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Abstract: This research examined the impacts of mntellectual capital on mnovation capability leading to sustain
competiive advantage mn the context of Thailand industrials. Using the resource-based view of the firms,
interconnections of the intellectual capital components and innovation capability were created as ways of
understanding sustain competitive advantage. The model was tested using data collected from survey of 62
across different Thailand industrials and statistics based on regression analysis. The variables 1 model were
measured by a number of scale items. Both reliability and validity were demonstrated. Regression analysis
showed that components of intellectual capitals (human, structural and relational capital) have positive impacts
on innovation capability and innovation capability positively affects sustain competitive advantage. These
findings will help managers to design and manage mtellectual capitals to enhance the innovation capability in
the organization and to mcrease sustain competitive advantage.
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INTRODUCTION

Edvinsson and Malone (1997) represents that
intellectual capital is information and knowledge for create
value. Ramezan (2011) mentioned IC as 1s used to create
and enhance the organizational value and ability to
manage the resource of company. Thus, many researchers
focus on mtellectual capital as it was an asset of
organization that leads to company’s competitive
advantage (Stewart, 1997, Roos and Roos, 1997).

This research attempted to integrate a Resource
Based View (RBV) model by identifying intellectual capital
of organizations. The RBV of firms 15 based on the
concept of economic rent and the view of the company as
a collection of capabilities. Resources are all assets,
capabilities, organizational processes, firm attributes,
mformation, knowledge, etc., controlled by a firm that
enable the firm to conceive of and implement strategies
that improve its efficiency and effectiveness (Barney,
1991). Despite the calls for mcreased understanding of
intellectual capital issue, empirical literature in Thailand is
sparse. This research therefore, attempted to address
these gaps. The main aim was to gain an understanding of
the effect of intellectual capital to orgamzation with an
emphasis on development for competitive advantage.

The purpose of this research was also to develop and
to test a theoretical frameworle for explaining the
mtellectual capital, affects mnovation capability which in

turn having impacts on sustain competitive advantage. In
this research, the aim of the study was to answer the
question what is the impact of intellectual capital on
innovation capability leading to sustain competitive
advantage?

Literature reviewand research hypotheses
Intellectual capital: A definition of Intellectual Capital
(IC) 13 something firms can not touch but makes firms rich
(Stewart, 1991, 1997). Bueno ef al. (2004) define IC as a
collection of intangible assets enable by an organization.
Edvinsson and Malone (1997) believe that IC is the asset
of knowledge, applied organizational
technology, customer relationships and professional skills
that provide the firm with a competitive in the market.

experience,

Academics and managers indicated that 1C is one of
the importance competitive advantaged to firms
(Edvinsson and Malone, 1997, Stewart, 1997). This
research adopts the basic three components of IC (human,
structural, relational capital) as suggested by Ramezan
(2011). Their defmition 15 given as:

»  Human capital is defined as values and attitudes,
aptitudes and know-how

»  Structural capital 15 defined as contains both
organizational and technology elements that
integration and coordination within the firm

*  Relational capital is defined as value of relationships
that the firm maintains with external agents
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Human capital is an importance source of innovation
which the company can realize and create value in the
knowledge-based The competence of
employees 15 the importance part of IC. Employees can
creativity knowledge flexibly and to make innovation
continuously. Chen ef al. (2004) mdicated that human
capital 18 one of the key factors i developmg the IC of
the firms.

Structural capital 15 one part of IC which deals with
system and structure of the firms. Bontis et al. (2000)
studying on mtellectual capital and firm performance
shows that structural capital positively affects firm
performance. Besides, Pena (2002) shows that structural

economy.

capital affects new business survival and growth.

Relational capital is more directly affects of firm value
and becoming the critical factor of IC. Orgamzations with
strong outside relationships can lead to high relational
capital. Many empirical studies also show that relational
capital 1s very valuable to achieving immovation and
eCcOonomic success.

Tnnovation capability: Tnnovation is defined as the
capability to develop new products that satisfy market
needs applying appropriate process technologies to
produce these new products developing and adopting
new products and processing technologies to satisfy
future needs and responding to accidental technology
activities and wmexpected opportunities created by
competitors (Adler and Shenbar, 1990). Organizations with
mnovation strategy are the creators of change m their
industries.

Therefore, an importance of management literature
indicated that innovation capability has come to be an
important part of the competitive power of the firms. This
research adopted the defimition of mwmovation capability
from Lawson and Samson (2001) which state that
innovation capability refers to the firm’s ability to
transform and knowledge and ideas into new products,
processes systems for the benefit of the firms.

Sustain Competitive Advantage (SCA): The new business
environment 13 mereased uncertainty also competency of
organmization which to create Sustain Competitive
Advantage (SCA). The emphasis of the souwrce of
advantage 1s referred to as the resource based view of the
firm (Barney, 1991; Grant, 1991; Powell and Dent-Micallef,
1997). According to the resource based view sustainable
competitive advantage is focused on the core competency
of the firm. Barney (1991) argued that the competency of
the firms 1s valuable, rare, difficult to imitate and
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substitute which the basis of sustainable competitive
advantage. This research adopted a defimition of SCA
from Kim et af. (2011) which define SCA as the long-term
benefit of implementing some unmique value-creating
strategy  which  competitors  do implement
simultaneously along with the inability to duplicate the
benefits of this strategy.

not

Impact of intellectual capital on innovation capability: [C
is atopic of increasing interest to firms that obtain profits
from mnovation. Henderson (1990} and Ross ef al. (1996)
demonstrated that the management of
intellectual capital has been proposed as a critical

effective

component of imovation. IC 1s knowledge resources of
organization which linked to innovation capability
(Youndt et al., 2004; Subramaniam and Youndt, 2005).
Previous research argued that innovation is a result of the
intellectual capital. Subramamam and Youndt (2005)
studied the relationship of intellectual capital dimension
and innovation capability. Their results showed that
human and social capital 13 a result of fundamental
innovation capability. Based on the discussion above,
thus research offers the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1: Human capital positively affects innovation
capability.

Hypothesis 2: Structural capital positively affects
innovation capability.

Hypothesis 3: Relational capital positively affects
innovation capability.

Impact of innovation capability on sustain competitive
advantage: The previous empirical research supported the
result that innovation leads to competitive advantages.
For example, Weerawardena and O’ Cass (2004) examined
the role orgamizational mnovation mtensity on sustamable
competitive advantage which the results indicated that
organizational immovation has a positive effect on SCA.
Also, the results of Australian study founding that the
firms m both domestic and global markets have
mnovations leading to competitive advantage (AMC,
1995). Likewise, Porter (1990) argued that competitive
advantage of firms 1s creating an act of mnovation. Slater
(1996) demonstrated the challenge of sustaining
competitive advantage also describes that imovation 1s
one key factor of sources of competitive advantage.
Based on the discussion above, this research offers the
following hypothesis.
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Intellectual capital
» Human capital ; Sustain
« Structure capital [~ inanpgﬂ?t;n | competitive
* Relational capital advantage

Fig. 1: The conceptual model

Hypothesis 4: Imovation capability positively affects
sustain competitive advantage.

Research conceptual model: The concept model 1s shown
m Fig. 1. In tluis model, the relationship between
intellectual capital and immovation capability and
mnovation capability and sustain competitive advantage
are shown.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Sampling and data collection: In this research,
questionnaire mail survey was used for data collection.
Mail swrvey was sent to 330 of Thai industrials. The
sample was taken from the database of Department of
Export Promotion Ministry of Commerce. A cover letter,
stamped reply envelope and copy of the questionnaire
were sent to Chief Executive Officers (CEOQ)’s directing
managers or general manager in a sample. About 2-3
weeks later, follow-up calls were made to those who have
not responded to persuade them to respond. Beside, mail
survey sent the questionnaire again to those who had not
responded. With regard to the questionnaire mailing, 31
surveys were undeliverable because some firms were no
longer in business or had moved to unknown locations.
Deducting the undeliverable from original 330 mailed, the
valid mailing was 299 surveys, from which 68 responses
were received. Of the surveys completed and returned,
only 62 were usable. The effective response rate was
approximately 21.16%. According to David et al. (2001),
the response rate for a mail swrvey without an appropriate
follow-up procedure 15 <20%. Thern, the response rate of
this study was considered acceptable.

Construct measurement: To develop good research,
constructs of variables are based on theory. Besides, the
operationalization of the constructs was high degrees of
validity and reliability (Churchill, 1979). Whenever
possible, this research developed new items based on
previous research. Hach question required a response
based on 5-pomt Likert scale. The usable questionnaire
for survey can be pre-tested sequentially in stages
(Churchill, 1979). A pretest of 30 resulted in change in the
wording of certain and to mimnimize ambiguity (Burns and
Bush, 1998).
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After carefully developed, the items compose the
scales of intellectual capital, innovation capability and
sustain competitive advantage were accurated which
content and reduced the biases.

RESULTS

Respondent profiles: The responding firms included a
wild range of industries as shown m Table 1. Among the
62 responding firms, there were electronic (23) computer
software developer (19), textiles (4) firms, furniture (4) and
garment (1) firms.

Table 2 shows the types of firm ownership that had
the most of respondents were from privately-owned
(92.5%). The remaining respondents were from
foreign-owned (4.8%) and state-owned (1.6%). As regards
with the age of firms, 69.4% of respondents were
>15 years while 14.5, 12.9, 3.2% were 11-15, 5-10 and
1-5 years, respectively. Around 62.9% of the responding
firms had <100 employees while 37.1% had =101
employees. Results in Table 2 presents that 56.5% of
respondents reported their firms” annual revenue was >15
million bath 43.6% had revenue <15 million bath.

Non-response bias: To determine non-response bias, Thai
industrials  specific t-test between early and late
respondents (Armstrong and Overton, 1977) were used.
No significant differences between the 2 groups for firm
size were found indicating that non response bias was not

a major problem in data.

Common method bias: Common method bias exists when
the measurement technique introduce systematic variance
1nto the measures (Doty and Glick, 1998). In addition, the
Corrected Ttem-Total Correlation (CTTC) used reliability
test (Kerlinger, 1986). The Corrected Item-Total
Correlation (CITC) of each measure was well above the
suggested cut off of 0.30. Results in Table 3 shows that all
CITC wvalues were >0.40 which was sufficient for
confirming level of reliability in research (Nunnally, 1978;
Churchill and Tacobuccl, 2002).

Reliability: Before the data analysis, measures the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistic is 0.75 which greater
than the recommended cut off of 0.60. A reliability test
based on the cronbach alpha statistic was used to test the
reliability of the factors. As shown in Table 3, all the
scales were reliable with the composite reliabilities ranging
from 0.69-0.87, all =0.60. Besides, Table 3 shows the
reliability level and factor loading for each item in a scale.
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Table 1: Industry profile (N = 62) Table 4: Correlation matrix, means and standard deviations
Industry types Frequency Percentage Measures 1 2 3 4 5
Electronic 23 37.10 Mean 4.27 4.02 4.29 4.04 3.84
Cormputer software developer 19 30.65 5D 0.37 0.34 0.40 0.31 0.40
Engineer 11 17.74 Human capital
Texti.les 4 6.45 Structure capital 0.733%*
Furniture 4 6.45 Relational capital 0.525%% 0.400%+
Garment 1 1.61 Innovation capability 0.608%*%  0431%*  0.653%%
Sustain competitive 0.460** 0.400%%  (.400%%  (.590%+
Table 2: Respondents profile advantage
#4p<0.01
Characteristics of firms No. of respondents Respondents (%0)
Joh title Table 5: Regression analy sis results
Managing Director 27 43.5 Hypothesized link B t-value Sig. Adjusted R?
Chief Executive Officer 8 12.9 Human capital 0.576 5455 0.000 0.363
Managing Partner 6 9.7 {Innovation capability)
Other . i 338 Structure capital 0.383 3105 0.003 0.177
Working experience (Innovation capability)
1-3 4 6.3 Relational capital 0.625 6401 0.000 0.435
3-10 8 129 (Innovation capability)
ii-sls 42 7?-3 Innovation capability ~ 0.673 6584  0.000 0.409
. ) (Sustain competitive
Type of irm ownership
advantage)
State-owned 1 1.6 Al h red at the 19 Tevel
Privately-owned g 915 hypotheses are supported at the 1% level
Foreign-owned 3 4.8
Age of firm (year) The correlations among the variables are absence of
1-5 2 32 . . . ..
510 8 12.9 multi-colinearity. VIF of 1.0 indicates the absence of
11-15 9 14.5 multi-colinearity and maximum VIF in excess of 10.0
;15 ber of erol 43 894 indicated multi-colinearity. Further diagonal of the
umber ol employees . . . . . .
<350 26 410 colmee.mty.mdlcate.d very low Variance Inflation Factors
51-100 13 21.0 (VIF) in this study is 1.129.
ig;‘ozoo i; };z To test the hypotheses, the research employed a
Annual revenue ' Ordmary Least Square (OLS3) regression analysis
(Million Bath) approach. The mvestigation the effects of each dimension
5_51 0 13 12'1 of mtellectual capital on mnovation capability and sustain
11-15 12 10.4 competitive advantage. In this research, the equations are
213 33 56.5 represented by:
Table 3: Construct measure, validity and reliability analysis . . .
Standardized  CITC range of Innovation capability = j,, + 3, Human capital + )
Industry Wp.es Ttems item loading  the underlying items Bz Firm age + ¥
Human capital HC1 0.875 0.7591
(Crobach’s HC2 0.861 0.7474
alpha = 0.8287) HC3 0.795 0.6376 Innovation capability = (., + B.Structure capital +
HC4 0.747 0.5668 pability =, _ B: P (2)
Structure capital sc1 0.852 0.6971 B, Firmage + =
(Crobach’s SC2 0.867 0.7226
alpha = 0.8047) sSC3 0.729 0.5419 _ - _ _
5C4 0.717 0.5283 Imovationcapability = B, + P, Relational capital + 3)
Relational capital RC1 0.738 0.4583 :
(Crobach’s RC2 0.826 0.5702 Bﬁ Firm age+ z
alpha = 0.6925) RC3 0.811 0.5639
Innovation capability IC1 0.813 0.6489 : "
(Crobach’s c2 0.926 0.8250 Sustain competititve advantage
alpha = 0.8706) 1C3 0.941 0.8863 =B, + B,Innovative capability + )
IC4 0.794 0.6563 .
Sustain competitive SCAl 0.855 0.6634 B, Firmage + %
advantage SCA2 0.934 0.8150
(Crobach’s SCA3 0.694 0.4428 )
alpha = 0.7781) Table 5 shows the regression results. Furthermore,
in analysis hypotheses 1-3 the results indicated that
Regression analysis results: Table 4 shows the means, human, structure and relational capital have sigmificant
standard deviations and correlation matrix for all variables. and positive effect on innovation capability (B, = 0.576,
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Table 6: Results of hypothesis tests

Hypothesized link Supported
H,: Human capital innovation capability Supported
H;: Structure capital innovation capability Supported
H;: Relational capital innovation capability Supported
H,: Innovation capability sustain competitive advantage Supported

p<0.01), (B; = 0.383, p<0.01), (p; = 0.625, p<0.01),
respectively thus hypothesis 1-3 are supported. Therefore
in analysis hypotheses 4, the results indicated that
innovation capability has significant and positive effect
on sustain competitive advantage (b, = 0.673, p<0.01),
thus hypothesis 4 1s supported.

Likewise, the exploratory powers (Adjusted R?) are
very satisfactory: 0.363, 0.177 and 0.435. This result
indicated that immovation capability 18 mainly explained by
intellectual capital. Besides, adjusted R* of 0.409 indicated
sustain competitive advantage as explained by innovation
capability. Table 6 shows that four hypotheses are
supported.

DISCUSSION

Recently, IC has been received much attention from
scholars, enterprise for development. This research
therefore focused on and filled the research gap. This
research explored the influence of three dimensions of
mtellectual capitals, 1.e., human, structural and relational
capital on mnovation capability and bring about to
sustain competitive advantage.

Intellectual capital and innovation capability: Human
capital positively affects innovation capability (by = 0.576,
p<0.01) so managers should investment in human capital
to achieve mmnovation capability. This model explams
36.3% of mmnovation capability. This result 18 consistent
with Santos-Rodriues et al. (2010)’s study noting that
human capital is important for the innovation capacity of
the company. Harmoniously, Dakhli and de Clereq (2004)
show a positive relationship between human capital and
mnovation. Therefore, Cohen and Levinthal (1990) noted
that the firms have good quality employees for help create
the internal knowledge and absorb external technological
knowledge.

Structural capital positively affects innovation
capability (b, = 0.383, p=t0.01). This model explains 17.7%
of innovation capability. Structural capital is the
infrastructure that firms development their employees
(human capital) into innovation (Roos et al, 1998;
Edvinsson and Sullivan, 1996). that have
mformation technology mvestment will help expand
knowledge  and  increase  knowledge  transfer
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Therefore, firms with

Firms
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strong structural capital will create human capital to
full potential and structural capital i1s becoming one of
the most umportant core competences of a company.
Chen et al. (2004) noted that m the 21st century, structural
capital 1s the way for more a successful company to
competitive excellence than competitors. Thus, a firm
should provide structural capital to encourage employees
for share knowledge.

Relational capital positively affects innovation
capability (b, = 0.625, p<0.01). This model explains 43.5%
of innovation capability. Erickson and Rothberg (2009)
noted that firms with numerous or strong outside
relationships possess high relationship capital A firm
should build good relationshups with stakeholders,
customers and suppliers to improve immovation capability.
Many theories and empirical studies argued that customer
collaboration 1s very valuable to achieving mnovation.
This result 1s consistent with Gemunden er al. (1992),
Gales and Mansiur-Cole (1995) giving a concept that this
collaboration benefit may lead to new product ideas that
improves product development efficiency. Therefore,
previous studies also confirm that relationships between
customer and organization are key elements to new
product success (Gupta and Souder, 1998).

Innovation capability and sustain competitive advantage:
Innovation capability positively affects sustain
competitive advantage (b, = 0.673, p<0.01). This model
explains 40.9% of sustain competitive advantage. This
result 1s consistent with study result of Weerawardena
and O’Cass (2004) indicated that orgamzational
innovation has a positive effect on Sustainable
Competitive Advantage (SCA). Inmovation capability 1s a
special asset of the firm. The capacity to innovate is the
most important factors that impact busmess performance
(Hurley and Hult, 1998). Consistently, Porter (1998)’s
concept ague that of
competitiveness, profitability and productivity. Likewise,
the of change mdustries.
McEvily et al. (2004) note that innovation is one means
for organization can achieve sustainable growth.

mnmnovation 1s a driver

mnovation 1s creators

Managerial implication and practice

Implications for theory: This research had been focused
on IC dimensions human, structural and relational capital
which examined their effects on imnnovation capability and
sustain competitive advantage. Significantly contributes,
IC extends established concepts of innovation capability
by which organization should create excellence resources.
This is consistent with Barney (1991)’s concept which
indicating that the RBV of the firm gained support,
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knowledge came to be identified as one of the key
resource to competitive advantage. That is, firms have
resources that are valuable, rare, imitable and non-
substitutable which capable of sustaining competitive
advantage. This
competitive advantage if a resource is similar to its
competitors (no heterogeneity). As for its contribution to
mtellectual capital research, this research has addressed
an 1mportant research gap in resources of the firm that 1s

resource cannot contribute to

the mtellectual capital to create mnovation capability
which brings about to sustain competitive advantage.

Implications for practice: This research highlights the
importance of IC on innovation capability leading to
sustamn competitive advantage m the context of Thailand
industrials. Furthermeore, the research results show that IC
dimensions (human, structural and relational capital)
positively affect innovation capability indicating that a
firm emphasizing human capital (individual capability,
knowledge, techniques and experiences create good ideas
and innovation of the firm), structural capital
(infrastructure  to serves for employees knowledge
databases, organizational charts, etc.) and relational
capital (relationship with both customers and
collaborations for the sharing and exchanging of
knowledge to create innovation of the firms) for sustain
competitive advantage of organization. Also, manager
and practitioner of firms should obtain more education,
training, nurture motivation and provide resources. More
importantly, conceptual framework can be opened up a
new way for further research on the role of mtellectual
capital as an important tool in mnovation capability
leading to sustain competitive advantage.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

The researchers would like to thank the Faculty of
Science and Social Science, Burapha University, Thailand
for financial support.

REFERENCES

AMC, 1995. The mnovation cycle: Practical tips from
mnovative firms. Australian Manufacturing Council,
Melbourne, Australia: The Australian Manufacturing
Council.

Adler, P.3. and A. Shenbar, 1990. Adapting your
technological base: The organizational challenge.
Sloan Manage. Rev., 25: 25-37.

Armstrong, S.J. and T.5. Overton, 1977. Estimating Non-
response bias i mail survey. J. Marketing, Res.,
14: 396-402.

456

Barney, T., 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive
advantage. J. Manage., 17: 99-120.

Bontis, N., W.C.C. Keow and S. Richardson, 2000.
Intellectual capital and business performance in
Malaysian industries. J.  Intellectual, Capital,
1: 85-100.

Bueno, E., M.P. Salmador and O. Rodriguez, 2004, The role
of social capital in today's economy. J. Intellectual
Capital, 5: 556-574.

Bumns, A.C. and R.F. Bush, 1998. Marketing Research.
Prentice Hall, New Jersey.

Chen, J.,Z. Zlmand H.Y. Xae, 2004. Measuring intellectual
capital. A new model and empirical study. T.
Intellectual Capital, 5: 195-212.

Churchull, G.A. and D. lacobuceci, 2002, Marketing
Research: Methodological Foundation. 8th Edn,
Harcourt Publishing, South-Western, TUSA.

Churchill, G.A., 1979. A paradigm for developing better
measures of marketing constructs. I. Market. Res.,
16: 64-73.

Cohen, WM. and D.A. Levinthal, 1990. Absorptive
capacity: A new perspective on learning and
mnovation. Administ. Sci. Quart., 35: 128-152.

Dakhli, M. and D. de Clercq, 2004. Human capital, social
capital and innovation: A multi-country study.
Entrepreneurship Reg. Dev., 16: 107-128.

Davenport, TH. and L. Prusak, 1998 Working
Knowledge: How Orgamzations Manage What They
Know. Harvard Business School Press, Boston, MA .,
USA.

David, A., V. Kumar and 3. George, 2001. Marketing
Research. John Wiley and Sons, New York.

Doty, D.H. and W.H. Glick, 1998. Common method bias:
Dose common methods variance really bias results?
Organizational Res. Methods, 1: 374-406.

Edvinsson, L. and M.S. Malone, 1997. Intellectual Capital:
Realizing your Company's True Value by Finding its
Hidden Brainpower. 1st Edn., Harper Business, New
York, USA., ISBN-13: 978-0887308413, Pages: 240.

Edvinsson, L. and P. Sullivan, 1996. Developing a model
for managing intellectual capital. BFur. Manage. T.,
14: 356-364.

Enckson, G.8. and H.N. Rothberg, 2009. Intellectual capital
in  business-to-business markets. Ind. Marketing
Manage., 38: 159-165.

Gales, L. and D. Mansiur-Coele, 1995, User involvement in
mnovation projects: Toward an mformation
processing model. Eng. Technol.
12: 77-109.

Gemunden, H.G., P. Heydebreck and R. Herden, 1992.
Technological interweavement: A means of achieving
innovation success. R and D Manage., 22: 359-376.

1. Manage.,



Int. Business Manage., 6 (4): 451-457, 2012

Grant, RM., 1991. A resource-based theory of competitive
advantage: Implications for strategy formulation.
California Manage. T., 33: 114-135.

Gupta, A K. and W.E. Souder, 1998. Key drivers of
reduced cycle time. Res. Technol. Manage., 41: 38-43.

Henderson, 1., 1990. Plugging into strategic partnerships:
The critical TS connection. Sloan Manage. Rev.,
31: 07-18.

Hurley, R.F. and G.T.M. Hult, 1998. Innovation, market
orientation and  organizational learning: An
mtegration and empirical exammation. J. Marketing,
62: 42-54.

Kerlinger, F.N., 1986, Foundations of Behavioral
Research. Holt, Rinehart and Winston Inc., Texas,
USA.

Kim, K.H., B.J. Jeon, H.8. Tung, W. Lu and I. Jones, 2011.

Effective employment brand equity tlrough
sustainable competitive advantage, marketing
strategy and corporate image. I Bus. Res,

64:1207-1211.

Lawson, B. and D. Samson, 2001. Developing innovation
capability in organizations: A dynamic capabilities
approach. Int. I. Innov. Manage., 5. 377-400.

McEvily, S.K., K.M. Eisenhardt and T.E. Prescott, 2004.
The global acquisition, leverage and protection of
technological competencies. Strategic Manage. I,
25:713-722.

Nunnally, J., 1978. Psychometric Theory. 2nd Edn.,
McGraw-Hill, New York.

Pena, I., 2002. Intellectual capital and business start-up
success. I. Intellectual Capital, 3: 180-198.

Porter, M.E., 1990. The Competitive Advantage of
Nations. Free Press, New York.

Porter, ML.E., 1998. On competition.. Harvard Business
School, Boston, MA.

Powell, T.C. and A. Dent-Micallef, 1997. Information
technology as competitive advantage: The role of
human, busimess and technology resources. Strat.
Manage. T., 18: 375-405.

457

Ramezan, M., 2011. Intellectual capital and organizational
organic structure m knowledge society: How are
these concepts related? Int. J. Inf. Manage., 31: 88-95.

Roos, G. and J. Roos, 1997, Measuring your company's
intellectual performance.
30: 413-426.

Roos, RR., L. Edvinnsson and N. Dragonetti, 1998.
Intellectual Capital: Navigating in the New Business
Landscape. New York University Press, New York,
USA.

Ross, TW., CM. Beath and DL. Goodhue, 1996.
Developing long-term competitiveness through IT
assets. Sloan Manage. Rev., 38: 31-42.

Santos-Rodriues, H., P.F. Dorrego and C.F. Jardon, 2010.

Long Rang Plann,

The imfluence of human capital on the
imnovativeness of firms. Int. Bus. Econ. Res. T,
9: 53-63.

Slater, 3.F., 1996. The challenge of sustainming competitive
advantage. Ind. Marketing Manage., 25: 79-86.

Stewart, T.A., 1991. BRAINPOWER intellectual capital is
becoming corporate America's most valuable asset
and can be 1its sharpest competitive weapon.
http://money.cnn.com/magazines/fortune/fortune _a
rchive/1991/06/03/75096/index htm.

Stewart, T., 1997. Intellectual Capital: The New Wealth of
Organization. Crown Busimess, UK., pp: 75.

Subramamarm, M. and M. A. Youndt, 2005. The mfluence
of intellectual capital on the types of innovative
capabilities. Acad. Manage. T., 48: 450-463.

Weerawardena, J. and A. O'Cass, 2004. Exploring the
characteristics of the market-driven firms
antecedents to sustained competitive advantage. Ind.
Marketing Manage., 33: 419-428.

Youndt, M.A., M. Subramaniam and S.A. Snell, 2004.
Intellectual capital profiles: An examination of
investments returns. J.  Manage. Stud,
41: 335-361.

and

and



	451-457_Page_1
	451-457_Page_2
	451-457_Page_3
	451-457_Page_4
	451-457_Page_5
	451-457_Page_6
	451-457_Page_7

