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Introduction: The literature indicates that there is a strong relationship
Why do some companies perform well, while others do not between competitiveness sources and enterprise’s performance.

(Collins, 2009). Does manufacturing competency of the firm have Some studies also show that different competitiveness sources

any influence on the success or failure of the firm? To what extent (such as manufacturing, research and development, and

does the manufacturing ability play a role in the growth and marketing) have different impacts on performance results

performance of a single manufacturing company? These are the (Droge et al, 1994; Li, 2000; Hitt and Ireland, 1985).

major questions that will be addressed in this study. Strategies are However, most of these studies have been conducted in a

formulated to determine the way in which organizations can move developed countries context. Very few studies have been done

from their current competitive position to a stronger one. This can for developing countries as well as none in India.

only be achieved by improving specific functional competencies The objectives of this study are:

(Feurer et al, 1994). e To empirically test the relationship between the
The Indian manufacturing sector experienced a strong dimensions of manufacturing competencies and the firm’s
resurgence in the last three years. It witnessed an average annual performance of manufacturing companies in India.

growth rate of around 10.13 per cent in 2004-07, compared to 5.7e  To provide the recommendations.

per cent during the preceding five years. Buoyed by this Literature review

impressive growth in the manufacturing sector, the Indian The purpose of this chapter is to provide a theoretical
economy grew at an average annual rate of 8.6 per cent in 2004-07  foundation that is relevant to the development of a conceptual
compared to just 5.4 per cent during 2000-04. Given, India’s stage model and hypotheses for this study.

of development, manufacturing would be considered to be the  Conceptual framework underlying the literature review:
engine of development. However, this is apparently not happening The Figure 1 shows the framework which is underlying

as the growth has been primarily driven by services. In fact,  the literature research. The key points of this framework are
Kochhar et. al. (2005) point out that the change in the share of highlighted as follow:

manufacturing in GDP in India between 1980 and 2000 has over The distinctive competencies of an organization arise from
time, it the share of value added by the manufacturing sector in  two complementary sources: its resources and capabilities. A
India's GDP has been stagnant. From 1965 to 2004 the decline in distinctive competency is unique strength that allows one
agriculture's share was nearly matched by the increase in service's company to achieve superior efficiency, quality, innovation or

share. However, the share of industry increased from 21 per cent customer responsiveness and thereby to attain a competitive
to 27 per cent but the increase in manufacturing sector's share was advantage.

only from 14 per cent to just over 16 per cent, over a period of 40 The primary objective of company’s strategy is to achieve
years. Surprisingly, the share of manufacturing sector has declined a competitive advantage.
since 1995 when it peaked at just over 18 per cent. It declined to Consequently, the company will earn a profit rate

15 per cent in 1999, before settling around 16 per cent in recent substantially above the industry average. Details of these

years. The contribution of the other components of industry,  concepts and relationship are presented in the following
namely, mining, construction, electricity, water and gas, has sections.

increased steadily from 6 per cent to 11 per cent.
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework underlying the literature
review (Source: Adapted from Hill and Jones, 2001, p.138)
Resources, capabilities and competencies:
Term and categories of resources:

The notion of resources was introduced into the strategic
management field in the 1970s when Ansoff (1965) categorized
skills and resources according to the major functional area, i.e.
research & development (R&D), operations, marketing, general
management and finance. But until the mid 1980s did the
concept of resources as a source of sustainable competitive
become dominant in the strategic field. There has been
resurgence of interest in the role of the firm’s resources as the
foundation for firm strategy. The firm’s resources can be
defined as stocks of available factors that are owned or
controlled by the firm. The final products or services are
produced by using a wide range of other firm assets and
bonding mechanisms such as technology, management
information  systems, incentive system, trust between
management and labour, and more (Amit and Schoemaker,
1993). Grant (1991) defined resources as the inputs into the
production process, which are the basis of analysis. To identify
resources, financial balance sheets are notoriously inadequate
because they disregard intangible resources and people-based
skills — probably the most strategically important resources of
the firm (Grant, 1991).Barney (1986, 1991) also suggested that
not all aspects of a firm’s physical capital, human capital, and
organizational capital are strategically relevant re-sources.
Company performance

Many of the perspectives that nominated the early thinking
concerning firm performance have their roots in traditional
economic theory with an emphasis on market power and
industry structure as determinants of firm performance
(Chadwick 1999; Chandler, 1994; Knight, 1997; Wiklund,
1999).For measuring a firm’s performance, objective and
subjective measures have been used.

The objective measures include measures such as return on
assets, market share, sales, export proportion, growth rates in
domestic and export sales growth. Similar measures are used by
previous researcher (e.g. Hitt et al., 1982, 1985). Similarly, the
subjective measures of performance include management’s
perceptions of productivity, profitability, market share, and
customer satisfaction relative to competitors. The possibility of
using subjective performance measures (the management
perceptions) was suggested by Dess and Robinson (1984) if the
accurate objective measures are unavailable. Subjective
measures of performance have been used by several researchers
(e.g. Li, 2000, Akimova, 2000).
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The Table 1 provides the review of performance measures
that have been used in competitive advantage research.

Author Performance measures used in research

Snow, Charles.C and Ratio of total income to total assets
Hrebi- niak, Lawrence.G

(1980)

Hitt, M.C, Ireland, D.R
and

Price earning; return on equity (ROE); return on

capital (ROC); sales volumes and earning per
Stadter, G (1982)
Share

Hitt, M.C and Ireland, Market return (Derived from geometric mean an-
D.R nual stock return; geometric mean annual risk free
rate and beta measure of systematic risk)

(1985)
Droge, C. and Vickery, Return on Investment (ROI) and ROI growth;
S.

Market share and market share growth
(1994)

Return on Sales (ROS) and ROS growth

Sharma, Bishnu. and Sales per employee; Return on Asset (ROA);
Fisher, Market share; Sales; Export proportion, growth
Tom. (1997) rates in domestic; Export sales growth;

Perceived performance: productivity, profitability;
customer satisfaction; market share)

Li, Ling. X. (2000) Sales volume;

Profit after tax

Market share
Return on Investment (ROI)

Akimova, Irina. (2000) Return on Investment (ROI)
Profit

Sales volume; Market share; cash flow

(Source: Author)

Conceptual framework, measurement
development and data collection

Recent studies show that only when a firm can convert its
functional competencies can become more competitive in the
market place (Evans and Lindsay, 1996; Hill and Jones, 2001;
Porter, 1990; Droge and Vickery, 1994; Li, 2000). Many
researchers have concluded that desired level of performance
cannot be achieved in organizations which fail to respond
effectively to relevant environmental demand (e.g., Lawrence
and Lorsch, 1967; Dill, 1976; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978;
Ansoff, 1979; Poter, 1980; Hitt et. al., 1982). Since environ-
mental demands vary across organizations, different firms may
have to emphasize the development of different mixes (or
combinations) of key functional area competencies (Corbert and
Wassenhove, 1993, Hitt et al., 1982, Li, 2000). In addition,
many researchers had emphasized the importance of an
integrative  perspective (Berry, Hill, Klompmaker and
McLaughlin, 1991; Droge and Vikery, 1994; Hitt et al., 1982,
1985, Li, 2000). Therefore, this study integrates several
functional competencies to examine the relationship between
sources of competitive advantage and organizational
performance. On the basis of the preceding discussion and the
synthesis of the existing literature, a proposed conceptual
framework for the current research is designed as shown in
Fig.2.

instrument
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Figure 2: A conceptual model of the relationship between
functional competencies and firm performance

Firm
performance

(Profitability and
Market Share)

Manufacturing
Competency

The specific hypothesis is presented as follow:

Hypothesis: There is a positive relationship between the
manufacturing competency and profitability performance.
Measurement instrument development

To do survey research, a survey instrument for this study is
to be scientifically developed. To begin with, a review of the
extensive literature on the four main concepts - including
manufacturing, marketing, research & development and human
resource and firm performance - were done to identify the key
is-sues and a draft of measurement instrument borrowed from
those of other re-searchers. This was followed by expert
interviews, which was performed to develop the valid survey
instrument for the research.

Independent variables

Independent variable that has been identified in the
conceptual framework presented in the previous section. They
include the manufacturing competency. The items used to
operationalize these four functional competencies in this study
were adopted from several studies of Clark, 1982; Conant et al.,
1990; Craig and Douglas, 1982; Droge et al., 1994; Evans and
Lindsay, 1996; Ha, 2002; Hayes and Wheelwright, 1984; Hitt
and Ireland, 1985; Li, 2000. Porter, 1980, 1985; Simerly, 1997;
Tunaly, 1992.

Dependent variables:

Previous studies show that there is no standard measure of
the firm’s performance (Droge et al, 1994; Hitt and Ireland,
1985; Li, 2000); Sharma and Fisher, 1997; Snow and Hrebiniak,
1980). Commonly used approaches include: market based
indicators and financial based indicators. However, getting
Asian companies to disclose their financial data is often
difficult and the data are not comparable across firms (Bae and
Lawler, 2000).

Expert opinion

In conducting the research, the survey questionnaire is
important to the quality of data. To ensure that complete and
correct constructs, expert opinion was conducted to decide
which items from among those adopted from previous studies
were most suitable for the survey questionnaire. The purpose of
doing it here was to assess the validity of questions for each
concept included in the questionnaire. Total eight experts were
invited to refine and validate measures for each concept. They
are four academic faculties from economics and management
department of University of Petroleum & Energy Studies, who
specialize in the four functional areas and four managing
directors of manufacturing companies. The four companies are
operating in four different industries including steel, cement,
textile, and automobiles. The experts asked to provide their
opinion on items used to measure each concept.

Questionnaire instrument:

Resulting from the intensive measurement instrument
development process, the questionnaire for respondents was
finally consolidated into three sections: personal and business
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details, firm performance and functional competencies. The first
section asks general information about the respondent and the
enterprise including company’s name, job title of respondent,
ownership, operating areas, years of operation, number of
employees, revenue and profit.In the second part were questions
related to the performance of the enterprise. The respondents
were asked to indicate their level of firm performance in
comparison to other organizations that do the same kind of
work.The third part was related to the functional competencies.
In this section, a total of twenty-five statements were used to
measure the four functional competencies. The respondents
were asked to indicate the degree to which their firms would
employ the practices commonly seen in the four functional
areas.

Data collection and assessment

Data collection

There is no collected data source from previous research
conducted on the same content and context as those of this
study. Primary data is therefore imperative for the study.
Primary data for this study was gathered from manufacturing
companies located in India.

Target population and sample design

This study focused on the manufacturing companies in
India. The manufacturing companies in India were identified
through database of CII. It provides the list of companies
operating in India, their contact address, their type of business,
and their type of ownership. Here 725 manufacturing
companies were randomly chosen to send the questionnaires.
The survey

A mail survey was conducted during May and July 2009.
Data collection proceeded by calling randomly the targeted
respondents in order to confirm their mail-address, inform them
about the study and to encourage them to respond. A total of
725 questionnaires were then sent by mail to the 725
manufacturing companies. Each mail includes a letter of
introduction, a questionnaire and a mailed back written address
envelop with a stamp for respondent to mail back when they
complete the questionnaire. Consequently 125 questionnaires
were mailed back at gross response rate of 17.24%. Total
number of used questionnaire is 110 achieving respondent rate
of 15.17%.

Data assessment
Data examination and exploration

Data entry started with the development of a coding plan
for the question items in the questionnaire. This plan was used
to define variables in SPSS. The next step was the key-in of
questionnaire responses in the defined SPSS data spreadsheet.
With the dataset built, examination and exploratory procedures
were conducted to screen the data for possible outliners. The
database was examined and had indicated that the missing
values were distributed at random. According to Hair et al.,
(1999), this situation of missing data was acceptable for
multivariate data analysis.

The Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated for each functional
and performance construct and shown in Table 3.3.All the
items in these functional constructs exceeded the item-to-total
correlation criteria of 0.35. At the same time, the Cronbach’s
Alpha for these constructs was 0.858 (manufacturing); 0.87
(marketing); 0.803 (research and development) and 0.909
(human resource) respectively, which indicates that they highly
met the requirement by Nunnally (1978).
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Table 2: KMO and Barltlett’s test for functional
competencies and  performance
KMO and Barltlett’s test Functional Organizational
competencies Performance
KMO Measure of Sampling 0.876 0.834
Adequacy
Barltlett’s Approx Chi- 1425.366 453.526
test
of Square
Sphericity
d.f 231 10
Significance .000 .000

Table 3: Reliability analysis of Manufacturing competency
and organizational performance

Manufacturing management (a=0.858) 0.858
Modernization of on-going plant

program 0.758 0.830

capacity utilization 0.757 0.829

Quality Control 0.728 0.818

(Manufacturing Process)
Inventory Control 0.656 0.834
Providing an effective equipment maintenance

& replacement 0.633 0.845

Production, material & overhead cost  0.631 0.841
Table 4: Reliability analysis of functional competencies and
organizational performance (cont.)

Cronbach's
LoadingCronbach’s alpha if
factor  alpha item deleted
Organizational performance
Profitability performance (¢=0.942) 0.942
ROA 0.910 0.913
ROE 0.893 0.892
Profit before tax 0.785 0.939
Market performance (¢=0.759) 0.759
Market share 0.864
Sales growth 0.788

The assessment of the item-to-total correlation concerning
profitability and market performance is presented in Appendix
4. It is also noted that all the items of these two performance
constructs also exceeded the item-to-total correlation criteria of
0.35. The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the profitability and
market performance was computed to be at 0.942 and 0.759
respectively. This indicates that the reliability for those items
satisfied the Nunnally’s requirement. In summary, the values of
item-to-total correlation and Cronbach’s Alpha found for each
construct indicated that each construct was strongly reliable
measure.

Data analysis and hypotheses testing
Factor analysis

In this research, a total 6 variables of functional
competency and five variables of organizational performance
were identified from the literature. As suggested by Hair et. al.,
(1999) factor analysis should be used to analyze and create a
new set of variables.

Significance of the factor loadings

In interpreting the factor analysis solution, a decision must
be made regarding which factor loadings are worth considering.
Factor loading are the correlations between original variables
and the factors.

The magnitude at which the factor loadings are significant
depends on the sample size and the tolerance of two types of
errors. With an aim of obtaining a power level of 80 per cent,
we need .05 significance level.

Table 4.1 contains the sample size necessary for each level
of factor loadings to be considered significant.
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Table 5: Guidelines for identifying significant factor

loadings based on sample size
No Factor loading  Sample size needed

1 .30 350
2 .35 250
3 40 200
4 45 150
5 50 120
6 .55 100
7 .60 85
8 .65 70
9 .70 60
10 .75 50

Note: Significance is base on a .05 significant level (o) and a
power level of $=0.80
Source: Hair et al., 1998, p.112

As shown in Table 4.1, for significance, a sample size of
100 requires a loading value of at least 0.55. Similarly, a
loading of 0.50 demands a larger sample size of 120.
Obviously, no entry is available for the sample size of 110.50
and 0.55. As an exploratory decision rule, any value falling
short of 0.50 was considered not significant at the size of 110.
Appropriateness of factor analysis

Since the objective of factor analysis is to identify
interrelated sets of variables, the key requirement for the
appropriateness of its application, from the statistical viewpoint,
is the presence of correlations among the variables (Hairs et. al.,
1998). In this study, two statistical procedures were conducted
to examine the appropriateness of factor analysis. The first one
was the Bartlett test of sphericity for the presence of
correlations among variables. Table 3.1 shows the significance
value was 0.000 (<0.05) for both functional competencies and
organizational performance. This means that the variables are
correlated highly enough to provide a reasonable basis for
factor analysis (Leech et. al., 2005).The second one was the
KMO measure of sampling adequacy to quantify the degree of
inter-correlations among the variables and the appropriateness
of factor analysis. This measure is an index taking value from 0
to 1 and can be constructed with the following guidelines: 0.80
or above, meritorious; 0.70 or above middling; 0.60 or above,
mediocre; 0.5 or above, miserable; and below 0.50,
unacceptable (Hair et al., 1998). In this study, the KMO
measures was 0.867 for functional competencies and 0.834 for
performance (Table 3.1), falling right on the mark of the
meritorious range. In conclusion, all of the statistical indications
provided a very sound support for the appropriateness of the
factor analysis. The next part delves into the search for
meaningful factor solution for functional competencies and
organizational performance.

Descriptive analysis of manufacturing management

In general, the respondents have evaluated the activities of
manufacturing management well. The overall means of all six
items were varied from 3.68 to 4.07. They have much
emphasized ‘providing an on going plant modernization
programme’ (mean = 4.07).

They have also done rather well ‘controlling manufacturing
process quality’ (mean = 3.90), ‘managing production, material
& overhead cost’ (3.88), and ‘using capacity utilization’ (mean
=3.87).

However the two remaining items ‘creating an effective
equipment maintenance & replacement’ (mean = 3.79) and
‘control-ling material and inventory’ (3.68) were assessed
relatively lower.
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Table 6: Manufacturing management

Items (*) N [Means|Good & very good (%0)
Providing an on going plant moder-
nization programme [110] 4.07 83.64
Using capacity utilization 110 3.87 70.91
Controlling manufacturing process
Quality [110] 3.90 70.00
Managing production, material &
overhead cost [109] 3.88 69.72
Creating an effective equipment
maintenance & replacement  [110| 3.79 65.45
Controlling material and inventory [L10] 3.68 60.91

(*) Highest score is 5

The percentages of respondents perceived their
manufacturing performance as good and very good were high
and varied from 60.91% to 83.64%.

Table 7: Summary of hypothesis testing

Hypothesis| Description Result of Hypothesis
testing
There is a positive relationship between the
H1 manufacturing competency and profitability Supported

performance

It was found that those manufacturing companies in India
putting more emphasis on marketing, on research &
development and on human resource competencies can expect
to earn higher profitability and market performance. The study
also found the positive and significant relationship between
manufacturing competency and profitability. These findings are
consistent with study of Droge and et al. (1994) and Li (2000).
The empirical study of Droge found positive relationship
between marketing, research and development and production
with market share, ROI, ROl growth, ROS and ROS growth
(1994).
Limitations

There are some limitations that need to be mentioned.
Future studies are likely to benefit if some limitations of the
present study are examined. First, studies on samples are
seldom conducted without any intention to generalize the results
to the whole population to which the samples belong (Coo-per
and Schindler, 2001). Not all sampling techniques allow this
generalization. The most known, comprehensive and pervasive
technique is perhaps the simple random sampling in which each
possible sample of a given size is equally like to be the one
selected (Newbold, 1999). Second, perceptual performance was
used in the study instead of objective measure. Although
previous studies showed a positive association between
objective and perceptual performance (Geringer and Hebert,
1991; Powell, 1992), the latter is not able to fully reflect the real
firm performance. Objective performance data is very difficult
to obtain but it is the better approach to determining the success
of the companies (Pothukuchi et.al, 2002).Third, the validity of
the findings regarding the relationship between four functional
competencies and firm performance may be hampered by the
fact that data on functional practices and organizational
performance were collected at the same point in time.
Consequently, the direction of causality between the two cannot
be specified definitely. However, causality cannot be
established without longitudinal data. Future research effort is
urged to collect longitudinal data to confirm the causal
relationship between four function’s competencies and firm
performance. Lastly, firm performance may be affected by
various other extraneous variables not accounted for in this
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study. It would be beneficial to examine the myriad of firm
performance by taking external conditions like the economic
and legal situation into account.
Recommendations for future research

While this study was able to provide additional insight into
four functional competencies and its relationship with firm
performance, it also revealed areas that would benefit from
further research. First, this study focused only on four functions
of manufacturing companies. Future research could thus focus
on the other functions such as finance, planning, controlling....
By doing so, a better and fuller understanding on the effects of
functional competencies on firm performance may be achieved.
Second, there is a strong need for longitudinal research. A
longitudinal analysis of a group of companies over time would
provide data to address at least two research questions: 1) is
there a time lag between investing in functional competencies
and achieving an expected performance, and 2) is there a
particular order in which these investments should be made.
Third, this study failed to support one of the proposed
hypotheses related to the relationship between manufacturing
and firm performance. The results of this study future research
might be extended to other industries like service and to other
countries both developing and industrialized.
References:
o Akimova, 1. (2000), “Development of Market Orientation and
Competitiveness of Ukrainian Firms”,European Journal of
Marketing,Vol.34, 1ss.9/10, p.1128-1148.
e Amit, R. and Schoemaker, P.J.H. (1993), “Strategic Assets
and Orga-nizational Rent”, Strategic Management Journal,
Vol.14, Iss. 1, p. 34- 46.
e Anderson, E. (1990), “Two Firms One Frontier: On
Assessing Joint Venture Performance”, Sloan Management
Review, p.19-24.
e Andrews, K.R.; Christensen, C.R. and Bower, J.L. (1965),
Business Policy: Text and Cases, Irwin, Illinois.
e Ansoff, H.I. (1965) “Corporate Strategy”, New York:
McGraw-Hill.
o Ansoff, H.I. (1979), “Strategic Management”, Macmillan,
London.
e Bae, J. and Lawler, J.J. (2000), “Organizational and Human
Resource Management Strategies in Korea: Impact on Firm
Performance in an Emerging Economy”, Academy of
Management Journal, VVol.43, No.3,p.502-517.
e Barker, G.; Robert, G.; and Kevin, J.M. (1993), “Matrix
Management: Not a Structure, a Frame of Mind”, Harvard
Business Review, July-
e August, p.138-145.
e Barney, J.B. (1986), “Organizational culture: Can it be a
source of Sustained Competitive Advantage?”, Academy of
Management Re-view, Vol.11, Iss.3, p.656-665.
e Barney, J.B. (1991), Firm Resources and Sustained
Competitive Ad-vantage, Journal of Management, Vol.17,
Iss.1, p.99-120.
e Berry, W.L.; Hill, T.; Klompmaker, J.E.; and McLaughlin,
C.P. (1991), “Linking Strategy Formulation in Marketing and
Operations: Em-pirical Reseach”, Journal of Operations
Management, Vol.10, Iss.3, p.294-302.
e Brislin,R.(1970), “Back-translation  for
Research”,
o Journal of Applied Research, 1, p.185-216.

Cross-cultural



1771

e Campbell, A.; Goold, M.; and Alexander, M. (1995),
“Corporate Strat-egy: The Question for Parenting Advantage”,
Harvard Business Review, Vol.73, Iss.2, p.120-132.Capon, N.;
Farley, J.U. and Hoenig, S. (1990), “Determinants of Fi-nancial
Performance: A Meta-Analysis”. Management Science,

¢ Vo0l.36, Is5.10, p.1143-1159.

e Caves, R.R (1984), “Economic Analysis and the Quest for
Competitive Advantage”, American Economic Review, Vol.74,
Iss.2, p.127-132.

e Chadwick, K. (1999), “An Emperical Analysis of The
relationship Among EO, Organizational Culture and
Performance”, UMI Micro-form number 990468.

e Chan, F.T.S. and Qi, H.J. (2003), “An Innovative
Performance Mea-surement Method for Supply Chain
Management”, Supply Chain Management, Vol.8, Iss.3/4,
p.209-223.

e Chandler, A.D. (1962), “Strategy and Structure: Concepts in
the His-tory of the Industrial Enterprise”, MIT Press, Casender,
MA.

e Chandler, G. and Hanks, S. (1994), “Market Atractiveness,
Resource-Based Capabilities, Venture Strategies and Venture
Performance” Journal of Business Venturing, Vol.9, lIss.4,
p.331-349.

e Clark, J.T. (1982), “Selling Top Management -
Understanding the Financial Impact of Manufacturing
Systems”, American Production and Inventory Control Society
Conference Proceedings, Fall Church,VA.

e Cleveland, G.; Schroeder, R.G. and Anderson, J. C. (1989),
“A Theory of production Competence”. Decision Sciences,
Vol.20, Iss.4, p. 655- 668.

e Collis, D.J. and Montgomery, C.A. (1995), “Competing on
Resources: Strategy in the 1990s”. Harvard Business Review,
Vol.73, Iss.4, p.118- 128.

e Conant, J.S. and Mokwa, M.P. and Varadarajan, P.R. (1990),
“Strategic Types, Distinctive Marketing Competence and
Organizational Performance: A multiple Measures-Based
Study”. Strategic Management Journal, Vol.11, Iss.5, p.365-
383.

e Capon, N.; Farley, J.U. and Hoenig, S. (1990), “Determinants
of Financial Performance: A Meta-Analysis”. Management
Science, Vol.36, 1ss.10, p.1143-1159.

e Caves, R.R (1984), “Economic Analysis and the Quest for
Competitive Advantage”, American Economic Review, Vol.74,
Iss.2, p.127-132.

e Chadwick, K. (1999), “An Empirical Analysis of The
relationship Among EO, Organizational Culture and
Performance”, UMI Micro-form number 990468.

e Chan, F.T.S. and Qi, H.J. (2003), “An Innovative
Performance Measurement Method for Supply Chain
Management”, Supply Chain Management, Vol.8, 1ss.3/4,
p.209-223.

e Chandler, A.D. (1962), “Strategy and Structure: Concepts in
the History of the Industrial Enterprise”, MIT Press, Casender,
MA.

e Chandler, G. and Hanks, S. (1994), “Market Atractiveness,
Resource-Based Capabilities, Venture Strategies and Venture
Performance” Journal of Business Venturing, Vol.9, Iss.4,
p.331-349.

e Clark, J.T. (1982), “Selling Top Management -
Understanding the Financial Impact of Manufacturing

Rameshwar Dubey et al./ Elixir Prod. 30 (2011)1766-1773

Systems”, American Production and Inventory Control Society
Conference Proceedings, Fall Church, VA.

e Cleveland, G.; Schroeder, R.G. and Anderson, J. C. (1989),
“A Theory of production Competence”. Decision Sciences,
Vol.20, Iss.4, p. 655- 668.

e Collis, D.J. (1994), “Research Note: How Valuable are
Organizational Capabilities?”. Strategic Management Journal,
Vol.15, p.143-152.

e Collis, D.J. and Montgomery, C.A. (1995), “Competing on
Resources: Strategy in the 1990s”. Harvard Business Review,
Vol.73, Iss.4, p.118- 128.

e Conant, J.S. and Mokwa, M.P. and Varadarajan, P.R. (1990),
“Strategic Types, Distinctive Marketing Competence and
Organizational Per-formance: A multiple Measures-Based
Study”. Strategic Management Journal, Vol.11, Iss.5, p.365-
383.

e Evans, J.R. and Lindsay, W.M. (1996), “The Management
and Control of Quality”, 3" ed., West Publishing Co., StPaul,
MN.

e Feurer, R. and Chaharbaghi, K. (1994), “Defining
Competitiveness: A Holistic Approach”, Management Decision,
Vol.32, Iss.2, p.49-58.

e Flint, G.D. (2000), “What is the Meaning of Competitive
Advantage”,

e Advances in Competitiveness Research, Vol.8, Iss.1, p.121-
129.

e Gaither, N. and Frazier, G. (1999), “Production and
Operations Man-agement”, 8" Ed., International Thomson
Publishing.

e General Statistics Office, 1999, “Statistical Yearbook of India
—1999”, Statistical Publishing House.

e General Statistics Office, 2005, “Statistical Yearbook of India
—2005”, Statistical Publishing House.

e George, G. (1997), “The Effect of Knowledge Competence
and Stra-tegic Network on Firm Performance: Study of
Biotechnology Firm”, UMI Microform number 9803853.

e Geringer, M.J. and Hebert, L. (1991), “Measuring
Performance of In-ternational Joint Ventures”, Journal of
International Business Studies, Vol.22, Iss.2, p.249-261.

e Ghemawat, P. 1986,”Sustainable advantage”, Harvard
Business Re-view, VVol.64, 1ss.5, p.53-58.

e Goodman, R.A. and Lawless, M.W. (1994), “Technology and

Strategy: Conceptual Models and Diagnostic”, Oxford
University Press, New York.
e Goodman, R.A. and Pennings, JM. (1977), “New

Perspectives on Or-ganizational Effectiveness”, San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

e Grant, RM. (1991). “The Resource-Based Theory of
Competitive Advantage: Implication for Strategy Formulation”.
California Man-agement Review, Vol.33, No.3, p.114-135.

e Green, S. and Mulaik, S.A. (1977), “An Interactive Model of
New Venture Formation”. Journal of Small Business
Management, Vol.26, No.3, p.1-7.

e Ha, T.T. (2002), Dissertation No. SM-02-04 “Entrepreneurial
Orien-tation, Business Strategies and Firm Performance: A
Comparative Study of Small and Medium Scale Enterprises in
India and Thailand”, Asian Institute of Technology, Bangkok,
Thailand.

e Hai, N.V (1997), "Conflicts in Joint Ventures in
India”.Under-standing International Joint Ventures in India,



1772

The Management of Technology Information Center; School of
Management  and Swiss-AlT-Vietnam; Management
Development Program. Editor Fredric, W.S.

e Hair, J.F.; Anderson, R.E.; Tatham, R.L. and Black, W.C.
(1998), “Multivariate Data Analysis”, Upper Saddle River, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall International, Inc.

e Hair, J.F.; Rolph, E.; Anderson, R.E.; Ronald, L.T.; and
William, C.B (1999), “Multivariate Data Analysis”, Englewood
Cliffs, N.J. Prentice-Hall International, Inc.

e Hair, J.F. (1995), “Multivariate Data Analysis”, Prentice-Hall
International, Inc.

e Hamel, G. (1994), “The Concept of Core Competence, in
Competence-based Competition”, Gary Hamel and Aime
Heene, eds., John Wiley & Sons, West Sussex, England.

e Hayes, R.H. and Wheelwright, S.C. (1984), “Restoring Our
Competitive Edge: Competing Through Manufacturing”, John
Wiley & Son.

e Henderson, B.D. (1979), “Henderson on Corporate Strategy”,
Abt Associaties Inc, Cambridge, Mass.

e Hill, C.W.L. and Jones, G.R. (2001), “Strategic Management:
An In-tegrated Approach”, (5" ed.), Houghton Mifflin
Company.

e Hitt, M.A. and Irelend, R.D. (1985), “Corporate Distintive
Compe-tence, Strategy, Industry and Performance”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol.6, 1ss.3, p.273-293.

o Hofer, C.W. and Schendel, D. (1987), “Strategy Formulation:
Analyt-ical Concepts”, St. Paul, West Publishing.

e Hoffman, N.P. (2000), “An examination of the Sustainable
Competi-tive Advantage concept: Past, Present, and Future”,
Academy of Marketing Science, Vol.2000, p.1.

e Johnson, G. and Scholes, K., (1993), Exploring Corporate
Strategy — Text and Cases, Prentice-Hall, London.

e Kaiser, H. (1958), “The Varimax Criteria For Analytical
Rotation in Factor Analysis” Psychometrika. 22: 187-200.

e Knight, G.A. (1997), “Firm Orientation and Strategy Under
Regional Market Integration”, International Executive, VVol.39,
Iss.3, p.351-74.

e Lado, A.A. and Wilson, M.C. (1994), “Human Resource
System and Sustained Competitive Advantage: A Competence-
based Perspec-tive”, Academy of Management Review, Vol.14,
Iss. 4, p. 699-727.

e Lawrence, P.R. and Lorsch, J.W. (1967), “Differentiation and
Integra-tion in Complex Organizations”, Administrative Science
Quarterly,

e \Vol.12, pp.1-47.

e Leech, N.L; Barrett, K.C. and Morgan, G.A. (2005), “SPSS
for Inter-mediate Statistic Use and Interpretation”, ond ed,
Lawrence Erlbaum Associate, United State of America.

e Leonard-Barton, D. (1992), “Core Capabilities and Core
Rigidities: A Paradox in Managing new Product Development”,
Strategic Management Journal, Vol.13, Iss. Special issue
(summer), p.111-125.

e Li, L.X. (2000), “An Analysis of Sources of Competitiveness
and Performance of Chinese Manufacturers”, International
Journal of Operations and Production Management, Vol.20,
Iss.3, p.299-315.

e Long, C. and Vickers-Koch, M. (1995), “Using Core
Capabilities to Create Competitive Advantage”, Organizational
Dynamics, Vol.24, Iss.1.p.7-22.

Rameshwar Dubey et al./ Elixir Prod. 30 (2011)1766-1773

e Newbold, P. (1999), “Statistics for Business and Economics”
4" ed, Prentice Hall-International.

e Nobel, M.A. (1995), “Manufacturing Strategy: Testing the
Cummulative Model in a Multiple Country Context”. Decision
Sciences, Vol.

e 26, Iss.5, p.693-721.

« Nunnally, J.C (1978), Psychometric Theory, 2™ ed, New
York: McGraw-Hill.

o Pfeffer, J., and Salancik, G. (1978), “The external Control of
Organizations”, Harper & Row, New York.

e Porter, M.E. (1980), “Competitive Strategy: Techniques for
Analyzing Industries and Competitors”, New York: The Free
Press.

e Porter, ML.E. (1985), “Competitive Advantage: Creating and
Sustaining Superior Performance” New York: The Free Press.

e Porter, ML.E. (1990), “The Competitive Advantage of
Nations”, New York: The Free Press.

e Porter, M.LE. (1991), “Toward a Dynamic Theory of
Strategy”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol.12, Iss. Winter,
p.95-117.

e Pothukuchi, V. K.; Damanpour, F.; Coi, J.; and Seung, H.P.
(2002), “National and Organizational Culture differences and
International Joint Venture performance”, Journal of Business
Studies, Vol. 33, No.2, p.243-265.

e Powell, T.C. (1992), “Organizational Alignment as a
Competitive Advantage”, Strategic Management Journal,
Vol.13, p.551-558.Prahalad, C.K and Hamel, G. (1990), “The
Core Competence of the Corporation”, Harvard Business
Review, vol. 68, No. 3, p. 79-91. Quang, T. (2001), “Vietnam
The Quest for Improving Competitiveness” in T. Quang (ed.),
Vietnam: gearing up for integration. Bangkok: SAV-SOM Joint
Publishing, pp.1-14.

e Quang, T. and Thang, L.C. (2004), “HRM in Vietnam” in
Budhwar, P.S. (ed), managing Human Resources in Asia
Pacific, London and New

e York: Routledge, p.173-199.

e Ramanujam, V. and Venkatraman, N. (1984), “An inventory
and criti-que of Strategy Research Using PIMS Database”.
Academy of Man-agement, Vol.9, Iss.1, p.138-151.

e Reed, R. and DeFillippi, R.J (1990), “Causal Ambiguity,
Barriers to imitation, and Sustainable Competitive Advantage”,
Academy of Management Review, VVol.15, Iss., p.88-102.

e Rolstadas, A. (1998), “Enterprise Performance
Measurement”, International Journal of Operation and
Production Management, Vol.18,1ss.9/10,p.989-999.

e Selznick, P. (1957), “Leadership in Administration: a
Sociological Interpretation”, Harper and Row, New York.

e Sharma, B. and Fisher, T. (1997), “Functional Strategies and
Competitiveness; An Emperical Analysis Using Data from
Australian  Manufacturing”, Benchmarking for Quality
Management and Technology, Vol .4, 1ss.4. p.286-294.

e Simerly, R.L. (1997), “Human Resource Management and
Economic Performance: a Strategic Management Approach”,
International Journal of Management, Vol. 14, Iss.2, pp.282-
291.

e Skinner, W. (1969), ‘“Manufacturing — Missing Link in
Corporate Strategy”, Harvard Business Review, May-June,
pp.136-145.

e Skinner, W. (1985), “Manufacturing: The Formidable



1773 Rameshwar Dubey et al./ Elixir Prod. 30 (2011)1766-1773

Competitive Weapon”, J. Wiley & Sons, New York, NY.

e Snow, C.C. and Hrebiniak, L.G. (1980), “Strategy,
Distinctive Competence, and Organizational Performance”,
Administrative Science Quaterly, Vol. 25, Iss. 2, p.317-335.

o Stalk, G.; Evans, P. and Schulman, L.E. (1992). “Competing
on Capabilities: The New Rules of Corporate Strategy”.
Harvard Business Review, Vol. 70, Iss. 2, P.57-69.

o Swierczek, F.W. (1999), “Key Success Factors for Small and
Medium Business Entrepreneurs in Thailand”, Bankok
AITSOM working pa-per.

e Teece, DJ.; Rumelt, R.; Dosi, G. and Winter, S. (1994),
“Understanding Corporate Coherence: Theory and Evidence”,
Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, Vol.23, Iss.1,
p.1-30.

e Thang, L.C. (2004), Dissertation No. SM-04-07 “Managing
Human Resources in Vietnam: An Emperical Study of an
Economy in Transition”, Asian Institute of Technology, Bankok,
Thailand.

e Thompson J.A.A. and Strickland III, A.J. (1996), “Strategic
Management: Concepts and Case”, 9™ edition, Irwin.

e Troberg, P. (1994) “Global Currency Unit: a Balanced
Approach to Performance Evaluation in Multinational
Enterprises”http://www.shh.fi.depts/redovis/research/
ptgcu94/ptgcu2.html.

e Tunaly, C. (1992), “Manufacturing Strategy — Plans and
Business Performance”, International Journal of Operation &
Production Man-agement, Vol.12, No.3, pp.4-24.

e Ulrich, D. and Lake, D. (1990), “Organizational capacity:
Competing From the Inside Out”, John Wiley & Sons, New
York.

e Venkataraman, S. and Vasudevan, R. (1986), “Measurement
of Busi-ness Performance in Strategy Research: a Comparison
Approach-es”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 11, Iss. 4,
p.801-814.

e Venkatraman, N. (1990). “Performance Implications of
Strategic Co-alignment: A methodological Perspective”,
Journal of Management Studies, VVol.27, iss.1, p.19-41.

e Waggoner, D.B.; Neely, A.D. and Kennerly, M.P. (1999),
“The Forces That Shape Organizational Performance
Measurement ~ Systems: an Interdisciplinary  Review”,
International Journal of production Eco-nomics, Vols. 60-61,
pp.53-60.

o Wernerfelt, B.A. (1984), “A Resource-based View of the
Firm”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol.5, Iss.2, p.171-180.
e Wiklund, J. (1999), “The sustainability of the Entrepreneural
Orientation — Performance Relationship” Entrenreneurship
Theory and Practice, Vol.24. Iss.1, p.37-48.

e Yamoah, F.A. (2004), “Source of Competitive Advantage:
Differential Catalytic Dimensions”, Journal of American
Academy of Business, Vol.4, Iss.1/2, p.223-227.



