employees - 39
Micro enterprise – Industry – until 19 employees - 1
Small enterprise – Industry – between 20 and 99 employees - 3
Medium enterprise – Industry – between 100 and 499 employees - 6
Large enterprise – Industry – more than 500 employees - 42
Others - 20
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19) If you identify another intangible asset that could be present in IT projects and it 
was not mentioned in the question 8, please, write below (optional answer):
R: There are seven intangible assets suggested:

 • Organizational Process Assets;
 • Negotiation skills;
 • Culture for projects execution with multicultural teams;
 • Culture for projects execution with teams geographically distributed;
 • Project lessons learned;
 • Creativity;
 • Readiness and respect for projects deadlines and costs.

 
10) How do you consider the application of specific methods to assess the intangible 
assets, in the context of IT projects? Please, select all the alternatives that you consi-
der appropriate:

(  ) It can contribute to a better assessment of IT projects, in general - 118
(  ) It can contribute to a better risk assessment of IT projects - 104
(  ) It can contribute to a better assessment of the organization itself - 92
(  ) I do not consider relevant the use of method to assess intangible assets in IT 

projects - 5
(  ) I cannot assess, because I do not know methods for IT projects assessment - 

29
(  ) I know methods for intangible assets assessment, but I do not know how to 

opine - 9


