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ABSTRACT 

Though the open access of market brought good business opportunities in Mexico, it also 

introduced more competition that has led severa! companies to close down or to be merged. Facing 

a highly competitive environment, the issue of managerial efficiency in work processes, 

organizational performance and competitiveness have become essential parts for survival and, in the 

best case, for the competitive success of firms. Today's manufacturing organizations in Mexico are 

increasingly confronting new markets, new competition, and greater customer expectations. 

Immersed in this highly competitive environment is considered relevant for manufacturing SMEs, 

achieve an optima! organizational performance, through efficient work processes, leading the 

company to accomplish the competitiveness that environment demands. 

The globalization process has intensified in the different economic environments, affecting the 

activities of enterprises, regardless of size. Due to this process, small and medium-sized enterprises 

(SMEs) in Mexico face manifold difficulties in reference to the operational efficiency required to 

stay on the market. While globalization poses challenges and opportunities for the development of 

enterprises, SMEs have not found a way to exploit this conjuncture, and they could not be 

sufficiently competitive with new market requirements. Hence the importance of implementing a 

model of organizational performance assessment that provides specific solutions for these 

companies to boost productivity and their competitiveness, to optimize their competitive advantages 

in order to streamline its operations so it can adapt to the competitive environment in that are 

involved. 

Facing a highly competitive environment, the issue of managerial efficiency, organizational 

performance and competitiveness have become essential parts for survival and, in the best case, for 

the competitive success of finns. It is widely recognized that today's manufacturing organizations 

are increasingly confronting new markets, new competition, and greater customer expectations 

(Blackwell et al. 2006). In the issue to management efficiency, a major problem is the measurement l
of managerial performance within the manufacture sector of SMEs, there is notan assessment ofthe 

advantages and disadvantages of having management efficiency (Hwang, 2006). Another problem 

is detennining the factors affecting the efficiency of management (Hwang, 2006), organizational 

performance (Alfaro et al. 2007) and competitiveness (Bamey, 2001 ). 

Considering the RBT model (resource-based theory), where its central premise is to answer the 

questions of why firms differ and how to achieve a sustainable competitive advantage (Hoskisson et 

al. 1 999), taking into account the company is a set, not only resources but also capabilities 

(Wemerfelt, 1984) and that the basis for achieving a greater competitiveness lie primarily on the 

proper allocation of organizational resources and capabilities (Wemerfelt, 1 984, Rumelt, 1984 ), in 



the research, it is proposed a theoretical model to measure organizational perfonnance, based on 

five dimensions (procurement, use or transformation, coordination, operationalization and 

managerial-mix) through the analysis of the resources and capabilities to maximize competitiveness 

of SMEs in the global marketplace. 

In the first stage of the research, through the application of the questionnaire, and the depth 

interviews, with the CEOs of SMEs, was obtained information of managerial efficiency, 

organizational performance and competitiveness of small and medium manufacturing enterprises in 

Mexico, under the perspective of resource-based theory. lt was learned the degree of importance, 

and the reasons given by the CEOs, to select the first two indicators more important of each of the 

dimensions of the organizational perfonnance, as well as for the less important. The indicators that 

were ranked by the directors of the companies were analyzed through charts and graphs of 

frequency. Knowledge of the indicators, that were ranked higher, give the opportunity to work with 

companies on those indicators which were ranked at lower levels to improve the competitiveness, 

since, as this is a multivariate model, we cannot stop considering them, because they may be 

identified, as problems, that affect competitiveness. Is important to consider that most of these 

enterprises do not know how to optimize the use of its resources and capabilities, not only materials 

but also human. 

In the second stage of the research, with the incorporation of the theoretical review of the concepts 

involved in research, and the empirical study, which shows the relationship between organizational 

performance and competitiveness from the perspective of resource-based theory is provided greater 

understanding of this theoretical connection through the non-experimental research; of trans

sectional type; with a correlational/causal approach. 

Based on research, one can argue that although the ten dimensions of organizational performance, 

not fully explain the two dimensions of competitiveness, they contribute to the understanding of the 

relationship between the two variables by 60%. Where is concluded that this relationship is 

achieved in the following dimensions of organizational performance and competitiveness: 

procurement of resources with the two dimensions of competitiveness; and utilization or 

transfonnation of resources; coordination of capabilities; operationalization of resources; and 

managerial mix of resources with the dimension of trade competitiveness. 

Therefore, it is important to consider that the theoretical model proposed in the research, to study 

the relationship between organizational performance and competitiveness is a complex and 

multifactorial model, where the influence of factors on competitiveness, not only should be focused 

on two dimensions. Therefore, more dimensions of competitiveness, must be studied in relation of 

organizational performance. 
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CHAPTERJ: 

INTRODUCTION TO RESEARCH 

This research can be contextualized, first, in the discipline of Strategic Management, and secondly, 

in Operations Management. The measurement of organizational performance through the analysis 

of resources and capabilities to maximize the competitiveness of SMEs in a globalized market is a 

key issue and appropriate to address at this time. The aim of this chapter is to give an introduction 

to the research topic. In the next epigraph, we discuss the current environment in which SMEs are 

immersed, we analyze their situation, their characteristics and the importance they have on the 

economy of Mexico, consequently, is considered, how the proper use, development and 

implementation of interna) resources and capabilities in SMEs can provide competitiveness in the 

marketplace and improve their business performance. 

1.1 Introduction to research 

Though the open access of market brought good business opportunities in Mexico, it also 

introduced more competition that has led severa) companies to close down or to be merged. 

Mexico's participation in the different free trade agreements has led to the SMEs market more 

competitive. It is important to consider that Mexico has a network of 11 free trade agreements 

covering 43 countries on three continents, is the second country with the largest number of treaties 

in the world (Pro México, 2011 ). It has represented not only a unique opportunity for foreign trade 

and investment, has also been a threat for SMEs that have not have managerial efficient and are not 

competitive, since it has opened a gateway to a potential market of more than one million 

consumers and thousands of new competitors. 

Globalization has not only influenced large companies but also has driven small and 

medium enterprises (SMEs) with market-oriented focus. In this segment finns have adopted 

strategies that have allowed competitive growth in manufacturing and marketing activities. These 

sized finns in severa) subsectors are becoming ancillary to the large industries, through strategies 

focused on localization and newness (Dawson & Larke, 2005). Evidence suggests that SMEs have 

shown an accelerated intemationalization process and integration in client networks. Growing 

technological collaboration among small and medium-sized enterprises allows them to sustain in the 

market and bridge the innovation gap with their bigger counterparts. A study reveals that although 

strategic collaborations production, distribution, and technology are useful strategies for firms of ali 
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sizes to improve innovativeness, it is a critica! factor for the smallest finns (Nieto & Santamaria, 

2010). 

Small and medium enterprises (SMEs) comprise a significant number of private enterprises 

in Mexico. This phenomenon is not particular to Mexico, but is a recurring feature in different 

countries. SMEs fonn the backbone of the economy in Mexico for its high impact on employment 

generation and national production. According to 2009 Economic Census data from the National 

Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI), Mexico has about 3,724,019 private economic units, 

of which 4.3% are SMEs that generate 33.9% of gross domestic product (GDP) and 49 % of 

employment in the country (INEGI, 2009). 

Economic, política! and social changes are rapidly taking place in Mexico including trade 

liberalization, through the various free trade agreements. Mexico has entered preferential trade 

agreements with many countries, and globalization has generated a crucial impact in Mexican 

companies. SMEs have become increasingly active in intemational markets though they do not 

necessarily follow a pattern of incremental internationalization due to wide range of options, and 

many are opportunistic. In this process sorne have closed as they could not be competitive with new 

market requirements, whereas others have managed to remain on the market. However, those SMEs 

that have survived market competition through efficient manufacturing and operational process 

could take hold of the new opportunities in the marketplace (Rodriguez, 2007). 

Due to the dynamic and competitive business environment that exists today, companies 

have been forced to evaluate their capabilities to know how they contribute to improve performance 

and efficiency (Zatzick & Iverson, 2006). Today, recognizing the vital role of competitors, so it is 

considered the main objective of the company, maintaining superior perfonnance by achieving and 

sustaining competitive advantage (Hunt, 1999). 

Therefore, facing a highly competitive environment, the issues of managerial efficiency, 

organizational perfonnance and competitiveness have become essential parts for survival and, in the 

best case, for the competitive success of firms. lt is widely recognized that today's manufacturing 

organizations are increasingly confronting new markets, new competition, and greater customer 

expectations (Blackwell et al. 2006). In the issue to management efficiency, a major problem is the 

measurement of managerial perfonnance within the manufacture sector of SMEs, there is not an 

assessment of the advantages and disadvantages of having management efficiency (Hwang, 2006). 

Another problem is detennining the factors affecting the efficiency of management (Hwang, 2006), 

organizational performance (Al faro et al. 2007) and competitiveness (Barney, 2001 ). 

This research study is focused on analyzing the organizational perfonnance and market 

competitiveness of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in Mexico within the manufacture sector. 
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The study discusses various economic hypotheses to improve the perfonnance of SMEs in reference 

to tangible assets including material, financia], human, organizational, and technological as well as 

intangible resources comprising knowledge, infonnation, customer base, and trademark. This 

research draws on the resource-based theory (RBT) of the finn and contributes to the understanding 

of how the proper use, development and implementation of interna] resources and capabilities in 

SMEs can provide competitiveness in the marketplace and improve their business perfonnance. The 

next epigraph, is exposed the central proposition of the resource-based perspective, and secondly, 

we explain the need to develop a model for asses the perfonnance of the SMEs, laying emphasis on 

higher competitiveness. 

1.2 The resource-based perspective 

The central proposition of the resource-based perspective is that finns are heterogeneous in tenns of 

the strategic resources they own and control. In this vein, each finn can be conceptualized as a 

unique bundle of resources, and capabilities (Wernerfelt, 1984 ). 

Resources, which are the basic unit of analysis for RBV, can be defined as those assets that 

are tied semi-pennanently to the firm (Maijoor & Witteloostuijn, 1996; Wemerfelt, 1984 ). 

Capabilities, in contrast, refer to a firm's capacity to deploy and coordinate different resources, 

usually in combination, using work processes, to affect a desired end (Amit & Shoemaker, 1993; 

Grant, 1996; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). 

In this definition, which mainly relies on Amit & Shoemaker (1993), there are two key 

features that distinguish a capability from a resource. 

• First, a capability belongs to a finn, since it is embedded in the organization and its 

processes, while an ordinary resource is not (Makadok, 2001 ). This specific feature of 

capabilities implies that if an organization is completely dissolved, then its capabilities 

would also disappear, while in contrast, its resources could survive in the hands of a 

new owner. 

• The second feature that distinguishes a capability from a resource is that the primary 

purpose of a capability is to enhance the effectiveness and productivity of resources 

that a finn possesses in order to accomplish its targets, considering these as 

"intermediate goods" (Amit & Shoemaker, 1993). 
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In a changing environment, finns must continually acquire, develop and upgrade their resources and 

capabilities, if they are to maintain competitiveness and growth (Argyris, 1996a; Robins & 

Wiersema, 1995; Wemerfelt & Montgomery, 1988). A key challenge facing a company is to 

identify the origin of resources and capabilities that establish and enhance the sustainable 

competitive advantage of the finn. Within both the theoretical and empirical work to date, there has 

been limited discussion of how resources and capabilities are actually created (Schulze, 1994; 

Zajac, 1992). Most researchers with emphasize managerially, ascribe the capabilities to the role 

played by leaders of organizations (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). 

In other words, resources and capabilities are considered as the product of a history of 

strategic choices and resource commitments made by the finn, and guided by an economic 

rationality and by motives of effectiveness and profitability (Conner, 1991). 

Apart from finn-specific features, we should not ignore the fact that resource selection and 

deployment are also influenced by externa) components, including the economic, social, or 

technological environment, industry structure, buyer and supplier power, and competitors' behavior. 

Therefore, Amit and Shoemaker's (1993), argue that the development of a finn's strategic assets is 

an integrative process that depends on the finns' strategic choices, in relation to industry and 

market-determined components. 

The RBV is assumed that the result desired by the company is to achieve a sustainable 

competitive advantage1, since this allows the company to achieve economic rents or above-average 

retums. This approach argues that the achievement and maintenance of competitive advantage lies 

in the possession of certain key resources, i.e. resources that have certain characteristics such as 

value, which present barriers to imitation and allow the appropriation of the income generated 

(Amit and Schoemaker, 1993; Peteraf, 1993; Bamey, 1991; Conner, 1991; Prahalad and Hamel, 

1990; Reed and DeFillippi, 1990; Wemerfelt, 1984). The RBV emphasizes strategic choice, 

charging the company management, the important task of identifying, developing and deploying 

key resources to maximize perfonnance. 

From a resource-based perspective, the sustainable competitive advantage is the outcome of 

resource selection, accumulation, allocation, use and coordination, through organizational 

capabilities, considering the premise of heterogeneity of the resource and capabilities of the finn. 

Therefore, to become a competitive firm is important to have the ability to generate and maintain a 

competitive advantage through the resources and capabilities of the firm. 

1 Sustainable competitive advantage is one that is based on heterogeneous and imperfectly mobile resources that 
empower the company to develop a strategy hardly imitable by competitors and to appropriate the income it generales 
(Arnit & Schomaker, 1993; Grant, 1991; Bamey, 1991; Rumelt, 1984; Lippman & Rumelt, 1982). 
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Therefore, this research study established on the resource-based theory (RBT) of the finn is 

focused on analyzing the organizational perfonnance through the utilization of their resources and 

capabilities, of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in Mexico within the manufacture sector. As 

mentioned before, the study discusses various hypotheses to improve the efficiency of SMEs, to 

enhance their competencies, which will help to the business growth. This research contributes to the 

understanding of how the high internal performance of the SMEs can provide major 

competitiveness. 

This research seeks to develop a model for asses the perfonnance of the SMEs, laying 

emphasis on higher competitiveness, within a developing country, such as Mexico. This thesis 

provides a literature review of the research done, respect to the perfonnance within work processes 

and competitiveness of the small and medium enterprises (SMEs), and to the importance of the 

optimal use of the resources and capabilities to get competitiveness and business growth, in the 

globalized market where they are. In the next epigraph, is mentioned the lack of research on small 

and medium enterprises, and the need that these companies have, to be efficient in its operation to 

suit the highly competitive environrnent. 

1.3 The crux of SMEs 

In a country characterized by rapid change, paradoxical and complex, where competitiveness and 

globalization are a must, SMEs have an increased need to be efficient in their operation to adapt to 

the competitive environrnent in which they are immersed. In the past, numerous studies on SMEs 

had largely focused on organizational performance, from the point of view of competitive 

advantage. There is a dearth of research in SMEs in which the role of firm capabilities in 

combination with resources is examined to measure the achievement of greater competitiveness in 

relation to organizational performance. 

In Mexico, small and medium enterprises share the following traits (Méndez, 1996). They 

operate with low scales of production, using adaptive technologies; they are family owned and their 

funding comes from their own sources. Capital is provided by one or two people who create a 

society. The owners drive the evolution of the company. Its management is empirical; the number 

of employees in the business grows from 11 to 250 people. Its dominates and supplies a wider 

market, although it does not necessarily have to be local or regional, as often it produces for the 

domestic and even the international markets. SMEs are in the process of growth; the small tends to 

be median and is aiming to be big. They get sorne tax benefits by the State that are sometimes 

considered minor, depending on their sales and profits. The company's size is small or medium in 
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relation to other companies operating in the area. In the following epigraph of this introduction 

there is a description of the structure of the investigation. 

1.4 Description of the structure of the investigation 

The work of this thesis is divided into seven chapters and two sections, one for references and one 

for the annexes. Here are detailed, the summary of the chapters: 

Chapter l. Introduction to research 

This chapter is a preamble to the research topic, which describes the general aspects of the study, 

placing the reader in the research topic to develop. The measurement of organizational perfonnance 

through the analysis of resources and capabilities to maximize the competitiveness of SMEs in a 

globalized market is a key issue and appropriate to address at this time. The aim of this chapter is to 

discuss the current environment, in which SMEs are immersed, analyze their situation, their 

characteristics and the importance they have on the economy of Mexico. On the other hand, it is 

analyzed, how the proper use, development and implementation of interna! resources and 

capabilities in SMEs can provide competitiveness in the marketplace and improve their business 

perfonnance. 

Chapter 2. Theoretical framework 

This chapter presents the conceptual framework or paradigms that integrate our research, i.e. is 

exposed the literature on organizational perfonnance and competitiveness from the perspective of 

resource-based view. The aim of this chapter is to address briefly the conceptual principies the 

importance of the resource-based theory for the companies; the study of the two critica! 

organizational factors, resources and capabilities, through which we seek to measure organizational 

perfonnance to optimize the competitiveness of small and medium enterprises; the analysis of 

organizational perfonnance that is a crucial step in the evaluation process of an organization, 

despite that perfonnance measurement is one of the most problematic issues in the field of 

organizational theory; and lastly, the conceptual foundations of the competitiveness and the 

managerial efficiency. Based on ali this research of the literature, we develop the theoretical model 

of the relationship between organizational perfonnance and competitiveness of SMEs in Mexico, 

under the perspective of resource-based view. It also presents the definitions of the constructs 

included in this study. 
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Chapter 3. Profiles ofSMEs 

This chapter focuses on the study of the small and medium enterprises of the manufacturing sector 

in Mexico, fonning the framework of the investigation. It is a detailed analysis of SMEs in Mexico 

and in the world. 

Chapter 4. Research design 

In this chapter, we illustrate the way in how this research was conducted, therefore, outlines the 

research design, sets the problem of study, arise the questions and the objectives to be achieved, and 

formulates the hypotheses linking organizational perfonnance and competitiveness. This chapter is 

of great importance, since, the research design has the committed to answer the research questions 

raised, achieve the study objectives, and analyze the accuracy of the hypotheses made in a particular 

context. 

Chapter 5. Methodology 

In this chapter we discuss the methodology we have used. It has been included in this, the definition 

of the variables, both conceptually, as operationally. The variables selected for the study have been 

broadly classified into the dimensions of the constructs: organizational performance and 

competitiveness, this is shown, in the matrix of measurement of the organizational perfonnance 

dimensions and competitiveness, through the resources and capabilities. Likewise, propose 

concretely, the operationalization of the hypotheses, and finally, is explain the mixed methodology 

of data analysis used in research, where specifies the qualitative and quantitative methodology, and 

in each of these methodologies is detailed the sample selection, the instrument used to collect the 

data, the data collection process (the development and administration of the survey used), and the 

response rate obtained. 

Chapter 6. Findings 

In this chapter is presents the findings of the two stages of research, first, the analysis of the 

determinants that are most important to increase the management efficiency, and a high 

organizational performance to achieve competitiveness, secondly, the quantitative analysis, which 

displayed five statistical analyzes (descriptive analysis, factorial analysis, analysis of reliability, 

correlation analysis, and estimation and regression analysis ). Is show the results of research, 

analyzing those results, present a conceptual model which link organizational perfonnance and 

competitiveness from the perspective of resource-based view on the basis of the results, and reject 

or not reject the research hypothesis. These analyses include various perspectives in the 
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organizational performance of SMEs and their performance in the markets that show the 

competitiveness they have developed. 

Chapter 7. Conclusions 

This thesis concludes with Chapter 7, in which we conduct the discussion of the results and 

highlight the main conclusions we have reached from our proposed research model. lt stands out the 

contributions to academic research, are recognized the limitations of the study and provides 

suggestions for future research, and finally, the emphasis is on the managerial implications. 

References 

Are detailed the references of the literature used for the study. We documented scientific journals, 

books, and websites. 

Annexes 

We present additional data for a better understanding of the investigation. 
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CHAPTER2: 

RESOURCES AND CAPABILITIES: TO MEASURE 

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE TO OPTIMIZE THE 

COMPETITIVENESS OF MEXICAN SMES. 

This chapter presents the conceptual framework or paradigms that integrate our research, i.e. is 

exposed the literature on organizational perfonnance and competitiveness from the perspective of 

resource-based view. This research can be contextualized, first, in the discipline of Strategic 

Management, and secondly, in Operations Management. Consequently, it is consistent with both the 

resource-based theory (e.g. Bamey, 1991), and with the prospect of causation and correlation 

between organizational perfonnance and competitiveness (e.g. Day & Wensley, 1988; Wemerfelt, 

1984; Rumelt, 1984). The aim of this chapter is to address briefly the conceptual principies that 

underpin both approaches. In the next epigraphs, we present the importance of the study and 

implementation of the resource-based theory for the companies; the study of the two critica) 

organizational factors, resources and capabilities, through which we seek to measure organizational 

perfonnance to optimize the competitiveness of small and medium enterprises; the analysis of 

organizational perfonnance that is a crucial step in the evaluation process of an organization, 

despite that perfonnance measurement is one of the most problematic issues in the field of 

organizational theory; and lastly, the conceptual foundations of the competitiveness and the 

managerial efficiency. Finally, based on all this research ofthe literature, we develop the theoretical 

model of the relationship between organizational perfonnance and competitiveness of SMEs in 

Mexico, under the perspective of resource-based view. It also presents the definitions of the 

constructs included in this study. 

2.1 The importance of the resource-based theory (RBT) for the firm 

The importance of the resource-based view (RBV) of strategic management is manifest in its rapid 

diffusion throughout the strategy literature (e.g., Wemerfelt, 1984; Rumelt, 1984; Dierickx & Cool, 

1989; Bamey, 199 I; Grant, 199 I; Mahoney & Pandian, 1992; Amit & Schoemaker, I 993; Peteraf, 

1993). 

A major contribution of the RBV is that it provides valuable suggestions for a firm to focus 

on those specific interna] resources. Since, the RBV shifts the focus from the industry structure to 

11 



the resources developed by a finn. It is mainly based on Selznick's (l 957) seminal work on 

"distinctive competences", and on Penrose's (l 959) early argument that a finn is a collection of 

resources and its perfonnance depends on its ability to use them (Ambrosini, 2003). The perspective 

really took off in the 1990s, when a number of conceptual papers were published ( e.g. Peteraf, 

1993; Mohoney & Pandian, 1992; Bamey, 1991; Conner, 1991). The principies were popularized 

by Prahalad and Hamel (l 990; Hamel and Prahalad, 1994 ), who propose that finns should develop 

unique resources and so achieve core competence to sustain growth. Toe main propositions of the 

RBV are: 

( 1) A firm can be viewed as a collection of resources. 

(2) Competitive advantage does not depend on market and industry structures but stems 

from the resources inside a firm. 

(3) Not ali resources are necessarily the source of a firm's competitive advantage, it is only 

the firm specific resources that meet the criteria of valuable, rare, non-substitutable, 

imperfect imitability and imperfectly mobile. 

( 4) A firm must identify and strengthen those finn specific resources in developing its core 

competence. 

(5) Usually, 'resources' here refer to not only the possession of finn-specific resources, but 

a1so to the effective utilization of these resources to achieve competitive advantage. 

Therefore, one of the founding ideas of viewing a finn as a bundle of resources was pioneered by 

Penrose in 1959. Penrose argued that it is the heterogeneity and not the homogeneity of the 

productive processes, achievab1e from its resources that give each finn its unique character. The 

notion offinn's resources heterogeneity is the basis ofthe RBV. 

The origin of the resource-based view was in 1984 when it published two papers (Foss, 

1997a): "A resource-based view of the firm", by Birger Wernerfelt; and "Towards a strategic theory 

of the firm", by Richard P. Rume1t. In little more than a decade, this theory became, in a dominant 

perspective in the field of strategic management. 

The nineties witnessed an important deve1opment in the field of strategic management, one 

of the key factors is the resource-based theory, allowing one hand, the integration of the various 

approaches to strategy and organization, and, on the other hand, the renewed interest of 

professionals for the strategic direction, of the optimum use of resources and capabilities to 

contribute to organizational development (Foss, 1997a). 
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In 1991, Barney exposed a more comprehensive and concrete framework to determine the 

needed characteristics of company resources in order to generate sustainable competitive advantage. 

These characteristics considered if resources are (Barney, 1991 ): 

• valuable (in the sense that they exploit opportunities and/or neutralize threats in a 

firm's environment), 

• rare among a firm's current and potential competitors, 

• inimitable, and 

• non-substitutable. 

Following Bamey's (1991) formulation ofthe RBV, a firm is said to possess n resources which can 

be described by the vector R = [ri, r2 , ••. , rn]- Each of these resources produces a positive, neutral 

or negative impact on the overall competitive advantage of the firm. This impact depends on two 

types of characteristics of the resource, namely its value and rarity. In addition, the competitive 

advantage is influenced by interactions, combinations, and complementarities across the resources 

of the firm. Using the function V(R) to denote the combined effect of the value and rarity of 

resources is considered that competitive advantage is a function of the accumulated value and rarity 

of ali firm resources and resource interactions. 

n 

CA= V(R) = ¿ V(r¡ 1 R - r¡) 

Where, 

CA = Competitive Advantage 

V= Value of the resources 

R = Rarity of the resources 

i=l 

This theory, since its inception, has established an emerging theoretical framework, and has favored 

the emergence of a variety of investigations from three different perspectives (Mahoney & Pandian, 

1992; Bamey, 1992): strategic management, economics of organizations and industrial 

organization. 

From the perspective of strategic management, the resource-based theory examines the 

relationship between the interna! characteristics of the company and its competitive position, so it 
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takes two basic hypotheses (Foss, 1997a; Barney, 1991 ): (a) there systematic differences between 

the companies to the extent that they control resources needed to implement the strategies (i.e., 

firms in a sector or group may be heterogeneous with respect to strategic resources they control), 

and (b) these differences are relatively stable (i.e., these resources may not be perfectly mobile and, 

thus, the heterogeneity may be of long duration). 

The resource-based view uses these two hypotheses for the analysis of the sources of 

competitive advantage, thereby trying to complete the conventional strategic analysis that identifies 

opportunities and threats in the environment (e.g., Bamey, 1991, 1992, Peteraf, 1993; Cuervo 

García, 1993). To Foss (1997a), the basic structure of the theory of resource-based, emerge when 

the two previous assumptions are combined with other key assumptions, largely come from the 

economy, among these assumptions stand out two (Schulze, 1994; Foss, 1997): 

(a) Differences in the business resources leads to unequal performance, and 

(b) Companies try to increase, although not necessarily maximize its performance. 

For many authors, the key strengths of the companies are "resources", so for example, Wemerfelt 

(1984) defines the term "resource" as everything that could be a strength or weakness of a company, 

for his part, Barney (1991) uses the term "resource" to describe anything that allows the company, 

developing and implementing strategies to improve their efficiency and effectiveness. However, 

Prahalad & Hamel ( 1990), speak of "core competence" in the terminology of Wemerfelt and Barney 

is a resource type, defined as the collective leaming of the organization, especially how to 

coordinate diverse production skills and integrate multiple streams of technology. Other authors 

(e.g., Langlois, 1992, Kogut & Zander, 1992), refer to the term "capabilities". For Penrose (I 959), 

the altemative terms of "resources", have meaning when you want to capture the distinction 

between stocks: (i.e., resources) and flows or services that may be obtained from resources (i.e., 

competencies and capabilities). 

Within the approach to business management, looking that business can ensure high 

performance through the acquisition and optima( resource utilization. The overall objective of 

resource-based view is to "explain the creation, maintenance and renewal of competitive advantage 

in terms of company resources, their characteristics and how these change over time" (Foss, 1997a). 

According to Peteraf (1993), so that resources constitute legitimate sources of competitive 

advantage, they must meet four conditions: 
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(a) Heterogeneity, since only differences in efficiency between resources and capabilities 

explain the existence of competitive advantage; 

(b) Ex ante limits to competition (i.e., before a company chooses a higher position based on 

specific resources, there must be a limited competition to achieve that position); 

(c) Ex post limits to competition (i.e., should be difficult or impossible for competitors to 

imitate or replace the resources and capabilities that generate income) and 

(d) Imperfect mobility (i.e., resources and capabilities should be relatively specific of the 

company, to prevent competitors from appropriating them). 

Thus, the heterogeneity creates income, ex post limits to competition allows rents do not disappear, 

imperfect mobility ensures that valuable resources and capabilities remain in the company and that 

income is shared, and ex ante limits competition ensures that rents are not outweighed by the costs. 

On the other hand, the resource-based theory is being presented asan altemative to explain 

why finns create and participate in strategic alliances or inter-organizational relationships (e.g., 

Eisenhardt & Schoonhoven, 1996). As the strategic alliances, or inter-organizational relationships 

involve coordination of resources between several organizations, the resource-based theory suggests 

that the decision to participate in elections depends on the types of resources that an organization 

devoted to it (Mahoney and Pandian, 1992) and, above ali, depends of the type of economic rents 

you want to achieve (Bergh, 1995). 

The unique capabilities of the organization, in tenns of managerial skills and technological 

know-how, are an important source of heterogeneity that can lead to sustainable competitive 

advantage and is not likely to be exchanged through strategic alliances or inter-organizational 

relationships. 

On the other hand, is considered that organizations have different types of resources 

(Chatterjee & Wernerfelt, 1991), and these can be used to obtain two types of economic rents 

(Bergh, 1995): 

l. Cooperative and strategic, that come from sharing highly specialized resources (e.g., 

labor, equipment), or 

2. Competitive and financia!, that are the result of allocating resources more efficiently 

within the organization which in the market. 

Therefore, organizations will participate in strategic alliances, when seeking cooperative and 

strategic rents, that is, when they can obtain resources and capabilities of other organizations to 
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enable them to share costs and risks (Eisenhardt and Schoonhoven, 1996). In the next epigraph, we 

present the study of the two critica! organizational factors, resources and capabilities, through which 

we seek to measure organizational performance to optimize the competitiveness of small and 

medium enterprises, and also present the definitions of the constructs included in this study. 

2.2 Resources and Capabilities: The approach on the resource-based 

theory (RBT) 

Therefore, this study focuses on two critica! organizational factors, resources and capabilities, 

through which we seek to measure organizational performance to optimize the competitiveness of 

small and medium enterprises. To understand the concept of "resources" and "capabilities," it is 

important to rely on the resource-based theory (RBT). This approach identifies and classifies types 

of resources used to manage organizations. We identify two basic resources categories: 

( 1) Tangible, physical, technological and financia! resources; and 

(2) Intangible such as those based on the information, defined by Suarez (1994). 

Intangible resources are divided respectively by Aaker (1989) & Hall (1993) as assets and property 

that is legally protected (patents, trademarks, licenses, etc.), and those that are not, such as culture, 

reputation, knowledge, routines, procedures, know-how, skills, and abilities. The latter include 

assets that can support the generation of sustainable profits and that are comparatively higher than 

those of competitors. 

The resource theory defines the firmas a unique collection of resources and capabilities that 

cannot be freely bought and sold on the market (Conner, 1991; Rumelt, 1987; Wemerfelt, 1984). 

For this theory, the company is the appropriate leve! of analysis, and its primary mission is the 

study of differences in business outcomes. lts fundamental premise is the existence of heterogeneity 

among companies as to the resources they control, with the heterogeneity that explains the different 

results obtained by each of them (Lippman & Rumelt, 1982; Rumelt, 1984; Barney, 1991). 

The concepts of resource and capabilities have been discussed by severa! authors, although 

often the definitions are too broad and therefore misleading, which is inappropriate from a 

pragmatic view when tackling new problems. This is the case with Barney ( 1991 ), who defines the 

resources of the company as ali assets, capabilities, organizational processes, business attributes, 

information, knowledge, etc. These resources are controlled by a company, and they enable it to 

conceive and implement strategies that will enhance its efficiency (the amount of resources used to 
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produce a unit of output: "doing the thing right"); and efficacy (the degree in which an 

organization realizes its goals: "doing the right thing"). This definition includes the concept of 

resource and the capacity and, therefore, is unclear. 

Wemerfelt (1989) defines resources according to their potential use and identifies three 

categories: 

(l) Resources with a fixed potential; 

(2) Resources with a virtually unlimited potential; and 

(3) Resources with a fixed potential short term but unlimited in long term. 

This concept is similar to that posed by Black & Boa) (1994), and refers to the first two categories 

which are the resources and third party capabilities. Dierickx & Cool ( 1989) and Amit & 

Schoemaker (1993), among others, differentiate the static aspect of the dynamic. The resources are 

static and include the stock of productive factors that the company owns or controls. Hence, the 

performance of the firm may be categorized in reference to financia), physical, human, 

organizational, and technological capabilities (Grant, 1992). These capability drivers include 

resource-based information and exhibit sustainable competitive advantage (ltami, 1987). The 

capabilities are considered as flow, i.e., they represent the dynamic aspect that defines how the 

company uses its resources (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993 ). Moreover, given its dynamic nature, it 

cannot be considered independently of its use (Penrose, 1962). 

Both theoretical (Peteraf, 1993; Amit & Schoemaker, 1993; Mahoney & Pendian, 1992; 

Bamey, 1991; Grant, 1991; Dierickx & Cool, 1989; Ghemawat, 1986; Day & Wensley, 1988; 

Wemerfelt, 1984; Penrose, 1959), as the empirical studies (Graves et al. 2006; Ethiraj et al. 2005; 

Dutta et al. 2005; Schroeder et al. 2002; Makadok, 2001; Rosen bloom, 2000; Yeoh et al. 1999; 

Kusunoki et al. 1998; Farjoun, 1998; Huselid et al. 1997; Deeds et al. 1997; Henderson & 

Cockbum, 1994) have highlighted the importance of the capabilities in generating competitive 

advantage. Also, Fortune (2003) in his research establishes the positive influence of the capabilities 

to produce competitive advantages for the firm. 

However, Amit & Schoemaker (1993) consider that the capacity would be the ability to 

manage the resources to realize a concrete task in the organization. Hence, capacity refers to the 

competence of an organization to deploy resources in combination with organizational processes to 

produce what is already planned. Thus, the mere possession of resources by an organization does 

not explain its potential. It is important how these are combined and operated, which will determine 

their abilities or skills. In this sense, it is appropriate to distinguish between the possession of a 
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resource and the ability to efficiently and effectively use the services that this resource can provide 

(Ventura, 1996). 

The capabilities based on organizational knowledge are often not valued and communicates 

only through stored organizational memory, so that, as in the case of individuals, the organization 

reacts automatically to certain stimuli (Teece, 1982). The skills are linked to human capital; they 

rely primarily on intangible assets, particularly in the technological and organizational knowledge 

of the company, and govern the transformation of inputs to outputs, create value, and determine the 

efficiency and degree of organizational innovation (Fernandez, Montes Peón, & Vázquez Ordás, 

1997). The capabilities are complex patterns of coordination or interaction between people and 

between people and resources (Grant, 1991). These patterns have formed slowly as a result of 

organizational collective learning (Prahalad & Hamel, 1991; Winter, 1995) and continuously define 

what the organization can or cannot do. This implies that the company resources can only be used 

within a limited range of possibilities. 

Different authors argue that a capability is, in essence, a routine, and that the organization is 

itself a set of routines. Organizational routines are a set of guidelines for regular and predictable 

actions that indicate the tasks to be performed and how to implement them (Grant, 1991; Fernandez, 

1993; Nelson & Winter, 1982). To explain this, Grant (1991) uses the concept of organizational 

routines as described by Nelson and Winter (1982), thus the capabilities not only depend on the 

assets of the organization, but on the ability to combine, integrate, and mobi lize them through these 

routines. The routines are predictable and regular patterns of action, by determining the tasks to be 

performed and how they should be conducted. 

In view of the above discussion it may be stated that a capability is a set of organizational 

skills with which they perform sorne task or activity. As this is a joint effort of a number of 

resources, it is considered therefore a dynamic concept that expresses the combination of 

organizational skills and mechanisms through which coordination is achieved and encourages 

proper interaction between a set of technological and human resources to develop a specific 

function or activity (Ventura, 1996). The capabilities may include more elements such as 

technological skills, complementary assets (Teece, 1990), management, and physical systems and 

values (Leonard-Barton, 1992). 

Prahadal & Hamel ( 1990) and Nelson (1991) defined capabilities, as the power to properly 

manage the resources to perform a specific task within the organization. Therefore, in this context, 

capabilities refer to the competence of an organization to deploy resources in combination with 

organizational processes to produce a desired end. Literature has termed these capabilities that are 

proposed as the key to generating business value the "essential capabilities" or "essential 
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competencies". The owner, decision makers, or managers of small businesses have a key role in 

monitoring both market and environmental conditions, and to adapt the capabilities of the company 

to the environment (Zahra, Harry, & Per, 2006). Therefore, organizational perfonnance and 

competitive advantage are influenced by the manner of managing the capabilities of the firm (Zabra 

et al. 2006). 

It is necessary to determine the close inter-dependence between resources and capabilities, 

whereas the capabilities contribute to increase the resource stock (Dierickx & Cool, 1989). This 

inter-dependence is such that the two concepts can be confused, so Conner (1991) expressed the 

need to establish a hierarchy that allows accurate delineation between the two, thus resulting in 

greater explanatory power of such concepts. 

For this study, we classify as organizational resources to ali those assets that are 

material, financia/, human, organizational and technological that an organization 

has in tangibly way, as well as, to ali such intangibles like knowledge, information, 

customer base, the trademark, among others. While the organizational capabilities, 

are the competences or ski/Is to manage the inter-relationship between resources 

in combination with the operational processes of the company to develop a 

determined Junction or activity. 

In the next epigraph, we present the analysis of organizational perfonnance that is a crucial step in 

the evaluation process of an organization, despite that perfonnance measurement is one of the most 

problematic issues in the field of organizational theory, and also present the definitions of the 

construct included in this study. 

2.3 Organizational Performance 

The analysis of organizational perfonnance is a crucial step in the evaluation process of an 

organization. However, perfonnance measurement is one of the most problematic issues in the field 

of organizational theory (Steers, 1975; Zammuto, 1982; Handa & Adas, 1996). While various 

approaches exist to assessing organizational performance, there is Iittle consensus as to what 

constitutes a valid set of criteria (Lusthaus, Adrien, Anderson, Carden, & Montalván, 2002). 

In reviewing the research contributions made in the 1950s, it may be argued that the 

organizational performance was the way for an organization to grow as a social system and meet the 

set goals ( Georgopoulos & Tannenbaum, 19 57). In the 1 960s and 1970s, Seashore & Yuchtman 
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(1967) defined organizational performance as an organization's ability to exploit its environment to 

access to scarce resources. However, in the 1980s and 1990s, as constructivist thinking was 

standardized in organizational theory, identifying the goals of the organization was more complex 

than previously thought. In measuring organizational performance it is necessary to consider not 

only the perceptions of multiple constituencies or stakeholders of the organization but is also 

necessary for those members who work within it (Hassard & Parker, 1993 ). 

Gopalakrishnan (2000) believes that organizational performance has broad definitions, such 

as: 

(1) It is focused on efficiency, i.e., it is related to inflows and outflows of resources; 

(2) It is focused on the effectiveness, i.e., it is related to business growth and employee 

satisfaction, and 

(3) It is focused on finances, i.e., it is related to the return on assets, retum on investment, 

and profit growth. 

Moreover, Langerak, Hultink, & Rob ben (2004) relate organizational performance to sales growth, 

profitability, new products, segment sales of new products, market segment, retum on capital, and 

rate of return. Lee & Miller ( 1996) argue that organizational performance depends on the objectives 

of the company and can be reflected through: profitability (operating income, operating income on 

fixed assets), growth (sales, market segment, development of new product), customer satisfaction, 

and employee satisfaction (morale and welfare). In addition, Koo, Koh, & Nam (2004) measure, 

organizational performance taking into account six attributes: operating revenues, margins, 

employee growth, retum on assets, return on equity, and sales growth. However, Tsai (2001) 

evaluates organizational performance, taking into account only the return on investment. 

Mindful of potential contingent situations, organizational performance, according to the 

writings reviewed, is necessarily linked to the behavior of externa! and interna) factors of the 

company. Tidd (2001) argues that the complexity and uncertainty of the environment affects the 

interna) company factors: the better fit these factors are in setting, the better the performance. In any 

case it is adequate to identify the most appropriate organizational structure for specific 

environments rather than search a single model for any context. According to Damanpour & Evan 

( 1984 ), the changes and uncertainty in the environment stimulate changes and innovations in 

strategy and/or organizational structure, thus a balanced implementation of administrative and 

technical innovation would help to maintain the balance between the technical and social systems of 

the company to achieve high performance. Olson, Slater, & Hult (2005) argue that the interactions 
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between organizational perfonnance and the environment come from two characteristics of open 

systems: 

(]) The adaptation, by which strategies are adjusted to changes in the environment, and 

(2) Equifinality, whereby the performance can be achieved through different strategies, not 

through a single strategy. 

The highly competitive environment in which businesses operate today requires that they adopt 

practices designed to help assess what leve) and to what extent they are fulfilling their objectives. 

There is no doubt that if a company wishes to be competitive, it should concentrate its efforts on 

improving efficiency through improved customer service, reduced costs, and improved business 

processes (Norris, Hurley, Hartley, Dunleavy, & Balls, 2001). However, strategic postures that 

small businesses should take in relation to competitors are less frequently discussed in the literature 

of small business management. Little research has focused on studying the effect of different 

orientations of competition on organizational perfonnance in small enterprises in various scenarios 

considering the changing environment (Covin & Covin, 1990). 

In the relationship between organizational performance and the adoption of an 

organizational innovation, Bolton (1993) suggests that the poor perfonnance of the organization 

encourages the early creation of an area of R&D, while companies with high organizational 

perfonnance adopt an area of R&D at the end of the process. Chamanski & W aago (200 l) present 

different types of strategies that are linked to organizational performance. These vary with age of 

the finn, the Iife cycle of the company and industry type. They require the right combination of 

technology and business strategy, rather than taking each on its own, which is an important success 

factor in organizational perfonnance. Pil & Cohen (2006), meanwhile, show that there are three 

different positions with respect to starting the development of organizational performance to 

achieve: 

1. A firm may start with a maximum perfonnance leve) different from its competitors; 

2. A firm could detennine a ceiling of perfonnance and offer a different climb rate than its 

competitors; and 

3. A firm functions within a ceiling of perfonnance, with different scope of performance 

than its competitors. 
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It is important to consider that performance measurement has become key to ensure that the 

different cogs in an organization are maintained to meet operational objectives, such as increased 

productivity, improved response to customer needs, organizational flexibility, cost reduction, etc. 

These objectives and others are difficult to fulfill if the company cannot know to what extent they 

are meeting their specific targets. Performance measurement is increasingly used by companies 

seeking to gain competitive advantage and differentiation; however, this too! should be simple, 

continuous, and efficient (Alfaro, Ortiz, & Poler, 2007). Also, most nonprofit organizations view 

their performance in terms of fulfilling the mandates associated with its mission, objectives, or 

goals. An organization has a good performance when balancing effectiveness, efficiency, and 

relevance while maintaining its financia! viability (Lusthaus et al. 2002). 

However, the various proposals for achieving superior performance through the 

identification of essential capabilities and resources and its management in higher positions of 

competitiveness are difficult to follow even for large firms (Day & Wensley, 1988). Given the 

characteristics commonly cited by small businesses, such as lack of resources (Dodgson, 1984; 

Carson, 1990; Hogarth-Scott, Watson, & Wilson, 1996), uncertain market conditions (Mintzberg, 

1979; Wynarczyk, Storey, Short, & Keasey, 1993) anda reactive approach to marketing (Amer & 

Bain, 1990; Carson & Cromie, 1990; Carson, 1993), small firms are less likely to be able and 

willing to follow these prescriptive models. 

Material availability is one source of uncertainty that leads to many stoppages and hence, 

increased cycle time. Understanding a process and its requirements and methods is very important 

in moving towards leaner processes. In summary, lean principies are not only effective in 

complicated processes, as proved in previous studies, but also in simple processes. Enhancing the 

flow of materials, regardless of their inter-changeability, means the less time they will spend in the 

value stream and as a result, will be a leaner process. In fact, simple processes are good candidate 

for improve process efficiency (Al-Sudairi, 2007). 

The companies usually operate multiple production processes, each process supported by its 

own set of inputs, either resources or capabilities. Multiple production processes can be: non-joint, 

or networked in different ways such as process inter-related and sequential, and inputs can be 

allocable to one or multiple outputs (Beattie & Taylor, 1985; Fare & Grosskopf, 2000; Barnum & 

Gleason, 2006). One of the goals of production process mapping was to identify value adding 

activities from those activities that do not. Value adding activities are those that increase the 

economic value of a process and are valued by the client (Anupindi et al. 1999). Also, value adding 

activities transforrn inputs to outputs, to satisfy customer's requirements (Tenner & DeToro, 1997). 
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On the other hand, non-value added activities are those that do not directly increase the 

economic value of a process and they do not add valued for the customer (Anupindi et al. 1999). 

This is because such activities increase cycle time and add cost rather than value (Tenner & 

DeToro, 1997). Laguna & Marklund (2005) named to non-value adding activities, into control 

activities, that are necessary to the logic and the structure of a process, as preparing work area, the 

transporting and storing materials and equipment. This type of activities cannot eliminated, 

however, should be kept to the minimum (Womack & Jones, 1996). 

Hansen (1997) emphasized that no process is straightforward, where sometimes; there are 

situations that require deviations from ordinary processing. Nevertheless, it is possible that tasks 

begin based on conditions and termínate based on conditions. The information obtained from the 

performance evaluation of production processes and manufacturing systems guide directors and 

managers to take better decisions about how to manage their production systems more effectively 

and efficiently. To gain this, it is necessary to establish convenient metrics, for measurement 

purposes (Nachiappan et al. 2006). 

Therefore, the major organizational components in enhancing the effectiveness of 

performance of the small and medium sized manufactming enterprise need to be analyzed. The 

current research relating to organizational performance has been made to integrate the various 

schools of thought and devise a multidimensional and comprehensive frarnework for understanding 

organizational performance, a framework that is useful in analyzing the performance of Mexican 

SMEs. Accordingly, 

The arganizatianal eer{grmance, for this ( Gopalakrishnan, 2000); (Norris, Hurley, Hartley, 

study, is defined as the efficiency aj wark Dunleavy, & Balls, 2001) 

oracesses (ar warkf/aw) in the 
pracurement, (Day & Wensley, 1988); (Dodgson, 1984); (Carson, 

1990); (Hogarth-Scott, Watson, & Wilson, 1996); (Al-
Sudairi, 2007) 

utilizatian ar transfarmatian, (Al-Sudairi, 2007); (Beattie & Taylor, 1985); (Fare & 
Grosskopf, 2000); (Bamum & Gleason, 2006) 

caardinatian, (Tidd, 200 I ); (Damanpour & E van, 1984 ); (Lusthaus et al. 
2002); (Al-Sudairi, 2007); (Anupindi et al. 1999); (Tenner 
& DeToro, 1997); (Lae:una & Marklund, 2005) 

aperatianalizatian, and (Langerak, Hultink, & Robben, 2004); (Lee & Miller, 
1996); (Mintzberg, 1979); (Wynarczyk, Storey, Short, & 
Keasey, 1993); (Amer & Bain, 1990); (Carson & Cromie, 
1990); (Carson, 1993) 

managerial-mix, (Gopalakrishnan, 2000); (Langerak, Hultink, & Robben, 
2004); (Tidd, 2001); (Damanpour & Evan, 1984); (Olson, 
Slaler, & Hult, 2005); (Chamanski & Waago, 2001); 
(Alfara, Ortiz, & Poler, 2007); (Lusthaus et al. 2002); 
(Lusthaus et al. 2002); (Nachiappan et al. 2006) 

bath far resaurces and cavabilities afSMEs (See Figure 2.1 ). 
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In the study, is defined: 

• procurement as a way of acquiring resources and capabilities necessary for the 

operation of the finn; 

• utilization or transformation involves how to employ or modify the resources 

and capabilities to produce goods or services that the company generates; 

• coordination is an orderly way to control the firms' resources and capabilities; 

• operationalization is how to carry out the merchandising and logistics of the 

resources and capabilities of the firm; and, 

• managerial-mix is the way in which top management combines the resources 

and capabilities of the company. 

Figure 2.1 Organizational Performance within Work Processes 

• 

., .... ~ 

Source: Author 's research 

In the next epigraph, we present the conceptual foundations of the competitiveness, and also present 

the definitions of the construct included in this study. 

2.4 Competitiveness and competitive advantage 

One of the issues that needed addressing in order to define precisely the concept of competitiveness 

is its measurement. The fact that has not been identified, a valid and generalizable indicator, leads 

us, following Venkatraman & Ramanujam (1986), to conduct a review of the major work on 
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competitiveness and the different ways m which researchers have conceptualized and 

operationalized the concept in their studies. 

The terrn competitiveness is very common. In spite of this, there are very few definitions of 

competitiveness in the literature. More importantly, the concept is often misunderstood and 

considered to be comparable with competition, performance, equilibrium or, competitive advantage 

(Eiriz et al. 201 O). 

1t could be said that competitiveness is the ability to generate and maintain a competitive 

advantage. An enterprise has a competitive advantage when its superior market position creates the 

conditions necessary to achieve superior performance compared to its competitors. On the other 

hand, competitive advantage means, the relative superiority of a company in resources and 

capabilities, which confers superiority in implementing the actions. Naturally, a complete 

understanding of the concept requires consideration of these two senses, because the superiority of 

resources and capabilities, are, in fact, sources of positional advantage, while a positional advantage 

generates higher performance outcomes (Day & Wensley, 1988). 

The competitiveness, mainly in SMEs, has constituted a very interesting research field over 

the past 30 years (Almus & Nerlinger, 1999; Slevin & Covin, 1995; Man et al. 2002). Two 

traditional theories of strategic management, the Industrial Organization Theory and the Resource

Based View, try to explain the competitiveness of industrial firrns. The first theory focuses on the 

forces of the externa) environment that influences the competitiveness of the firrns (Porter, 1998); 

while the second one is concerned with the interna) environment of firms, their own capabilities and 

resources they have in order to become competitive (Barney, 2001; Wemerfelt, 1984 ). Therefore, in 

Iiberalized markets, competitiveness is the key to economic development and thus to poverty 

reduction. 

Waheeduzzaman & Ryans (1996) considered that the study of competitiveness involves 

multidimensional concepts and disciplines. Achievement of competitive advantage for firms has 

received considerable attention over the past decades. The period from the 1960s to the early 1990s 

has seen a plethora of theories explaining how this could be done. Flanagan et al. (2007) provided a 

critica! review and valuable insights into firms' competitiveness, and identified three main schools 

of theories: 

( 1) The competitive advantage and competitive strategy models (i.e. Porter, 1990); 

(2) The Resource-based view (RBV) and core competence approach (e.g. Wernerfelt, 1984; 

Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Barney, 1991); and 
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(3) The strategic management approach (e.g. Wheelen & Hunger, 2002; Ansoff, 1965; 

Chandler, 1962). 

However, Porter's theory of firms' competitiveness is characterized by an industrial organization 

view of competitive advantage (Flanagan et al. 2007). Porter (I 990) developed a diamond 

framework, and identified four attributes to gain and sustain competitive advantage of the firm: 

factor conditions; demand conditions; related and supporting industries; and context for firm 

strategy and rivalry. 

It is essential to remember that the term "competitive advantage" has become one of the 

centerpieces and one of the most influential terms in the framework of the strategic management 

literature (Lavie, 2006). 

In the business literature in general, it is suggested that the most important strategic 

objective that a company should aim for is to achieve competitive advantage (Porter, 1980). 

Relatively little research has explored the competitive advantage of small businesses in comparison 

to studies of competitive advantage in large enterprises. One of the main reasons is that the 

competitive advantage in small firms often arises accidentally as a result of special circumstances 

within the operation of the company (Jennings & Beaver, 1997). Furthermore, it is believed that the 

traditional models of competitive advantage are not entirely applicable to small businesses because 

they presuppose the existence of economies of scale and recognize that small businesses cannot 

compete with larger organizations in terms of economies of scale (Carson, 1985; Maclaran & 

McGowan, 1999). 

The full understanding of competitive advantage requires a complex and multidimensional 

description of all points of superiority or deficiency between a company and its competitors (Day & 

Nedungadi, 1994). However, Day & Wensley (1988) mentioned that there is no common meaning 

for competitive advantage in practice or in literature. They explained that the competitive advantage 

has been used synonymously with "distinctive competence" in the sense of relative superiority of 

the skills and resources. That is, the superior skills and resources are the sources of competitive 

advantage for firms (Day & Wensley, 1988). 

However, the competitive advantage has been defined simply as the unique position that the 

company develops in relation to its competitors (Hofer & Schendel, 1978). Competitive advantage 

is often seen in relation to industry structures, products, markets, customers, strategies, and 

communication (Shearman, Easton, Burrell, & Rothschild, 1993). Competitive advantage has also 

been used to describe the positions of superiority based on the estimated maximum value of the 
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client in the possession of lower relative costs in the resulting market share or performance 

profitability (O'Donnell, Gilmore, Carson, & Cummins, 2002). 

The organizational skills and resources are considered as structural determinant factors, 

whereas cost drivers are considered competitive advantages of differentiation (Porter, 1985). These 

aspects of competitive advantage have been studied primarily with a strategic approach, rather than 

a marketing approach (Day & Wensley, 1988). However, the results of the performance of 

competitive advantage have been studied mainly with marketing approach and through the analysis 

of performance results, usually measured in terms of market share and profits (Day & Wensley, 

1988). 

lt is said that a company achieves competitive advantage when it gets higher yields (Porter, 

1980), i.e., when the profitability of a company exceeds the opportunity cost of resources used for 

the provision of goods or services. That is to say, one company shows lower yields when the 

profitability of the resources used in providing the good or service does not cover the opportunity 

cost of those resources (what resources might have earned in an alternative investment of similar 

risk). One company shows normal returns when the yield at least recovered the amount of 

investment. In this sense it would be easier, and generate less concem, to place resources in a 

financia) institution that delivers the same rate of return that the business delivers. Without work, 

one would receive the same return without suffering the stresses of business. Finally, a company 

shows superior performance when the profitability of resources exceeds the amount that would have 

won in an alternative of similar risk (Noboa, 2006). 

Competitive advantage and organizational performance often depend on companies' 

interna) resources and their ability to coordinate and combine their resources and capabilities 

(Barney, 1991; Grant, 1991 ). Companies can achieve competitive advantage through the use of 

resources that are valuable, rare, hard to replace, and difficult to imitate (Barney, 1991 ). The 

competitive advantage is considered within the resource-based theory as a result associated with a 

value-creating strategy that is uncommon or rare among competitors (Barney, 1991 ). 

Even if the generation of competitive advantage Iies in the way a company designs and 

implements its activities, it must be remembered that the administration and the sum of ali these 

activities, rather than isolated consideration of one of them, is what generates competitive 

advantage (Porter, 1996). 

So, the sources of competitiveness vary depending on the strategies employed by the top 

managers within the companies (Crick, 2009; Bell et al. 2004; Ibeh, 2003; Crick & Jones, 2000). 

Also, Ugwu et al. (2006) considered in their research, that the basic characteristics of the 

competitiveness sources should be quantifiable, effective, relevant, understandable and usable by 

27 



the researchers and practitioners. On the other hand, as mentioned by Li et al. in their 2009 study, 

the sources that are vital to the competitiveness, are, the profitability and revenue growth, market 

coverage, financia! competencies, and management competencies, among other. 

Sorne authors have operationalized the concept of competitiveness in their studies, using 

certain qualitative variables (Álvarez & García, 1996; Luck, 1996; Peters & Watennan, 1982), 

however, there is a preferably in the literature towards the use of quantitative indicators (Lopez & 

Garcia, 1999; Gadenne, 1998; Powell, 1996; Wijewardena & Cooray, 1995; Acar, 1993; Kay, 1993; 

Kalleberg & Leitcht, 1991 ). Within these, and despite the limitations of these, the most widely used 

indicator is the profitability (Warren et al. 2000; Lopez & Garcia, 1999; Gadenne, 1998; Yusuf, 

1995; Wijewardena & Cooray, 1995; Kalleberg & Leitcht, 1991 ). 

Besides its various definitions, a number of other interesting characteristics are useful for 

gaining insights of the concept. Summarized by Flanagan et al. (2005), competitiveness may be 

described as something that is multi-defined, multi-measured, multilayered, dependent, relative, 

dynamic, and processes related. The competitiveness can guide management on how to improve its 

competitiveness, and in turn, its long-term and sustainable perfonnance (Cattell et al. 2004). 

The increasing emphasis on the importance of competitiveness stems not only from its 

ability to enable sustainable growth, but also from dynamic competition in today's world (Flanagan 

et al. 2005). Trade liberalization has created an inter-connected and inter-dependent world; converts 

the world into a complex and multifaceted dynamic place with free competition and free trade. 

Therefore, development of competitiveness is the major strategy for competing in this world 

context. 

Competitiveness as a subject comprises different levels of analysis (Flanagan et al. 2005). 

lnvestigations of competitiveness can be conducted from the perspective of country, sector or 

industry and enterprise, each leve! being significantly different. The analysis of competitiveness at 

each leve! also incorporates different sets of theories. In addition, the different levels of analysis 

provide a clear taxonomy for reviewing on the competitiveness researches. From the perspective of 

the finn, competitiveness is associated with profitability; productivity; costs; value added; market 

share; exports; technological innovation; product quality; among others (McFetridge, 1995). This 

research focuses on the latter leve! of analysis, that is, from the perspective ofthe company. 

The substantial differences in the profitability of each company are due to intrinsic factors 

of the company, whose effect on profitability is called "firm effect". This is the basis of RBV 

(Wemerfelt, 1984; Teece, 1986; Prahalad & Hamel, I 990; Bamey, 1991; Grant, 1991; Amit & 

Schoemaker, 1993; Peteraf, 1993). According to this perspective, resources and capabilities of each 

company are those that Jet distinguished from others, and proper management will gain a 
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competitive advantage that will allow companies in the same industry get different levels of 

profitability. 

The RBV provides evidence of the importance of the interna! elements of the company to 

find the real justification in the differences in results among the many companies in the industry to 

which they belong (Wernerfelt & Montgomery, 1988; Hansen and Wernerfelt, 1989; Rumelt, 1991 ), 

making the company the unit of analysis. Therefore, the main aim of the research is to analyze the 

influence of interna! factors to the company (its resources and capabilities) on its competitiveness; 

factors are analyzed from the perspective of RBV, as shown in Figure 2.2. 

Figure 2.2 Influence of internal factors of an enterprise on its competitiveness 

- - ----- - - - ----- - - - - - --- -l•:t·l1(Jl¡jj- -

·~ 1 
Resources 

and 
Capabilities 

ofan 
enterprise 

t 
1 

. . 
•Valuable 
•Rare 
•Hard to replace 
•Difficult to imitate 

Strategies 
employed by the 
top management 

L. r 

Source: Authors research 

Competitive 
Advantage • Competitiveness 

• Different levels of 
market share 

• Different levels of 
profitability 

The plethora of definitions is a proof of the diversity, inclusivity and complexity of the concept. 

Therefore, considering the importance of defining the tenn of competitiveness and its measurement, 

for the manufacturing SMEs in Mexico, in this research is defined: 

The competitiveness as the ability to generate and maintain a competitive 

advantage achieving higher performance in the industry (Eiriz et al. 201 O); 

(Noboa, 2006); (Cattell et al. 2004); (O'Donnell et al. 2002); (Barney, 1991); 

(Grant, 1991); (Day & Wensley, 1988), by: 
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(]) Developing a unique market position, in relation to competitors (Li et al. 2009); 

(O'Donnell et al. 2002); (McFetridge, 1995); (Sheannan et al. 1993 ); (Day & 

Wensley, 1988) and 

(2) Getting a higher return, in relation to the profitability of competitors (Li et al. 

2009); (Noboa, 2006); (Warren et al. 2000); (Lopez & Garcia, 1999); 

(Gadenne, 1998); (Yusuf, 1995); (Wijewardena & Cooray, 1995); (Kalleberg 

& Leitcht, 1991 ); (Porter, 1980). 

The study considers two dimensions to analyze the competitiveness (see Figure 2.3): 

• The first is the trade competitiveness: defined as the ability to develop a unique 

market position, in relation to competitors, and 

• The second is the financia! competitiveness: defined as the ability to get a 

higher return, in relation to the profitability of competitors. 

Figure 2.3 Competitiveness dimensions 
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Source: Author 's research 

In the next epigraph, based on ali this research of the literature, we develop the theoretical 

model of the relationship between organizational perfonnance and competitiveness of 

SMEs in Mexico, under the perspective of resource-based view. 
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2.5 Theoretical model analysis of the relationship between organizational 

performance and competitiveness of SMEs in Mexico, under the 

perspective of resource-based view. 

Measuring organizational performance through identified variables and the analysis and resolution 

of key interna! factors of capabilities and resources of a company through the operational processes 

that generate impact, on the small and medium enterprises (SMEs) to gain competitiveness, is 

crucial for these enterprises in Mexico. 

Relying on the growing importance of organizational performance measurement and a 

perspective of causality and correlation between organizational performance and competitiveness, 

the research model proposes five types of dimensions (procurement, use or transformation, 

coordination, operationalization and managerial mix) related to resources and capabilities, to 

measure organizational performance. And two dimensions (trade competitiveness, and financia) 

competitiveness), to measure competitiveness. The Figure 2.4 shows the proposed relationship 

between the organizational performance and competitiveness with its respective dimensions, under 

the analysis of the resources and capabilities of the enterprise. 

Figure 2.4 Theoretical Model of Organizational Performance vs. Competitiveness 

Independent Variable 
1 
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Source: Author's research 
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In the next epigraph, we present the conceptual foundations of the managerial efficiency, and also 

present the definitions of the constructs included in this study. 
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2.6 Managerial efficiency 

This section is critica) because it is the preamble to the analysis of the first stage of the research, 

through which we could know about decisions made by managers within production processes 

conceming resources and capabilities, used for daily operation in the enterprises. To make later, in 

the quantitative analysis, a comparison of managerial efficiency in each of the dimensions of 

organizational performance among firms interviewed. 

Therefore, knowledge of the definitions of the different constructs, proposed for this 

analysis, is the point that concems us to develop below. 

2.6.1 Managerial efficiency 

The managerial efficiency of producers is usually measure on the basis of their inputs and outputs. 

The manufacturers are usually evaluated in terms of their ability to minimize the consumption of 

inputs in the production of certain products, or maximize production output with minimum inputs. 

Any resources employed in excess of the optima) quantity are denoted as a deviation from 

efficiency or X-inefficiencies, according to Leibenstein (1966), the majority of X-inefficiency 

losses arise from inadequate motivation by the firm management. 

In formulating market competition strategies, an important problem is the measurement of 

the managerial efficiency of the entire industry prior to an assessment of the advantages and 

disadvantages of different sectors (Wang et al. 2006). Performance evaluation is a necessary part of 

management control. It is used not only as a reference for decision making, but also as a basis for 

any improvement. Hence, how to measure managerial efficiency becomes an important and wide

ranging subject (Wang et al. 2006). 

The managerial efficiency is a controversia) concept. Its definition is burdened by the 

diversity of targets set by various types of economic parties, inequality in their interna) and externa) 

conditions, as well as, by a manager, with specific skills and own personality. The theory of 

management in entrepreneurship relates the concept of managerial efficiency mainly to the 

operating style of the senior executives, its attitudes towards staff and aptitude to manage the 

organization, and make efficient the structure in diverse environments (Ács & Gerlowski, 1996; 

Bumes, 2000). This means that managerial effectiveness studies are mostly transferred into a study 

of management aptitude, decision-making and organizational design. 

While searching for an adequate definition of the term, taking ali this into account, for this 

study is considered the definition of the concept of the managerial efficiency as follows: 
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The managerial ef(iciency is a comparative valuation of the ability that managers 

have, in decision making (Fredrickson 1984, Simons et al. 1999; Tyler & Bladder, 

2000), and in the evaluation, selection, and implementation of the organizational 

design (Norris et al. 2001 ). 

In the first stage of the research, is made an analysis of the managerial efficiency, organizational 

performance and competitiveness, on small and medium enterprises in Mexico. How are being 

made the decisions, how is being carried out the organizational performance, and how the 

enterprises are developing their competitiveness (see Figure 2.5). 

An analysis of the most important determinants and the least important within the 

production process of manufacturing SMEs, allow us to know the criteria in making decisions on, 

the procurement of resources and capabilities; their use or transfonnation; coordination; 

operationalization; and managerial mix of these two important elements, for any company. 

Figure 2.5 Managerial Efficiency Dimensions 
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Source: Author's research 

2.6.2 Decision making: How decisions should made 

"' -"' ~" 

, Competitiveness 
1 
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"Decision making is the study of identifying and choosing alternatives based on the values and 

preferences of the decision maker. Making a decision implies that there are alternative choices to 

be considered, and in such a case we want not only to identify as many of these alternatives as 

possible but to choose the one that best fits with our goals, objectives, desires, values, and so on" 

(Harris, 2009). 

33 



The fullness decision-making, describes the degree to which the team is being thorough, 

since it considers multiple approaches, courses of action, and decision criteria in its strategic 

decision making (Fredrickson 1984; Simons et al. 1999). Conceptually, quality of decision-making 

relates to the manner in which decisions are made or reached, is a criterion that may influence the 

views and satisfaction of a participant in any decision making (Tyler & Bladder, 2000). It could 

moti vate the attitude of the peo ple and the leve) of cooperation during the decision-making. 

The quality of decision making would influence the overall perceived fairness of the 

decision-making procedure (Konovsky, 1994 ). Decision makers, make decisions by following a 

process comprised of steps supported by tactics to carry out each step (Nutt, 2002). The work ofthe 

decision makers, is through the steps of process to uncover what to do and why. Different types of 

processes can be found in the literature, what decision makers do and what researchers believe they 

should do (Daft, 1995; Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992; Harrison & Phillips, 1991; Nutt, 1989). Sorne 

researchers draw on philosophy of science ( e.g. Dewey, 191 O) to gain insight into how decisions 

should be made. This has lead to formulating processes by specifying procedures (e.g. Daft, 1995; 

Nutt, 1989; Perrow, 1967; Simon, 1977; Thompson, 1967). 

As defined by Baker et al. in their 2001 study, "efficient decision-making involves a series 

of steps that require the input of information at different stages of the process, as well as a process 

for feedback". A general decision making process can be divided into the following steps: 

(1) Define the problem 

(2) Determine requirements 

(3) Establish goals 

(4) Identify alternatives 

(5) Define criteria 

(6) Selecta decision making too) 

(7) Evaluate alternatives against criteria 

(8) Validate solutions against problem statement. 

Decision makers are called upon to gather intelligence about needs, specify desired results, uncover 

options, evaluate options according to their benefits, and implement by working with interest 
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groups and their perceptions to install the most beneficia! option (Daft, 1995; Eisenhardt, & 

Zbaracki, 1992; Harrison, & Phillips, 199). 

Sorne researches include decisions that comprise severa! managerial levels (Bell et al. 1998) 

or consider decisions made by CEOs, top management teams, middle managers, and department 

heads (Nutt, 2005). The large number of these efforts has led researchers to identify processes with 

specific applications, such as decision-making (e.g. Havelock, 1973; Nutt, 2004a); what decision 

makers do (e.g. Mintzberg et al. 1976; Soleberg, 1967; Witte, 1972). Such studies examine decision 

makers behaviour, using interviews, surveys, and in practice ( e.g. Hickson et al. 1986; Nutt, 1984 ). 

The aim is to document the components of the making decision, to find essential elements (Bell et 

al. 1998). Finally, the knowledge also determines the selected making decision (Ragagopalan et al. 

1998). Where, the knowledge is the action and result of knowing, through the intellectual faculties. 

Most theories about the decision-making (Mador, 2000; Mintzberg et al. 1976 and 

Papadakis et al. 1998) rely around an integrative model of decision-making, which contains the 

following elements: the entrepreneur himself, the specific characteristics of the decision to be taken, 

the organizational factors and the environment. These independent variables are in constant 

interaction during decision. Therefore, in this study, the construct of decision making, refers: 

The decision making, is the ability to identify and select the best alternative 

(Harris, 2009) in the use of the resources and capabilities of the firm, within each 

stage of production process (Mador, 2000, Mintzberg et al. 1976 and Papadakis et 

al. 1998). 

So, a database of 1 7 SMEs, gathered to know about the decisions made by directors, within each 

stage of production process, regarding the "resources" and "capabilities", used for daily operation in 

the enterprises. 

2.6.3 Organizational design 

Organizational design is a complex and difficult task, yet it is one of the most important tasks 

undertaken by directors and their senior management teams. Successful design of an organization 

requires deeply understanding the context, the environment in which the firrn competes, the models 
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it will need to compete, the business strategies, and the resources and capabilities it needs to 

compete. 

Organizational design theorists suggest that there are six dimensions to be considered in 

designing an organization: 1 

(1) Strategy or goals, which determine direction 

(2) Policies related to people or human resource management policies, which influence and 

define the mindsets and skills of the employees 

(3) Roles and responsibilities which designate where in the organization work will be 

allocated 

(4) Communication or information networks, which describe the flow of information that 

may be supported by either infonnation technology or organizational structure or both 

(5) Structure, which detennines the location of decision-making power 

(6) Compensation or reward systems, which influence people to perfonn and address the 

organizational strategy or goals (Galbraith, 1986). 

However, most organizational design efforts focus too much on the structure, ignoring the 

importance of the other elements of the design. 

Organizational design is a broad concept referring to the process of assessing and selecting 

the structure and fonnal system of communication, division of labor, coordination control, authority 

and responsibility required to achieve organizations goals (Hamel and Pralahad, 1994). An 

organizations design is much more complex and detailed than the boxes and lines that appear on an 

organizational chart. Therefore, another way to consider an organizations design is as a complex 

web that reflects the pattem of interactions and coordination of human components, tasks and 

technology (Silvestri, 1997). 

The organizational design options, which enable responsiveness of employees to 

contingencies, focused on the issue of centralized vs. decentralized decision making (Child, 1973; 

Damonpour, 1991 ). Decentralization is defined as the extent to which decision making is distributed 

throughout the organization and employees are able to make independent decisions about their 
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work. In centralization, the decisions are in the top management (Aiken and Hage, 1971; Corwin, 

1975). 

Tidd (2001) argues that the complexity and uncertainty of the environment affects the 

interna! company factors, the better fit these factors in setting the better the performance, in any 

case is adequate to identify the most appropriate organizational structure for specific environments 

rather than search a single model for any context. Likewise, Damanpour and E van (1984) consider 

the changes and uncertainty in the environment stimulate changes and innovations in strategy 

and/or organizational structure, a balanced implementation of administrative and technical 

innovation would help to maintain the balance between technical and social system of the company 

to achieve high performance. 

Therefore, considering that the organizational design is a broad concept, for this study is 

defined as: 

The organizational design is the process of assessing and selecting the structure 

and formal system of communication, division of labor, coordination control, 

compensation or reward systems, authority and responsibility required to achieve 

organizations goals (Hamel and Pralahad, 1994; Galbraith, 1986). 
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CHAPTER3: 

THE SMALL AND MEDIUM ENTERPRISES OF THE 

MANUFACTURING SECTOR IN MEXICO. 

The aim of this chapter is to study small and medium enterprises in the manufacturing sector in 

Mexico, forming the framework of the investigation. In the next epigraph, is detailed the analysis of 

SMEs in Mexico and the world. 

3.1 The small and medium enterprises in the world and in Mexico 

Small and medium enterprises are of great importance in the economy and employment at national 

and regional levels, both in industrialized countries as in the lower level of development countries. 

The small and medium enterprises worldwide representing the segment of the economy that 

contributes the largest number of economic units and personnel employed, hence the relevance is of 

these businesses and the need to strengthen their performance, they fundamentally affect in the 

overall performance of national economies. 

The criterion to classify small and medium enterprises are different in each country, 

traditionally has used the number of workers as a criterion to stratify establishments by size and as 

additional criteria, are the total annual sales, the revenue and/or fixed assets. 

Both the advanced countries and developing economies manage different criteria to classify 

firms by strata, but a common element is the number of workers or number of employees, as the 

primary indicator. 

Despite the global heterogeneity to define corporate SMEs, there are criteria for identifying 

them; hence organizations like the European Union and the Organization for Economic Cooperation 

and Development (OECD) recognize two major aspects that determine the criteria for stratification 

used: 

• For legal and administrative. The criteria used to identify SMEs are the variables of 

persons employed, annual sales and results of the annual balance sheet. 

• For statistical purposes. The general criteria for classifying SMEs concerns solely the 

total employed persons working in these establishments. 
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However, the diversity of criteria for defining SMEs worldwide have to do, eventually with política) 

and economic characteristics of each nation, the evidence presents insunnountable differences to 

find a universal definition that classifies SMEs. 

In Mexico, it was not until 1985 that the Ministry of Commerce and Industrial Development 

(SECOFI), now Ministry of Economy, officially established the criteria to classify industries 

according to their size. On 30 April of that year, published in the Official Journal of the Federation 

program for the Integral Development of Small and Medium Industry in establishing the 

classification under the following layers: 

• Small Entemrise. Companies that occupy up to 100 people and its net sales will not 

exceed the amount of 400 million pesos ayear. 

• Medium Entemrise. Companies that occupy up to 250 people and the value of sales 

would not exceed the sum of one thousand 100 million pesos ayear. 

Since then, the regulatory and legal framework of economic activities of micro, small and medium 

enterprises has been established by the Ministry of Economy (fonnerly SECOFI). 

On June 30, 2009, the Ministry of Economy, delivered the ultimate criterion for the 

definition of small and medium enterprises, as shown in the Table 3 .1. 

Table 3.1 Stratification of companies published in the Official Journal of the 

Federation June 30, 2009 

Stratlflcatlon 

Micro Small Medlum 

Sector Personnel Range of Comblned Personnel Range of Comblned Personnel Range of Comblned 

amountof celllng• amountof celllng• amountof celllng• 

annual sales annual sales annual sales 

(Mp) (Mp) (Mp) 

lndustry From Oto 10 Up to $4 4.6 From 11 to SO From S 4.01 95 From 51 to 250 From $ 100.01 250 

to$ 100 to S 250 

Commerce From Oto 10 Upto$4 4.6 From 11 to30 From $4.01 93 From 31 to 100 From $ 100.01 235 

to$ 100 to$ 250 

Servlces From Oto 10 Up to $4 4.6 From 11 to SO From $ 4.01 95 From 51 to 100 From $ 100.01 235 

to S 100 to S 250 

'Combined ceiling = (Workers) x10% + (Annua I Sales) x 90. Mp = Millions oí pesos. 

Economic Census, 2009. 

The results of the 2009 Economic Census, in 2008 there were 3,724,019 Mexico economic units 

belonging to the prívate sector and parastatal engaged in sorne economic activity, in which 
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20,116,834 people labored. Of this total, 98.4% of economic units and 90.2% of employed persons 

correspond, overall to the manufacture sector, commerce and services (see Table 3.2). 

Table 3.2 Economic units and total employed persons* of the Private Sector 

and parastatal by economic activity 2008 

Economic units Total employed persons 
Economic activity 

Absolute % Absolute % 

Natlonal Total.. 3,724,019 

1,367,287"" 
1,858,550 ··· 

436,851 

Transport, postal and storage 17,705 

Construction 18,637 

Electridty, water and gas 2,589 

Fishing and agriculture 19,443 

Mining 2,957 

Source:INEGI. Economic Census 2009. 

0.5 704,640 

0.1 235,688 

0.5 180,083 

0.1 142,325 

•Toe total employed persons includes both, the employed persons dependent on the corporate and the non-dependent of it. 

•• National totals exclude agricultura! sector, government, religious associations a nd organizations offshore. 

Notes: Economic activities are arranged accordingtothe amount oftotal employed persons. 

In this table, the sum of percentages ma'( not total one hundred percent dueto rounding factor. 

3.6 

3.5 

1.2 

0.9 

0.7 

In this study we focus exclusively to the manufacturing sector, which forrns part of these three 

groups of economic activity. In the next epigraph, is detailed the analysis of Mexico's 

manufacturing SMEs. 

3.2 The small and medium enterprises in the manufacturing sector in 

Mexico 

Manufacturing sector according to the Industrial Classification System in North America, Mexico 

2007 (SCIAN for its acronym in Spanish) is divided into 21 subsectors, 86 branches, 182 sub

branches and 292 kinds of activity. 

"--. The manufacturing industries are shaped by economic units mainly engaged in processing 
~~ 

mechanical, physical or chemical materials or substances in order to obtain new products. Also 

considered as part of manufacturing assembly activities, the assembly of parts and components or 

products manufactured, the rebuilding of machinery and industrial equipment, commercial, and 

other inappropriate official, and finishing of manufactured products by dyeing, treatment heating, 

plating and similar processes. Also included here is the mixture of materials such as lubricating oils, 

plastic resins, paints and spirits, among others. 
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This sector is characterized by being diversified, coexist m this highly concentrated 

activities, such as the steel industry, automotive, cement, brewing, oil refining, to name a few, along 

with atomized industries such as manufacturing product blacksmithing, baking bread, com tortillas, 

water purification, among others. 

The infonnation in the Economic Census 2009 indicates that the manufacturing sector in 

Mexico is the most important in the total gross output, generating 44.3% of the national total, 

concentrating 11.7% of economic units and 23.2% of employed persons (INEGI, 2009). 

Of the 21 sub-sectors forming the sector manufacturing, ten of them concentrated, 69.5% of 

economic units, 74.7% of employed persons and 66.7% of the total manufacturing gross output, 

being the most outstanding by the number of people who occupied: industry of food , manufacture 

of transport equipment, manufacture of metal products, manufacture of clothing, computer and 

communications equipment, plastic and rubber, chemicals, products made of nonmetallic minerals, 

other manufacturing, and electrical and power generation. 

The small manufacturing establishrnents (11 to 50 people) accounted for 5.1 % of total 

manufacturing (22,349), employed 10.0% of total employed persons, contributed 6.6% of wages in 

the sector and generated 4.1 % of the total gross output. 

In small establishments, ten branches concentrated 56.6 and 54.4% of economic units and 

total employed persons, respectively. Within the stratum of small businesses, the activity with the 

highest percentage of employed persons was provided by: the manufacture of clothing (9.5%), 

bakeries and tortillas (8.5%), printing and allied industries (5.7%), manufacturing footwear, and 

plastic products (5.5% each), fumiture, except shelving and office (5.0%), metal structures and iron 

(4. 1 %), beverage industry (3.7%), machining of metal parts (3.6 %), other manufacturing (3.2%). 

The median industry (51 to 250 people employed) fonned with 7,113 establishments 

represented 1.6% of the manufacturing sector, employed 17 .1 % of total employed persons, 

contributed 17 .8% of wages in the sector, and generated 16.5% of the total gross output. 

Overall, the ten most important branches of its total employed persons, concentrated, 43 .1 % 

of economic units and generated 28.0% of total gross production. Highlighted by the highest 

percentage of employed persons, were the plastic products industry (8.7%), manufacture of clothing 

(8.5%), motor vehicle parts (4.6%), footwear (4.0%), printing and allied industries (3.5%), 

cardboard and paper products (3.2%), fumiture, excluding office and shelving (2.9%), other 

manufacturing (2.5%), beverage industry, and manufacture of iron and steel structures (both 2.4%). 

An important economic indicator in manufacturing is the total gross output that is 

composed by input costs (intermediate consumption) plus the value added. Thus, the indicator of 
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census gross value added2 to total gross output indicates the percentage that the value added 

represents in production, being the average for total manufacturing, 32.7%: for micro 

establishments (O to 10 people) of36.8%; for small establishments (11 to 50) of 32.0%; for medium 

establishments (51 to 250 people) of 32.3% and for large establishments (251 to more people) of 

29.7% (see Graph 3.1 ). 

Graph 3.1 Participation of the census gross value added in total gross production 
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Source: Economic Census 2009 

lt should be noted, that the participation of the value added census gross in total gross production of 

the small and medium establishments is 64.3% this is more than double that of large establishments. 

The growth ofthis variable is ofparticular importance as it indicates the ability of SMEs to generate 

wealth. For every Mexican peso produced, 64 cents is generated by the SME, however, for every 

Mexican peso produced in large companies, are generated only 29 cents. 

From the discussion above, one can understand the importance that has the small and 

medium enterprises (SMEs) in the economy of Mexico. 

2 Census Gross Value Added (VACB by its Spanish acronym) is the production value that is added during the process of 
work, creative activity and transfonnation of employed persons, capital and organization (factors of production), exerted 
on the materials consumed in the embodiment of economic activity. Arithmetically, Census Gross Value Added (V ACB) 
results from subtracting to the Gross Production Total the Intermediate Consumption, is called gross because it has not 
been deducting the consumption of fixed capital, as depreciation of fixed assets. VACB = (Gross production total) minus 
(intennediate consumption). 
Producer price valuation is defined as the amount receivable by the producer from the purchaser, less the value added tax 
(IV A by its Spanish-acronym) charged to the buyer. Value added is valued at producer prices. 
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CHAPTER4: 

RESEARCH DESIGN; RESEARCH PROBLEM 

STATEMENT AND HYPOTHESES. 

In this chapter, we illustrate the way in how this research was conducted, therefore, outlines the 

research design, sets the problem of study, arise the questions and the objectives to be achieved, and 

formulates the hypotheses linking organizational performance and competitiveness. This chapter is 

of great importance, since, the research design has the committed to answer the research questions 

raised, achieve the study objectives, and analyze the accuracy of the hypotheses made in a particular 

context, therefore, was conducted as follows. 

4.1 Research design 

There is no specific design model to conduct research (Namakforoosh, 1999), and literature in 

general, <loes not consider that a type of design is better than another (Hernández et al. 201 O). 

Kerlinger & Lee (2002) point significantly, that the design of each investigation depends on the 

objectives that the researcher has stated, the research questions developed, the scope of the study to 

be undertaken and the hypotheses made. 

The research design is defined as non-experimental ( or ex post facto )3, of trans-sectional 

type, and the approach is correlational/causal. In Figure 4.1, is conceptualized the research design. 

NON
EXPERIMENTAL 

Source: Author 's researc/1 

Figure 4.1. Research Design 

Trans-sectional 11+ Correlational/Causal 

Research is non-experimental, since is done without intentionally manipulated variables. In non

experimental research is not built an environment or situation, only observed phenomena, as given 

in its natural context, and then analyze them, such as the observation of existing situations in 

organizations. 

3 The meaning of "ex post facto" is "after the fact" 
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Kerlinger & Lee (2002) note that "non-experimental research or ex post facto, is to observe 

phenomena as they occur in their natural context for later analysis; in this type of research is 

impossible to manipulate variables or randomly assigning subject to the conditions". In fact, there 

are no conditions or stimuli to which they expose the test subjects. Subjects are observed in their 

environment, in their reality. 

In this sense, in a non-experimental study is not built any situation, but the existing 

situations are observed, they are not caused intentionally by the researcher. In non-experimental 

research, the independent variables have already occurred and cannot be manipulated, the 

investigator has no direct control over these variables, can not affect them because they have 

already happened, like its effects. 

Is trans-sectional, by its temporal dimension or the number of moments or points in time in 

which data are collected. The research focuses on analyzing what leve) or status of one or severa) 

variables at a given time, or what the relationship between a set of variables at a point in time. It's 

like taking a photograph of something that happens. Its purpose is to describe variables, and analyze 

their impact and interaction at a given time (Hemández et al. 201 O). 

The transeccionales correlational/causal designs, aim to describe relationships between two 

or more variables in a given time. It is also about descriptions, but not individual variables, but of 

their relationships, be they purely correlational or causal relationships. In these designs what is 

measured is the relationship between variables in a given time (Hemández et al. 2010). 

Therefore, correlational/causal design may be limited to establishing relationships between 

variables without specifying the direction of causality or can pretend to analyze causal relationships. 

These designs are based on correlational hypotheses and of deference of groups without attributing 

causality (when confined to relationships between variables) and in causal hypotheses or of 

difference of groups with causal attribution (when they try to establish causal relationships). 1t is 

important to note that causation implies correlation but not all correlation, means causation. First we 

establish correlation and then, causality (Hemández et al. 201 O). 

This research aims to provide information about the organizational performance and 

competitiveness of manufacturing SMEs in Mexico. Through this research, it seeks to define clearly 

and deeply the situation faced by these companies, in their operation. Therefore, the identification 

of the most important variables of the organizational performance and competitiveness, which 

directly and indirectly affect the development of these enterprises, is relevant to this research. 

Likewise, the analysis of correlations between variables and causal relationships between variables, 

with the data obtained from the sample, is critica) to this research. In the next epigraph, is sets the 

research problem, and presents the overall goal and its realization in specific objectives to be 
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achieved, within the research, and the establishment of the research questions. lt also is raises the 

justification of research, given the importance of SMEs in Mexico in economic development and 

employment generation, is of utmost importance to the field of organizational theory and strategic 

management, empirical studies in this area. In the next epigraph, outlines the research problem, 

which is an explicit question relating to a problem to examine and analyzes in order to obtain new 

information. Is the exposure of the problem situation, with this, it aims to illustrate the subject in 

general, and intrigue the reader. From this, we set the objectives and formulate questions, in order to 

learn and deepen the effects between the variables and understand their relationships. 

4.2 Research problem statement 

Taking into account previous studies which support the basic perspectives of the present research 

study, the problem of this research study is set to the small and medium-sized Mexican companies 

that face serious difficulties with their operational efficiency required to stay on the market, with a 

low organiz.ational performance and low skill or expertise to manage the resources and capabilities, 

which lead to a low competitiveness. Therefore, measuring organizational performance through 

identified variables and the analysis and resolution of key interna! capabilities and resources of a 

company in combination with operational processes of the same to develop a function or activity 

that generate impact, on small and medium enterprises to gain competitiveness, is significant and 

justifies the core problem ofresearch. 

4.2.1 Overa/1 objectives of the researc/1 

The overall objectives of this research are as follow: 

"The study aims to contribute with an empírica/ stud/, showing the re/ationship 

between organizational performance and competitiveness in arder to provide 

greater understanding of the issues raised in the research ". 

"The study aims to propase a theoretical mode/5, through which it can be measure 

the performance of manufacturing SMEs from the perspective of the resource-base 

theory, referring to the optimization of competitiveness in a given market" 

4 Through research, it can deepen their lmowledge of organizational performance, competitiveness, and their 
correlational and causal relationship. 
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4.2.2 Specific objectives o/ the research 

The specific objectives of this study are the following: 

l. Design an instrument to obtain information on managerial efficiency, organizational 

performance, and competitiveness; and to measure the relationship between 

organizational performance and competitiveness of SMEs, from the perspective of 

resource-based theory, and to analyze the current patterns of SME performance, to leam 

how these companies face their participation in a macroeconomic environment, with 

cultural and public policy slightly stimulatory, with high competition in the market of 

imported products, with high requirement of quality standards, with continuous 

emergence of new techniques and processes of management, with new organizational 

structures that also have to compete with large national and multinational companies. 

2. Provide further information on managerial efficiency, organizational performance and 

competitiveness of small and medium manufacturing enterprises in Mexico, under the 

perspective of resource-based theory, knowing the degree of importance that have, for 

CEOs of SMEs interviewed, each of the proposed indicators of organizational 

performance and competitiveness, this through the data collected in the first stage of the 

research, since there is full awareness that there are many of this companies in the 

country, that do not know, nor put into practice many of these indicators, and suffer 

from an organizational structure, which comes from a family, that only meet the needs 

of customers closer to family or a small number of consumers, live day to day 

managerial improvisation, struggle with lack of resources in ali respects, suffer from low 

vision to grow and leam and seek opportunities, not only receive support of financia! 

subsidies, but also have links with economic, academic and technological programs of 

the country. 

3. Analyze, from the views of CEOs, the ranking of the proposed indicators of 

organizational performance, and the measurement of competitiveness, with the 

information collected in-depth interview, because only by recognizing its importance 

and the need of their optimization, SMEs may reach a higher development and 

performance that they already have, will increase productivity, which is the necessary 

condition for achieving higher rates of growth and competitiveness. 

5 In order to define more clearly the impact of organizational performance in competitiveness, seeking not only 
help to broaden the spectrum in tenns of propositions related to organizational theory, but to connect the forms of 
organizational performance, present in ditTerent theories, with competitiveness. 
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4. ldentify problems that affect the competitiveness, in the utilization of resources and 

capabilities within the work processes in SMEs, through the data collected in the first 

stage of research, since most of these enterprises do not know how to optimize the use 

of its resources and capabilities, not only materials but also human, do not have trained 

personnel and are not investing in training and therefore have low levels of performance 

in production processes, combined with a lack of appropriate technology to be 

competitive. 

5. Determine the most relevan! indicators to measure the performance of SMEs, through a 

factorial analysis, since knowledge of these indicators will give to these companies the 

guideline to develop and implement efficient work processes that improve their 

competitiveness. 

6. Analyze the indicators of the dimensions of the organizational performance that impact 

the competitiveness ofSMEs, through a mu/tiple regression analysis, since knowledge of 

these indicators will give the pattem to develop and implement strategies that improve in 

their growth. 

1. Compare the empírica/ results obtained in the research with the theory discussed in 

relation to the constructs: organizational performance and competitiveness, from the 

perspective of resource-based theory. 

8. Propase a theoretical model to measure organizational performance, based on five 

dimensions (procurement, use or transfonnation, coordination, operationalization and 

managerial-mix) through the analysis of the resources and capabilities far optimizing 

competitiveness of SMEs. Founded on the theoretical analysis and in the results obtained 

in the research on the constructs: organizational performance and competitiveness, from 

the perspective of resource-based theory. 

4.2.3 Research questions 

Propose the research in questions fonn, has the advantage of present directly the study problem, 

minimizing distortion. However, not always in the research questions aims to communicate the 

problem in its entirety, with ali its richness and content (Hemandez et al. 201 O). 

Taking into account the objectives of the research, the research questions addressed in the 

study have been determined around the manufacturing SMEs in Mexico in reference to their 

performance and competitiveness. These issues will be discussed in the context of management 
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practices followed in SMEs, considering to the top managers of these companies, will seek to know 

ifthey: 

1. The manufacturing SMEs, carry out the assessment of organizational performance to 

optimize their competitiveness? 

2. The manufacturing SMEs, considered the resources and capabilities as determining 

factors in achieving high organizational performance? 

3. The manufacturing SMEs, identified the problems in the manufacturing and operation 

of their businesses? 

4. The manufacturing SMEs, considered the resources and capabilities as essential parts 

of the competitive advantage, to achieve higher competitiveness? 

5. The manufacturing SMEs, have performance indicators in their enterprises? 

6. The manufacturing SMEs, have competitiveness indicators in their enterprises? 

7. What is the effect exerted by the organizational performance of manufacturing SMEs, 

in their competitiveness? 

8. Do the data obtained explain the relationship between the two constructs that allow us 

to develop the model suggested in this investigation? 

In the next epigraph, presents the justification and importance of research to define why, and for 

what of the study. 

4.2.4 Justification and importance ofthe research 

Given the importance of SMEs in Mexico in economic development and employment generation is 

of utmost importance to the field of organizational theory and strategic management, empirical 

studies in this area. The study also considered objectives which aim to confirm important constructs 

to these two areas of study, such as organizational performance and competitiveness. This research 

aims to confirm the relationship between these two constructs, and propose a model that helps to 

their understanding. 

Therefore, this work helps fill the gap in the literature by recognizing the relevance of the 

analysis of the organizational performance in work processes and its impact in the competitiveness 

of the small and medium enterprises (SMEs), and to the importance of the optimal use of the 

resources and capabilities to get competitiveness and business growth, in the globalized market 

where they are. 
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Specifically, this study focuses on two important points, which are: 

(1) How the degree of efficiency that SMEs have in their work processes for procuring, use 

or transfonning, coordinating, operationalization and managerial mix, of their 

resources and capabilities, is associated with the competitiveness, and 

(2) How the analysis and measurement of organizational perfonnance, have a directly 

proportional relationship with competitiveness. 

So, this study addresses the connections between organizational perfonnance and competitiveness, 

and how the first is explained by its efficiency in the processes of procurement, use or 

transfonnation, coordination, operationalization and managerial-mix, of resources and capabilities. 

In the next epigraph, is analyzed conceptually the importance of measurement of the organizational 

perfonnance, through the resources and capabilities, to achieve a greater competitiveness. It is 

related in theory, organizational performance and competitiveness, and it is argued, presenting the 

research hypotheses (HI a, H I b, .... , H5a, H5b ). 

4.3 Hypotheses 

The main challenges faced by the SMEs are concerned with the changes that they have to do in their 

business processes to gain competitiveness. However, to implement these change initiatives, the 

first need is to communicate these and motivate the people in their organization (Stewart, 2009). 

The globalization has introduced structural re-engineering in managing various resources including 

human, financia), production, and operations among SMEs. Also, there has been a marked change 

in the mass-market appeal for sustainable products and services. Implementation of sustainable 

design practice among these organizations at a local leve) is slow. SME finns should emerge as 

leaming organizations to stay ahead in the market completion and should adapt customer-centric 

approaches to induce changes in the organizational design (de Eyto, McMahon, Hadfield, & 

Hutchings, 2008). 

Within the literature of strategic management, the resource-based view, which highlights 

the inimitable interna) resources of firms as a source of competitiveness (Wemerfelt, 1984; Rumelt, 

1984; Bamey, 1991) has provided a systematic and fundamental approach to studying a company's 

competitiveness and organizational performance. The concept of resource-based strategy provides a 

specific explanation of the strategy and structure of the company. The resource-based strategy 
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suggests that sustained competitive superiority is based on the possession of recurring revenue, and 

in non-imitable and non-replaceable resources (Wemefelt, 1984; Rumelt, 1984; Bamey, 1991 ). 

A firm's resources include al! assets, capabilities, organizational processes, firm attributes, 

information, knowledge, etc., controlled by a firm. They enable a firm to conceive and implement 

strategies that will improve its efficiency and effectiveness (Daft, 1983). Sorne researchers 

classified the firm's resources as follows: 

( 1) Assets and skills (Aaker, 1989); 

(2) Intellectual assets and nonintellectual resources (Hall, 1989); 

(3) Assets and core competences (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990); 

( 4) Physical, human, and organizational resources (Bamey, 1991 ); 

(5) Tangible and intangible resources (Hall, 1992); 

( 6) property-based resources and knowledge-based resources (Miller & Shamsie, 1996), and 

(7) Resource and capabilities (Fahy, 1996). 

Many governments and enterprise development associations believe that small businesses can 

contribute to promoting more equitable development, as well as enhancing the competitiveness of 

local industries within a global economy. While SMEs may have a role to play in creatingjobs and 

generating and redistributing wealth, they need to overcome many obstacles. Sorne studies have 

revealed the importance of understanding the specific context, establishing priorities among 

competing policy goals, and distinguishing between the actual and potential roles of different kinds 

of SMEs (by sector, size, and geographical location) to improve their performance and sustain the 

competition of large firms in a given marketplace (Jeppesen, 2005). Accordingly, a general 

hypothesis for the present study has been framed as: 

General Hypothesis: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 

procurement, utiliza/ion or transforma/ion, coordina/ion, operationalization and 

managerial-mix, both resources and the capabilities within the SME, the greater 

the competitiveness. 

Table 4.1 shows the summary of the hypotheses framework, which explains the development of the 

hypotheses and the analytical design of the variables. 

The resource-based view suggests that to be competitive, a firm's resources must be clearly 

owned by the firm (Bamey, 1991 ). Property-based resources are primarily those over which an 
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owner has a high degree of control. They often take the form of a finn's plant, raw materials, cash, 

equipment, location, and distribution outlets that are tangible to and legally controlled by the finn 

(Miller & Shamsie, 1996; Barney, 1991 ). Property-based resources shield an organization from 

competition by creating and protecting assets that are not available to rivals (Black & Boa!, 1994). 

Neve1theless, the finn's resources would be vulnerable to becoming obsolete when the environment 

changes (Miller & Shamsie, 1996). 

On the other hand, knowledge-based resources, such as expertise in design, production, and 

marketing can keep up in unpredictable environments (Miller & Shamsie, 1996). In fact, these 

resources can really help a company adapt its offer to a changing environment (Wernerfelt & 

Karnani, 1987). Also, the knowledge-based resources can help finns adapt and develop new 

products for the changing demands of customers (Mahoney & Pandian, 1992). Accordingly, the 

knowledge-based resources and capabilities may be more important than property-based resources 

to explain the competitiveness and organizational performance of SMEs in the Mexican market. 

Knowledge-based resources generally focus on three dimensions: human, technological, 

and organizational resources (Barney, 1991; Miller & Shamsie, 1996). Human resources re fer to the 

knowledge and skills of individual managers and workers in an enterprise. Technological resources 

relate to expertise of product quality, processing technology, R&D, etc., and organizational 

resources relate to reporting of a company, control, and coordination of the systems and 

relationships with other finns in the environment (Barney, 1991 ). 

Knowledge-based resources are often intangible and cannot be imitated by competitors for 

severa! reasons: 

(1) They are subtle and hard to understand; 

(2) They imply talents that are difficult to achieve; and 

(3) Their relationship with the results is difficult to discern (Lippman & Rumelt, 1982). 

Nonnally, human resources refer to knowledge and skills of personnel working in an organization. 

We thus argue: 

Hypothesis 1 a: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the procurement of 

resources, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

Hypothesis 1 b: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 

procurement of capabilities, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 
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Table 4.1 Summary of the Hypotheses Framework 

The competitiveness of Mexican General Hypothesis: The greater the 

SMEs depends on theefficiency efficiency ofthe wo1·k processes in 

of the work processes to the procurement, utili zation or 

procure, use or transform. transfonn ation , coordination, 

coordinate, operationalizeand operationalization and managerial 

Stewart (2009), de Eyto et al (2008), 

Wernerfelt (1 984), Rumelt (1984), 

Barney (1991), Daft (1983), Aaker 

(1989), Hall (1989), Prahalad et al . 

(1990), Barney (1991), Hall (1992), 

mix its resourc:es and 
capabilities. 

mix, both resources and the Milleretal . (19%), Fahy (19%), 

capabilities within the SME, greater Jeppesen (2005). 

the competitiveness. 

The competitiveness of SMEs Hla: The grea ter the efficiency of Barney (1991), M iller and Shamsie 

depends on the efficiency of th work processes in the procuremen t of (1996), Black and Boa! (1994), 

work processes in procurin resources, the greater th e Wernerfelt and Kamani (1 987), 
resources. competith~ness of S ME,. Lippman and Rumelt ( 1982). 

3 The competitiveness of SMEs Hlb: The grealer the efficiency of 

depends on the efficiency ofth work processes in the procu rement oí 

work processes in procurin capabilities, the greater the 

ca abilities. com titiveness oíSMFs. 

4 The competit iveness of SMEs H2a: The grealer lhe efficiency of Hunt (2000), Day (1994), Grewal and 

depends on the efficiency of th work processes in the utilization or 

work processes in use or transío1mation oí resources, the 

transforming resources. greater the competitiveness oíSMF.s. 

Tansuhaj (2001), Griffith & Luscher 

(2007), Hunt and Mor!,lft (1995), 

Hughes & Mor§lll (2007), Day (1994), 

f-+----------f-------------lWernerfelt (1 984), Barney (1991), 
5 The competit iveness of SMEs H2b: The greater lhe efficiency of 

depends on the efficiency ofth work processes in th e utilization or 

work processes in use or transformation or capabilities, the 

transforming c:apabil it ies. greater the competitiveness oí SMB. 

Peteraf(l993), Penrose, (1959), Fiol 

(1991). 

6 The compet it iveness of SMEs H3a: The greater lhe efficiency of Hossain (2009), Donini and Niland 

depends on the efficiency of th work processes in lhe coordinalion oí (1994), Mor§ln and Hunt (1994), 

work processes in th resources, the greater th e Norhria and Garcia-Pont ( 1991 ). 
coordination of resources. competitheness oí S l\1Es. 

7 The competitiveness of SMEs EIJb: The greate r the efficiency oí 

depends on the efficiency oflh 

work processes in 

coordination afea abilit ies. corn titiveness oí SMFs. 

Competitiveness Efficiency of the work 
processes in the 

procurement , uti lization 
or transformation, 
c.oordination, 
operationalization and 
managerial mix of 
resourccs and capabi lities . 

Competitiveness Efficiency of the work 

processes in the 

procurement of resources. 

Competitiveness Efficiency ofthe work 

processes in the 

p rocurement of 

ca abilities . 

Competit iveness Effíciency of the work ' 

processes in the 

ut ilizat ion or 

transformation of 

resources. 

Competitiveness Efficiency of the work 

processes in the 

util ization or 

trans formation of 

ca abi lities. 

Competitiveness Efficiency of the work 

processes in the 

coordination of resources. 

Competitiveness Efficiency of the work 

processes in the 

coordination of 

ca abilit ies. 

8 The competit iveness of SMEs H4a: The grenler the efficiency of Bharadwaj (2000), Bhatt and Grover Competitiveness Effíciency of the work 

depends on the efficiency of th (2005), Levy et al . (2003), Day (1994), processes in the 

work processes in th operationalization ofresources, the Gerwin (1993), Grewal and Tansuhaj operationalizat ion of 

resources . operat ionalization of resources. grealer lhe competitiveness of SMfi. (200 1), Huber (1984), Hall (1993), 

9 The competitiveness of SMEs 84b: The grealer lhe effici ency of Pfeffer (1994), Daft & Lengel (1986), Competitiveness Efficiency of the work 

processes in the 

operationalization of 

capabilities. 

depends on the efficiency ofth work processes in the Souchon, Cadogm, Procter and 

work processes in th operationalization of capabilities, the Dewsnap (2004), Benjamin and 

operationalizat ion Levinson (1993). 

capabilities. 

10 The competitivcness of SMEs EISa: The grea ter the efficien cy oí 

depends on the effíciency ofth work processes in the manageiial 

work processes in the managerial mix oíresources, the gre ater the 

mix of resources. competitin~ness oí SMEs. 

11 The compet itiveness of SMEs HSb: The greater th e e ffici ency oí 

depends on the efficiency of th work processes in the managerial 

work processes in the managerial mix oí capabilities, the greater the 

mix of capabilities. competitiveness oíSMEs. 

Source: Author's research 

Miles, et al . (2000), Lado and Wilson Competitiveness Efficiency of the work 

(1994), Mahoney and Pandian (1992), processes in the 

Longand Vickers-Koch (1995), Stalk, manageria l mix of 

Evans and Schulman ( 1992), Teece, resources. 

Pisano and Schuen (1997), Winter 

(2003), Bly ler and Coff (2003), Chen 

( 1993), Liu et al . ( 1995), M iller and 

Shamsie ( 1996), Lado and Wilson 

(1994),Barney , 199 1, Kor &Mahoney, 

2000, Castanias & Helfat, 1991, 

Mhoney, 1995, Kor (2003), Fondas and Competit iveness 
Wiersenia (1997), Case (1992), Brush 

and Cha!jlnt i ( 1 998), Lin ( 1 998), 

Carmeli & Tishler (2006), Kor (2003), 

Acx¡uaah (2003), Lerner & Almor 

(2002), Carmeli (2001), Boeker (1997), 

Russo & Fouts (1 997), Mehra (1996), 

Robins & Wiersema (1995), Markides 

& Williamson ( 1994}, Thomas, et al., 

(1993), Finkelstein & Hambrick (1990), 

Hitt & lreland 1985 . 

Efficiency of the work 

processes in the 

manngerial mix of 

capabilities. 
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The resource-advantage theory holds that the resources portfolio of a company can mean 

"comparative advantage of the resources" that leads to production of greater benefits or profits 

(Hunt, 2000). The highest value is achieved when resources are deployed to provide a distinctive 

competency and relative sustained advantage (Day, 1994; Hunt, 2000; Grewal & Tansuhaj, 200 l ). 

The resource-advantage theory posits that, through the process of competition, companies 

accumulate, develop, and create resources that constitute the capital of the private sector of the 

economy. 

Moreover, recent work (e.g., Griffith & Lusch, 2007) using the theory of resources

advantage has expanded the key elements of this theory to the individual leve], i.e., the 

conceptualization of intangible resources embedded in the staff company. The resource-advantage 

theory argues that the company's resources are leveraged to provide a competitive advantage that 

result in superior financia! performance (Hunt & Morgan, 1995; Hunt, 2000; Hughes & Morgan, 

2007). This approach is consistent with Day (l 994), who holds that business assets are the basis for 

the capabilities of the company and affect the results of performance. Resource-advantage theory is 

based on the resource-based view (see Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993), indicating 

that resources are tangible and intangible goods available to the company allow it to produce 

efficiently and/or effectively a market offering that has value for particular market segments (Hunt, 

2000). 

Hunt & Morgan (1995) indicate that a comparative advantage in resources and capabilities 

exists, when a firm's resource assortment (e.g., its competencies) enables it to produce a market 

offering that, relative to extant offerings by competitors, 

(l) Is perceived by sorne market segments to have superior value and/or 

(2) Can be produced at lower costs. 

Through the development and use of heterogeneous and imperfectly mobile resources, and through 

greater effectiveness and efficiency of these resources, companies achieve competitive advantage. 

Thus, the value of a resource is seen not in terms of its possession, but in terms of its potential to 

produce competitive differentiation and/or delivery of customer value. 

A company may achieve rents not because it has better resources, but because the core 

competence of the company, involves making better use of its resources (Penrose, 1959). Fiol 

(1991) supports this idea of Penrose, considering that the directors of a company analyze its stock 

of assets and drive the process through which these resources are used and refurbished. Hence, 
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Hypothesis 2a: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the utilization or 

transformation of resources, the greater the competitiveness ofSMEs. 

Hypothesis 2b: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the utilization 

or transformation of capabilities, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

Coordination can be viewed as a process of resource management in an organized way so that a 

greater degree of operational efficiency can be achieved for any given project (Hossain, 2009). 

Coordination is an abstract concept that is difficult to measure quantitatively. lt can be measured in 

references to the centrality and strength of social bonds. Coordination is primarily measured using 

qualitative methods to identify people who have the potential to lead and influence others. The 

traditional approach to the coordination was to delegate more authority to a single actor. The idea 

was to ensure coordination controlled by the top, an approach of "coordination by command" 

(Donini & Niland, 1994). 

From the externa) point of view, good relations with trading partners such as suppliers, 

distributors, and customers are closely related to cooperation between groups and firm performance 

(Morgan & Hunt, 1994 ). The externa) relationship is especially important for growth and success of 

a small business, because by accessing externa( resources, the company can offset any domestic 

weakness (Nohria et al. 1991 ). Hence, 

Hypothesis 3a: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the coordination of 

resources, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

Hypothesis 3b: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 

coordination of capabilities, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

Proponents of the resource-based view (RBV) perspective suggest that information technology (IT) 

is a form of organizational capability, which can become valuable, rare, and not easily imitable, 

which forms the basis of competitive advantage and superior performance (Bharadwaj, 2000). 

Similarly, Bhatt & Grover (2005) concluded that the capability of IT has a significant effect on the 

performance of large manufacturing companies. However, the fragmented literature on SMEs in 

general suggests that these companies can also benefit from the use of IT. For example, Levy et al. 

(2003) argue that 1T enables SMEs to better manage their customer base, maintaining customer 

information in a more organized way and sharing knowledge within the organization more 

efficiently. 
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The importance that the company gives to the strategic response capability is its 

demonstrable contribution to a high competitiveness and superior perfonnance (Day, 1994). Day 

identifies the capabilities of markets' sensing and finn response capabilities to uncertain and 

competitive markets as critica) components of market-oriented finn capabilities. The business 

climate faced by organizations is characterized by increasing complexity and diversity of markets 

and by changes in markets and technology that require marketing managers to make regarding 

products, manufacturing, and market uncertainty (Gerwin, 1993; Grewal & Tansuhaj, 2001; Huber, 

1984 ). These increased uncertainties make market response capability and market sensing capability 

more critica! for competitiveness (Day, 1994). Hence, 

Hypothesis 4a: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 

operationalization of resources, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

Hypothesis 4b: The greater the ejficiency of work processes in the 

operationalization of capabilities, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

The professional knowledge of employees refers to the experience and expertise of workers and the 

skills in their respective positions and functional areas. The knowledge of the employees can 

contribute greatly to the success of finns (Hall, 1993). Even with more sophisticated technology, 

there is no guarantee that the company can outperfonn the competition, unless its employees have 

the capacity to learn and adapt and to execute or implement organizational goals (Pfeffer, 1994). 

The director of the company can thrive in this environment by using infonnation to reduce 

ambiguity and uncertainty (Daft & Lengel, 1986; Souchon et al. 2004 ). To understand the 

prevailing uncertainty, a large amount of intellectual contributions has been made. Yet continuous 

infonnation is required to analyze the organizational performance under market uncertainty. This 

intellectual work to process vast infonnation, including planning, coordination, control, and 

decision making requires that managers have quick access to the ever-increasing volume of 

information stored in databases of the organization (Benjamín & Levinson, 1993). Because of this 

requirement for rapid infonnation access, the center of power in organizations is changing to the 

managers who can use and apply the infonnation to create a competitive advantage. Therefore, the 

quality of human resources has been identified for a long time as a significant indicator of 

organizational perfonnance (Hall, 1993; Pfeffer, 1994). 

The firm's relationships with employees can take many fonns, from very highly fonnalized 

to highly coordinative. Fonnalized relationships are usually hierarchical, tightly controlled, and 

inflexible. Coordinative relationships, however, are characterized by infonnality, flexibility, and 
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decentralization of authority (Miles, 2000). Sorne previous studies support a positive relationship 

between infonnal interna) relationships with organizational perfonnance of the finn. For example, 

Lado & Wilson (l 994) found that in an atmosphere of coordination, the members of a management 

team can work and learn together with great efficiency. In contrast, Miles et al. (2000) noted that in 

the context of small businesses, these run by its owners, the centralization of authority is related to 

the planning of the decision maker, with risk taking by the owners, and there is no consensus 

building. 

The capability approach has begun to change the resource-based thinking, addressing the 

most critica) and valuable resource of the company, i.e., the resource that releases the value of 

business processes (capability), not the resource itself in the process business (competency). 

Competencies and capabilities are sometimes difficult to separate clearly and opinions on them vary 

in the literature (see, for example, Long & Vickers-Koch, 1995; Stalk et al. 1992). However, 

differences of opinion, and the distinction between capabilities and competencies remain important 

when considering the opportunities in a networked economy. The capabilities (or core capabilities) 

add value through the combination and coordination of valuable resources, such as core 

competencies (Stalk et al. 1992). The core capabilities are the resources most difficult to copy 

because they are based on the interaction of processes and the complicated process of adding value 

(Collis, 1994). When basic skills are compared with core competencies, basic skills are considered 

more related to the value chain and technology than the core competencies (Long & Vickers-Koch, 

1995). 

Teece, Pisano, & Schuen (1997) consider the capabilities of the companies to combine, 

build, and deploy interna) and externa) competencies to adapt to a rapidly changing environment 

(see also Winter, 2003; Blyler & Coff, 2003). They use the tenn "dynamic capabilities" to define 

the flexibility of a capability. Sorne creative skills are also quite flexible as they apply to different 

outputs and environments and this makes them especially useful in environment settings that are 

uncertain and changing (Miller & Shamsie, 1996). The leader can develop their skills beyond the 

demands of the market and may be leaming to use them in different ways (Lado & Wilson, 1994 ). 

The business managers are the ones who have the ability to understand, describe and 

evaluate the potential of generating economic perfonnance through the distribution of resources 

within the company. Without that knowledge management is not likely to achieve sustainable 

competitive advantage (Barney, 1991 ). Managers play the key role to choose the path that follows a 

company (finn's path), the combination of resources it will display and develop, and the markets 

where it will participate (Kor & Mahoney, 2000; Mahoney & Pandian, 1992; Castanias & Helfat, 

1991 ). According to the theory of the resource-base view (RBV), the company must choose its 

58 



strategy to generate income based on their resources and capabilities, making it "dynamic 

adjustment" according to the opportunities available (customers, competitors and technology) 

(Mahoney, 1995), something that the management team has the most responsibility. 

According to Bamey (1991 ), the body of knowledge and management skills can be 

classified into three groups: (1) the formal training and development manager, (2) innate or 

cognitive aspects, and (3) the experience available to the management under his belt. For its part, 

Kor (2003) propases a model of management competencies consist of three levels: (1) specific 

managerial experience to the company, (2) specific shared experience of the management team, (3) 

specific managerial experience in the industry. In tum, Fondas and Wiersema ( 1997) included 

within the concept of management skills: work experience, educational background and personal 

characteristics of managers. 

The capabilities of the owner or manager, such as experience, knowledge, and leadership 

skills, are more influential than other aspects of firm resources, because of strong association with a 

higher organizational performance (Chen, 1993, Liu et al. 1995). Small businesses often start with a 

unique product or service in which the owners have the experience or expertise (Case, 1992). Brush 

& Chaganti (1998) argued that the competitive advantage of small firms is embedded in the 

managerial capabilities of the owner or senior management. Sorne studies also revealed that the 

business owner, founder, or key player strongly impact the performance of firms (Chen, 1993, Liu 

et al. 1995). Moreover, it is known that the managerial skills and attitude of the founders are much 

higher than their technical skills in describing organizational success (Lin, 1998). 

Among the empirical studies that have provided evidence of the positive influence of 

management skills on business performance are those of Carmeli & Tishler (2006); Kor (2003); 

Acquaah (2003); Lerner & Almor (2002); Carmeli (2001); Boeker (1997); Russo & Fouts (1997); 

Mehra (1996); Robins & Wiersema (1995); Markides & Williamson (1994); Thomas et al. (1993); 

Finkelstein & Hambrick (1990); Hitt & Ireland ( 1985). 

Based on these investigations, were developed the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5a: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the managerial-mix 

of resources, the greater the competitiveness ofSMEs. 

Hypothesis 5b: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 

managerial-mix of capabilities, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 
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The summary of the hypothesized effects of key dimensions of the organizational perfonnance with 

the resources and capabilities as principie components of the study, reflected in the competitiveness 

is exhibited in Figure 4.2. The Multifactorial Model of Competitiveness 
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Figure 4.2 The Multifactorial Model of Competitiveness 
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(1) Production work policies, (2) Labor managemenl 
policies, (3) Sales job policies, (3) Implernentalion of 
qualily slandards for each ofthe products lhal are 
manufaclured, (4) lmplementalion ofquality standards 
for each oflhe services that are ofTered, (5) Process of 
resource allocation and control, (6) Work Prograrns. 

(1) Marketing and advertising programs, (2) Logislics 
prograrns for the dislribulion ofproduclS, (3) 
lmprovemenl prograrns for machinery and equipment, 
(4) Training prograrns. 

(1) Financia! planning, (2) Tax planning, (3) 
Production planning, (4) Planning resource needs, (5) 
Planning growth of structure, (6) Capitalizalion 
policies. 

competiti,•eness Competitiveness 
D~~~:~~~I { Trade ~ 

~ .1'11111, IIIIJlia _cº_;_;';';_i:_-~,;_~""-'_ Dimensions 

PCV6 

UTCV7 

CM 

MMCVlO 

Variable Segment J 

(1) Documentation and implernenlation ofprocesses, 
(2) Analysis and determination ofthejob profile, (3) 
Records and control methods ofprocess, (4) Evalualion 
of employee performance, (5) Programmes ofhuman 
resource development. 

(1) Process improvements, (2) New product 
development, (3) Developing new services, (4) 
lmprovements lo producls that are manufactured, (5) 
lmprovements lo services lhal are ofTered, (6) Career 
Development of Staff 

(1) Analysis and determination ofresponsabilities per 
job, (2) Qualified slafT, (3) Delermination and scope of 
objectives, (4) Communicalion with slaffand belween 
slatT, (5) Task Assignmenl, (6) StalT entitled to decision 
making. 

(1) Market Research, (2) Marketing Slralegies, (3) 
Sales Slrategies, (4) Logislics stralegies, (5) Customer 
Service Strateaie.">. 

(1) Slralegic planning, (2) Financia! Stralegies, (3) 
Productivity Strategies, (4) Design ofnew projects, (5) 
Developing new markets, (6) Monitoring and control 
systems of critica) factors ofthe different business 
orocesses. 
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CHAPTER5: 

METHODOLOGICAL DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH. 

In this chapter we discuss the methodology we have used. It has been included in this, the definition 

of the variables, both conceptually, as operationally. The variables selected for the study have been 

broadly classified into the dimensions of the constructs: organizational performance and 

competitiveness, this is shown, in the matrix of measurement of the organizational performance 

dimensions and competitiveness, through the resources and capabilities. Likewise, is propose 

concretely, the operationalization of the hypotheses, and finally, is explain the mixed methodology 

of data analysis used in the first stage of the research (qualitative and quantitative methodology), 

and the quantitative analysis used in the second stage. In each of these stages is detailed the sample 

selection, the instrument used to collect the data, the data collection process (the development and 

administration of the survey used), and the response rate obtained. 

5.1 Variables 

The identification of the variables is a key step in any research project, as it allows establishing, 

how they will be measuring each one of them. Variables must be defined in two ways: conceptually 

and operationally. 

Therefore, the identification and definition of the variables in this research study begins 

with the explanation of them from the problem statement, setting the goals, until the development of 

the theoretical framework, at which are identified and conceptualized variables. 

lt is important to consider that the process of scientific research, related concepts and 

variables, concepts are abstractions that represent empirical phenomena, and to move from the 

conceptual stage to the empirical research stage, the concepts become variables. If the variables are 

not well defined and clarified, in order to establish how it will understand every word to avoid 

confusion or ambiguity, measurement can hardly be carried out. That is, what is not clearly defined, 

it can hardly be measured. 

The variables that comprise the present investigation and are essential to move from the 

conceptual stage to the empirical research are: 

• Organizational Performance (lndependent variable) and 

• Competitiveness (Dependent variable) 
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The independent variable is the antecedent; the dependent variable is the consequent. The 

dependent variable is the hypothetical effect that varíes concomitantly with changes or variations in 

the independent variable; is the variable that is observed to detect hypothetical variations as a result 

of the variation in the independent variable. The independent variable is the one from which it is 

predicted, while the dependent variable, to which the prediction is made (Kerlinger & Lee, 2002). 

Á vila (2001) indicates that the variables express the characteristics, attributes or aspects that 

want to know; explain; measure and study of the investigated objective. The variables are 

observable characteristics, which may adopt different values or be expressed in various categories 

and always refer to the units of analysis. 

Therefore, the term "Variable" opposes "Constant" which refers to characteristics that can 

only take a single value for ali subjects. However, the constructs and the variables are related so that 

could be said to constitute two sides of the coin. Constructs refer to general theoretical issues, not 

observables, from which are obtained the variables to identify an ítem or observable part of the 

construct (Bernardo & Calderero, 2000). 

5.1.1 Operationalization of the variables 

The properties of the object of study, considered in the hypothesis, are formulated in abstract terms, 

i.e., with concepts, that very often impede, that in practice can be observed and measured directly. 

Through the process of operationalization of variables, these properties under study are brought into 

more specific expressions and measurable, since these are not directly measurable. This is achieved 

through the derivation of the variable (Martínez & Rodríguez, 2000), as follows: 

• The dimensions of the variable: These are the different facets that can be examined the 

characteristic or property under study. 

• Variable indicators: These are the qualities or properties of the object that can be 

directly observed and quantified in practice (is the empirical reference of the variable). 

The variables are operationalized in order to convert the abstract concepts in empirical, susceptible 

of being measured by the application of an instrument that has validity (degree to which empírica! 

measurement represents the conceptual measurement). The precision which is taken to define the 

terms, will achieved the advantage of communicating the results accurately. 

The variable indicators, selected for the study, have been broadly classified into the 

dimensions of the constructs: organizational performance and competitiveness (see Annex 1). The 
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dimensions of the organizational perfonnance and competitiveness are shown graphically in the 

theoretical model (see Figure 2.4 ). 

The independent variable of the research consists of the organizational perfonnance within 

the work processes and is measured across five dimensions (procurement, utilization or 

transfonnation, coordination, operationalization and managerial-mix) and is analyzed under the 

perspective of the resource-based theory. 

In the study, the dimensions of the organizational perfonnance are: 

1) Procurement: is the way of acquiring resources and capabil ities necessary for the 

operation of the finn; 

2) Utilization or transfonnation: involves how to employ or modify the resources and 

capabilities to produce goods or services that the company generates; 

3) Coordination: is an orderly way to control the finns' resources and capabilities; 

4) Operationalization: is how to carry out the merchandising and logistics of the resources 

and capabilities of the finn; and, 

5) Managerial-mix: is the way in which top management combines the resources and 

capabilities of the company. 

In this study, a frequency scale will be employed to measure the organizational perfonnance in 

SMEs, with their respective dimensions and these in turn, with their respective indicators. These are 

measured on a five-point Likert scale, with distance "1" to "5" (always = 5/ Never = 1) where 

respondents answer to statements, in the extent that organizational performance was conducted. 

They are about whether, they have fonnally established procedures or programs within the 

company, or ifthey perforrn ajob or activity on a scheduled way, etc. The scale is as shown below: 

5 4 3 2 1 

Always Almost always Sometimes Almost never Never 

The dependent variable of the research consists of the competitiveness, and is measured across two 

dimensions (trade competitiveness and financia! competitiveness). 

In the study, the dimensions of the competitiveness are: 

1) The trade competitiveness: defined as the ability to develop a unique market position, in 

relation to competitors, and 
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2) The financial competitiveness: defined as ability to get a higher return compared to the 

average profitability of the industry. 

The trade competitiveness is measured through: 

a) The market share: is the amount of the total annual sales ofthe company. 

The financial competitiveness is measured through: 

a) Profitability: is the amount ofthe net income of the company. 

For the variable indicators (market share and profitability) were established the following measure 

scales (see Table 5.1 ): 

Table 5.1. Scales of measurement for the variable indicators of the 

competitiveness 

(a) Unto 1,000,000 Peor financia) (a) Unto 1,000,000 

performance 
Peor sales 

(b) From 1,000,001 to 5,000,000 (b) From 1,000,001 to 5,000,000 

(c) From 5,000,001 to 10,000,000 Low financia] (c) From 5,000,001 lo 15,000,000 

performance 
Lowsales 

(d) From 10,000,001 to 15,000,000 (d) From 15,000,001 to 25,000,000 

(e) From 15,000,001 to 20,000,000 Satisfactory (e) From 25,000,001 to 50,000,000 Satisfactory 
financia] 

sales (1) From 20,000,001 to 25,000,000 performance (1) From 50,000,001 to 75,000,000 

(g) From 25,000,001 to 30,000,000 Very good (g) From 75,000,001 to 100,000,000 Very good 
financia) 

sales (h) From 30,000,001 to 35,000,000 performance (h) From 100,000,001 to 125,000,000 

(i) From 35,000,001 lo 40,000,000 Extraordinary (i) From 125,000,001 to 150,000,000 Ext raordinary 
financia] 

sales (j) From 40,000,001 onwards performance (j) From 150,000,001 onwards 

Therefore, the construct of measures of the organizational performance and competitiveness of the 

SMEs will be through 7 segments, and each one of them, with indicators of measurement. AII of 

these are analyzed across the resources and capabilities, used in production processes of SMEs, as 

exhibited in Table 5.2. As mentioned above, the dimensions selected for the study include, for the 

measurement of organizational performance: procurement, use or transformation, coordination, 

operationalization and managerial-mix, and for the measurement of competitiveness: trade 

competitiveness and financial competitiveness. 
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To conclude this section, it was considered appropriate to make a brief review of the control 

variables, which have been introduced in the regression, which are: 

1. The size of the company: taken from the Economic Census (2009). This measure has 

been introduced to eliminate the distortions that may arise due to size. There is an 

extensive literature on the debate about the positive relationship between size and 

performance or profitability (Femandez & Nieto, 2001; Gadenne, 1998; Camison, 

1996a; Wijewardwna & Cooray, 1995; Acar, 1993; Hall, 1987). The scale to measure 

firm size is: 1 for small business, and 2 for medium enterprises. 

2. The geographical area: the introduction of this variable is justified by the fact that the 

database is made up of companies of two states. The scale to measure the geographic 

area is: 1 if the company belongs to the Federal District and 2 if it belongs to the State of 

Mexico. 

Finally, the fact that the sample consists of companies that exclusively are in the Metropolitan area, 

avoids distortions which could result from the country effect. This effect attempts to measure the 

incidence of ali those social variables, economic, political and legal of the environment generally, 

on the company, factors affecting alike the functioning of enterprises located in a particular place. 
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Table 5.2 Matrix of measurement of the organizational performance and competitiveness, 

through the resources and capabilities. 

1ml P RVI 

l Sodalcapital 

2 . Bank e redil 

3 . Crcdit o fs uppli.:rs 

-l . Worl.:ing capilal 

5. P roíits 

6. Ta x R.:fond 

7 . Allí.anee s with olhcr 

companics forsupplics and 

labor 

8. Supplicrs sclcction proccss 

9, Pobq1 acquri,i1ionof 
íu1anc ial rcsourccs. material 

.ind tcchnolo~ical 
10 , Rccruitmcnt pro,css and 

sclcction 

PCV6 

l Oocumcnlalion nnd 
2 . Anatysis anddc1crmina1ion 
of1hc tobprofllc: 
3 . Rccords and conlrol 
mclhods ofproccs, 
4 . E\'.:1lu;::i1ion oícnlploycc 

performance 

5. Pro¡rammcs ofhuman 

res o urce dc\"Clopmcnt 

UTRVl 

L Fin.indaln:soun:cs 

2 . kistallcd capacit)' 

3, Rawniatcr'31s 

4 . Tcchno.logy 

5 . Human rcsourccs 

UTCV7 

l P roccss irnoro\·cmcnts 

l . Ncw product dc,·clopmcnl 

3 . Dc\"Cloping ncwscr.·i:cs 

4 . inpro\·cments to produets 

that are manufo c turcd 

5. inpro\"Cmcnts to scn·iccs 

that are o lfcred 

6 . Can:cr Dc\'C:lu pmcnt of 

S1aIT 

CRVJ 

L Pro duc tio n wo rk po OC ic s 

2. Labor managcmcnl poliClcs 

J.Salcsjobpolicics 

-L lmplcmcnlotion ofqualily 
stand;uds forcach oflhc 
products lhal are 

manufac1ured 

:'i . bupk:mcntotion ofqualilr 

slandards fo r cach ofthc 
scrü~cs thal :uc oflcrcd 
6 . P roccss ofresourcc 
aUoc:alion and control 

7 . Worl::Programs 

CCVN 

l Anal\·slS and delcm,inalion 

:! . Qualiflcd slaJT 

ORV~ 

l Marlr.c1in1 and ad,·cni:s ing 

programs 

2 . 1..D¡isli:s programs forthc 
dis1ribution ofproducts 

3 , k'l'lpro\·cmcnl programs for 

machinc~-and cquipmcnt 

4 . TriU11f18 programs 

OCV9 

l Marl:c1 kcscorch 

2. M;ukcla111 Sualcgics 

J. Dclcrminalion and seo pe oí 13, S.:1k:s Stratcgics 
objcc1i,cs 
4 . Communication \\ilh stafT 

.ind bctwccn stafT 

5.Tasl..Assignmcnl 

6. Staffcntitlcd lo dcci.sion 

makin¡; 

4 . 1..Di&isli;s slro.lcgics 

5. Cus 10 mcr Scn:i;c 

StralCJlics 

MMRV5 

l Financ.i.1.lpl.1nning 

2. Ta:tplllnning 

J. Pro duc lío n pL1nning 

4 . P L1nnS1g TCSOUTCC nccds 

5 . P lanning growth of s uuclurc 

6 . C.:1pdalil..11ion po lides 

MMCVIO 

l SlralcJlic obnnrl11 

2. FS1:anci.1.1Stra.lcgic:s 

3 . P roduct i\'11:y S&rotcgi:s 

4 . Dcsign ofncwprojccls 

5. DcHlopin.:: ncwmarkct s 

6. Monilorinu and con1rol 

systcms ofoiticalfoctors oí 

thc dil'Tcrcnt business 

proccsscs 

MSRVII P FRVll 

l Marhl sharc (MS) L Pro fi1abili1~· 

Source: Author 's research 
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5.2 Operationalization of the hypotheses 

Based on the literature review that has been made in the previous sections, the following research 

hypotheses, presented in the previous chapter, will guide the course of this investigation. In this section 

we will present how to operationalize the hypotheses. 

General Hypothesis: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the procurement, 

utilization or transformation, coordination, operationalization and managerial-mix, 

both resources and the capabilities within the SME, the greater the competitiveness. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

2 

Yij =Po+ L ~k cok¡+ ~1PR¡ + ~2PC¡ + ~3UTR¡ + ~4UTC¡ + ~sCR¡ + ~6CC¡ + ~70R¡ 

Where: 

k=l 

Y¡j = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for firm j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia) competitiveness). 

Po = Constant of the regression Iine. 

p1 - p10 = Parameters of the partial variation coefficients for each of the independent 

variables. Represent the estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable 

attributable to an increase in a unit in the independent variable. 

e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression Iine. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COkj = Value of the indicator of control k, for firm j (k = -1- firm size and -2-

geographical area). 

PRi = Procurement ofresources in firmj. 

PCj = Procurement of capabilities in finn j. 

UT Rj = Utilization or transformation of resources in firm j. 

UTCj = Utilization or transformation of capabilities in firm j. 

CRj = Coordination of resources in finn j. 
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CCi = Coordination of capabilities in firm j. 

ORj = Operationalization of resources in firm j. 

OCi = Operationalization of capabilities in finn j. 

MMRj = Managerial-mix ofresources in finnj. 

MM Ci = Managerial-mix of capabilities in finn j. 

H 1 a: The greater the ejficiency of work processes in the procurement of resources, the 

greater the competitiveness ofSMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

Where: 

2 

Yij =/lo+¿ ~kCOk¡ + P1 PR¡ + e¡ 

k=l 

Y¡j = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for firm j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia! competitiveness). 

/Jo = Constant of the regression line. 

{11 = Parameter of the partial variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 

e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COkj = Value of the indicator of control k, for firm j (k = -1- firm size and -2-

geographical area). 

P Rj = Procurement of resources in firm j. 
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Hl b: The greater the efjiciency of work processes in the procurement of capabilities, 

the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

Where: 

2 

Y¡j = /3o + L Pk cok¡+ P1PC¡ + e¡ 

k=l 

Y¡i = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for firm j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia) competitiveness). 

{30 = Constant of the regression line. 

/31 = Parameter of the partial variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 

e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COki = Value of the indicator of control k, for firm j (k = -1- firm size and -2-

geographical area). 

PCi = Procurement of capabilities in firm j. 

H2a: The greater the efjiciency ofworkprocesses in the utilization or transformation 

of resources, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

2 

Yij = /3o + ¿ Pk cok¡ + P1 UTR¡ + e¡ 

k=l 
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Where: 

Y¡j = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for finn j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia! competitiveness). 

Po = Constant of the regression line. 

p1 = Parameter of the partía! variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 

e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COkj = Value of the indicator of control k, for finn j (k = -1- finn size and -2-

geographical area). 

UT Rj = Utilization or transfonnation of resources in finn j. 

H2b: The greater the efjiciency of work processes in the utilization ar transformation 

of capabilities, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

Where: 

2 

Y¡j = Po + L ~k cok¡ + ~1 UTC¡ + e¡ 

k=l 

Yij = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for finn j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia! competitiveness). 

Po = Constant of the regression line. 

p1 = Parameter of the partía! variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 
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e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

CO"i = Value of the indicator of control k, for finn j (k = -1- finn size and -2-

geographical area). 

UTCj = Utilization or transfonnation of capabilities in finn j. 

H3a: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the coordination of resources, 

the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

Where: 

2 

Y¡j =Po+ L ~kCOk¡ + ~1 CR¡ + e¡ 

k=l 

Y¡j = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for finn j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia! competitiveness). 

Po = Constant of the regression line. 

p1 = Parameter of the partial variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 

e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COki = Value of the indicator of control k, for finn j (k = -1- finn size and -2-

geographical area). 

CRj = Coordination ofresources in finnj. 
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H3b: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the coordination of capabilities, 

the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

Where: 

2 

Y¡j = /lo + L Pk cok¡ + P1 CC¡ + e¡ 

k=l 

Y¡j = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for finn j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia! competitiveness). 

{30 = Constant of the regression line. 

{31 = Parameter of the partial variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 

e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COkj = Value of the indicator of control k, for finn j (k = -1- finn size and -2-

geographical area). 

CCj = Coordination of capabilities in finn j. 

H4a: The greater the efjiciency of work processes in the operationalization of 

resources, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

2 

Y¡j =/lo+ L Pk cok¡+ P10R¡ + e¡ 

k=l 

74 



Where: 

Yij = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for firm j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia) competitiveness). 

{30 = Constant of the regression line. 

/31 = Parameter of the partial variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 

e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COki = Value of the indicator of control k, for firm j (k = -1- firm size and -2-

geographical area). 

ORi = Operationalization ofresources in finnj. 

H4b: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the operationalization of 

capabilities, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

Where: 

2 

Y¡i = /Jo + ¿ ~k COk¡ + ~1 OC¡ + e¡ 

k=l 

Yij = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for firm j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia) competitiveness). 

{30 = Constant of the regression line. 

{31 = Parameter of the partial variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 
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e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COk¡ = Value of the indicator of control k, for firm j (k = -1- firm size and -2-

geographical area). 

OC¡ = Operationalization of capabilities in firrn j. 

HSa: The greater the efjiciency of work processes in the managerial-mix of resources, 

the greater the competitiveness ofSMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

Where: 

2 

Y¡¡= /Jo+ I ~k cok¡+ ~1MMR¡ + e¡ 

k=l 

Y¡¡ = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for firm j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia! competitiveness). 

{30 = Constant of the regression line. 

{31 = Parameter of the partial variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 

e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COk¡ = Value of the indicator of control k, for firm j (k = -1- firrn size and -2-

geographical area ). 

MM R¡ = Managerial-mix ofresources in firrn j. 
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HSb: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the managerial-mix of 

capabilities, the greater the competitiveness of SMEs. 

For its operationalization, is used the following regression model explanatory of the competitiveness of 

SMEs: 

Where: 

2 

Y¡j =Po+ L ~k cok¡+ ~1MMC¡ + e¡ 

k=l 

Y¡i = Value of the competitiveness indicator i, for finn j (i = trade competitiveness and 

financia! competitiveness). 

Po = Constant of the regression line. 

p1 = Parameter of the partía! variation coefficients for the independent variable. Represent the 

estimated change in the variance of the dependent variable attributable to an increase in 

a unit in the independent variable. 

e¡ = Random error or residue of the regression line. The residue is the difference between the 

real value of the dependent variable and the predicted by the model. 

COkj = Value of the indicator of control k, for finn j (k = -1- finn size and -2-

geographical area). 

MMCj = Managerial-mix of capabilities in firmj. 
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5.3 Taxonomy of Research Design 

As mentioned in the section 2.4, the study of competitiveness comprises different levels of analysis 

(country, sector or industry and enterprise), each leve! being significantly different. The analysis of 

competitiveness at each leve) also incorporates different sets of theories. From the perspective of the 

firm, which is where this research focuses, is very wide, since there are many variables involved in 

this, although the study is confined, only to those interna! variables to the company (firm effect). 

This investigation was carried out in two stages, and the methodology followed, in each one, 

was: 

1) The first stage of the research was carried out with a methodology, both quantitatively and 

qualitatively. 

2) The second stage was conducted with a quantitative methodology. 

Is considered that integrating different perspectives in research, enriches the study (Alford, 1998), 

because, for example, using regression analysis (quantitative methodology), together with an analysis 

of the interpretative interviews (qualitative methodology), it has advantages over mono-methodologies 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). 

The investigations that have both methodologies, allow better understanding of the 

phenomenon under study, enhance the validity (interna! and externa!) of the same, and their reliability 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). Their combined use provides an expanded understanding of research 

problems (Creswell, 2009). 

Take the research in this way, responds to the maturation cycle of the study (Malhotta & 

Grover, 1998), whereby, in the early stages of the research is convenient to perfonn, exploratory or 

descriptive research qualitative, that can generate hypotheses that will be contrasted in the later stages 

of the investigation, based on quantitative methods. The use of qualitative and quantitative 

methodology in the same study is called triangulation (Denzin, 1970). Triangulation, considered a 

"metatool" that is, means we can use different data collection methods (used both quantitative and 

qualitative methodology) is configured as a medium from which we can achieve greater reliability and 

validity in the results of the investigation. Deepening on this approach, Charoenruk (2009) mentions in 

his research that the aim of triangulation is to increase the understanding of complex phenomena, not 

criteria-based validation, in which, agreement among different sources confirms validity. 

The qualitative approach includes methods such as grounded theory, phenomenology and 

ethnography research (Denzin, 1978). The strength of the qualitative methodology employed líes in the 

fact that it has a holistic focus, allowing for flexibility and the attainment of a deeper and more valid 

understanding of the subject, than could be achieved through a more rigid approach (Duffy, 1987). It 
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also allows subjects raise issues and topics which the researcher might not have included in a 

structured research design, adding quality to the data collected. The quantitative approach include non

experimental and experimental research and these can be trans-sectional or longitudinal, as well as 

quasi-experimental, pre-experimental, or pure experiments; with characteristics of exploratory, 

descriptive or correlational-causal type (Hernández, 201 O). The strength of such methods is that both 

provide sufficient information about the relationship between the variables under investigation to 

enable prediction over future outcomes (Charoenruk, 2009). 

Specifically, following the classification of mixed methodologies of Creswell (2009), our work 

is a sequential study in two phases with equal status. 

Therefore, for the advantages gained by using these two methods together, the research was in 

two stages: the first part, quantitative and qualitative phase, exploratory character, serves primarily to 

identify empirically a key variables for the competitiveness of Mexican manufacturing SMEs, variables 

that characterize and measure the dimensions under study, and a second part, quantitative phase in 

which the statistical analysis is made to contrast the model.. 

In this study the sources of information from both methods are of primary order, i.e. the 

primary data sources used in this study were obtained through two instruments: the semi-structured 

interview, which was applied to the sample of 17 SMEs, and questionnaire, with Likert scale of 5 

points, which was applied to the sample of 55 SMEs. 

5.3.1 First stage ofthe research 

This stage of the research is eminently exploratory, since the purpose of the study, is to provide further 

information on managerial efficiency, organizational performance and competitiveness on small and 

medium manufacturing enterprises in Mexico. How the decisions are made? How the organizational 

design is affecting the efficiency? Which is the importance of assess the organizational performance? 

How SMEs develop competitive strategies? To answer these questions, this research, seek to define 

clearly and deeply the indicators of managerial efficiency toward improving the organizational 

performance and competitiveness of Mexican manufacturing SMEs, and of course help to get more 

knowledge of what we are studying in order to obtain greater benefits with this research. Also, it 

allows us to analyze the evaluated elements of the managerial efficiency, organizational performance 

and competitiveness, and make an explanatory analysis, in order to provide greater understanding of 

the issues raised in the research. 

In the first stage of the research, the technique of collection of information is the interview 

with top executives through an instrument with semi-structured questions, questions with pre-coded 
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options to rank, and sorne open ended questions. The sarnple has been chosen through convenience6 or 

purposive7 sampling, since has been directly and intentionally selected the individuals frorn the 

population. Using as a sarnple, the entrepreneurs who I had access. 

5.3.1.1 Sample selection and instrument used to collect the data 

In-depth interviews were conducted with the CEOs of 18 SMEs frorn rnanufacturing sector, in two 

states of Mexico that are, Federal District and State of Mexico. A questionnaire was adrninistered 

individually and in person. 

The procedure for the construction of the rneasuring instrurnent, which has the purpose to 

provide further information on rnanagerial efficiency, organizational performance and cornpetitiveness 

of srnall and rnediurn rnanufacturing enterprises in Mexico, under the perspective of resource-based 

theory, was conducted in different stages, first was rnade the selection of the indicators that were 

classified within the dirnensions of the concepts, organizational performance and cornpetitiveness. 

Initially focus group discussion was carried out of a representative sample frorn selected cornpanies in 

order to assess and classify these indicators. Based on the process flow of key performance indicators, 

rnajor variable segrnents were identified keeping in view the objectives of the study. Considering the 

situation of information handled by the SMEs and the possibility to capture it in a way that can be 

rneasured, was determined the questions that explain each of the indicators of each of the dirnensions 

of both organizational performance and the cornpetitiveness. 

Accordingly serni-structured questions were developed for the study to be adrninistered to the 

respondents of the sarnple. Besides, include questions with pre-coded options, sorne open ended 

questions were also adrninistered separately for qualitative assessrnent of the responses. 

This first atternpt of the questionnaire was subjected to three expert researchers in the area, 

with its valuable contributions, allowed the irnproved of the questions, and a better organization of the 

instrurnent. The questionnaire was intended for owner-rnanagers of srnall and rnediurn enterprises and 

has three rnain sections (see Annex 2): 

6 A convenience sampling is a sampling process where you select respondents that are simply available in a 
convenient way to the researcher. It is a subjective sampling process and the likelihood of bias is high. Therefore, a 
convenience sampling is a matter of taking what the researcher can get. It is an accidental sample. Although selection may be 
unguided, it probably is not random, since, everyone in the population is not having an equal chance of being selected. 
Volunteers, for example, constitute a convenience sample. 

7 A purposive sample is a sample selected in a deliberative and non-random fashion to achieve a certain goal. A 
purposive sample is constructed to serve a very specific need or purpose. A researcher may have a specific group in mind, 
such as high leve! business executives. It may not be possible to reach ali the population, not ali allow to be interviewed, and 
the access could be difficult. The researcher will attempt to zero in on the !argel group, interviewing whoever is available. 
Therefore, a purposive sampling is a sampling process which is also subjective (researcher selects on subjective criteria 
instead of objective techniques as in random sampling). The researcher selects the respondents with a certain purpose, to 
answer certain questions, to include certain groups and exclude others. The purpose has to be made clear. 
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1. Demographic aspects which sets out the main characteristics of respondents and companies 

that are under study (23 questions), 

2. Aspects related to the analysis of the indicators that are part of the measurement of the 

managerial efficiency and the organizational performance, regarding to the use of resources 

and capabilities, as key factors within the SMEs (60 questions with pre-coded options to 

rank, and 1 O open ended q uestions ). 

3. Aspects related to the competitiveness, their measurement and their relative position in the 

market ofthe manufacturing SMEs (4 structured questions, and 1 open ended questions). 

In order to achieve a study with comprehensive ratification and have no doubt of the validity and 

reliability of the conclusions reached, the instrument was tested in a sample of five companies, through 

personal interviews conducted face to face, to directors or managers of small and medium companies 

(see Annex 2). 

5.3.1.2 Data collection process 

Of the 18 companies interviewed, only 17 interviews could be used, since were those who met the 

necessary characteristics for the study: manufacturing SMEs located in the Federal District and State of 

Mexico, with more than 5 years of operation. 

For the interview, an instrument with semi-structured questions and sorne open ended 

questions was administered to the respondents of the sample, and was performed with the support of 

reference cards. The interview was personal, was conducted face to face. The interview time ranged 

from one anda half to two hours. 

The sample was distributed as follows: 

• 8 companies of the food industry (47%); 2 companies of the printing and related industries 

(11.5%); 2 companies of the manufacture of fumiture, mattresses and blinds (11,5%); 1 

company of each of the following industries: manufacture of clothing; other 

manufacturing; paper industry; manufacture of accessories, electrical equipment and 

power generation; and basic metal industries (30%). 

• With respect to the geographical area, we have that 76% (13 companies) of the total 

sample is located in the Federal District and 24% (4 companies) of the total sample is in 

the State of Mexico. 
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• With respect to size, we have that 53% (9 companies) of the total sample are small and 

4 7% (8 companies) of the total sample are medium. 

In Tables 5.3; 5.4; 5.5; 5.6 and 5.7 are shown the characteristics of the sample from the first stage of 

the research. 

Table 5.3 Distribution of the sample 

bic,area 

2 1 F.D. 

3 1 F.D. 
4 1 Sta te of Mex. 
5 1 Sta te of Mex. 
6 1 F.D. 
7 14 F.D. 
8 7 F.D. 

9 8 F.D. 
10 1 F.D 
11 10 State ofMex. 
12 7 F.D. 

13 19 F.D. 
14 1 F.D. 

15 5 Sta te of Mex. 
16 5 F.D. 
17 1 F.D. 

Table 5.4 Types of industries within the manufacturing sector 

4 Plastics and rubber industr 
5 Printin and related1ndustriés 
6 Chemical industry 
7 Manufaciure of furniture, mattresses and blinds 
8 Other manufacturin 

Manufacture of computer, communication, measurement and other equipment , electronic 
20 . 

componen Is and accessones 
21 Manufactur:c; of etr,oleum and coál 
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Table 5.5 Sample distribution in manufacturing industries 

l'\!\f-."--' ,.fu0 - 1nlíu$tv ,, ~&gt:;.91,tirms llb,, . ')(, tL i;\;.;; "'ª 
Food industry 8 47% 

Manufacture oíclothing 1 6% 

Printi ng a nd related industries 2 11.5% 

Manufacture oííurniture, mattresses 

and blinds 
2 11.5% 

Other ma nufacturi ng 1 6% 

Paper lndustry 1 6% 

Manufacture oíaccessories, electrical 

equipment and power generation 
1 6% 

Basic metal industries 1 6% 

Table 5.6 Geographical distribution of the sample 

Sta te oí Mex. 4 24% 

Table 5. 7 Size of the companies of the sample 

Sizé"ie 

Small 9 53% 

Medium 8 47% 

The content analysis was done to summarize the open ended questions. Combining the questions that 

were ranked with qualitative questions, could shaping and modeling, the qualitative information. The 

analysis of qualitative responses, has a largely benefit, in deriving in appropriate managerial 

implications, from the research done. 
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5.3.2 Second stage o/ the research 

The second stage of the research is focused on developing quantitative methodology. The quantitative 

methodology of the research is described by the terms "empiricism"8 (Leach, 1990) and "positivism"9 

(Duffy, 1985), i.e., it focusing on observable aspects amenable to quantification, and uses statistics to 

analyze the data, and furthermore, the statistical analysis is made, to contrast the model. 

This research approach is an objective, formal and systematic process in which the findings are 

numerical data. lt describes, tests, and examines cause and effect relationships (Burns & Grove, 1987), 

using a deductive process of knowledge attainment (Duffy, 1985). 

The objectives to be achieved by carrying out quantitative methodology in this research are to 

acquire the fundamental knowledge and choosing the most appropriate model that allows us to know 

the reality of a more impartía) form, since we are collected and analyzed data through the concepts and 

variables. The emphasis placed on research, conducting quantitative methodology, is to have an 

objective measure, prove causality and reach the generalization of research results. 

As noted in Chapter 4, this research is non-experimental ( or ex post facto), since is done 

without intentionally manipulated variables and the subjects are observed in their environment, in their 

reality; of trans-sectional type, the research focuses on analyzing what leve) or status of one or severa) 

variables at a given time, or what the relationship between a set of variables at a point in time. Its 

purpose is to describe variables, and analyze their impact and interaction at a given time; and the 

approach is correlational-causal, to establishing relationships between variables without specifying the 

direction of causality or can pretend to analyze causal relationships. 

In the second stage of the research, the technique of collection of information is the interview 

with top executives through an instrument with structured questions. The information collected is 

structured and systematic. The sample has been chosen through convenience or purposive sampling, 

since has been directly and intentionally selected the individuals from the population. Using as a 

sample, to the entrepreneurs who I could contact, and allowed me to interview them. 

8 Empiricism is a theory of knowledge that asserts that knowledge comes only or primarily from sensory experience. 
Toe empiricism emphasizes the role of experience and evidence, especially sensory perception, in the formation of ideas, over 
the notion of innate ideas or traditions. Empiricism in the philosophy of science emphasizes evidence, especially as 
discovered in experiments. lt is a fundamental part of the scientific method that ali hypotheses and theories must be tested 
against observations of the natural world rather than resting sol el y on a priori reasoning, intuition, or revelation. John Locke 
(XVII Century), a leading philosopher of British empiricism, and David Hume, a leading philosopher of Scottish empiricism 
ofthe XVIII Century. 

9 Positivism is a philosophical school that states that the only authentic knowledge is scientific knowledge, and that 
such knowledge can only come from affirmation of theories through the scientific method. Positivism derives from 
epistemology that emerges in France in the early nineteenth century by the hand ofthe French thinker Auguste Comte and the 
British John Stuart Mili and extends and develops for the rest of Europe in the second half of that century. According to this 
school, ali philosophical and scientific activities should be performed only under the analysis framework of the real facts, 
verified by experience. 
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5.3.2.1 Sample selection and instrument used to collect the data 

In-depth interviews were conducted with the CEOs of 55 SMEs from manufacturing sector, in two 

states of Mexico that are, Federal District and State of Mexico. A questionnaire was administered 

individually and in person. 

For the construction of a measuring instrument for the analysis and to know the relationship 

between organizational performance and competitiveness of small and medium manufacturing 

company, under the perspective of resource-based theory, were considered the selection of the 

indicators that were classified within the dimensions of the concepts, organizational performance and 

competitiveness, used in the first instrument, from which, were developed the questions for this 

instrument that explain each of the dimensions. 

Accordingly structured questions were developed for the study to be administered to the 

respondents of the sample. This first attempt of the questionnaire was subjected to three expert 

researchers in the area, with its valuable contributions, allowed the improved of the questions, and a 

better organization of the instrument. Subsequently tested in a sample of 15 companies, thus, could 

make corrections and final adjustments to the instrument, and thus have the final questionnaire. 

The questionnaire was intended for owner-managers of small and medium enterprises and has 

three main sections (see Annex 3): 

1. Demographic aspects, which sets out the main characteristics of respondents and companies 

that are under study (23 questions), 

2. Aspects related to the quantitative analysis of the organizational performance in the use of 

resources and capabilities within the production processes, as key factors within SMEs 

(151 questions ). 

3. Financia! aspects related to the measurement of competitiveness of the SMEs of the 

manufacture sector (1 O questions ). 

In order to achieve a study with comprehensive ratification and have no doubt of the validity and 

reliability of the conclusions reached, the instrument was tested in a sample of fi fteen companies, 

through personal interviews, conducted face to face, to directors or managers of small and medium 

companies (see Annex 3). 

85 



5.3.2.2 Data collection process 

The data collected in the second stage to the quantitative analysis are, as mentioned, hard and 

numerical. The strength of producing numbers as data is that this demonstrates an ordered system. 

The research is conducted with 55 companies, as explained above, the sample has been chosen 

through convenience or purposive sampling, since has been directly and intentionally selected the 

individuals from the population. Using as a sample, the entrepreneurs who I had access. Companies 

who met the necessary characteristics for the study: manufacturing SMEs located in the Federal 

District and State of Mexico, with more than 5 years of operation. 

For the interview, an instrument with structured questions was administered to the respondents 

of the sample, and was perfonned with the support of reference cards. The interview was personal, was 

conducted faceto face. The interview time ranged from one anda half to two hours. 

The sample was distributed as follows: 

• 9 companies of the food industry (16% ); 5 companies of the manufacture of clothing 

(9%); 4 companies of the plastics and rubber industry (7%); 4 companies of the printing 

and related industries (7%); 4 companies of the manufacture of fumiture, mattresses and 

blinds (7%); 3 companies of the manufacture of metal products (5%); 3 companies of the 

chemical industry (5%); 3 companies of the other manufacturing (5%); 2 companies of the 

manufacture of machinery and equipment (4%); 2 companies ofthe paper industry (4%); 

2 companies of the manufacture of transport equipment (4%); 2 companies of the 

manufacture of products based on non-metallic minerals (4%); 2 companies of the 

manufacturing inputs and finishing textiles (4%); 2 companies of the manufacture of 

accessories, electrical equipment and power generation (4%); 2 companies of the tanning 

and dressing of leather and leather products manufacturing, and artificial materials (4%); 1 

company of the manufacture of textiles, except apparel (2%); 1 company ofthe beverage 

industry and snuff (2%); I company of the timber industry (2%); 1 company of the basic 

metal industries (2%); 1 company of the manufacture of computer, communication, 

measurement and other equipment, electronic components and accessories (2%); I 

company ofthe manufacture of petroleum and coa) (2%). 

• With respect to the geographical area, we have that 51 % (28 companies) of the total 

sample is located in the Federal District and 49% (27 companies) of the total sample is in 

the State of Mexico. 

• With respect to size, we have that 45% (25 companies) of the total sample are small and 

55% (30 companies) of the total sample are medium. 
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In Tables 5.8; 5.9; 5.1 O; 5.11 and 5.12 show the characteristics of the sample from the second stage of 

the research. 

Table 5.8 Distribution of the sample 

MiíiRr.1se íf-wa:~sr;ry .¡ir~a d@~lirJ~ "st;.rv gj¡,aplí)ij;ijr~a 
1 2 F.D. 29 6 F.D. 
2 1 F.D. 30 7 F.D. 
3 1 F.D. 31 2 Sta te of Mex. 
4 1 State ofMex. 32 3 State ofMex. 
5 1 Sta te of Mex. 33 8 State ofMex. 
6 1 F.D. 34 8 Sta te of Mex. 
7 14 F.D. 35 21 Sta te of Mex. 
8 7 F.D. 36 2 Sta te of Mex. 
9 8 F.D. 37 9 Sta te of Mex. 
10 1 F.D. 38 12 F.D. 
11 10 State ofMex. 39 2 Sta te of Mex. 
12 7 F.D. 40 9 Sta te of Mex. 
13 19 F.D. 41 14 F.D. 

14 1 F.D. 42 13 Sta te of Mex. 
15 5 State ofMex. 43 5 Sta te of Mex. 
16 5 F.D. 44 15 Sta te of Mex. 
17 1 F.D. 45 11 F.D. 

18 3 F.D. 46 15 Sta te of Mex. 
19 1 F.D. 47 12 Sta te of Mex. 
20 6 F.D. 48 17 Sta te of Me x. 

21 6 F.D. 49 18 Sta te of Mex. 
22 4 F.D. so 20 Sta te of Mex. 
23 2 Sta te of Mex. 51 4 Sta te of Mex. 
24 3 F.D. 52 16 Sta te of Mex. 
25 4 Sta te of Mex. 53 11 Sta te of Mex. 
26 4 F.D. 54 13 Sta te of Mex. 
27 7 F.D. SS 5 F.D. 

28 10 F.D. 
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Table 5.9 Types of industries within the manufacturing sector 

1 O Pa er Industry 

Table 5.10 Sample distribution in manufacturing industries 

4 Plastics and rubber industry 4 7% 

S Printin and related industries 4 7% 
6 Chemical industry 3 5% 
7 Manufáctureof furniture, mattresses and blínds 4 7% 

3 5% 
2 4% 
2 4% 
2 4% 

12 Manufacture of products based on non-metallic minerals 2 4% 
2 4% 

2 4% 

2 4% 

1 2% 
1 2% 

18 Timber lndustry 1 2% 

19 Basic m~tal industries , 1 2% 
Manufacture of computer, communication, measurement and 

20 h . I . d . ot er eqwpment, e ectromc components an accessones 
1 2% 

1 2% 

88 



Table 5.11 Geographical distribution of the sample 

Table 5.12 Size of the companies of the sample 

The quantitative data analysis will be carried out from descriptive analysis to an inferential 

analysis, and to build a greater refined analysis, there will be multiple steps, within the inferential 

analysis, that is shown in the next chapter. 

The specific technique of statistical analysis that will be used to contrast the model is the 

multiple linear regression. The Multiple Linear Regression Analysis allows us to establish the 

relationship that occurs between a dependent variable Y, and a set of independent variables (x 1, x2, ... 

Xk), 

In the multiple linear regression analysis of the construction of the corresponding equation is 

done by selecting the variables one by one "step by step." lts purpose is to search among ali possible 

explanatory variables those more and better explain the dependent variable without any of them is a 

linear combination of the others. This procedure involves: (1) at each step, one variable is introduced 

that meets the entry criteria, (2) once introduced, at each step, assessing whether any of the variables 

met exit criteria, and (3), at each step, we evaluate the goodness of fit of the data to the linear 

regression model and calculated the model parameters tested in this step. The process starts without 

any independent variable in the regression equation and the process ends when there is no variable 

outside the equation that satisfies the selection criteria ( ensuring that the selected variables are 

significant) and / or the elimination criterion (ensure that a variable selected is not redundant). 
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CHAPTER6: 

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS. 

In this chapter is presented, the analysis and interpretation of the results of the two stages of the 

research. In the first section is presented, a quantitative and qualitative analysis, which considered 

demographic data, and the analysis of the indicators that are part of the measurement of the managerial 

efficiency and the organizational performance, regarding to the use of resources and capabilities, as 

key factors within the SMEs. In the second part is presented, the quantitative analysis, which displayed 

five statistical analyzes (descriptive analysis; factor analysis; correlation analysis; analysis of the 

reliability; and the estimation and regression analysis). The aim of this chapter is to show the results of 

the two stages of the research, analyzing those results, present a conceptual model which link 

organizational performance and competitiveness from the perspective of resource-based view on the 

basis of the results, and reject or not reject the research hypothesis. This analysis includes various 

perspectives in the organizational performance of SMEs and their performance in the markets that 

show the competitiveness they have developed. 

6.1 Analysis and interpretation of the results of the first stage of research 

The literature review, which was made in section 2.6 on "Managerial efficiency", is the preamble to 

the analysis of this stage of the research; through which we can know the different postures of the 

various authors of the Iiterature on the constructs of managerial efficiency, decision making and 

organizational design, which are proposed for this analysis. 

This first part of the research is to determine the degree of importance of each of the indicators 

within the different dimensions of organizational performance and competitiveness, given by the CEOs 

interviewed. The indicators that were ranked by the directors of the companies, will be analyzed 

through charts and graphs of frequency, and then is presented, the qualitative analysis of open 

questions made to the entrepreneurs. 

So, is gathered a database of 17 SMEs, to know about the decisions made by the directors, on 

the indicators that were showed in the interview, giving them to each, a greater or lesser importance, 

and know the explanation of these decisions. 
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6.1.1 Demographic data 

The findings of the first part of this research are focused on the demographic data of the respondents, 

and on their companies. To ensure, that the sample had the previously raised features and, to better 

understand the interviewees and their companies. 

From the demographic analysis, was obtained the following inforrnation: 

• 88% of respondents hold top management positions, while 12% are managers (sales and 

finance). 

• 82% of respondents are owners of the companies they run, while 18% are employed at 

management level. 

• 71 % of respondents were male and 29% were female. 

• The average age of the CEOs is 52 years and their experience exceeds 27 years. 

• The average years of companies operation are 23, with a minimum of 6 years and a maximum 

of 48 years. 

• 53% of the companies are small and 47% are medium. 

• The average number of employees in small firrns is 18, while the average number of 

employees in medium enterprises is 134. 

• The average number of administrative employees and production, in small enterprises is 7 and 

11, respectively. While the average in the medium-sized enterprise, is 35 and 99, respectively. 

• 53% of the entrepreneurs interviewed, have Bachelor's degree, 41 % have graduate, and 6% 

have only high school. 

• Of ali companies surveyed, only 29% export. 

It is important to note that 94% ofthe interviewed companies are a family business 1°, which is a feature 

of the company size. His administration and management is at a 56.25% in the hands of the first 

generation, 37.5% in the hands of the second generation and 6.25% in the hands of the third 

generation. 

'º "The family business is one that includes two or more family members having financia( control over it" 
(Donnelly, 1964). In general, it is usually associated, family businesses, with small and little professionalized, but really what 
defines them is not its size or quality of executive management, but the fact that the ownership and management are held of 
one or more members ofthe sarne household and is intended that the company remains in family hands (Dodero, 2002; Gallo, 
1989; Lansberg, 1983). 
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6.1.2 Analysis of the indicators that are part of the measurement of tite managerial 

efjiciency and the organizational performance 

The results obtained in the study realized to senior executives of manufacturing SMEs of the sample, 

show the decisions made by directors to select the best alternative, among the indicators proposed to 

each of the dimensions of the production process. 

These indicators were ranked by the senior executives, in order of importance, where 1 is the 

most important and so on. The following Tables display a summary of the indicators in order of 

importance within each of the five dimensions of the production process regarding the resources and 

capabilities. On the other hand, is presented the reasons given by the CEOs, to select the first two 

indicators, as well as for the less important. 

Indicators ofthe Procurement of Resources 

Regarding the first dimension, for procurement of the resources, were raised 1 O indicators, where, top 

managers, had to rank in order of importance, where 1 was the most important and 1 O the least 

important (see Table 6.1.1 ). The indicators selected with greater degree of importance are the "credit of 

suppliers", "working capital" and "profits" and with a lesser degree of importance are the "retum of 

taxes" and the "social capital" (see Graph 6.1.1 (a)). 

Table 6.1.1 lndicators of the Procurement Dimension 

PROCl RE:\IE\T OF RF.SOLRCES PROCURE:\IE.'ff OF C.\P.\lllLITIES 

~ ~ 
Credit oísuppliers 

Working capital 

Prolils 

Recruilment process and seleclion 

Policy acquisition of linancial resources, 
material and technological 
Alliances wilh olher companies for su11plies and 

labor 

Bank credit 

Su pplie rs selection 1irocess 

Social capilal 

Tax Refund 

54 Documcntalion and implementation oí processes 35 

65 Rccords and control methods oí process 42 

67 Analysis and delermination of lhe job pro lile 45 

78 Evaluation oíemployee performance 65 

91 Programs ofhuman resource development 68 

92 

96 

104 

131 

157 
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The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these indicators are: 

1) Credit of suppliers: 

a) is the adequate way of raw material supply to the needs of production 

b) is the adequate time for the management of working capital needs which we have in the 

company (produce-sale-payment) 

c) this is the cheapest financing that the company may have, is the best way of financing 

d) have the raw materials available, on credit 

e) it works as a business partner in the production processes of the company 

f) it helps the company not to borrow (sale of product - payment to suppliers). 

2) Working capital: 

a) is the main source of financing that the company has, is considered a recurrent practice, 

since, it has the resource immediately 

b) it allows us to work efficiently and to operate continuously 

c) the company does not depend on other, to continue operating. 

3) Profits: 

a) these are the company's goal, result of proper planning and organization of work processes 

b) it is the flow to finance the operation ofthe company 

c) these are the engine of the company, are the support for the operation 

d) it is the money used to acquire new technology in machinery and equipment 

e) these cover the monthly fixed costs of the company 

f) help to capitalize the company. 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for the selected indicators with a lesser degree of importance, are the 

following: 

a) because they do not perforrn the fiscal process or for not complying with the requirements of 

tax refund; 

b) because they gave the social capital, only to establish the company. 
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Most of the interviewed companies have financia( planning schemes to obtain the resources required to 

operate consistently within the medium and long term. However, most companies have no documented 

processes, for obtaining resources that are essential to standardize the operation, make more efficient 

the use and management of resources continuously in the company, reduce process variability, 

avoiding rework, and increase product quality. These serve as material for training new employees and 

to manage a quality control system. Since this is an indicator, which is in the principie of chain 

operation, strongly affects, the competitiveness of the SMEs. Furthermore, human and technological 

resources are not formally considered in resource planning. The company lacks a system of human 

resource planning to help them make the necessary personnel for its operation, in advance, within the 

short, medium and long term. The same goes for technological resources; they do not have any plan for 

the acquisition of these resources. 

Graph 6.1.l(a) Pareto Diagram with the lndicators of the Procurement of Resources 
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About the procurement of the capabilities, were raised 5 indicators, where, top managers, had to rank 

in order of importance, where 1 was the most important and 5 the least important (see Table 6.1.1 ). The 

indicators selected with greater degree of importance are the "documentation and implementation of 

processes" and "records and control methods of process" and the least important is the "programs of 

human resource development" (see Graph 6.1. l(b)). 
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Graph 6.1.l(b) Pareto Diagram with the Indicators of the Procurement ofCapabilities 
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The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these indicators are: 

1) Documentation and implementation of processes: 

a) it is important to ensure unifonnity in the process 

b) because of this depends on the efficient operation of the company 

c) this will cause the company to stay in pennanent growth 

Program. of h. 
resource deve. 

68 

100.00 

d) the operation of the company is clear to employees and errors are minimized 

e) for optimum quality and standardization of products 

f) the employees know perfectly well what the steps in the production process are 

g) to implement the quality management system in the company 

h) is part of the organizational culture, since the company 1s certified ISO and 1s a very 

important practice in the operation of the company 

i) is the orderly way to bring the company 

j) to avo id making mistakes or repeat them, if it were the case 

k) for an orderly management of multiple processes and audits that our customers do 

1) it is important to have order, organization and rules of production and enterprise 

management. 

2) Records and control methods of process: 

a) help to monitor processes and take corrective action, preventive and improvement thereof 

b) is the only way that the processes are carried out as has been stipulated 
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c) help the company to grow and be competitive 

d) allows controlling and knowing where we are 

e) these are an important part of quality management system 

f) is a guarantee for customers because, what we do and how we do, is with high quality 

processes, so the company has exceeded ali customer audits 

g) this leads us to continuous improvement 

h) help not to fail in the operation of the company 

i) it can ensure that production is efficient and processes are continuously improved 

j) is a method of controlling the personnel in each of the tasks they perform 

k) is a way to comply with the rules in the production area, sales and administration. 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for the selected indicator with a lesser degree of importance, are the 

following: 

a) lt is not considered important to have a detailed plan that describes, step by step, the future 

of the employee in the company, since staff tumover is high, there is low commitment by 

employees and/or the staff doesn't shows growth aspirations. 

Most companies interviewed consider the processes implementation as an important factor in obtaining 

skills for the achievement of targets, thus avoiding rework, has a greater clarity in the activities that 

correspond to each role, and, a better supported value chain, increases the quality of product/service 

and customer satisfaction. Seek to implement processes to align with the objectives of the company, 

and that the areas cease to operate independently, but they become into integrated systems. Manage the 

processes implementation permanently to care for the continued operation of the company. On the 

other hand, companies have established schemes of records and control of processes, to obtain 

capabilities with which they get more control over the processes. However, companies do not have a 

staff development scheme to enable them to improve the personnel skills, planned manner, within the 

short, medium and long terrn. 
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Indicators ofthe Utilization or Transformation o/ Resources 

Respecting the second dimension, for utilization or transformation of the resources, were raised 5 

indicators, where, top managers, had to rank in order of importance, where I was the most important 

and 5 the least important (see Table 6.1.2). The indicators selected with greater degree of importance 

are the "human resources" and "financia) resources" and the least important is the "installed capacity" 

(see Graph 6. l .2(a)). 

Table 6.1.2 Indicators of the Utilization or Transformation Dimension 

lfflLIZA. OR TR~\ISFOR OF RF.SOl RCF.S lITILIZ\. OR TR,\.',SFOR OF CAPAllILITIF.S 

~~ 
Human resources 39 lmprovements to products lhat are manufactured 41 

Financia! resou rces 48 New product development 51 

Raw materials 49 Process improvements 54 

Technology 59 lmprovements to services that are offered 66 

lnstalled capacity 60 Developing new services 71 

Career Development of Starr 74 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these indicators are: 

1) Human resources: 

a) from the human resource capacity of the company, depends the quality and design of our 

products 

b) to get the job done with the quality that the market demands, human resources must be 

qualified and must be constantly trained 

e) the company depends strongly on the detailed workmanship, to produce and growth of the 

company 

d) because human resources move to the company and its perrnanence, gives strength to the 

company in the market 

e) because the human resource can transform other resources, whether material, technological 

or financia), through labor in production 

f) is elementary for the existence of the company, without the human resources, the company 

could not operate. 
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2) Financia! resources: 

a) are the support, to operate the business comfortably, it pays ali other resources, and general 

operating expenses 

b) are the flow of money to develop the activity of the company, to acquire enough raw 

materials for production, to technology and installed capacity, which meets the demands of 

the market. 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for the selected indicator with a lesser degree of importance, are the 

following: 

a) because the company meets the demand of the market it serves, with the installed capacity 

used 

b) for cost reasons or due to the narrowness of the market, the company is not able to increase 

its use, or invest in technology more competitive. 

In this part of the finns operation, the companies interviewed say that, they have established human 

resource strategies, where they note the importance of personnel employed in the use and 

transfonnation of resources within the production process for achieving objectives and achieving 

competitive advantage. However, this is not considered in the previous dimension of the procurement 

of the resources and capabilities (see the reasons stated above, in both dimensions). Also, the 

companies consider that they have established financia) strategies, and which are reflected in the proper 

use of financia) resources, so they can achieve their financia) goals and objectives in the short, medium 

and long term. 

For most of these companies the technology and installed capacity, do not have great 

importance in the dimension of the use and transformation of resources within the prod uction process. 

This determines a deterioration in business growth and a negative impact on productivity due to lack of 

economies of scale, also, companies fail to develop competitive advantages in the medium and long 

term, affecting overall economic performance of the company. 
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Graph 6.1.2(a) Pareto Diagram: lndicators of the Utilization or Transformation of the 

Resources. 
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Indicators of the Utilization or Transformation o/ Capabilities 

About the utiliza/ion or transforma/ion of the capabilities, were raised 6 indicators, where, top 

managers, had to rank in order of importance, where 1 was the most important and 6 the least 

important (see Table 6.1.2). The indicators selected with greater degree of importance are the 

"improvements to products that are manufactured" and "records and control methods of process" and 

the least important is the "programs of human resource development" (see Graph 6. l .2(b )). 

Graph 6.t.2(b) Pareto Diagram by lndicators of the Utilization or Transformation of the 

Capabilities 
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The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these indicators are: 

1) Improvements to products that are manufactured: 

a) strengthen the company and makes it more competitive 

b) help to keep the company in the market 

c) this makes the products look better and more functional without investing too much in 

innovations 

d) you can find areas of opportunity to optimize not only the quality of the product, but also 

streamline their manufacturing process. For products with more and better features that 

make us unique in the market 

e) is a fonn consenting to customers who are constantly on your purchases. It is giving the 

product you always buy but "improved" 

f) is essential, as product enhancements greater impact on customer satisfaction as their 

expectations are met and are given an added value, it helps ensure their pennanence. 

2) New product development: 

a) is part of the organizational culture, is always looking to innovate to set new trends in the 

market, meet customer expectations, making "customized products" instead of offering 

"standard products", remain competitive and adapt market demand that is always changing 

and requires more and new products 

b) it allows more variety of products and solutions for customers, providing a comprehensive 

service, offering a range of products 

c) it gives growth to other markets, developing new products. 

The reason given by the CEOs, for the selected indicator with a lesser degree of importance, is the 

following: 

a) The Company does not have a career plan for staff. 

The largest number of companies interviewed considered that in the dimension of use and 

transfonnation of the capabilities, the improvements to the products manufactured and the 
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development of new products, are strong indicators, allowing reaching a more competitive and meet 

promised, to the customer. 

However, the companies lack of growth strategies of the organizational structure, so they can 

hardly use and transform the capabilities generated in the company, able to establish a clear link 

between resources and capabilities to seize the opportunities that arise. Find it difficult to organize the 

flow of inforrnation, establish coordination among employees and provide appropriate incentives. 

Indicators of the Coordination of Resources 

In respect of the third dimension, for coordination of the resources, were raised 7 indicators, where, 

top managers, had to rank in order of importance, where 1 was the most important and 7 the least 

important (see Table 6.1.3). The indicators selected with greater degree of importance are the "work 

programs" and the "production work policies" and the least important is the "implementation of quality 

standards for each of the services that are offered" (see Graph 6. l .3(a)). 

Table 6.1.3 lndicators of the Coordination Dimension 

COORDJ:\.\TIO:'i OF Rf.SOl'RCES COORDI:'i.\TIO:\ OF C.\P.\BILITIES 

~ ~ 
Work Programs 

Production work policies 

Sales job policies 

lmplementation oíquality standards for each of 
the products lhat are manuíactured 

Labor management policies 

Process or rcsource allocation and control 

lmplementation ofquality standards for each of 
lhe senices that are oífered 

52 

58 

61 

68 

74 

75 

88 

Analysis and determination oíresponsabilities 

per job 

Determination and seo pe of objectives 

Communication wilh staIT and between staff 

Task Assignment 

Qualilied starr 

Staffenlilled to decision making 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these indicators are: 

1) Work programs: 

49 

57 

58 

62 

64 

67 

a) help to plan short and medium term, the operation of the company, to coordinate all tasks 

and generate more accurate budgets, in the areas of production, sales and administration 

b) involves all areas of the company and their respective staff, having a greater coordination of 

the daily work and therefore, a greater compliance with commitments made to customers. 
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2) Production work policies: 

a) in order that the daily work in the production process is planned, organized, coordinated and 

of good quality 

b) for the company to be efficient in the compliance, in a timely manner, of the customer 

demand. 

The reason given by the CEOs, for the selected indicator with a lesser degree of importance, is the 

following: 

a) the company does not have quality standards for the company's services. 

Most companies say they have, established fonnally controls within production operations, which 

allow them to coordinate resources efficiently, therefore, to changes in the environment and decisions 

made by senior management, companies can coordinate efforts and expertise of employees, as well as, 

achieve the objective of production, and every day, measure the advance, correct immediately 

deviations and eliminate its causes. However, the finns interviewed, does not have quality standards 

for the services they have, which directly affects the customer relationship. 

Graph 6.1.3(a) Pareto Diagram by Indicators ofthe Coordination ofthe Resources 
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I ndicators of the Coordination of Capabilities 

About the coordination of the capabilities, were raised 6 indicators, where, top managers, had to rank 

in order of importance, where 1 was the most important and 6 the least important (see Table 6.1.3). The 

indicators selected with greater degree of importance are the "analysis and determination of 

responsabilities per job" and "determination and scope of objectives" and the least important is the 

"staff entitled to decision making" (see Graph 6.1.3(b )). 

Graph 6.1.3(b) Pareto Diagram by lndicators of the Coordination ofthe Capabilities 

120 

100 

80 

60 

"' CII 
40 :::, 

ñi 
> 

20 

o 
Anal. & 

Determ. & 
determ. of 

scope of 
respon . per 

objec . 
job 

Staff 
Commun. Task Qualified entitled to 
with staff Assignment staff decision 

making 

49 57 58 62 64 67 

CUMULATIVE% 13.73 29.69 45 .94 63 .31 81.23 100.00 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these indicators are: 

1) Analysis and determination of responsabil ities per job: 

a) helps the company operation to be more efficient, since it can coordinate the staff, assigning 

tasks and responsibilities, in advance 

b) you can control the performance and quality of work, since span of control of employees, is 

well defined 

e) is fiable to each employee, of the task that has to make within the company. 
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2) Detennination and scope of objectives: 

a) helps to establish where to direct the work of both the plant and the areas of sales and 

administrative 

b) to evaluate the perfonnance and guide the growth of the company, through the achievement 

of the objectives 

e) gives the opportunity to assess and support, surprising demands and challenging of 

customers, in time, size and shape of the product. 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for the selected indicator with a lesser degree of importance, are the 

following: 

a) the company does not hire staff to make decisions as it would have a higher cost in hiring 

and the company cannot pay 

b) the staff only perfonns the assigned work, not make decisions 

e) the decisions are made by management. 

Almost ali companies have schemes of human resource management, enabling them to coordinate 

capabilities, providing employees with the skills and capabilities required to achieve the required 

satisfaction and efficiency within the organization. The human resource management, fonnally 

established, regulates the functions performed within the company, and are created according to the 

goals they wish to reach, that are efficiency and effectiveness, to achieve greater productivity through 

job satisfaction of individuals, that integrate the company. 

SMEs do not hire staff to make decisions, the decisions are made by management, because 

companies cannot pay that kind of staff and management will not !et go this responsibility. 

lndicators ofthe Operationalization o/ Resources 

Regarding of the fourth dimension, for operationalization of the resources, were raised 4 indicators, 

where, top managers, had to rank in order of importance, where 1 was the most important and 4 the 

Jeast important (see Table 6.1.4 ). There was no significant difference among these indicators, since ali 

detenninants are ranked in almost the same leve! of importance. The indicators are "marketing and 
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advertising programs", the "logistics programs for the distribution of products" and the "improvement 

programs for machinery and equipment" and the least important is the "training programs" (see Graph 

6. l .4(a)). 

Table 6.1.4 lndicators ofthe Operationalization Dimension 

OPEIUTIONALIZ.-\TION OF RF.SOURCF.S OPER,\TIONAUL\TIO'.'I OF CAPABIUTIES 

~ ~ 
Marketing and advertising programs 41 Customer Senice Stralegies 34 

Logistics programs íor the distribution oí 
42 Sales Strategies 37 

producls 
lmprovemenl programs íor machinery and 

42 Markel Research 57 
equipmenl 

Training programs 45 Marketing Stralegies 62 

Logistics slrategies 65 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these i ndicators are: 

1) Marketing and advertising programs: 

a) is the way we communicate with customers, through this, we disclose to the company, 

saying what we do and how we do 

b) help to sell the products of the company, since what they see, is what they buy 

e) this keep us present in the minds of our customers and give us the opportunity to make us 

new customers. 

2) Logistics programs for the distribution of products: 

a) to meet the delivery requirements in a timely manner, of our customers 

b) because it helps us to have order in the distribution 

e) to be effective and efficient in delivery of products, and in turn, lower costs 

d) being on time in the market helps us to combat the competition and increase customer 

confidence. 

3) Improvement programs for machinery and eguipment: 

a) for greater efficiency in the production area 

b) to manufacture products with the best possible quality 
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c) they are essential factors to not affect product quality, since it helps the product to have, at 

least consistent quality and efficient service 

d) to get the real, operational and productive capacity. 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for the selected indicator with a lesser degree of importance, are the 

following: 

a) because of its high costs 

b) not invest in training because the company has high turnover 

c) the company has no formal training programs, training is basic to start working and the 

workers go learning with daily work. 

Most companies have marketing programs that enable them to operationalize the resources efficiently, 

so they can establish the essential link between objectives and resources. The fact that Marketing is 

linked to a changing environrnent that is continually offering new challenges to businesses, requires 

that both the tasks to be performed by marketing, as the importance given to each, are different, in a 

process of continuous adaptation to meet the challenges and opportunities that present the current 

scenarios. 

Companies also have logistics programs associated with the distribution and transport of 

finished products, which allow them to operationalize the resources efficiently, so they can establish 

the essential link between objectives and resources. Logistics activities are coordinated with each other 

to achieve greater efficiency throughout the production system. So, companies do not see logistics as 

an isolated function, but as an overall process of generating value for the customer, that is, an 

integrated tasks that provide a faster response to market, with lower costs. 

Another important indicator with which firms have are the maintenance programs associated 

with the machinery and equipment of the company, enabling them to operationalize the resources 

efficiently, so they can establish the essential link between the objectives and resources. Always related 

maintenance in order to prolong the life of machinery and equipment, as this, ensure better 

performance of the same; lower operating costs; increase the resale value of the equipment and 

machinery, and facilitates the work of operator. 

However, on the other hand, companies have no training programs, so they can hardly 

operationalize efficiently, the human resources; thus, they fail to establish the essential link between 
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the objectives and human resources. The companies do not provide the basis for their employees to 

have the necessary skills and specialized to allow them to better cope in their daily tasks. In the 

absence of training activities, employees do not have more and better knowledge, not have attitudes 

and skills necessary to achieve optima! performance, do not achieve greater productivity, and do not 

contribute to improving the quality of production. 

Graph 6.1.4(a) Pareto Diagram by lndicators ofthe Operationalization of the Resources 
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Indicators of the Operationa/ization of Capabilities 

Respecting the operationalization of the capabilities, were raised 5 indicators, where, top managers, 

had to rank in order of importance, where I was the most important and 5 the least important (see 

Table 6.1.4). The indicators selected with greater degree of importance are the "customer service 

strategies" and "sales strategies" and the least important is the "logistics strategies" (see Graph 

6. l .4(b )). 
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Graph 6.1.4(b) Pareto Diagram by lndicators of the Operationalization of the Capabilities 
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The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these indicators are: 

1) Customer service strategies: 

a) because it is what differentiates the company from its competition 

b) to get more satisfied customers, giving them, this added value 

Logistics 
strategies 

65 

100.00 

e) these guide the customer service operation, to be more efficient and effective 

d) to offset the high price of the product compared with the price competition 

e) because they are the best way to sell products 

f) they are the perfect complement to the sales, since, foster customer loyalty. 

2) Sales strategies: 

a) this brings us to be closer to the market and make us current with the client, since we are 

continually renewed, to sell more and better respond to customers and prospects 

b) help to plan the production and to be more competitive in the prices 

e) this takes the company to meet the budgeted monthly sales, and in sorne cases overcome 

d) to have a larger presence in the market and therefore more customers 

e) to have the opportunity to attack, more planned the highly competitive market. 
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The reasons given by the CEOs, for the selected indicators with a lesser degree of importance, are the 

following: 

a) because our customers pickup the product 

b) because the market we serve is not required 

c) the company does not need. 

Most companies have customer service strategies that enable them to operationalize capabilities 

efficiently, and achieve their goals, so that they can meet the customers and their needs, taking with ita 

greater stability in the market, as well as greater customer satisfaction. Also, companies have sales 

strategies that enable them to operationalize capabilities efficiently, and achieve their sales targets. 

With the application and implementation of these strategies, companies increase their sales and the 

number of clients served, so get greater economic benefits. 

However, most companies lack logistics strategies, so they can hardly operationalize 

efficiently the capabilities, and achieve their goals of logistics, such as, lower inventory levels and 

optimize the performance of the entire distribution chain. Because of the null implementation of 

logistics strategies, companies cannot decide what is the best way to store, inventory and move 

products and services, so they can be available to customers at the time, place, and quantity and 

properly. They fail to optimize freight, nor can they ensure that the products are transported in a good 

way, or in waiting times and discharge, neither in handling and storage control. 

lndicators of the Managerial Mix of Resources 

In respect of the fifth dimension, for managerial mix ofthe resources, were raised 6 indicators, where, 

top managers, had to rank in order of importance, where 1 was the most important and 6 the least 

important (see Table 6.1.5). The indicators selected with greater degree of importance are the 

"planning resource needs" and the "financia! planning" and the least important is the "capitalization 

policies" (see Graph 6. l .5(a)). 
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Table 6.1.5 lndicators of the Managerial-Mix Dimension 

i\l.\N.\GERI.\L \ILX OF RESOllRCES i\L\.i~AGERL\L '.\IIX OF CAPABILITIES 

~ ~ 
Planning resource needs 34 Strategic planning 40 

Financia) planning 41 Financia) Stralegies 55 

Production planning 46 Productivity Strategies 62 

Planning growth oístructure 71 
Moni toring and control systems oí critica) 

64 
factors oí the diííerent business processes 

Tax planning 78 Design oí new projects 65 

Ca11italization policies 87 Dneloping new markets 71 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these indicators are: 

1) Planning resource needs: 

a) helps to define needs, to have a correct acquisition of resources, and to have a correct 

allocation of these, covering the needs of the business operation 

b) facilitates timely administration of resources, for each of the areas of the company, as well 

as having a consistent managernent thereof, by those responsible 

c) to avoid errors in the acquisition and distribution of resources, whether human, material, 

technological or financia! 

~ d) it achieves the goals of the objectives and the payment of debts 

e) is essential for the company to grow in an organized manner, anticipating future needs 

f) gives the opportunity to negotiate with suppliers 

g) to avoid bottlenecks in the operation of the company. 

2) Financia! planning: 

a) to know, what resources does the company has, and to anticípate the needs of financia! 

resources required by each area to operate and grow, therefore, making a proper allocation 

ofthe same 

b) define amounts and tenns to cornply 

e) to consider investment and payrnent of debts 

d) to ensure the survival of the company. 
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The reason given by the CEOs, for the selected indicator with a lesser degree of importance, is the 

following: 

a) because they are not considered in specific policies, capitalization will depend on the 

circumstances that the company is living. 

Most companies have formally established, planning resource needs, and this is reflected in the 

managerial mix made ofthem. The company management anticipates the needs of labor, raw materials, 

and machinery and equipment for the manufacture of products, which is determined in advance, and in 

relation to, the utilities want to achieve, to market demand, capacity and facilities of the plant and the 

jobs that are needed to create. Also, companies have established financia! planning, and is retlected in 

the managerial mix of resources, with this, the firms aim to keep the economic balance in ali levels of 

the company. Financia! planning is present in both areas, the operational and the strategic, so that the 

operational structure is developed based on their involvement with the strategy, therefore, they can 

achieve their financia! goals and financia! objectives, in the short, medium and long term. 

Most of the companies do not consider the capitalization policies, due to; they depend on, the 

circumstances and on the environment that they are living. 

Graph 6.1.S(a) Pareto Diagram by lndicators of the Managerial-Mix of the Resources 
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Indicators ofthe Managerial Mix of Capabilities 

About the managerial mix of the capabilities, were raised 6 indicators, where, top managers, had to 

rank in order of importance, where 1 was the most important and 6 the least important (see Table 

6.1.5). The indicators selected with greater degree of importance are the "strategic planning" and 

"financia! strategies" and the least important is the "developing new markets" (see Graph 6.1.S(b )). 

Graph 6.1.5(b) Pareto Diagram by lndicators of the Managerial-Mix of the Capabilities 
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The reasons given by the CEOs, for selecting each of these indicators are: 

1) Strategic planning: 

a) we have the opportunity to grow with order and bring the company into new markets 

b) allows visualizing and coordinating the direction of the company, based on internal analysis 

and study ofthe environment in which it is immersed the company 

c) is to make a proper mix of resources and planning capacity of the company to anticipate 

needs and have greater certainty in the environment in which the company is located 

d) to greater coordination with the work of ali areas and achieve the goals 

e) can identify opportunities, have a business vision and transform the company as a whole, 

through correct decision-making and oriented objectives. 
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2) Financia! strategies: 

a) they are the best way to manage financia! resources, and optimize the financia! capacity 

b) to achieve the financia! objectives raised 

c) they are added to the decisions taken within the work in strategic planning; 

d) to achieve the business vision; 

e) for the payment of debts and to forecast expenses and investments in property, plant, 

production needs, projects, etc. 

The reasons given by the CEOs, for the selected indicator with a lesser degree of importance, are the 

following: 

a) because first, we are looking more inward growth of the company, before develop new 

markets 

b) because we want to grow the market share we have, before moving into new markets 

c) because it involves greater investment and the company does not have the money for it. 

The most companies recognize the importance of strategic planning and the implementation of the 

financia! strategies, which helps the managerial mix of capabilities to achieve its optimum levels. They 

carry out, the more effective application of resources, whether human, financia!, technological, and/or 

materials for each and every one of the production processes that the company may have. In the other 

hand, firms are looking for seek to consolidate the company and the markets in which they are, before 

developing new markets. 
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6.1.3 Competitiveness analysis 

In the analysis of competitiveness, SMEs studied, have the ability to generate or maintain their 

competitive advantage through the following indicators they consider important to remain competitive 

in the market. The Table 6.1.6 shows the indicators detennining competitiveness among SMEs. 

Entrepreneurs aware, that a company has a competitive advantage, when its superior market 

position, creates the conditions necessary to achieve superior perfonnance compared to its competitors. 

Senior executives interviewed do a constant measurement of its competitiveness through two 

indicators, which are market share and profitability: 

• The 65% of companies measure their competitiveness through market share; while 35% 

do so through the measurement of profitability. 

Refening to the indicator of competitiveness, either, market share or profitability, which is used by the 

senior executive, it was noted, the position of the market share of products of the SMEs and the 

profitability that they have, if it is, "above of your competition", "as your competition" or "below of 

your competition": 

• The 82% of companies that measure their competitiveness through market share 

considered that their products are above or equal to their competition, and only 18% 

considered they are under their competition. 

• On the other hand, the 33% of the companies that measure their competitiveness through 

the profitability considered that it is above of their competition and 67% believe that it is 

the same as their competition (see Graph 6.6 and 6.7). 
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PROOUCT 
(1) Quality of the product. 
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Table 6.1.6 Indicators determining Competitiveness among SMEs 
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The following Graphs (6.6 and 6.7) show the position of the market share of products ofthe 

SMEs, and the profitability that they have. 
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Graph 6.6 Market Share of the SMEs. 
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6.1.4 Conceptual synthesis ofthe analysis and interpretation of results (First stage of research) 

The following diagram describes in summary, the analysis in this first stage of research, related to each of the hypotheses 
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6.2 Analysis and interpretation of the results of the second stage of 

research 

In this second part of the research is presented the quantitative analysis of data collected. The 

purpose of this section is to show the results of research, analyzing those results, present a 

conceptual model which links organizational performance and competitiveness from the perspective 

of resource-based theory on the basis ofthe results, and finally, reject or not reject the hypothesis of 

the research. 

There will be a detailed work of the statistical study; this work will serve to deepen in the 

knowledge of each of the dependent and independent variables within the different dimensions, and 

to understanding the interactions between variables. This will be conducted through the following 

analyses: (1) Descriptive analysis, (2) Factorial analysis, (3) Analysis of reliability, (4) Correlation 

analysis, and (5) Regression analysis. 

These analyzes are made using the Statistical Package Product for Service Solutions 

(SPSS)11 version 16.0 for Windows, applied to 55 observations and 171 variables useful. 

6.2.1 Descriptive Analysis 

Descriptive statistics provides the study of the distribution of variable values on the set of observed 

cases, focusing on simplification and evaluation of the data (Zeller, 1999). The descriptive analysis, 

although it is considered a basic analysis is essential in any investigation (Ferrán, 2001 ). 

6.2.1.1 Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis 

In this first analysis will evaluate the measures of central tendency to analyze how data is grouped 

or scattered around the central value, i.e. assess the distribution of seores for each of the 

independent variables and the dependent variables. To do this, is obtained the mean12
; standard 

deviation13
; coefficient of skewness14

, and coefficient of shoring or kurtosis15
, of the investigation. 

11 SPSS was originally created as an acronym for Statistical Package for Social Sciences but has also been 
referred to as "Statistical Product and Service Solutions" (Pardo, & Ruiz, 2002). 

12 The media is a measure of central tendency, and is equal to the sum of ali data values of the population (LX) 
divided by the total number of elements comprising the population (N), whose formula is: µ=LXIN (Levin & Rubin, 
1996). 

13 The standard deviation allows us to determine with a fair degree of accuracy, where are located the values of 
a frequency distribution with respect to the mean. The population standard deviation (o) is the square root ofthe variance 
of the population. As the variance, is the average of the squared distances, ranging from observations to the mean, 
standard deviation is the square root of average squared distances, ranging from observations to the mean. Its formula is: o 
= --./a2 = --./I,(x - µ)2 / N = --./¿x2 

/ N - µ2 (Hopkins, et al. 1997). 
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a) Assumptions and criteria 

The assumptions that are considered, and the criteria that are proposed to analyze the data, are 

presented below: 

1) The theory tells us that the behavior of the data collected behaves like nonnal curve, and 

symmetrical bell-shaped, therefore, consider that the average, skewness and kurtosis are 

numerical characteristics corresponding to a nonnal distribution (Diaz, 1999). 

2) Because we assume that is a nonnal curve, we can consider as a unit nonnal curve, with 

area under it equal to 1 and values of the mean and standard deviation µ = O and o = 1, 

respectively, with skewness = O and kurtosis = 3. 

From the frequency distribution of the data, where it is observed: 

• skewness: when the curve tends to the right (+3) or left (-3), and 

• Kurtosis: if beaked (> 3) or flat (<3)(Diaz, 1999). 

In order to, remain included the significant questions, in this type of curves, is defined as 

1 the number of standard deviations of each ítem with respect to the mean, and for this 

study is proposed to accept, ifthe skewness is to the right, values between O and 1.1, and 

for the kurtosis distribution, values between O and 1.5. 

14 Skewness measures the symmetry of the distribution; searching each half of the curve is the mirror image of 
the other, to achieve a normal curve (McHugh, 2003). Skewed curves are shown when the values are concentrated at the 
bottom or top of the scale measuring of the horizontal axis, i.e. when the values are not equally distributed (Levin & 
Rubin, 1996). The asymmetry can be from very mild to very extreme. The direction of the asymmetry is positive when the 
distribution is extended to the right, lo higher values in the distribution, and is negative when the distribution shifts to the 
left at the end ofthe low values range. Toe positive or negative terms do not refer to desirable or undesirable performance, 
are referring to the algebraic sign of the result when the degree of asymmetry is qualified (Salkind, 2004 ). lts formula is: 
Skewness = ~::',,1 n¡ ( X¡_ M)3/n/s3

• 
15 The kurtosis, or shoring coefficient of a variable is used to measure the degree of concentration of values 

around its mean, i.e. it measures the degree of sharpness (Levin & Rubin, 1996). Kurtosis describes the concentration of 
data around the mean. lt is chosen as reference, a variable with a normal distribution, such that, the coefficient of shoring 
for it, is zero. lts formula is: Sh=¿~=l n¡ ( X¡_ M)4/n/s4-3. According to their shoring, a variable can be: (1) leptokurtic: lf 
Sh> O, i.e., is more shored than usual. The values, which take the variable, are highly concentrated around its mean and 
there are few outliers. (2) mesokurtic: lfSh = O, i.e. is so shored as normal. (3) platykurtic: lfSh <O, i.e. is less shored than 
normal. There are many extreme values, the variable tails are very heavy (McHugh, 2003) 
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Once established the assumptions and considerations that will be taken for the study of the data, is 

proceed to the analysis that will be done, for each of the five dimensions of organizational 

performance with respect to resources and capabilities, and for the dimensions of competitiveness, 

proposed for this study. 

Organizational Performance dimension: Procurement of resources 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [cr = +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 3 .43, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 1. 79 and 5.07. We can see, in general terms, that 

this dimension is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case all the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.1 ). 

The ideal val u es of the skewness, are those that are close to O, however, for purposes of this 

study was considered appropriate that the values were between O and 1.1. Of the 25 ltems making 

up the dimension "procurement of resources", we find that five of them have a strong negative 

skewness, as well as, values of leptokurtic shoring. The data is distributed to the right of the 

medium, so that this scale has a negative skewness, i.e. the data values, are higher than the average. 

In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.46 (see Table 6.2.1 ). Hence we can say that the 

asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the distribution are above 

average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit normal distribution, so is considered as 

absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

It is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the ltems is 0.20, so that it can be said that the curve is little more 

shored with respect to the normal distribution (see Table 6.2.1 ). This result is within the range 

required for kurtosis. Is ratified Leptokurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped less than 

one standard deviation to the right and left of the average, reflecting low dispersion of the data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational performance: 

"procurement of resources", are presented together in Table 6.2.1: 
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Table 6.2.1 Procurement of resources: Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis 

Descriptive Statistics 
N Minimwn Maximwn Mean Std Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error 
QI SS 1 s 2.91 1.159 0.109 0.322 -0.553 0.634 
Q2 SS 1 s 3.25 1.364 -0.118 0.322 -1.113 0.634 

Q3 SS 1 s 4.33 1.233 -1.953 0.322 2.698 0.634 

Q4 SS 1 s 4.42 0.937 -2.209 0.322 5.417 0.634 

Q5 55 1 5 4.02 1.209 -1.405 0.322 1.278 0.634 

Q6 55 1 5 3.95 0.989 -0.722 0.322 0.114 0.634 

Q7 55 1 5 4.44 0.834 -2.179 0.322 5.988 0.634 

Q8 55 1 5 4.07 0.979 -1.134 0.322 1.034 0.634 

Q9 55 1 5 3.42 1.781 -0.442 0.322 -1.668 0.634 

QIO 55 2 5 4.20 0.704 -0.633 0.322 0.497 0.634 

QII 55 2 5 4.09 0.776 -0.654 0.322 0.311 0.634 

Q12 55 1 5 2.73 1.407 0.218 0.322 -1.202 0.634 

Q13 55 1 5 2.47 1.476 0.449 0.322 -1.157 0.634 

Q14 55 1 5 2.16 1.512 0.845 0.322 -0.874 0.634 

Q15 55 1 5 1.82 1.263 1.385 0.322 0.795 0.634 
Q16 55 1 5 2.65 1.468 0.157 0.322 -1.399 0.634 

Q17 55 1 5 3.69 1.260 -0.825 0.322 -0.259 0.634 

Q18 55 1 5 3.18 1.389 -0.381 0.322 -1.084 0.634 

Q19 55 1 5 3.64 1.253 -0.850 0.322 -0.103 0.634 

Q20 55 1 5 3.35 1.308 -0.421 0.322 -0.859 0.634 

Q21 55 1 5 3.11 1.117 -0.140 0.322 -0.518 0.634 

Q22 55 1 5 3.49 1.153 -0.466 0.322 -0.043 0.634 

Q23 55 1 5 2.58 1.287 0.191 0.322 -1.067 0.634 

Q24 55 2 5 4.02 0.757 -0.296 0.322 -0.444 0.634 

Q25 55 2 5 3.78 0.809 -0.010 0.322 -0.690 0.634 

Valid N (listwise) 55 
Data oblained from SPSS 

Organizational Performance dimension: Procurement of capabilities 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [a= +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 3.88, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 2.24 and 5.52. We can see, in general terrns, that 

this dimension is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case ali the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.2). 

The ideal values of the skewness, are those that are close to O, however, for purposes of this 

study was considered appropriate that the values were between O and 1.1. Of the 19 ltems making 

up the dimension "procurement of capabilities", we find that four of them have a strong negative 

skewness, as well as, values of leptokurtic shoring. Toe data is distributed to the right of the 

medium, so that this scale has a negative skewness, i.e. the data values, are higher than the average. 

In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.80 (see Table 6.2.2). Hence we can say that the 

asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the distribution are above 
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average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit normal distribution, so is considered as 

absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

lt is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the Items is 0.50, so that it can be said that the curve is Iittle more 

shored with respect to the normal distribution (see Table 6.2.2). This result is within the range 

required for kurtosis. Is ratified Leptokurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped less than 

one standard deviation to the right and left of the average, reflecting low dispersion ofthe data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational performance: 

"procurement of capabilities", are presented together in Table 6.2.2: 

Table 6.2.2 Procurement of capabilities: Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis 

escripllve tat,sllcs D . . S .. 

N Minimwn Maximwn Mean Std Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error 

Q26 55 3 5 4.22 0.712 -0.346 0.322 -0.943 0.634 

Q27 55 1 5 3.80 1.007 -0.934 0.322 0.765 0.634 

Q28 55 1 5 3.78 0.956 -0.728 0.322 0.312 0.634 

Q29 55 1 5 3.95 0.989 -0.960 0.322 0.577 0.634 

Q30 55 1 5 4.09 0.908 -0.954 0.322 1.093 0.634 

Q31 55 1 5 3.95 1.096 -1.028 0.322 0.450 0.634 

Q32 55 1 5 3.91 0.908 -1.201 0.322 2.354 0.634 

Q33 55 1 5 3.95 1.008 -1.127 0.322 1.260 0.634 

Q34 55 1 5 3.51 1.200 -0.690 0.322 -0.322 0.634 

Q35 55 2 5 4.02 0.782 -0.515 0.322 0.036 0.634 

Q36 55 1 5 4.16 0.918 -1.231 0.322 1.720 0.634 

Q37 55 2 5 4.18 0.772 -0.831 0.322 0.673 0.634 

Q38 55 2 5 4.24 0.816 -1.105 0.322 1.141 0.634 

Q39 55 1 5 4.07 1.034 -1.298 0.322 1.499 0.634 

Q40 55 1 5 3.98 1.009 -1.085 0.322 1.191 0.634 

Q41 55 1 5 3.40 1.271 -0.526 0.322 -0.565 0.634 

Q42 55 1 5 3.42 1.287 -0.462 0.322 -0.598 0.634 

Q43 55 2 5 3.65 0.886 0.255 0.322 -0.942 0.634 

Q44 55 1 5 3.42 1.117 -0.407 0.322 -0.223 0.634 

Valid N (listwise) 55 
Data obtained from SPSS 

Organizational Performance dimension: Utilization or transformation of resources 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [cr = +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 4.11, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 2.47 and 5.75. We can see, in general tenns, that 

this dimension is Iess than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case ali the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.3). 
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The ideal values of the skewness, are those that are close to O, however, for purposes ofthis 

study was considered appropriate that the values were between O and l. l. Of the 16 ltems making 

up the dimension "utilization or transformation of resources", we find that five of them have a 

strong negative skewness, as well as, values of leptokurtic shoring. The data is distributed to the 

right of the medium, so that this scale has a negative skewness, i.e. the data values, are higher than 

the average. In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.92 (see Table 6.2.3). Hence we can say that 

the asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the distribution are above 

average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit normal distribution, so is considered as 

absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

lt is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the Items is 1.08, so that it can be said that the curve is little more 

shored with respect to the normal distribution (see Table 6.2.3). This result is within the range 

required for kurtosis. Is ratified Leptokurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped less than 

one standard deviation to the right and left of the average, reflecting low dispersion of the data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational performance: 

"utilization or transformation of resources", are presented together in Table 6.2.3: 

Table 6.2.3 Utilization or transformation of resources: Mean, standard deviation, skewness 

and kurtosis 

escnpllve tatisllcs D .. S .. 

N Minimwn Maximum Mean Std Deviation S<ewness KtD"tosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error 

Q45 55 2 5 4.11 0.809 -0.640 0.322 -0.026 0.634 

Q46 55 2 5 4.11 0.809 -0.640 0.322 -0.026 0.634 

Q47 55 2 5 4.49 0.635 -1.318 0.322 2.797 0.634 

Q48 55 2 5 4.35 0.751 -0.945 0.322 0.421 0.634 

Q49 55 2 5 4.02 0.871 -0.385 0.322 -0.807 0.634 

Q50 55 1 5 3.64 1.078 -0.413 0.322 -0.350 0.634 

Q51 55 1 5 3.95 0.951 -0.693 0.322 0.302 0.634 

Q52 55 2 5 4.36 0.729 -0.990 0.322 0.724 0.634 

Q53 55 1 5 4.51 0.858 -2.312 0.322 5.963 0.634 

Q54 55 1 5 4.40 0.894 -2.185 0.322 5.987 0.634 

Q55 55 1 5 4.29 0.994 -2.034 0.322 4.618 0.634 

Q56 55 2 5 4.35 0.844 -1.123 0.322 0.470 0.634 

Q57 55 2 5 3.64 0.969 -0.211 0.322 -0.871 0.634 

Q58 55 2 5 4.05 0.911 -0.568 0.322 -0.620 0.634 

Q59 55 2 5 3.75 0.844 -0.056 0.322 -0.680 0.634 

Q60 55 2 5 3.75 0.907 -0.236 0.322 -0.693 0.634 

Valid N (listwise) 55 
Data obtained from SPSS 
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Organizational Performance dimension: Utilization or transformation of capabilities 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [cr = +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 3. 78, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 2.14 and 5.42. We can see, in general tenns, that 

this dimension is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case ali the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.4). 

The ideal values of the skewness, are those that are el ose to O, however, for purposes of this 

study was considered appropriate that the values were between O and 1.1. Of the 12 ltems making 

up the dimension "utilization or transfonnation of capabilities", we find that three of them have a 

strong negative skewness, as well as, values of leptokurtic shoring. The data is distributed to the 

right of the medium, so that this scale has a negative skewness, i.e. the data values, are higher than 

the average. In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.58 (see Table 6.2.4). Hence we can say that 

the asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the distribution are above 

average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit nonnal distribution, so is considered as 

absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

It is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the ltems is 0.33, so that it can be said that the curve is little more 

shored with respect to the nonnal distribution (see Table 6.2.4). This result is within the range 

required for kurtosis. Is ratified Leptokurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped less than 

one standard deviation to the right and left of the average, reflecting low dispersion ofthe data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational perfonnance: 

"utilization or transformation of capabilities", are presented together in Table 6.2.4: 

Table 6.2.4 Utilization or transformation of capabilities: Mean, standard deviation, skewness 

and kurtosis 

Descriptive Statistics 

N Mínimum Maximwn Mean Std Deviat ion SkeYmess Kurtosis 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

Q61 55 1 5 4.15 0.870 -1.169 0.322 2.039 0.634 

Q62 55 1 5 3.91 0.845 -0.779 0.322 1.383 0.634 

Q63 SS 3 s 4.09 0.776 -0.161 0.322 -1.305 0.634 

Q64 55 1 5 3.95 1.008 -1.014 0.322 1.045 0.634 

Q65 55 1 5 4.00 1.122 -1.224 0.322 1.002 0.634 

Q66 55 1 5 3.44 1.050 -0.473 0.322 -0.079 0.634 

Q67 55 1 5 4.18 0.925 -1.252 0.322 1.700 0.634 

Q68 55 1 5 3.85 1.061 -0.760 0.322 0.197 0.634 

Q69 55 1 5 3.36 1.007 -0.120 0.322 -0.215 0.634 

Q70 55 1 5 3.45 1.051 -0.223 0.322 -0.404 0.634 

Q71 55 1 5 3.22 1.066 0.020 0.322 -0.335 0.634 

Q72 55 2 5 3.82 0.819 0.142 0.322 -1.067 0.634 

Valid N (listwise) 55 

Data obtained from SPSS 125 



Organizational Performance dimension: Coordination of resources 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from I to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [ o = +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 3.78, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 2.14 and 5.42. We can see, in general terms, that 

this dimension is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case ali the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.5). 

The ideal values of the skewness, are those that are close to O, however, for purposes of this 

study was considered appropriate that the values were between O and 1.1. Of the 16 ltems making 

up the dimension "coordination of resources", we find that three of them have a strong negative 

skewness, as well as, values of leptokurtic shoring. The data is distributed to the right of the 

medium, so that this scale has a negative skewness, i.e. the data values, are higher than the average. 

In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.84 (see Table 6.2.5). Hence we can say that the 

asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the distribution are above 

average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit normal distribution, so is considered as 

absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

lt is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the Items is 0.63, so that it can be said that the curve is little more 

shored with respect to the normal distribution (see Table 6.2.5). This result is within the range 

required for kurtosis. Is ratified Leptokurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped less than 

one standard deviation to the right and left of the average, reflecting low dispersion of the data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational performance: 

"coordination of resources", are presented together in Table 6.2.5: 
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Table 6.2.5 Coordination of resources: Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis 

Descriptive Statistics 

N Mínimum Maximum Mean Sld Deviation SkeYmess Kurtosis 
Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Sld Error Slatistic Sld Error 

Q73 55 1 5 4.07 1.120 -1.462 0.322 1.893 0.634 
Q74 55 1 5 3.73 1.162 -0.762 0.322 0.098 0.634 
Q75 55 1 5 3.67 1.090 -0.641 0.322 0.111 0.634 
Q76 55 1 5 3.42 0.917 -0.647 0.322 1.078 0.634 
Q77 55 1 5 3.85 1.079 -0.986 0.322 0.777 0.634 
Q78 55 1 5 3.45 1.051 -0.919 0.322 0.688 0.634 
Q79 55 1 5 4.27 0.971 -1.843 0.322 3.712 0.634 
Q80 55 1 5 3.71 1.083 -1.019 0.322 0.872 0.634 
Q81 55 1 5 3.80 1.129 -0.632 0.322 -0.362 0.634 
Q82 55 2 5 3.55 0.978 -0.070 0.322 -0.947 0.634 
Q83 55 1 5 3.51 1.230 -0.517 0.322 -0.508 0.634 
Q84 55 1 5 3.73 1.096 -1.003 0.322 0.789 0.634 
Q85 55 1 5 4.22 0.832 -1.236 0.322 2.592 0.634 
Q86 55 1 5 3.75 1.158 -0.739 0.322 -0.152 0.634 
Q87 55 1 5 3.58 0.994 -0.235 0.322 -0.438 0.634 
Q88 55 2 5 4.09 0.908 -0.800 0.322 -0.068 0.634 
Val id N (list wise) 55 
Data obtamed from SPSS 

Organizational Performance dimension: Coordination o/ capabilities 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [ cr = +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 3.86, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 2.22 and 5.50. We can see, in general tenns, that 

this dimension is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case all the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.6). 

The ideal values of the skewness, are those that are close to O, however, for purposes of this 

study was considered appropriate that the values were between O and 1.1. Of the 19 ltems making 

up the dimension "coordination of capabilities", we find that two of them have a strong negative 

skewness, as well as, values of leptokurtic shoring. Toe data is distributed to the right of the 

medium, so that this scale has a negative skewness, i.e. the data values, are higher than the average. 

In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.78 (see Table 6.2.6). Hence we can say that the 

asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the distribution are above 

average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit normal distribution, so is considered as 

absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

It is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the ltems is 0.69, so that it can be said that the curve is little more 

shored with respect to the normal distribution (see Table 6.2.6). This result is within the range 
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required for kurtosis. Is ratified Leptokurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped less than 

one standard deviation to the right and left ofthe average, retlecting low dispersion of the data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational perfonnance: 

"coordination of capabilities", are presented together in Table 6.2.6: 

Table 6.2.6 Coordination of capabilities: Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis 

escript1ve tallsllcs D ' ' S ' ' 

N Minimwn Maximwn Mean Std Deviation SkeMless Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error 

Q89 55 1 5 3.62 1.254 -0.804 0.322 -0.171 0.634 
Q90 55 2 5 3.96 0.881 -0.602 0.322 -0.203 0.634 
Q91 55 1 5 4.02 0.972 -1.043 0.322 0.878 0.634 
Q92 55 1 5 4.02 0.871 -0.908 0.322 1.396 0.634 
Q93 55 1 5 4.13 0.795 -1.383 0.322 3.780 0.634 
Q94 55 1 5 3.96 0.981 -1 .026 0.322 0.771 0.634 
Q95 55 1 5 3.93 0.920 -0.888 0.322 0.930 0.634 
Q96 55 1 5 3.56 1.135 -0.637 0.322 -0.OS2 0.634 
Q97 55 1 5 3.65 1.040 -0.686 0.322 0.058 0.634 
Q98 55 1 5 3.69 1.016 -0.984 0.322 0.985 0.634 
Q99 55 1 5 4.05 0.891 -1.088 0.322 1.659 0.634 
QI00 55 2 5 3.96 0.793 -0.397 0.322 -0.226 0.634 
QI0I 55 1 5 3.69 0.900 -0.443 0.322 0.315 0.634 
Q102 55 1 5 3.60 1.132 -0.734 0.322 0.o70 0.634 
Q103 55 1 5 3.78 0.917 -0.442 0.322 0.209 0.634 
Q104 55 1 5 4.04 0.981 -1.175 0.322 1.660 0.634 
Q105 55 2 5 4.33 0.640 -0.853 0.322 1.813 0.634 
Q106 55 2 5 3.91 0.727 -0.159 0.322 -0.328 0.634 
QI07 55 1 5 3.45 1.245 -0.580 0.322 -0.493 0.634 
Val id N (list wise) 55 
Data obtained from SPSS 

Organizational Performance dimension: Operationalization of resources 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [a= +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 3.49, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 1.85 and 5.13. We can see, in general tenns, that 

this dimension is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case all the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.7). 

The ideal values of the skewness, are those that are close to O, however, for purposes ofthis 

study was considered appropriate that the values were between O and 1.1. Of the 12 ltems making 

up the dimension "Operationalization of resources", is not found any of them with a strong negative 

skewness. The data is distributed within the proposed range of skewness, i .e. the data values, are 

near the average. In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.60 (see Table 6.2.7). Hence we can say 
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that the asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the distribution are 

above average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit normal distribution, so is considered as 

absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

1t is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the ltems is 0.13, so that it can be said that the curve is little more 

shored with respect to the normal distribution (see Table 6.2.7). This result is within the range 

required for kurtosis. Is ratified Leptokurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped less than 

one standard deviation to the right and left of the average, reflecting low dispersion of the data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational performance: 

"operationalization of resources", are presented together in Table 6.2.7: 

Table 6.2.7 Operationalization of resources: Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis 

Descnptive s ta lis tics 

N Minimwn Maximurn Mean Sld Deviation Ske\Wless Kurtosis 

Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Sld Error Slatistic Sld Error 

Q108 55 1 5 3.13 1.106 -0.601 0.322 -0.052 0.634 

Q109 55 1 5 3.09 1.159 -0.405 0.322 -0.453 0.634 

Qll0 55 1 5 3.38 1.254 -0.656 0.322 -0.363 0.634 

Qll 1 55 1 5 3.31 1.260 -0.558 0.322 -0.570 0.634 

Qll2 55 1 5 4.00 0.861 -1.085 0.322 1.955 0.634 

Q113 55 1 5 4.04 0.902 -1.016 0.322 1.370 0.634 

Q114 55 1 5 3.78 1.066 -0.781 0.322 0.147 0.634 

Qll5 55 1 5 3.84 1.050 -0.856 0.322 0.397 0.634 

Ql16 55 1 5 3.16 1.085 -0.157 0.322 -0.100 0.634 

Q117 55 1 5 3.51 1.069 -0.402 0.322 -0.066 0.634 

Q118 55 1 5 3.38 1.194 -0.454 0.322 -0.303 0.634 

Q119 SS 1 s 3.25 1.190 -0.243 0.322 -0.450 0.634 

Valid N (listwise) 55 
Data obtained from SPS.S 

Organizational Performance dimension: Operationalization o/ capabilities 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [cr = +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 3.36, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 1.72 and 5.00. We can see, in general terms, that 

this dimension is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case ali the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.8). 

The ideal values of the skewness, are those that are close to O, however, for purposes ofthis 

study was considered appropriate that the values were between O and 1.1. Of the 14 Items making 
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up the dimension "operationalization of capabilities", is not found any of them with a strong 

negative skewness. The data is distributed within the proposed range of skewness, i.e. the data 

values, are near the average. In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.59 (see Table 6.2.8). Hence 

we can say that the asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the 

distribution are above average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit nonnal distribution, so 

is considered as absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

It is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the Items is -0.14, so that it can be said that the curve is platykurtic 

(Sh < O), i.e. is less shored than nonnal distribution. There are many extreme values; the variable 

tails are heavy (see Table 6.2.8). This result is not within the range required for kurtosis. Is ratified 

Platykurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped more than one standard deviation to the 

right and left of the average, reflecting high dispersion of the data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational perfonnance: 

"operationalization of capabilities", are presented together in Table 6.2.8: 

Table 6.2.8 Operationalization of capabilities: Mean, standard deviation, skewness and 

kurtosis 

escr1phve tahshcs D . ' S . 

N Mínimum Maximum Mean Sld Deviation Ske>W1ess Kurtosis 

Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Slatistic Sld Error Slatistic Sld. Error 

Ql20 55 1 5 2.93 1.086 -0.211 0.322 -0.173 0.634 

Ql21 55 1 5 2.64 1.161 -0.049 0.322 -0.670 0.634 

Q122 55 1 5 3.47 l. 184 -0.731 0.322 -0.319 0.634 

Q123 55 1 5 3.33 1.203 -0.670 0.322 -0.399 0.634 

Ql24 55 1 5 3.40 1.099 -0.692 0.322 0.097 0.634 

Q125 55 1 5 3.62 1.130 -0.864 0.322 0.178 0.634 

Q126 55 1 5 3.53 1.184 -0.797 0.322 0.086 0.634 

Q127 55 1 5 3.53 0.959 -0.472 0.322 0.332 0.634 

Q128 55 1 5 3.49 1.169 -0.555 0.322 -0.159 0.634 

Q129 55 1 5 3.27 1.239 -0.424 0.322 -0.650 0.634 

Q130 55 1 5 3.15 1.161 -0.367 0.322 -0.465 0.634 

Q131 55 1 5 3.62 1.209 -0.842 0.322 -0.094 0.634 

Q132 55 1 5 3.51 1.200 -0.690 0.322 -0.322 0.634 

Q133 55 1 5 3.60 1.065 -0.845 0.322 0.644 0.634 

Val id N (list wise) 55 
Data obtained from SPSS 

Organizational Performance dimension: Managerial mix o/ resources 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [cr = +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 3.86, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 2.22 and 5.50. We can see, in general tenns, that 
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this dimension is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case ali the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.9). 

The ideal values ofthe skewness, are those that are close to O, however, for purposes of this 

study was considered appropriate that the values were between O and 1.1. Of the 1 O ltems making 

up the dimension "managerial mix of resources", we find that four of them have a strong negative 

skewness, as well as, values of leptokurtic shoring. Toe data is distributed to the right of the 

medium, so that this scale has a negative skewness, i.e. the data values, are higher than the average. 

In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.95 (see Table 6.2.9). Hence we can say that the 

asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the distribution are above 

average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit nonnal distribution, so is considered as 

absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

lt is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the Items is 1.06, so that it can be said that the curve is little more 

shored with respect to the nonnal distribution (see Table 6.2.9). This result is within the range 

required for kurtosis. Is ratified Leptokurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped less than 

one standard deviation to the right and left of the average, reflecting low dispersion of the data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational perfonnance: 

"managerial mix of resources", are presented together in Table 6.2.9: 

Table 6.2.9 Managerial mix of resources: Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis 

escr1pt1ve tahshcs D ' . S .. 

N Mínimum Maximmn Mean Std Deviation Skeooess Kurtosis 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error 

Ql34 55 1 5 4.05 0.891 -1.252 0.322 2.097 0.634 

Ql35 55 2 5 4.53 0.663 -1.491 0.322 2.708 0.634 

Ql36 55 1 5 3.95 1.079 -0.991 0.322 0.490 0.634 

Q137 55 1 5 3.89 1.083 -1.137 0.322 1.017 0.634 

Q138 55 1 5 3.45 1.119 -0.417 0.322 -0.165 0.634 

Q139 55 1 5 3.82 1.038 -0.755 0.322 0.328 0.634 

Ql40 55 1 5 4.29 0.875 -1.820 0.322 4.113 0.634 

Q141 55 1 5 3.85 0.970 -0.960 0.322 1.192 0.634 

Ql42 55 1 5 3.55 1.051 -0.472 0.322 0.133 0.634 

Ql43 55 1 5 3.24 1.453 -0.204 0.322 -1.327 0.634 

Valid N (listwise) 55 
Data obtained from SPSS 
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Organizational Performance dimension: Managerial mix of capabilities 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a 

Likert scale ranging from I to 5, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [a= +/-1.64] 

of the average of each response, in this case is 3.44, and thus, responses of each question that are 

accepted, are those, which their average is between 1.80 and 5.08. We can see, in general terms, that 

this dimension is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case ali the questions meet 

this criterion (see Table 6.2.1 O). 

The ideal values of the skewness, are those that are close to O, however, for purposes of this 

study was considered appropriate that the val ues were between O and 1.1. Of the 8 Items making up 

the dimension "managerial mix of capabilities", is not found any of them with a strong negative 

skewness. The data is distributed within the proposed range of skewness, i.e. the data values, are 

near the average. In this dimension, the mean skewness is -0.50 (see Table 6.2.1 O). Hence we can 

say that the asymmetry of the distribution is negative because the frequencies of the distribution are 

above average, and its graph is opened with respect to a unit normal distribution, so is considered as 

absolute this value of the skewness and is placed within the interval. 

It is proposed to accept the kurtosis values, between O and 1.5. In this case, the average 

obtained for the distribution of the Items is -0.18, so that it can be said that the curve is platykurtic 

(Sh < O), i.e. is less shored than normal distribution. There are many extreme values; the variable 

tails are heavy (see Table 6.2.1 O). This result is not within the range required for kurtosis. Is ratified 

Platykurtic distribution, i.e. most of the data is grouped more than one standard deviation to the 

right and left of the average, reflecting high dispersion of the data. 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of organizational performance: 

"managerial mix of capabilities", are presented together in Table 6.2.1 O: 

Table 6.2.1 O Managerial mix of capabilities: Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis 

Descriptive Statistics 

N Mínimum Maximwn Mean Std Deviation Ske\\TICSS Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error 

Q144 55 1 5 3.85 1.193 -1.068 0.322 0.397 0.634 

Q145 55 1 5 3.58 1.197 -0.738 0.322 -0.132 0.634 

Q146 55 1 5 3.60 1.300 -0.832 0.322 -0.279 0.634 

Q147 55 1 5 3.45 1.119 -0.499 0.322 -0.180 0.634 

Q148 55 1 5 3.45 0.835 -0.247 0.322 0.473 0.634 

Q149 55 1 5 2.91 1.127 -0.057 0.322 -0.656 0.634 

Q150 55 1 5 2.87 1.072 -0.112 0.322 -0.463 0.634 

Q151 55 1 5 3.76 1.071 -0.444 0.322 -0.637 0.634 

Valid N (listwise) 55 

Data obtained from SPSS 
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Competitiveness dimension: Net Income and Total annual sales 

Is reviewed each of the values of the responses with respect to the Mean. The questions have a scale 

ranging from I to 10, so that questions is accepted with standard deviation [cr = +/-1.64) of the 

average of each response, in this case is 3.95, and thus, responses of each question that are accepted, 

are those, which their average is between 2.31 and 5.59. We can see that the net income variable is 

distributed a little more than a standard deviation of the mean, but not the variable of total annual 

sales, since its value is less than one standard deviation of the mean. In this case only one Item 

meets this criterion (see Table 6.2.11 ). 

Of the 2 ltems making up the dimension "competitiveness", we find that one of them (net 

income) has a strong positive skewness, as well as, a value of leptokurtic shoring, however, both 

values are outside of the ranges proposed. The data is distributed to the left of the medium, so that, 

this scale has a positive skewness. The item of total annual sales has a positive skewness, that is 

within of the range proposed, but a value of platykurtic shored (Sh < O), this value is outside of the 

range proposed. In this dimension, the mean skewness is 1.36 (see Table 6.2.11 ). 

In this case, the average obtained for the kurtosis distribution of the two ltems is 1.62. So 

that, it can be said that the curve is much more shored with respect to the nonnal distribution (see 

Table 6.2.11 ). As these results are out of the range proposed for kurtosis, is not ratified Leptokurtic 

distribution, because both data are out of the range, one with a strong positive value of leptokurtic 

shoring, and the other with negative value of kurtosis, so, there are many extreme values, reflecting 

high dispersion of the data (see Graphs 6.2.1 ). 

Thus, the distribution of the values in the dimension of competitiveness: "net income, and 

total annual sales", are presented together in Table 6.2.11: 

Table 6.2.11 Competitiveness: Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis 

Descri ptive Statistics 

N Minimum Maximwn Mean Std Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Stat istic Std Error Statistic Std Error 

Q 166 Net lncome 2011 55 1 10 3.24 2.252 1.975 0.322 J.378 0.634 

Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 55 1 10 4.67 2.639 0.752 0.322 -0.148 0.634 

Valid N (listwise) 55 

Data obtained from SPS.S 
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Graphs 6.2.1 Competitiveness: Distribution of skewness and kurtosis 
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6.2.1.2 Conceptual synthesis ofthe analysis and interpretation of results ofthe Descriptive Statistics 

The following Table describes in summary, the analysis and interpretation of the results of the descriptive analysis made to each of the dimensions 

of the organizational performance and competitiveness. 

o RGANIZA no NAL 
PERFORMANCE 

DIMENSIONS MFAN SD SKEWNESS 

PR 3.43 1.79-5 .07 -0.46 

(5)25 have a strong 
neaative skewness 

PC 3.88 2.24-5.52 -O.SO 

(4) 19 have a strong 
nell3tive skev.ness 

UTR 4.11 2.47-5.75 -0.92 

(5)16 have a strong 
nel!at ive skeVvness 

UTC 3.78 2.14-5.42 -0.58 

(3) 12 have a strong 
neuative skev.ness 

CR 3.78 2. 14-5.42 -0.84 
()) 16 havc a strong 

neLi.ative skewness 

ce 3.86 2.22-5.50 -O 78 

(2) 19 have a strong 

neu.at ive skev.ness 

OR 3.49 1.85-5.13 -0.60 

(O) 12 do nol have 
strong negative 

skev.ness 

oc 3.36 1.72-5.00 -0.59 
(O) 14 do nol have 

si rong negat ive 

skev.ness 

MMR 3.86 2.:!:!•5.50 -0.95 

(4)10 have a slrong 
nel!ative skev.ness 

MMC 3.44 1.80-5.08 -O.SO 

(0)8 do nol have 
strong negative 

ske1M1ess 

NET INCOM 3.95 2.31-5.59 1.36 

TOTALANNUAL ( 1 )2 have a strong 
SALES posit ivc ske\Mless 
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6.2.1.3 Frequencies analysis 

A frequency distribution is a method for illustrating the distribution of seores within class intervals, 

shows the number of observations of all data that falls in each of the classes (Levin & Rubin, 1996). 

Is a table of data, which contains the various categories or values of the variable (Visauta, 2002). 

In this section we present the descriptive analysis of frequencies and relative frequencies 16 

with respect to: 

• schooling of the directors interviewed 

• size of company 

• geographic area 

• financia[ performance 

• trade performance 

a) Schooling o/ the directors interviewed 

Of a total of 55 employers surveyed, we found that 33 of them have bachelor's degree, representing 

the highest frequency of the sample, 18 have postgraduate studies, and 4 have high school education 

(see Table (a)). 

Table (a) Descriptive distribution of frequencies: Education 

Q l 75 Leve! of formal education 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Curnularive 

Percent Percent 
Valid 3 High school 4 7.3 7.3 7.3 

4 Graduate 33 60.0 60.0 67.3 
5 Post~aduate 18 32.7 32.7 100.0 
Total 55 100.0 100.0 

Data obtained from SPSS 

b) Size o/ company 

With respect to the size of the companies surveyed, the highest frequency lies in two ranges, within 

the range of companies with 91 employees onwards, with a relative frequency of 36.4%, and the 

range of companies with 11 to 30 employees, with a relative frequency of 32.7%. As seen, the 

largest concentration of employees is given in the upper and lower ends of the distribution (see 

Table (b)). 

16 The relative frequency distribution shows the frequency in tenns of fractions or percentages. This distribution 
pairs each class with its appropriate fraction or percentage of the total data, i.e. the total number of observations (Ferrán, 
2001). 

136 



Table (b) Descriptive distribution of frequencies: Size of company 

Q1721i 1 ota number o employees 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Cumulative 

Percent Percent 
Valid 1 From 11 to 30 employees 18 32.7 32.7 32.7 

2 From 31 lo 50 employees 7 12.7 12.7 45.5 
3 From 51 to 70 employees 4 7.3 7.3 52.7 
4 From 71 to 90 employees 6 10.9 10.9 63.6 
5 From 91 omwrds employees 20 36.4 36.4 100.0 
Total 55 100.0 100.0 

Data obtamed from SPS.S 

e) Geographic area 

This study was conducted in the Federal District and the State of Mexico. The largest number of 

observations was presented in the Federal District, with a relative frequency of 52.7%, and 47.3% 

for the State of Mexico (see Table (c)). 

Table (e) Descriptive distribution offrequencies: Geographic area 

Q 170 State where it is located 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Cumulative 

Percent Percent 
Valid 1 Mexico City 29 52.7 52.7 52.7 

2 ~ate of Mexico 26 47.3 47.3 100.0 
Total 55 100.0 100.0 

Data obtamed from SPS.S 

d) Financia/ performance 

The financia) perfonnance of companies interviewed in the manufacturing sector, behaves as 

follows: The largest number of companies surveyed reported an annual income up to 25,000,000, 

being these, the higher relative frequency of 83.6%. Companies with revenues of more than 

25,000,000 are the companies that constitute the lower relative frequency of 16.4% (see Table (d)). 
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Table (d) Descriptive distribution offrequencies: Financial performance 

Q166 Net Income 2011 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Cumulative 

Percent Percent 

Valid 
1 Unto 1,000,000 (Peor financia) 

performance) 

4 
7.3 7.3 7.3 

2 From 1,000,001 to 5,000,000 
26 47.3 47.3 54.5 

(Peor financia) performance) 

3 From 5,000,001 to 15,000,000 
10 18.2 18.2 72.7 

(Low financia! performance) 

4 From 15,000,001 to 25,000,000 
6 10.9 10.9 83.6 

(Low financia) performance) 

5 From 25,000,001 10 50,000,000 
3 5.5 5.5 89.1 

(Satisfactory financia) performance) 

6 From 50,000,001 to 75,000,000 
1 1.8 1.8 90.9 

(Satisfaclory financia) performance) 

8 From 100,000,001 to 125,000,000 
1 1.8 1.8 92.7 

(Very good financia) performance) 

9 From 125,000,001 to 150,000,000 

(Extraordinary financia) 1 1.8 1.8 94.5 
performance) 

1 O From 150,000,001 onwards 

(Extraordinary financia! 3 5.5 5.5 100.0 

performance) 

Total 55 100.0 100.0 

Data obtained from SPSS 

e) Trade performance 

Trade competitiveness, viewed from the perspective of sales, we can see that the frequency is 

higher in the sales range from 15,000,000 to 20,000,000, with a relative frequency of 25.5%. Also, 

note that the larger number of frequencies is in the range of sales, less than 15,000,000, and not in 

the upper ranges of 20,000,000 (see Table (e)). 

Table (e) Descriptive distribution offrequencies: Trade performance 

Q 156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Cumulative 

Percent Percent 

Valid 1 Unto 1,000,000 (Peor sales) 
4 

7.3 7.3 7.3 

2 From 1,000.001 to 5,000,000 
9 16.4 16.4 23.6 

(Peor sales) 

3 From 5,000,001 to 10,000,000 
9 16.4 16.4 40.0 

(Low sales) 

4 From 10,000,001 to 15,000,000 
4 7.3 7.3 47.3 

(Low sales) 

5 From 15,000,001 to 20,000,000 
14 25.5 25.5 72.7 

(Satisfac1ory sales) 

6 From 20,000,001 to 25,000,000 
5 9.1 9.1 81.8 

(Sa1isfactory sales) 

7 From 25,000,001 10 30,000,000 
2 3.6 3.6 85.5 

(Very good sales) 

8 From 30,000,001 to 35,000,000 
1 1.8 1.8 87.3 

(Very good sales) 

1 O From 40,000,001 onwards 
7 12.7 12.7 

(Exlraordinary sales) 100 

Total 55 100 100 

Data obtamed from SPSS 
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6.2.2 Factorial Analysis 

The theory indicates that factorial analysis join up the variables that have a relationship with sorne 

consistency, reduces the multiplicity of tests, and determines which tests belong to a set. In 

addition, determines with what measures could be measured the same attribute. The theoretical 

assumption is that the relationship is linear. 

Despite the diversity of what can be called factor analysis, there is a unifying principie of 

this concept: The factors (namely, compounds, constructs, dimensions, indices, or axes, depending 

on context); reflect combinations of observable variables (also called measurements, tests, 

indicators, or simply observable) (Nunnally & Bemstein, 1944/1995). More technically, a factor is 

the "eigenvalue17 which is extracted by a principal component analysis. The dimensions extracted in 

exploratory factor analysis, could endorse the existence by a confirmatory factor analysis" (Bryant 

& Yamold, 1997). 

These combinations are used in three different ways in the literature. Our research focuses 

on the causal indicator. Since, causal indicators are linear combinations in which the factor is 

dependent on the observables. Therefore, the factor becomes the criterion, in a sense of regression 

analysis. Causal indicators need not be internally consistent (Mardia et al. 1979). 

To accomplish this, the correlations must be calculated between ali the Items to see if there 

is any relationship between them. Hence, we obtain information about the type of factors, and for 

the sign (+/-)is know the relationship between the Items. The weight of the factors in the groups 

of dimensions, denote its importance in the construct. The factor loadings are the correlations that 

have each other ltems, and shape the factor. 

Therefore, factor analysis is a too) to explain constructs (Watson & Tellegen, 1985). This 

analysis describes a broad category of approaches to determine the structure of the relationships 

between means. For this study we will use it to carry out: (1) Grouping of variables, (2) To 

determine which variables belong to which group, and to what degree, and (3) To know how many 

factors are needed to explain the relationships between variables. 

Factor analysis is considered for this research, as a general method of investigation to 

minimize common errors, and to decompose the variance of a mean, in one or more common 

factors. 

17 The eigenvalues report on, how many different dimensions or factors underlying the set of independent 
variables used. Toe presence of severa( eigenvalues close to zero indicates that the independent variables are highly 
correlated ( collinearity ). 
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a) Assumptions and criteria 

1t is noteworthy that the factor analysis used for this research was conducted with the principal 

components method and Varimax rotation method. The qualification of the factors was calculated 

using the regression18 procedure. 

It was considered the method of principal components as the mam method with a 

condensation approach that optimizes a property of the data sample. Specifically, it maximizes the 

sum of squares of structural elements so that each main component explained more variance than 

any other type of component. Is what is known under the name of Eigen Analysis, which is the 

solution to the characteristic equation of a matrix (Mardia et al. 1979) 

Varimax rotation proposed by Kaiser (1958), is a type of orthogonal rotation of factors (in 

the rotated factor solution, the factors remain uncorrelated) that tries to minimize the number of 

variables with high loadings on a factor. This method tries to force as many loads as possible to O, 

and force the others to 1. After rotation, the commonality, and consequently, the quality of 

representation on the set of factors, is the same (Ferrán, 2001 ). 

To achieve the grouping of variables on factors, were taken into account, the factor 

loadings19 greater than 0.5999. 

The factorial analysis will be done in a segmented way, through the proposed dimensions of 

organizational performance, seeking having the factors, which best explain the dimensions. 

Therefore, is shown below, the analysis done to the 151 questions of the organizational performance 

construct. 

6.2.2.1 Factorial Analysis for Dimensions of the Organizational 

Performance 

Organizational Performance dimension: Procurement of resources 

The correlation that exists among ali the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in almost ali the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, 

and rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 8 factors, however, the decision is to work 

18 In statistics, linear regression or linear fit is a mathematical method that models the relationship between a 
dependen! variable Y, independent variables Xi anda random term E. This model can be expressed as: Yr= /Jo + /J1X1 + 
f]2X2 + ...... + /JpXp + E. Where: Y= is the dependen! variable. X1, X2, ...••... Xp = are the independent variables. /Jo, /J1 , 

f]2 , .••• /Jp = are parameters, and measure the influence ofthe explanatory variables have on the dependent. Where: /Jo is 
the intersection or the term "constan!"; the /J¡, are the pararneters corresponding to each independent variable, is the 
number of independent pararneters to be considered in the regression, and p is the number of independent pararneters to 
be considered in the regression (Montgomery, 2007). 

19 The factor loadings greater than ±0.3 are considered to be in the mínimum leve!, the factor loadings of ±0.4 
are considered important, the factor loadings of ±0.5 or greater are considered practically significant (Hair, et al. 1999). 
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with the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise information to classify each one of 

the 25 questions in ali eight factors (see Table (a)), so that, the classification is as follows: 

Table (a) Rotated Component Matrix 

Componen! 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

QI 0.769 

Q2 0.822 

Q3 0.908 

Q4 0.733 

Q5 0.806 

Q6 0.787 

Q7 

Q8 

Q9 0.626 

QIO 0.848 

QII 0.726 

Q12 0.657 

Ql3 0.784 

Ql4 

Q15 0.712 

Ql6 0.883 

Q17 0.880 

Q18 0.638 

Q19 0.750 

Q20 0.685 

Q21 0.666 

Q22 0.832 

Q23 0.640 

Q24 

Q25 0.880 

Extraction Method: Principal Componen! Analysis. 
Rotal ion Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation convergl!(! in 9 iterations. 

As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed an eight-factor solution with a 77.92 percent of the variance explained (see 

Table 6.2.2(a) in Annex 4). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 
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With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor l: "Documented policies of resources acguisition" 

Q 17: I have a documented process for selecting suppliers 

Q 18: The process of acquiring the company's financia! resources, has documented policies 

Ql9: The process of acquiring material resources ofthe company, has documented policies 

Q2 l: The different policies of resource acquisition are known by ali staff 

Q22: The process of recruiting and staffing of the company, has documented policies 

• Factor 2: "Strategic alliances with other companies for supplies and working" 

Q 13: I have strategic alliances with other companies for supplies 

Q 15: I have strategic alliances with other companies for labor 

Q 16: I have strategic alliances with other companies for distribution 

• Factor 3: "Bank credit lines" 

Q3: I have authorized bank credit lines 

Q4: I can pay the interest rates of banks 

Q5: The bank lines of credit cover the amount needs of my working capital 

• Factor 6: "Financia! support from govemment institutions for working capital" 

Q9: I have access to loans for working capital of the institutions of govemment 

Q 12: Often I get tax refunds that are paid in excess 

Q23: I support on recruitment firms 

It was removed the factors 4, 5, 7 and 8 because they do not meet the three questions necessary for 

its permanence. 

To confirm the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions 

for each of the factors, as described below: 
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Factor 1: Factor 2: Factor 3: Factor 4: 
( 17,18)=0.5 l 9 (13, 15)=0.365 (3,4)=0.553 (9,12)=0.283 
(17,19)=0.620 (13,16)=0.683 (3,5)=0.704 (9,23)=0.377 
(17,21)=0.564 (15,16)=0.515 (4,5)=0.565 (12,23)=0.529 
( 17,22)=0.667 
(18, l 9)=0.709 
(18,21)=0.524 
( 18,22)=0.533 
(19,21 )=0.638 
(19,22)=0.665 
(21,22)=0.562 

As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable, except for 0.283, which is related to question 12; this was 

maintained until analysis of reliability, to make decisions with more and better arguments. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; determine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how many factors are needed to 

explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the four factors, explain the dimension of 

"procurement of resources". 

Organizational Performance dimension: Procurement of capabilities 

The correlation that exists among ali the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in all the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, and 

rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 3 factors, however, the decision is to work with 

the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise information to classify each one of the 19 

questions in all three factors (see Table (b )), so that, the classification is as follows: 
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Table (b) Rotated Component Matrix 

Come2nent 
1 2 3 

Q26 0.780 
Q27 0.654 
Q28 0.699 
Q29 0.621 
Q30 0.650 
Q31 
Q32 0.751 
Q33 0.802 
Q34 0.821 
Q35 
Q36 0.888 
Q37 0.853 
Q38 0.820 
Q39 0.730 
Q40 
Q41 0.881 
Q42 0.824 
Q43 0.793 
Q44 

Extraction Method: Principal 
Componen! Analy sis. 
Rotation Method: Varimaxwith 
Kaiser Normalization. 
a Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 

As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed a three-factor solution with a 72.64 percent of the variance explained (see Table 

6.2.2(b) in Annex 4 ). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 

With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor 1: "Documented and implemented processes, and their records for their continued 

control" 

Q27: I have documented and implemented administrative processes 

Q28: l have documented and implemented sales processes 

Q29: l have documented and implemented the customer process 

Q32: The Company's operational processes are documented and are followed m the 

operation 

Q33: I have documented and implemented work programs 
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Q36: I keep a running record of each of the processes 

Q37: The records kept in the operation of the company, allow me to assess the proper 

conduct of the same 

Q38: The records kept in the operation of the company, are used to make decisions to 

improve the quality 

Q39: Carry a continuous control of each of the processes 

• Factor 2: "Process of performance evaluation" 

Q34: I have written the pro file that requires each of the positions 

Q4 l: I have a documented process of performance eval uation 

Q42: Performance evaluation helps us to define our new business goals 

• Factor 3: "Efficiency in production processes" 

Q26: I have documented and implemented production processes 

Q30: I have documented and implemented the procurement process to suppliers 

Q43: Reward the good performance of my employees 

To confirm the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions for each 

of the factors, as described below: 

Factor t: Factor 2: Factor 3: 
(27,28)=0.915 (29,37)=0.644 (34,41)=0.81 l (26,30)=0.742 
(27,29)=0. 714 (29,38)=0.567 (34,42)=0.699 (26,43 )=0.562 
(27,32)=0.648 (29,39)=0.71 O (41,42)=0.791 (30,43 )=0.546 
(27 ,33 )=0.664 (32,33 )=O. 905 
(27,36)=0.577 (32,36)=0. 773 
(27,37)=0.548 (32,37)=0.684 
(27,38)=0.487 (32,38)=0. 729 
(27,39)=0.601 (32,39)=0.836 
(28,29)=0.73 l (33,36)=0.8 l O 
(28,32)=0.702 (33,37)=0.75 l 
(28,33)=0.718 (33,38)=0. 73 7 
(28,36)=0.61 I (33,39)=0.857 
(28,37)=0.632 (36,37)=0.872 
(28,38)=0.613 (36,38)=0.838 
(28,39)=0.6 l 6 (36,39)=0.826 
(29,32)=0.778 (37,38)=0.842 
(29,33)=0.740 (37,39)=0.679 
(29,36)=0.683 (38,39)=0. 704 
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As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; determine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how many factors are needed to 

explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the three factors, explain the dimension of 

"procurement of capabilities". 

Organizational Performance dimension: Utilization or transformation of resources 

The correlation that exists among ali the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in almost ali the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, 

and rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 4 factors, however, the decision is to work 

with the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise information to classify each one of 

the 16 questions in ali four factors (see Table ( c)), so that, the classification is as follows: 

Table (e) Rotated Component Matrix 

Comeonent 
2 3 4 

Q45 0.875 
Q46 0.877 
Q47 0.614 
Q48 0.776 
Q49 0.693 
Q50 

Q51 
Q52 0.760 
Q53 0.812 
Q54 0.846 
Q55 0.797 
Q56 0.734 
Q57 0.826 
Q58 0.800 
Q59 0.670 
Q60 0.695 

Extraction M ethod: Principal 
Componen! Analy sis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with 
Kaiser Normalization. 
a Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 
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As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed a four-factor solution with a 71.21 percent of the variance explained (see Table 

6.2.2(c) in Annex 4). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 

With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor 1: "Use and control of raw material" 

Q52: The raw material is used efficiently 

Q53: I keep a log of incoming and outgoing inventory 

Q54: Inventory levels of raw materials, are given based on a production schedule 

Q55: The rotation of inventories of raw materials has provided an optima) leve) 

Q56: Are controlled the levels of losses or waste of the company 

• Factor 2: "Obsolescence of fixed assets or leve) of automation" 

Q49: I use my assets above 80% 

Q57: The leve) of automation ofthe company is over 80% 

Q58: The use of technology has reduced business costs 

• Factor 3: "Productive operation" 

Q45: I have a retum on investment above inflation 

Q46: The profitability of my company is above investment banking fees for one year 

Q47: I meet the monthly financia) liabilities 

• Factor 4: "Employee productivity" 

Q48: I rely on cash flow to detennine the financia) requirements of the company 

Q59: The levels of employee productivity, are increased regularly 

Q60: The levels of rotation of employees, tend to zero 

To confinn the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions 

for each of the factors, as described below: 
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Factor 1: Factor 2: Factor 3: Factor 4: 
(52,53)=0.557 (49,57)=0.578 (45,46)=0.859 ( 48,59)=0.463 
(52,54)=0.568 ( 49,58)=0.442 (45,47)=0.543 (48,60)=0.267 
(52,55)=0.567 (57,58)=0.610 (46,47)=0.507 (59,60)=0.5 l 9 
( 52,56)=0. 725 
(53,54)=0.719 
(53,55)=0.648 
(53,56)=0.494 
(54,55)=0.742 
(54,56)=0.599 
(55,56)=0.673 

As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable, except for 0.267, which is related to question 60; this was 

maintained until analysis of reliability, to make decisions with more and better arguments. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; determine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how many factors are needed to 

explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the four factors, explain the dimension of 

"utilization or transformation of resources". 

Organizational Performance dimension: Utilization or transf ormation o/ capabilities 

The correlation that exists among ali the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in ali the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, and 

rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 3 factors, however, the decision is to work with 

the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise information to classify each one of the 12 

questions in ali three factors (see Table (d)), so that, the classification is as follows: 
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Table (d) Rotated Component Matrix 

Comeonent 
2 3 

Q61 0.892 
Q62 0.867 
Q63 0.883 
Q64 0.835 
Q65 0.766 
Q66 0.700 
Q67 0.732 
Q68 
Q69 0.884 
Q70 0.907 
Q71 0.880 
Q72 -0.637 

Extraction Method: Principal 
Componen! Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax 
with Kaiser Norrnalization. 

a Rotation converged in 4 
iterations. 

As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed a three-factor solution with a 77.62 percent of the variance explained (see Table 

6.2.2( d) in Annex 4 ). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 

With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor 1: "Improvements in processes" 

Q6 l : Are carried out continuous improvements in production processes 

Q62: Are carried out continuous improvements in administrative processes 

Q63: Are carried out continuous improvements in customer service processes 

Q64: Are carried out continuous improvements in the distribution process 

Q67: The Company's products are subject to improvement processes periodically 

• Factor 2: "Personnel development" 

Q66: The Company develops new services periodically 

Q69: My staff is developed based on a career plan within the company 

Q70: The programs of growth of the company are linked to growth in staff 

Q7 l: The staff of the company, know the career plan they can follow 
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It was removed the factor 3 because it does not meet the three questions necessary for its 

permanence. 

To confirm the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions 

for each of the factors, as described below: 

Factor 1: Factor 2: 
(61,62)=0.825 ( 66,69)=0.583 
(61,63)=0.748 (66,70)=0.623 
(61,64)=0.707 (66,71)=0.674 
(61,67)=0.726 (69,70)=0.804 
(62,63)=0.832 (69,71)=0.770 
(62,64)=0.777 (70,71 )=0.786 
(62,67)=0.543 
( 64,67)=0.508 

As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; determine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how many factors are needed to 

explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the two factors, explain the dimension of 

"utilization or transformation of capabilities". 

Organizational Performance dimension: Coordination of resources 

The correlation that exists among ali the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in ali the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, and 

rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 3 factors, however, the decision is to work with 

the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise information to classify each one of the 16 

questions in ali three factors (see Table (e)), so that, the classification is as follows: 

150 



Table (e) Rotated Component Matrix 

Comeonent 
1 2 

Q73 0.817 
Q74 0.786 
Q75 0.788 
Q76 0.772 
Q77 0.638 
Q78 0.654 
Q79 
Q80 0.702 
Q81 
Q82 
Q83 
Q84 
Q85 0.721 
Q86 0.746 
Q87 
Q88 0.680 

Extraction Method: 
Principal Componen! 
Analysis. 

3 

0.708 
0.797 
0.887 

Rotation Method: Varimax 
with Kaiser Normalization. 
a Rotal ion converged in 8 
itera! ion s. 

As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed a three-factor solution with a 66.78 percent of the variance explained (see Table 

6.2.2(e) in Annex 4). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 

With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor 1: "Work policies are documented and known by the staff' 

Q73: The production work policies ofthe company are documented 

Q74: The production work policies are known by ali staff 

Q75: The administration work policies of the company are documented 

Q76: The administration work policies are known by ali staff 

Q77: The sales work policies ofthe company are documented 

Q78: The sales work policies are known by ali staff 
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• Factor 2: "Work programs based on a plan" 

Q80: The Company has quality standards for each of the services provided 

Q85: Material allocation is perfonned based on a Plan 

Q86: Technology resource allocation is performed based on a Plan 

Q88: The work programs are closely related to the objectives of each department 

• Factor 3: "Manage of resources based on a budget" 

Q82: Ali departments of the company follow a budget process for the management of 

financia! resources 

Q83: Responsible for each area of the company, manage resources based on a budget 

Q84: Budgets are reviewed periodically 

To confirm the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions for each 

of the factors, as described below: 

Factor 1: Factor 2: Factor 3: 
(73, 74 )=0.855 (74,78)=0.376 (80,85)=0.544 (82,83)=0.704 
(73,75)=0.703 (75,76)=0.807 (80,86)=0.442 (82,84 )=0.590 
(73,76)=0.691 (75,77)=0.747 (80,88)=0.517 (83,84 )=0. 723 
(73, 77)=0.561 (75,78)=0.520 (85,86)=0.443 
(73,78)=0.459 (76,77)=0.568 (85,88)=0.635 
(74,75)=0.572 (76,78)=0.606 (86,88)=0.463 
(74,76)=0.63 I (77,78)=0.582 
(74,77)=0.41 I 

As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; determine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how man y factors are needed to 

explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the three factors, explain the dimension of 

"coordination of resources". 
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Organizational Performance dimension: Coordination of capabilities 

The correlation that exists among ali the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in ali the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, and 

rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 3 factors, however, the decision is to work with 

the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise infonnation to classify each one of the 19 

questions in ali three factors (see Table (f)), so that, the classification is as follows: 

Table (f) Rotated Component Matrix 

Comeonent 
1 2 3 

Q89 0.780 
Q90 0.659 
Q91 0.791 
Q92 0.724 
Q93 0.854 
Q94 0.810 
Q95 0.824 
Q96 0.835 
Q97 0.830 
Q98 0.726 
Q99 0.722 
Q!00 0.636 0.654 
QI0I 0.758 
Q102 0.848 
Qi03 0.819 
Qi04 0.777 
Ql05 0.728 
Qi06 0.683 
Ql07 

Extraction Method: 
Principal Componen! 
Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax 
with Kaiser Normalization. 

a Rotation converged in 7 
iterations. 

As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed a three-factor solution with a 75.15 percent of the variance explained (see Table 

6.2.2(f) in Annex 4). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 

153 



With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor 1: "Organizational communication through objectives and strategies" 

Q89: The responsibilities per job are written 

Q94: Ali areas of the company have formally specific objectives 

Q95: The objectives are known by staff 

Q96: The staff measures, the stated objectives 

Q97: The staff knows, the scope ofthe objectives 

Q99: I communicate to my staff, the objectives of the company 

Q 1 O 1: I communicate to my staff, capacity requirements according to business needs 

Q 102: The flow of information required for each position, is formally defined 

Q 103: The flow of information required for each area, is formally defined 

Ql04: The Company has feedback meetings and progress by area 

• Factor 2: "Staff gualified and responsible" 

Q90: Each employee knows his responsibilities 

Q92: Ali sales staff is qualified 

Q93: Ali administrative staff is qualified 

Q 105: The heads or responsible for the area are responsible for assigning tasks to their 

subordinates 

• Factor 3: "Staff is focused in sales target" 

Q9 l : Ali production staff is qualified 

Q98: The sales target is reached by the staff of the area 

Q I 00: I communicate to my staff, the company strategies 

To confirm the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions for each 

of the factors, as described below: 
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Factor 1: Factor 2: Factor 2: 
(89,94 )=0.681 (95, 103)=0.771 (90,92)=0.773 (91,98)=0.53 I 
(89,95)=0.665 (95,104)=0.783 (90,93)=0.562 (91,100)=0.626 
(89,96)=0.752 (96,97)=0.827 (90, 105)=0.5 l 4 (98, 100)=0.699 
(89,97)=0.767 (96,99)=0.5 l 9 (92,93)=0.665 
(89,99)=0.423 (96,101)=0.754 (92,105)=0.521 
(89,101 )=0.648 (96,102)=0.770 (93, 105)=0.645 
(89,102)=0.725 (96,103)=0.672 
(89,103 )=0.683 (97,99)=0.660 
(89,104 )=0.568 (97,101)=0.794 
(94,95)=0.859 (97,102)=0.808 
(94,96)=0.7 l 8 (97,103)=0.774 
(94,97)=0. 786 (97,104 )=0.648 
(94,99)=0.702 (99, 101)=0.599 
(94, 1 O 1 )=0.658 (99,102)=0.591 
(94, 102)=0.671 (99,103)=0.695 
(94,103 )=0.691 (99, 104)=0.782 
(94,104)=0.714 (101,102)=0.712 
(95,96)=0.679 (101,103)=0.747 
(95,97)=0.825 (101,104)=0.600 
(95,99)=0.773 (102,103)=0.878 
(95,101)=0.710 (102,104)=0.647 
(95, 102)=0.789 (103,104)=0.606 

As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; determine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how many factors are needed to 

explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the three factors, explain the dimension of 

"coordination of capabilities". 

Organizational Performance dimension: Operationalization of resources 

The correlation that exists among all the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in ali the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, and 

rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 3 factors, however, the decision is to work with 

the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise information to classify each one of the 12 

questions in ali three factors (see Table (g)), so that, the classification is as follows: 
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Table (g) Rotated Component Matrix 

Comeonent 
1 2 

Q108 
Q109 
QII0 0.743 
Qlll 0.716 
Qll2 
Q113 0.738 
Q114 0.882 
Ql 15 0.852 
Q116 0.811 
Q117 0.933 
Q118 0.908 
Q119 0.839 

Extraction Method: 
Principal Component 
Analysis. 

3 

0.923 
0.930 

Rotation Method: Varimax 
with Kaiser Normalization. 

a Rotation converged in 5 
iterations. 

As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed a three-factor solution with an 80.48 percent of the variance explained (see 

Table 6.2.2(g) in Annex 4 ). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 

With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor l: "Staff training programs" 

Q 116: I have annual training for ali staff needs of my company 

Q 117: The training is aimed at improving the efficiency of my staff 

Ql 18: Staff training is given on the basis of documented processes 

Q l 19: Training programs are defined based on an assessment of organizational 

performance 

• Factor 2: "Distribution product programs and asset maintenance" 

Q 11 O: My Company has documented logistics programs 

Ql 11: Logistics programs are regularly evaluated 
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Q 113: The Company has a distribution program in accordance with the requirements of our 

customers 

Ql 14: There is an improvement program for the machinery ofthe company 

Q 115: There is a program of improvement for the company equipment 

1t was removed the factor 3 because it does not meet the three questions necessary for its 

pennanence. 

To confirm the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions 

for each of the factors, as described below: 

Factor 1: Factor 2: 
(116,117)=0.789 (110,111 )=0.967 
( 116, l l 8)=0.823 (l 10, l 13)=0.495 
(l 16,119)=0.756 (l 10,114)=0.700 
(l 17,118)=0.889 (l 10,115)=0.737 
(l 17,119)=0.755 (111 ,113)=0.479 
(118,119)=0.864 (l 11, 114)=0.685 

(111,115)=0.739 
(l 13,114)=0.586 
(l 13, 1 l 5)=0.593 
(114,115)=0.910 

As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; detennine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how many factors are needed to 

explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the two factors, explain the dimension of 

"operationalization of resources". 

Organizational Performance dimension: Operationalization of capahilities 

The correlation that exists among ali the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in ali the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, and 

rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 2 factors, however, the decision is to work with 
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the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise information to classify each one of the 14 

questions in ali two factors (see Table (h)), so that, the classification is as follows: 

Table (h) Rotated Component Matrix 

Comeonent 
I 2 

QI20 0.675 
QI21 
QI22 0.892 
Ql23 0.880 
QI24 0.914 
QI25 0.897 
QI26 0.831 
QI27 0.728 
QI28 0.897 
Ql29 0.878 
QI30 0.889 
QI31 0.665 
QI32 0.600 
QI33 0.686 

Extraction M ethod: 
Principal Componen! 
Analysis. 
Rotation Method: 
Varimaxwith Kaiser 
Normalization. 
a Rotation 
converged in 3 

As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed a two-factor solution with a 76.06 percent of the variance explained (see Table 

6.2.2(h) in Annex 4 ). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 

With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor 1: "lmplemented strategies of marketing and sales" 

Ql20: The Company does market research on a regular 

QI 22: My Company has marketing strategies 

Q 123: I have implemented performance indicators for marketing strategies 

Ql24: I have staffwith high marketing skills 

158 



Q 125: My Company has sales strategies 

Q 126: I have implemented performance indicators of sales strategies 

Q127: I have staff with high abilities in sales 

Q 133: I have staff with high abilities in customer service 

• Facto 2: "lmplemented strategies of service" 

Ql28: My Company has logistics strategies 

Q l 29: I have implemented performance indicators of the logistics system 

Q 130: I have staff with high abilities in logistics 

Q 131 : My Company has customer service strategies 

Q132: I have implemented performance indicators for customer service 

To confirm the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions for each 

of the factors, as described below: 

Factor 1: Factor 2: 
(120,122)=0.646 ( 123, l 25)=0.857 ( 128, 129)=0.891 
(120,123)=0.699 (123,126)=0.826 (128, 130)=0.806 
(120,124)=0.692 (123,127)=0.714 (128,131 )=0.672 
(120, l 25)=0.626 (123,133)=0.683 ( 128, 132)=0.584 
(120,126)=0.664 (124, 125)=0.901 (129,130)=0.808 
(120,127)=0.535 (124, 126)=0.83 I (129,131)=0.652 
(120,133)=0.551 (124,127)=0.745 (129,132)=0.515 
(122,123)=0.852 (124,133)=0.788 (130,131 )=0.686 
(122,124)=0.834 (125,126)=0.914 ( 130, l 32)=0.677 
(122,125)=0.871 (125,127)=0.701 (131,132)=0.723 
(122,126)=0.823 (125, 133)=0. 733 
( 122, l 27)=0.673 (126,127)=0.647 
(122,133)=0.594 (126,133)=0.685 
(123,124)=0.908 (127,133)=0.591 

As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; determine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how many factors are needed to 
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explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the two factors, explain the dimension of 

"operationalization of capabilities". 

Organizational Performance dimension: Managerial mix ofresources 

The correlation that exists among ali the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in ali the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, and 

rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 3 factors, however, the decision is to work with 

the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise infonnation to classify each one of the l O 

questions in ali three factors (see Table (i)), so that, the classification is as follows: 

Table (i) Rotated Component Matrix 

Comeonent 
1 2 

Ql34 0.764 

Ql35 

QI36 0.859 

Ql37 0.911 

Q138 0.791 

Ql39 0.766 

Q140 

Ql41 0.805 
Q142 0.818 
Q143 0.617 

Extraction Method: 
Principal Componen! 
Analysis. 

3 

0.917 

0.818 

Rotation Method: Varimax 
with Kaiser Nonnalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 5 

iterations. 

As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed a three-factor solution with a 76.64 percent of the variance explained (see Table 

6.2.2(i) in Annex 4 ). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 
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With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor 1: "Financia) and strategic planning" 

QI34: The Company's financia) resources are managed according to a Plan 

Ql38: Investment in training comes from continuous improvement programs 

Q139: I have a tax planning 

Q141: The Company has a plan which can provide the human, material, financia) and 

technological resources, which are required by objectives or project 

Ql42: It is estimated, the growth of the organizational structure, based on strategic plan 

Q 143: It has policies of capitalization documented 

It was removed the factors 2, and 3 because they do not meet the three questions necessary for its 

permanence. 

To confirm the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions, 

as described below: 

Factor 1: 
(134, 138)=0.439 (138,143)=0.536 
(134,139)=0.692 (139,141 )=0.488 
(134,141)=0.609 (139,142)=0.619 
(134,142)=0.640 ( 139, l 43)=0.508 
(134,143)=0.605 (141,142)=0.769 
( 138, l 39)=0.599 (141,143)=0.51 I 
(138,141 )=0.574 (142,143)=0.569 
(138, 142)=0.54 I 

As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; determine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how many factors are needed to 

explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the one factor, explain the dimension of 

"managerial mix of resources". 
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Organizational Performance dimension: Managerial mix of capabilities 

The correlation that exists among ali the questions, was observed, acceptable values, greater than 

0.3 in ali the cases. Subsequently, was made the calculation of the matrix of components, and 

rotated components matrix, resulting in a total of 2 factors, however, the decision is to work with 

the rotated matrix, because it providing clear and concise information to classify each one of the 8 

questions in ali two factors (see Table U)), so that, the classification is as follows: 

Table U) Rotated Component Matrix 

Comeonent 
1 2 

Q144 0.902 

Q145 0.845 

Ql46 0.931 

Q147 0.742 

Q148 0.716 

Q149 0.827 

QIS0 0.667 

QISI 0.813 

Extraction M ethod: 
Principal Componen! 
Analysis. 
Rotation Method: 
Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization. 

a Rotation 
converged in 3 
iterations. 

As it was mentioned previously, the scale was factor-analyzed by principal component analysis. 

The results showed a two-factor solution with a 72.79 percent of the variance explained (see Table 

6.2.2U) in Annex 4 ). This percentage is acceptable in social sciences (Hair et al. 1999). 

With this grouping, is classified the factors as: 

• Factor 1: "Documented strategies" 

Q144: Annually conducts the company's strategic planning 

Q145: Is documented the strategic plan objectives 

Q146: lt has financia! strategies documented 
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Ql47: It has productivity strategies documented 

Q148: Productivity levels of the company grow from a regular 

Q 150: The Company has a documented plan for the development of new markets 

lt was removed the factor 2 because it does not meet the three questions necessary for its 

permanence. 

To confirm the consistency of clustering is carried out a correlation between the questions 

for each of the factors, as described below: 

Factor 1: 
(144, l 45)=0.838 
(144,146)=0.810 
(144,147)=0.661 
(144,148)=0.570 
(144, 150)=0.550 
(145,146)=0.748 
(145,147)=0.697 
( 145, 148)=0.527 
(145, l 50)=0.650 
(146,147)=0.675 
( 146, l 48)=0.632 
(146,150)=0.547 
(147,148)=0.568 
(147, l 50)=0.620 
(148,150)=0.479 

As we can see, the values show a logical classification, since correlations between questions of the 

same factor can be considered acceptable. 

With this analysis, was reached, the grouping of variables; determine which variables 

belong to which group and to what extent, and finally, to know how many factors are needed to 

explain the relationships between variables. In this case, the one factor, explain the dimension of 

"managerial mix of capabilities". 
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6.2.2.2 Conceptual synthesis ofthe analysis and interpretation ofresults ofthe Factorial Analysis 

The following Table describes in summary, the analysis and interpretation of the results of the factorial analysis made to each of the dimensions of 

the organizational performance. 

C O RRELAilO N 

do. O F +&s 

0/; 0 FUIE "ID;fAL BEIWEEN Q UESilO l'S'S 
NO. oF · i ' vi'RIA'NcÉ~ FiCTORS' 

,.~ . . ,.. X' . ,"'""' 

t< 
O F1HESAME 

·e, 

DIMENS IO NS O UESilO NS FAC IO,RS EXPLAINED L,EFT ti ··%FAC10R 
PR 25 8 77.92 4 Mostly Acceptable 

PC 19 3 72.64 3 Acceptable 

UTR 16 4 71.21 4 Mostly Acceptable 
UTC 12 3 72.62 2 Acceptable 
CR 16 3 66.78 3 Acceptable 

ce 19 3 75.15 3 Acceptable 

OR 12 3 80.48 2 Acceptable 

oc 14 2 76.06 2 Acceptable 

MMR 10 3 76.64 1 Acceptable 

MMC 8 2 72.79 1 Accefltable 
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6.2.3 Analysis o/ the reliability estimation 

Reliability is the degree of consistency between multiple measurements of a variable. Interna) 

consistency is usually a measure based on correlations between different Items within the same test. 

lt measures whether the various ltems produced similar results. Interna) consistency is often 

measured with Cronbach's alpha, a statistic calculated from the pair correlations between the ltems. 

Interna) consistency, thus, has a range between zero and one (Hair, et al. 2007). 

Cronbach's Alpha is a coefficient that measures the reliability of a measurement scale. 

Cronbach's alpha is a weighted average ofthe correlations between variables (or Items) that are part 

of the scale. It can be calculated in two ways: from the variance (Cronbach's alpha) or correlations 

of the Items (standardized Cronbach's Alpha). The Cronbach's alpha and standardized Cronbach's 

alpha match, when the original variables (ltems) are standardized (Salkind, 2004; Hair, et al. 2007) 

a) Assumptions and criteria 

Reliability analysis is critica), therefore, for this research, the coefficient used to estímate the 

reliability of the variables is Cronbach's alpha (a). The general agreement on the lower limit for 

Cronbach's alpha is 0.70, but can drop to 0.60 in exploratory research (Robinson et al. 1991 ). 

6.2.3.1 Interna/ consistency ofthe independent variable 

The analysis of the interna) consistency of the independent variables corresponding to 

organizational performance was developed with the sample of 55 cases of the research, with 116 of 

the 151 questions grouped in factors within the different dimensions, taken this from the factorial 

analysis. It is worth mentioning that only considered, these 116 ltems, because they were those with 

significant factor loadings. 

To determine the interna) consistency of the independent variables for the dimensions of 

organizational performance, we calculated Cronbach's alpha for each dimension, and for each 

factor, obtained in the factor analysis. 
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Estimation of reliability for the dimension ''procurement of resources" and for ea ch 

factor of the dime ns ion 

Table (a) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.804, indicating a good interna) consistency of the construct 

"procurement of resources", of the organizational performance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, for each of the factors of this 

dimension. As we can see, all values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is 1, and the lower limit for this ratio is 0.70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 

Table (a) Reliability Statistics 

ORGANl7ATIONALPERFORMANCE 
DIMENSION: Procurement ofresources 

Cronbach's Alpha (N ofltems) 
Total ltems ofthe dimension 0.804 14 
Factor 1 0.880 5 
Factor 2 
Factor 3 
Factor 6 

Data obtained from SPSS 

0.768 
0.820 
0.639 

3 

3 

3 

From the table (a), we can see how the factors 1 and 3 have good values of alpha, while factors 2 

and 6 are in the lower limit for Cronbach's alpha; however, we have a good estimate of the 

reliability of the construct "procurement of resources". 

It is important to remember that this dimension 1s composed of Items relating to 

documented policies, strategic alliances, bank credit lines, and financia) support from government 

institutions. 

Estimation of reliability for the dimension "procurement of capabilities" andfor eac/1 

factor of the dimension 

Table (b) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.950, indicating an excellent interna) consistency of the 

construct "procurement of capabilities", of the organizational performance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, for each of the factors of this 

dimension. As we can see, all values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is 1, and the lower limit for this ratio is O. 70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 
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Table (b) Reliability Statistics 

ORGANIZATIONALPERFORMANCE 

DIM ENSION: Procurement of capabilities 

Cronbach's Alpha (N of ltems) 
Total ltems ofthe dimension 0.950 15 

Factor 1 

Factor 2 
Factor 3 

Data obtained from SPSS 

0.956 

0.908 

0.819 

9 

3 

3 

As we can see from the Table (b ), the factors 1 and 2 have an excellent alpha values, and factor 3 

has a good alpha coefficient, indicating a good estimate of the reliability of the construct 

"procurement of capabilities ". 

It is important to remember that this dimension is composed of Items relating to 

documented and implementing processes and their records for their continued control, process of 

performance evaluation, and efficiency in production processes. 

Estimation of reliability for the dimension "utilization or transformation of resources" 

and f or ea ch factor of the dime ns ion 

Table ( c) shows a coefficient alpha of0.881, indicating a good interna! consistency of the construct 

"utilization or transformation of resources", of the organizational performance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, for each of the factors of this 

dimension. As we can see, ali values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is 1, and the lower limit for this ratio is 0.70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 

Table ( e) Reliability Statistics 

ORGANIZATIONALPERFORMANCE 
DIMENSION: Utilization or transfonnation ofresources 

Cronbach's Alpha (N of Jtems) 
Total llems ofthe dimension 0.881 14 
Factor 1 0.893 5 

Factor 2 
Factor 3 

Factor 4 

Data obtained from SPSS 

0.782 
0.844 
0.681 

3 

3 
3 
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From the Table (c), we can see how the factors I and 3 have good values of alpha, while factors 2 

and 4 are in the lower limit for Cronbach's alpha; however, we have a good estimate of the 

reliability ofthe construct "utilization or transfonnation of resources" 

It is important to remember that this dimension is composed of Items relating to use and 

control of raw material, obsolescence of fix assets or leve! of automation, productive operation, and 

employee productivity. 

Estimation of reliability for tite dimension "utilization or transformation of capabilities" 

and for each factor of the dimension 

Table (d) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.899, indicating a good interna! consistency of the construct 

"utilization or transfonnation of capabilities", of the organizational perfonnance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, for each of the factors of this 

dimension. As we can see, ali values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is 1, and the lower limit for this ratio is 0.70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 

Table (d) Reliability Statistics 

ORGANJlATIONAL PERFORMANCE 
DIMENSION: Utilization or transformation of capabilities 

Cronbach's Alpha (N of ltems) 

Total ltems ofthe dimension 0.899 9 
Factor 1 
Factor 2 

Data obtained from SPSS 

0.915 
0.906 

5 
4 

As we can see from the Table (d), the factors 1 and 2 have an excellent alpha values, these indicate 

an excellent estima te of the reliability of the construct "uti Iization or transfonnation of capabilities". 

It is important to remember that this dimension is composed of Items relating to 

improvement in processes, and personnel development. 
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Estimation of reliability for the dimension "coordination of resources" andfor each 

factor of the dimension 

Table (e) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.906, indicating an excellent interna! consistency of the 

construct 11coordination of resources11
, of the organizational perfonnance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, for each of the factors of this 

dimension. As we can see, ali values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is 1, and the lower limit for this ratio is 0.70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 

Table (e) Reliability Statistics 

ORGANIZATIONALPERFORMANCE 
DIMENSION: Coordination ofresources 

Cronbach's Alpha (N ofltems) 
Total Items ofthedimension 0.906 13 
Factor 1 
Factor 2 
Factor 3 
Data obtained from SPSS 

0.900 6 
0.792 
0.858 

4 

3 

In Table (e), we can see that the factor 1 has an excellent alpha value, while factors 2 and 3, have a 

good Cronbach's alpha; however, we have a good estimate of the reliability of the construct 
11 coordination of resources 11 

It is important to remember that this dimension is composed of Items relating to work 

policies that are documented and known by the staff, work programs based on a plan, and manage 

of resources based on a budget. 

Estimation of reliability for the dimension "coordination of capabilities" and for each 

factor of the dimension 

Table (f) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.952, indicating an excellent interna! consistency of the 

construct 11coordination of capabilities11
, of the organizational perfonnance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, for each of the factors of this 

dimension. As we can see, ali values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is l, and the lower limit for this ratio is 0.70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 
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Table (t) Reliability Statistics 

O RGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE 
DIMENSION: Coordination ofcapabilities 

Cronbach's Alpha (N ofltems) 
Total Items of the dimension 0.952 17 
Factor 1 0.959 10 
Factor 2 0.862 4 
Factor 3 0.820 3 
Data obtained from SPSS 

From the Table (f), we can see that for this dimension the factor I has an excellent alpha values, and 

factor 2 and 3 have a good alpha coefficient, indicating a good estimate of the reliability of the 

construct "coordination of capabilities". 

lt is important to remember that this dimension is composed of ltems relating to 

organizational communication through objectives and strategies, staff qualified and responsible, and 

staff focused in sales target. 

Estimation of reliability for the dimension "operationalization of resources" andfor 

each factor of the dimension 

Table (g) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.762, indicating a low interna) consistency of the construct 

"operationalization of resources", of the organizational performance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, for each of the factors of this 

dimension. As we can see, ali values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is 1, and the lower limit for this ratio is 0.70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 

Table (g) Reliability Statistics 

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE 
DIMENSION: Operationalization ofresources 

Cronbach's Alpha (N ofltems) 

Total Items of the dimension O. 762 9 
Factor 1 0.706 4 
Factor 2 0.621 5 

Data obtained from SPSS 
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From the Table (g), we can see how the factors I and 2 have values of alpha, that are in the lower 

limit for Cronbach's alpha, however, being in the proposed limits of reliability, we are considered to 

have a good estimate of the reliability of the construct "operationalization of resources" 

lt is important to remember that this dimension is composed of Items relating to staff 

training programs, distribution product programs and asset maintenance. 

Estimation of reliabi/ity for the dimension "operationa/ization of capabilities" and for 

each factor of the dimension 

Table (h) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.957, indicating an excellent interna! consistency of the 

construct "operationalization of capabilities", of the organizational performance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, for each of the factors of this 

dimension. As we can see, ali values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is 1, and the lower limit for this ratio is 0.70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 

Table (h) Reliability Statistics 

ORGANilATIONALPERFORMANCE 

DIM ENSION: Operationalization of capabilities 

Cronbach's Alpha (N ofltems) 
Total ltems ofthe dimension 0.957 13 
Factor I 0.957 8 
Factor 2 0.921 5 

Data obtained from SPSS 

As we can see from the Table (h), the factors 1 and 2 have an excellent alpha values, these indicate 

an excellent estimate of the reliability of the construct "operationalization of capabilities". 

It is important to remember that this dimension is composed of Items relating to 

implemented strategies of marketing, sales, and services. 
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Estimation ofreliability for the dimension "managerial mix of resources" andfor each 

factor of the dimension 

Table (i) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.883, indicating a good interna) consistency of the construct 

"managerial mix ofresources", of the organizational performance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, of the only one factor that has this 

dimension. As we can see, all values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is 1, and the lower limit for this ratio is O. 70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 

Table (i) Reliability Statistics 

ORGAN17A.TIONALPERFORMANCE 
DIMENSION: Man211;riaJ mix of resources 

Cronbach's A lp ha (N of llems) 
Total ltems ofthe dimension 0.883 6 
Factor 1 0.883 6 

Dala obtained from SPSS 

As we can see from the Table (h), the factor 1 has a good alpha values, this indicates a good 

estimate ofthe reliability ofthe construct "managerial mix of resources". 

lt is important to remember that this dimension is composed of Items relating to financia) 

and strategic planning. 

Estimation of reliability for the dimension "managerial mix of capabilities" andfor each 

factor of the dimension 

Table G) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.914, indicating an excellent interna) consistency of the 

construct "managerial mix of capabilities", of the organizational performance dimension. 

Also, this Table presents the results of coefficient alpha, of the only one factor that has this 

dimension. As we can see, ali values are within the acceptance range. Recall that the maximum 

score that can be obtained of Cronbach's alpha is 1, and the lower limit for this ratio is 0.70, and in 

exploratory studies such as this, is 0.60. 
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Table ü) Reliability Statistics 

ORGANIZATIONALPERFORMANCE 
DIMEN SI ON: M anagerial mix of capabilities 

Cronbach's Alpha (N ofltems) 

Total ltems ofthe dimension 0.914 6 
Factor I 0.914 6 

Data obtained from SPSS 

As we can see from the Table O), the factor I has an excellent alpha values, this indicates an 

excellent estímate ofthe reliability ofthe construct "managerial mix of capabilities". 

lt is important to remember that this dimension is composed of ltems relating to 

documented strategies. 

6.2.3.2 Interna/ consistency ofthe dependent variable 

The analysis of the interna! consistency of the dependent variable corresponding to competitiveness 

was developed with the sample of 55 cases of the research, with a total oftwo reagents, comprising 

the dimensions of competitiveness 

To determine the intemal consistency of the dependent variable for the dimensions of 

competitiveness, we calculated Cronbach's alpha for the dimensions, as a whole. 

Table (k) shows a coefficient alpha of 0.814, indicating a good intemal consistency of the 

construct "competitiveness"; therefore, we have a good estímate of the reliability of the construct 

"competitiveness". 

Table (k)Estimating the reliability of the dependent variable 

Case Processing Summary 
N % 

Cases Valid 55 100.00 
Excludeda o 0.00 
Total 55 100.00 

a Listwise deletion based on ali variables in the procedure. 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha N ofltems 

0.814 2 
Data obtained from SPSS 
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It is important to remember that these dimensions are composed of Items relating to net income and 

annual sales. 

6.2.3.3 Interna/ consistency ofthe independent and dependent variable 

The analysis of the interna) consistency of the independent and dependent variable, corresponding 

to organizational perfonnance and competitiveness was developed with the sample of 55 cases of 

the research, with a total of 118 reagents, of which 116 correspond to the independent variable, and 

2, correspond to the dependent variable. 

Table (l)Estimating the reliability of the independent and dependent variable 

Case Processing Summary 

N % 

Cases Valid 55 100.00 

Excludeda o 0.00 

Total 55 100.00 

a Listwise deletion based on ali variables in the procedure. 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha N ofltems 

0.983 118 

Data obtained from SPSS 

From Table (1) is observed an excellent coefficient alpha, reaching 0.983 equivalent to 98.3% of 

interna) consistency in the constructs. Therefore, after this analysis, we conclude that this research 

has an excellent degree of interna( reliability. 
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6.2.3.4 Conceptual synthesis ofthe analysis and interpretation o/ results ofthe Reliability Estimation 

The following Table describes in summary, the analysis and interpretation of the results of the reliability estimation made to each of the 

dimensions of the independent variable (organizational performance), dependent variable (competitiveness), and between variables .. 

;C O EFFIC IENT DF.GREE O F INTFllNAL 
DIMINS IO NS ALPHA ITEMS CONS IS'IENCY 

PR 0.804 14 Good interna! consistency 

PC 0.950 15 Excellent interna! consistency 

UTR 0.881 14 Good interna! consistency 

UTC 0.899 9 Good interna! consistency 

CR 0 .906 13 Excellent interna! consistency 

ce 0.952 17 Excellent interna! consistency 

OR 0.762 9 Low interna! consistency 

oc 0.957 13 Excellent interna! consistency 

MMR 0.883 6 Good internal consistency 

MMC 0.914 6 Excellent interna! consistency 

COMPETITIVENESS 0.814 2 Good interna! consistency 

IND.VAR./DEP .VAR 0.983 118 Excellent interna! consistency 
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6.2.4 Correlation Analysis 

The correlation coefficient is carried out in order to make a statistical summary of the degree of 

relationship or association between two variables. However, it is important to consider that the 

correlation, per se, does not establish causality, i.e. the relationship between two variables does not 

necessarily imply that there is a causal connection between them (Hopkins et al. 1997). 

The degree of linear relationship can vary from a perfect negative correlation of r = -1.0, 

until a perfect positive correlation of r = + 1.0. The magnitude of the relationship is indicated by the 

absolute value of the correlation coefficient where, the greater the magnitude of r, the stronger the 

relationship and greater predictability of the variables correlated (Salkind, 2004). That is, the sign of 

the coefficient indicates the direction of the relationship and its absolute value indicates the 

strength. Higher values indicate that the relationship is closer. 

a) Assumptions and criteria 

This analysis will be done through the Pearson correlation coefficient. As mentioned above, the 

correlation coefficient measures the linear association between two variables measured at interval 

scale or ratio, taking values between -1 and 1. 

• Values close to 1 indicate strong positive linear association: with increasing values of 

one ofthe two variables, increase of the other; 

• Values close to -1, indicating strong negative linear association, with increasing values 

ofone ofthe two variables, decrease of the other, and 

• Values close to O, indicating no linear association, which does not mean that there can 

be no other association. 

lts square can be interpreted as the proportion of variability in the values of one of the two variables 

explained by the other. 

It will take into account the bilateral significance test, since, a two-sided significance leve) 

(two-tailed), contrasts a null hypothesis in which the direction of effect is not specified in advance. 

The option in SPSS, to mark the significant correlations is enabled by default, mark with 

one asterisk correlation coefficients significant at 0.05 and two asterisks, significant at the 0.01 

leve! for analysis. 

It will take into account the bilateral significance test, since, a two-sided significance leve! 

(two-tailed), contrasts a null hypothesis in which the direction of effect is not specified in advance. 
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The option in SPSS, to mark the significant correlations is enabled by default, mark with one 

asterisk the correlation coefficients significant at leve! of 0.05 and with two asterisks the correlation 

coefficients significant at the leve! of O.O 1, for their anal y sis. 

First, is conducted the analysis of the correlations of the l O dimensions of organizational 

performance, corresponding to the independent variable, and then the analysis of these dimensions 

with the two dimensions of competitiveness. 

6.2.4.1 Correlation Analysis between the dimensions o/ organizational 

performance 

We know that correlation does not directly establish a causal relationship, but can provide 

information on the causes. This research will determine only the correlation between variables, if 

they are positive or negative, without guessing, so that, there is, or not a causality in the correlated 

variables. 

From the correlations of the l O dimensions corresponding to the independent variable, was 

found, that they ranging from 0.416 to 0.845, on a scale where I is the highest correlation (see 

Table 6.2.4 ). 

Procurement of Resources 

The correlations that were obtained between the l O dimensions are positive, with a significance 

leve! of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation with the procurement of 

resources dimension were, procurement of capabilities (0.560), utilization or transformation of 

resources (0.604), utilization or transformation of capabilities (0.590), coordination of resources 

(0.517), coordination of capabilities (0.665), operationalization of resources (0.693), 

operationalization of capabilities (0.567), managerial mix of resources (0.731 ), and managerial mix 

of capabilities (0.416). 

Procurement of Capabilities 

The correlations that were obtained between the l O dimensions are positive, with a significance 

leve! of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation with the procurement of 

capabilities dimension were, utilization or transformation of resources (0.532), utilization or 

transformation of capabilities (0.738), coordination of resources (0.786), coordination of 
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capabilities (O.781 ), operationalization of resources (0.781 ), operationalization of capabilities 

(0.637), managerial mix ofresources (0.735), managerial mix of capabilities (0.550). 

Utilization or Transformation of Resources 

The correlations that were obtained between the 1 O dimensions are positive, with a significance 

leve) of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation with the utilization or 

transforrnation of resources dimension were, utilization or transformation of capabilities (0.638), 

coordination of resources (0.645), coordination of capabilities (0.708), operationalization of 

resources (0.480), operationalization of capabilities (0.476), managerial mix of resources (0.596), 

managerial mix of capabilities (0.434 ). 

Utilization or Transformation of Capabilities 

The correlations that were obtained between the 1 O dimensions are positive, with a significance 

leve) of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation with the utilization or 

transforrnation of capabilities dimension were, coordination of resources (0.655), coordination of 

capabilities (O. 789), operationalization of resources (0.615), operationalization of capabilities 

(0.686), managerial mix ofresources (0.730), managerial mix of capabilities (0.585). 

Coordination of Resources 

The correlations that were obtained between the 1 O dimensions are positive, with a significance 

leve! of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation with the coordination of 

resources dimension were, coordination of capabilities (0.741 ), operationalization of resources 

(0.694 ), operationalization of capabilities (0.646), managerial mix of resources (0.698), managerial 

mix of capabilities (0.648). 

Coordination of Capabilities 

The correlations that were obtained between the 1 O dimensions are positive, with a significance 

leve! of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation with the coordination of 

capabilities dimension were, operationalization of resources (0.770), operationalization of 

capabilities (0.735), managerial mix ofresources (0.845), managerial mix of capabilities (0.595). 
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Operationalization of Resources 

The correlations that were obtained between the I O dimensions are positive, with a significance 

leve[ of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation with the operationalization of 

resources dimension were, operationalization of capabilities (0.621 ), managerial mix of resources 

(0.803), managerial mix of capabilities (0.427). 

Operationalization of Capabilities 

The correlations that were obtained between the 1 O dimensions are positive, with a significance 

leve[ of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation with the operational ization of 

capabilities dimension were, managerial mix of resources (0.697), managerial mix of capabilities 

(0.707). 

Managerial mix of Resources 

The correlations that were obtained between the 1 O dimensions are positive, with a significance 

leve[ of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation with the managerial mix of 

resources dimension was, managerial mix of capabilities (0.633). 
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6.2.4.2 Correlation Analysis of the dimensions of organizational 

performance and competitiveness 

We know that correlation does not directly establish a causal relationship, but can provide 

infonnation on the causes. This research will detennine only the correlation between variables, if 

they are positive or negative, without guessing, so that, there is, or not a causality in the correlated 

variables. 

The correlations that were obtained between the I O dimensions and the two dimensions of 

competitiveness are positive. However, with a significance leve! of 99%, the dimension that 

achieved an acceptable correlation with the net income dimension was, procurement of resources, 

as this is of 0.419. With a significance leve! of 95%, the dimensions that reached an acceptable 

correlation with net income dimension were the use or transformation of resources as this is of 

0.301, and 0.271 for the operationalization of resources (see Table 6.2.4). 

With a significance level of 99%, the dimensions that achieved an acceptable correlation 

with the annual sales dimension were, procurement of resources, as this is of 0.419, coordination of 

capabilities, as this is of 0.354, 0.437 for the operationalization of resources, and 0.391 for the 

managerial mix of resources. With a significance level of 95%, the dimensions that reached an 

acceptable correlation with annual sales dimension were the procurement of capabilities, as this is 

of 0.316, use or transfonnation of resources, as this is of 0.321, coordination of resources, as this is 

of 0.293, and 0.293 for the operationalization of capabilities (see Table 6.2.4 ). 

It is important to note that although ali correlations were positive, not ali were included, 

since they have a statistical error outside of the accepted, for this reason they are not taken into 

account. 

Whereas this <loes not mean causation, only gives us information about the relationship of 

the variables, therefore this indicates that 3 of the I O dimensions of the organizational performance 

are positively related with the net income dimension of competitiveness and 8 of the I O dimensions 

of the organizational perfonnance are positively related with the annual sales dimension of 

competitiveness. 
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Table 6.2.4 Correlation coefficient between the dimensions of organizational performance and competitiveness 

PRxl 
Procurement 
of Resources 

PRxl Pearson Correlation 1 
Procuremenl of 
Resources 

Sig. (2-lailed) 

N SS 

PCx2 Pearson Correlation 0.560*"' 
Procurement of 

0.000 
Capabilities 

Sig. (2-lailed) 

N 55 

UTRxl UI. or Pearson Correlation 0.604** 
Transf. of 

0.000 
Resources 

Sig. (2-lailed) 

N 55 

UTCx4 Ut. or Pearson Correlation 0,590º 
Transf. of 

0.000 
Capabilities 

Sig. (2-lailed) 

N 55 

CRx5 Pearson Correlation 0.517° 
Coordinalion of 

0.000 
Resources 

S,g. (2-1a1led) 

N 55 

CCx6 Pearson Correlation 0,665*"' 
Coordination of 

0.000 
Capabilities 

S,g. (2-tailed) 

N SS 

ORx7 Pearson Correlation 0,69JU 
Operation. of 
Resources 

Sig. (2-lailed) 0.000 

N SS 

oc.s Pearson Correlation O.S67,,.,. 
Operation. of 

Sig. (2-lailed) 0.000 
Capabilities 

N 55 

MMRx9 Pearson Correlation 0.731 .. 
Managerial Mix 
of Resources Sig. <2·tailed) 0.000 

N 55 

MMCxl0 Pearson Correlarion 0.416** 
Mana~rial Mix . . 
of Capabililies Sig <2-iailed) 0.002 

N SS 

Q166 Nel Pearson C.orrelation 0,419"'* 
lncome 2011 

0.001 Sig. (2-lailed) 

N 55 

QI S6 Tolal Pearson Correlation 0,419"'* 
Annual Sales 

0.001 
2011 

Sig. (2-lailed) 

N SS 

••. Correlation is significant al the 0.01 leve! (2·1aíled). 

•. Correlation is significant ni lhe O.OS level (2•tailed). 

Correlations 

PCx2 CRxS 
Procurement UTRxl U1. UTCx4 UI. Coordinatio 

of or Transf. of or Transf. of n of 
Capabilities Resoi.rces Capabilities Reso...-ces 

0,560•• 0.604"" 0.590"· O.S l 7•• 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

SS SS SS SS 

1 0.512•• 0.738º 0.786 

0.000 0.000 0.000 

55 S5 5S S5 

0.532"* 1 0.638"" 0.645"" 

0.000 0.000 0.000 

55 55 55 55 

0.738 .. 0.638 .. 1 0.655ª· 

0.000 0.000 0000 

SS SS SS SS 

0.786 .. 0,645"" 0,655 .... 1 

0.000 0.000 0.000 

55 S5 55 5S 

0,781*"' 0.708 .. 0.789 .. 0.741 .. 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

SS SS SS SS 

0.781º 0,480ªª 0.615** 0.694ª* 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

SS SS SS SS 

0.637 .. 0.476 .. 0.686"'* 0.646"'ª 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

55 55 55 55 

0.735** 0.596 .. 0,730.U 0,698*"' 

0.000 0.000 O 000 0.000 

55 55 55 SS 

0,SSO** 0,434** 0,S8S** 0,648ª 111 

0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 

SS SS SS SS 

0.138 0.301* 0.032 0.212 

o JIS 0.02S 0.814 0.089 

55 55 55 S5 

0.316* 0.321* 0.111 0.293° 

0.018 0.017 0.421 O.OJO 

SS SS SS SS 

CCx6 0Cx8 MMRx9 MMCxl0 

Coorcünatio ORx7 Operation. Managerial Managerial 0166 Ne! Ql 56 Tolal 
n or Operation. or Mix of Mixof Incorre Annual Sales 

Capabilities of Reso1.rces Capabilities Resources Capabilities 2011 2011 

0.665"" 0.693 .. 0.567""' O. 7J 1 •• 0.416ºº 0.420 0.419 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.001 

SS SS SS SS SS SS SS 

O. 781 "" 0.781*" 0.63 , •• 0.735"" 0.550"" 0.138 0.317 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.315 0.018 

55 S5 SS SS SS SS SS 

0.708""' 0.480 .. 0.476"" 0.596"" 0.434"" 0.102 0.122 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.02S 0.017 

55 55 SS 55 55 SS SS 

0.789*º 0.615ª* 0.686°* O. 7JO• • o.sss•• 0.032 0.111 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.814 0.421 

SS SS SS SS SS SS SS 

O. 74 J •• 0.694*"' 0.646·· 0.698·· 0.648°º 0.232 0.294 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.089 O.OJO 

55 55 55 SS SS SS SS 

1 O. 770ª* 0.735*ª 0.845** 0.595ºº 0.198 O.JSS 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.147 0.008 

55 SS SS SS SS SS SS 

0,770** 1 0.621 •• O.BOJ•• 0.427ª* 0.272 0.437 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.045 0.001 

SS SS SS SS SS SS SS 

0,73S** 0,621 ** 1 0.697•• o. 101•• 0.137 0.294 

0.000 0.000 º·ººº 0.000 0.118 O.OJO 

55 S5 55 55 SS SS SS 

0,845*"' 0.80]** 0.697ª* 1 Ü.6JJU 0.230 0.191 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.092 0.00] 

SS SS 55 55 SS 55 SS 

0.595*"" 0.427""' 0.7071'llfll 0,633* 111 1 -0.029 0.106 

0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.836 0.440 

SS SS SS SS SS SS SS 

0.198 0.271 * 0.137 0.210 -0.029 1 0.696 

0.147 0.045 0.318 0.092 0.816 0.000 

55 S5 SS SS SS SS SS 

0.354 .. 0.437*"" 0.293* 0,391 ** 0.106 0.69Sºº 1 

0.008 0.001 0.030 0.003 0.440 0.000 

SS SS SS SS SS SS SS 
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6.2.5 Regression Analysis 

Multiple regression analysis is used to study the possible relationship between severa! independent 

variables (predictor or explanatory) anda dependent variable (explained or response) (Montgomery, 

2007). 

What is sought, through multiple regression analysis, is to identify the explanatory variables 

to create a model where selected the independent or explanatory variables that may influence the 

dependent variable, discarding those that do not provide information. 

a) Assumptions and criteria 

lt is important, the role of sample size. The sample size used in multiple regression, is perhaps the 

single element, most influential under the researcher's control, its effect is directly reflected in the 

statistical power of significance test, and in the generalization ofthe result (Ferrán, 2001). 

Is fundamental to the regression analysis, that variables satisfy the assumptions of 

normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of error terms (Hair, et al. 2007): 

• Normality: the degree to which the distribution of the data sample corresponds to a 

normal distribution. 

• Linearity: a relationship of direct proportionality that, when plotted on a graph, traces a 

straight line. In linear relationships, any given change in an independent variable will 

always produce a corresponding change in the dependent variable. 

• Homoscedasticity: the homoscedasticity is a fundamental property of the general linear 

regression model, and is within their basic classical assumptions. lt is said that there 

homoscedasticity when the variance of the stochastic errors of the regression is the 

same for each observation i (observations l to n), i.e., homoscedasticity, occurs in a 

model when errors have the same variance, in ali observations of the endogenous 

variable (independent). When the error term has a variance increasing or undulating, it 

is said that the data are heteroscedastic. 

• Independence of error terms: is the assumption, which assumes each predictor variable 

as an independent. This means that the value of the prediction is not related to any 

other prediction, that is, they are not ordered by another variable. 
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The primary interest is to ensure that the results are generalized to the population of SMEs in the 

manufacturing sector, and not only to the sample used for estimation, for it, will be examined, 

adjusted R2 value. 

In the literature we often find that the criteria for determining the goodness of the 

predictions are based on examination of the correlation coefficient values and, especially, the 

coefficient of determination R2 (also called multiple correlation coefficient squared or coefficient of 

determination multiple). 

Coefficient of multiple determinations, R2 and adjusted R2 are sorne common measures in 

the regression analysis, denoting the percentage of variance justified by the independent variables. 

The adjusted R2 takes into account the size of the dataset, and its value is slightly lower than the 

corresponding R2 (Norusis, 1993). That is to say, the multiple correlation coefficients squared, or 

coefficient of determination (R2
) measures the proportion of the variability of the dependent 

variable explained by the independent variables, which at that time were incorporated in the model. 

R2 adjusted, measures the same as R2 but in this case is not influenced by the number of variables 

that are introduced. 

The R2 is a criterion for assessing the explanatory power of regression models, and 

represents the percentage of variance justified by the independent variable. lt can be interpreted as 

the square of the Pearson correlation coefficient between the dependent and independent variables, 

or as the square of the correlation coefficient between the actual values of a variable and its 

estimates. If all observations are on the regression line, the R 2 value is 1, and if there is no linear 

relationship between the dependent and independent variables, the R2 value is O. The coefficient R2 

is a measure of the linear relationship between two variables. As its value is greater, the straight-line 

fit to the data is better, since the explained variance is greater, so the imbalance caused by the 

substitution ofthe values observed, is less (Ferrán, 2001; Norusis, 1993). 

It is important to consider that these are values explanatory, not predictive. Both the R2 and 

the correlation coefficient are not the most appropriate measures to evaluate the prediction of a 

model, in the best case; it is, of measures of fit of the equation to the data, not the model's predictive 

ability. 

Sorne authors (Hair, et al., 2007; Johnson, 1998) consider that the minimum value of R2 

should be 0.70, however, other authors (Kerlinger & Lee, 2002), believe that a value of R2 above 

0.50 is useful. 
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The variance analysis is based on that the total sample variability can be decomposed into 

the variability dueto differences between groups and dueto the difference within groups. From this 

assumption, analysis of variance provides, to test the H0 of equality of means between groups, the F 

statistic ( compare the variability due to differences between groups, due to differences within 

groups). The higher the value of F and lower its significance, the more likely that there are 

significant differences between groups. Consequently, if the p-value associated with the F statistic 

is less than the significance leve! (typically 0.05) reject the null hypothesis of equal means. 

In linear regression assumes that the true errors, e;, are independent with distribution N (O, 

cr2). Wastes, Ei, are estimates of the true errors, and estimation of a2 is the average of the squared 

residuals, s2, where sis the standard error of the estimate. The standard error allows us to deduce the 

reliability of the regression equation we have developed. This error is symbolized Se and is similar 

to the standard deviation, in that both are measures of dispersion. The standard error of estimate 

measures the variability or dispersion of the observed values around the regression line. The 

standard error of estimate is calculated in order to measure the reliability of the estimation equation. 

The standard error of estimate measures the variability or dispersion of the values of ( Y) which are 

in the sample, around the regression straight line. The result obtained from calculating the standard 

error of estimate is expressed in terms ofthe values ofthe dependent variable Y¡ (Ferrán, 2001) 

As applied in the standard deviation, the larger the standard error of estimate, the greater the 

dispersion of points around the regression line. So, if Se = O, hopefully the estimating equation is a 

perfect estimator of the dependent variable. Do we mean by this that if the standard error of 

estimate (Se) is zero (O), is expected to estimating equation (Y= a+ bx) is a perfect estimator ofthe 

dependent variable and ali points in the scatter diagram should be concentrated around the straight 

line of regression (Montgomery, 2007). 

6.2.5.1 Regression Analysis 

The objective of the research, to carry out multiple regression analysis is to demonstrate that the 

dependent variable (competitiveness) is explained through a set of independent variables 

(organizational performance). Hence, within this analysis, will be examine the relationship between 

the dimensions of organizational performance and competitiveness. 

It is important to note that for this analysis, only is reviewed the relationship between the 

dimensions of competitiveness and organizational performance dimensions, which were shown to 
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have a high correlation, with a high degree of significance (see section 6.2.4.2). Therefore, the 

multiple linear regression analysis is perforrned with the selected factors in correlation analysis, of 

each of the dimensions of organizational performance (independent variable), with each of the 

dimensions of the dependent variable (net income and total annual sales). This procedure is 

perforrned in an effort to demonstrate, which are the dimensions, which best explain, the possible 

relationship between the dimensions of both variables. 

Only is presented those regressions that met with the required values in the parameters or 

coefficients of multiple regressions, and best explain, the possible relationship between the 

dimensions of both variables. 

Regression: Dimension o/ competitiveness: "Net Income" 

l) Procurement of resources: 

The Tables 6.2.S(a) shows the results for the set of factors belonging to the independent variable 

(procurement of resources) in relation to the dependent variable (net income). It is noted that the 

adjusted R2 is 0.616, using the factors of "documented policies of resources acquisition", "strategic 

alliances with other companies for supplies and working", "bank credit lines" and "financia! support 

from govemment institutions for working capital", in relation to "net income". 

The results of multiple regression analysis show that, according to the adjusted coefficient 

of deterrnination R 2, 61.6% of the variability of "net income" is explained by the factors of the 

dimension procurement of resources. From these results, is obtained the following multiple 

regression equation: 

Y = 3 .53 5 - Ü.] 630ocumented policies + 1 .092strategic alliances + l .802eank credit lincs - O. 79] Financia! suppon 

In this case, the regression model has sorne predictor variables being log transforrned and one is not 

log-transforrned, but the outcorne variable is in its original scale. Since this is an OLS regression, 

the interpretation of the regression coefficients for the non-transforrned variables, are unchanged 

frorn an OLS regression without any transforrned variables. Therefore, being a model with sorne log 

transforrned variables, is said that when the variable X 1 increases by l %, the variable Y will 
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decrease in 16.3%, when the variable X2 increases by one unit, the variable Y will increase by 1.092 

units, etc. 

We can see that the factors of "strategic alliances with other companies for supplies and 

working" and "bank credit lines" have greater weight than the other factors in the dimension "net 

income". 

Table 6.2.5.l(a) Regression: Net Income and Procurement of resources 

Variables Entered!Removedb 

Mode Variables Variables 
1 Entered Removed Method 
1 LPR 6 

Fínañcial 
support, 
LPR_1 
Documented 
policies, Enter 
LPR_3 Bank 
credit lines, 
FPR_2 
Strategic 
alliancesª 

a. AII requested variables entered. 

b. DependentVariable: Q166 Net lncome 2011 

Model Summary 

Mode Adjusted R Std. Error of 
1 

1 
R R Sauare Sauare the Estímate 
.863ª .744 .616 1.126 

a. Predictors: (Constant), LPR_6 Financia! support, LPR_ 1 Documented policies, 
LPR_3 Bank credit lines, FPR_2 Strateglc amanees 

ANOVA" 

Sum of 
Mnrli:>I Sauares df Mean Sauare F Sía. 
1 Regression 29.543 4 7.386 5.821 

Residual 10.150 8 1.269 
Total 39.692 12 

a. Predictors: (Constant), LPR_6 Financia! support, LPR_ 1 Documentad policies, 
LPR_3 Bank credlt lines, FPR_2 Strategic amanees 

b. Dependent Variable: Q166 Net lncome 2011 

.017" 
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coemc1en1s• 

StandardiZed 
Unstandardized Coefflcients Coefficients Collinearit. Statislics 

"""º' B Bid.Error Beta t Sin. Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constan!) 3.535 .656 5.389 .001 

LPR 1 Documented -.163 .233 -.138 -.699 .504 .825 1.212 pollcTes 
FPR_2 Strateglc alliances 1.092 .476 .490 2.295 .051 .701 1.426 
LPR_3 Bank e redil lines 1.802 .484 .698 3.721 .006 .907 1.102 
LPR 6 Financia! suppor\ -.791 .336 -.443 -2.357 .046 .904 1.106 

a. DependentVariable: Q166 Net lncome 2011 

The Table of analysis of variance, that includes SPSS, in its output of results, allows us to assess 

how appropriate is the linear regression model to estímate the values of the dependent variable. The 

ANOVA Table is based, in that the total variability of the sample can be decomposed between the 

variability explained by the regression and residual variability. 

The ANOVA table provides the F statistic, from which we can contrast the H0 that R2 is 

equal to O, the slope of the regression line is O, or which is the same, the hypothesis that two 

variables are uncorrelated. If the p-value associated with the F statistic is less than the significance 

leve! (usually 0.05), reject the null hypothesis posed. Similarly we consider that the results obtained 

with the sample are generalizable to the population that the sample belongs. Therefore, in this case, 

the regression model variables are linearly related, with a significance leve! of less than 0.05. 

The t test with significance values less than 0.05, indicate that the factors "strategic 

alliances with other companies for supplies and working", "bank credit lines" and "financia! support 

from govemment institutions for working capital", contribute significantly to explain the dependent 

variable, "Net income". However, the factor "documented policies of resources acquisition" is not 

significant. 

The tolerance leve! as shown Table 6.2.5(a) indicates that the variables cannot be explained 

by a linear combination between them, which means there is no collinearity20
• Hence, have values 

greater than 0.70, means that the independent variables are not a linear function of other 

independent variables. 

The regression model is appropriate since the standard error of estimation is close to zero, 

therefore, is not high dispersion of the data around the regression line. We can say that the equation 

is a good estimator of the dependent variable. 

2° Collinearity (or multicollinearity) is an undesirable situation in which an independent variable is a linear 
function ofother independent variables. 
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Regression: Dimension of competitiveness: "Total Annual Sales" 

l) Procurement of resources: 

The Tables 6.2.S(b) shows the results for the set of factors belonging to the independent variable 

(procurement of resources) in relation to the dependent variable (total annual sales). lt is noted that 

the adjusted R2 is 0.223, using the factors of "documented policies of resources acquisition", 

"strategic alliances with other companies for supplies and working", "bank credit Iines" and 

"financia) support from govemment institutions for working capital", in relation to "annual sales". 

The results of multiple regression analysis show that, according to the adjusted coefficient 

of determination R2, 22.3% of the variability of "total annual sales" is explained by the factors of 

the dimension procurement of resources. From these results, is obtained the following multiple 

regression equation: 

Y = 4.673 + 0.901 Documented policies + 0.998strategic alliances + 0.231 Bank credit lines - 0.304Financial support 

The multiple linear regression model, indicates, when the variable X1 increases by one unit, the 

variable Y will in 0.901 units, when the variable X2 increases by one unit, the variable Y will 

increase by 0.998 units, etc. 

We can see that the factors of "strategic alliances with other companies for supplies and 

working", and "documented policies of resources acquisition" have greater weight than the other 

factors in the dimension "total annual sales". 
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Table 6.2.5.l(b) Regression: Total Annual Sales and Procurement of resources 

Variables EnterediRemoved" 

Mode Variables Variables 
1 Entered Removed Method 
1 FPR_6 

Financia! 
support, 
FPR_3 Bank 
credit lines, 
FPR 2 Enter 
Strategic 
alliances, 
FPR_1 
Documentad 
policlesª 

a. AII requested variables entered. 

b. DependentVariable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

Model Summary 

Mode Adjusted R Std. Error of 
1 

1 
R R Sauare Sauare the Estimate 

.530ª .280 .223 2.326 
a. Predictors: (Constant), FPR_6 Financia! support, FPR_3 Bank credit lines, 
FPR_2 Strategic amanees, FPR_ 1 Documented policies 

ANOVA" 

Sumof 
Ml'\dP.I Sauares df Mean Sauare F Sia. 
1 Regresslon 105.480 4 26.370 4.872 

Residual 270.629 50 5.413 
Total 376.109 54 

a. Predlctors: (Constant), FPR_6 Financia! support, FPR_3 Bank credit fines, FPR_2 
Strategic amanees, FPR_1 Documented policies 

b. Dependent Variable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

Coefficients• 

StandardiZed 

.002ª 

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearilv Statistics 

"~"º' 8 Sld. Error Beta t Sia. Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constan!) 4.673 .314 14.895 .000 

FPR_ 1 Documented .901 .317 .341 2.844 .006 1.000 1.000 policies 
FPR_2 Strategic alliances .998 .317 .378 3.153 .003 1.000 1.000 
FPR_3 Bank credit lines .231 .317 .088 .730 .469 1.000 1.000 
FPR 6 Financia! support -.304 .317 -.115 -.960 .342 1.000 1.000 

a. Depende ni Variable: Q1 56 Total Annual Sales 2011 
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The ANOVA table provides the F statistic, from which we can say in this case, the regression 

model variables are linearly related, with a significance leve! of less than 0.05, and is rejected the 

null hypothesis of R2 is equal to O, the slope of the regression line is O, or which is the same, the 

hypothesis that two variables are uncorrelated. 

The t test with significance values less than 0.05, indicate that the factors "strategic 

alliances with other companies for supplies and working" and "documented polices of resources 

acquisition", contribute significantly to explain the dependent variable, "total annual sales". 

However, the factors, "bank credit lines" and "financia! support from govemment institutions for 

working capital" are not significant. 

The tolerance leve! as shown Table 6.2.S(b) indicates that the variables cannot be explained 

by a linear combination between them, which means there is no collinearity. Hence, have values 

greater than 0.70, means that the independent variables are not a linear function of other 

independent variables. 

The regression model is appropriate since the standard error of estimation is close to zero, 

therefore, is not high dispersion of the data around the regression line. We can say that the equation 

is a good estimator of the dependent variable. 

Regression: Dimension o/ competitiveness: "Total Annual Sales" 

2) Utilization and Transfonnation of resources: 

The Tables 6.2.5(c) shows the results for the set of factors belonging to the independent variable 

(utilization or transformation of resources) in relation to the dependent variable (total annual sales). 

It is noted that the adjusted R2 is 0.108, using the factors of "use and control of raw material", "level 

of automation", "productive operation" and "employee productivity", in relation to "annual sales". 

The results of multiple regression analysis show that, according to the adjusted coefficient 

of determination R 2, 10.8% of the variability of "total annual sales" is explained by the factors of 

the dimension utilization and transfonnation of resources. From these results, is obtained the 

following multiple regression equation: 
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Y = 4.673 + 0.390use and control ofraw material + 0.8861evel ofautomation + 0.523productive operation + O.O l 6employee 

producrivity 

The multiple linear regression model, indicates, when the variable XI increases by one unit, the 

variable Y will in 0.390 units, when the variable X 2 increases by one unit, the variable Y will 

increase by 0.886 units, etc. 

We can see that the factors of "leve! of automation" and "productive operation" have 

greater weight than the other factors in the dimension "total annual sales". 

Table 6.2.5.l(c) Regression: Total Annual Sales and Utilization and Transformation of 

resources 

Variables EnteredJRemoved1, 

Mode Variables Variables 
1 Entered Removed Method 
1 FUTR_4 

Employee 
Productivity, 
FUTR 3 
· Productive 
Operation, Enter 
FUTR_2 Leve! 
of Automation, 
FUTR 1 Use 
and Control of 
Raw Material" 

a. AII requested variables entered. 

b. Dependen! Variable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

Model Summary 

Mode Adjusted R Std. Error of 
1 

1 
R R Sauare sauare the Estímate 
.417ª .174 .108 2.493 

a. Predíctors: (Constant), FUTR_ 4 Employee Productivity, FUTR_3 Productive 
Operation, FUTR_2 Level of Automation, FUTR_ 1 Use and Control of Raw Material 
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ANOVA~ 

Sum of 
t.lnrlP.I Sauares df Mean Sauare F 
1 Regression 65.364 4 16.341 2.629 

Residual 310.746 50 6.215 
Total 376.109 54 

a. Predíctors: (Constant), FUTR_ 4 Employee Productivíty, FUTR_3 Productive 
Operation, FUTR_2 Level of Automation, FUTR_ 1 Use and Control of Raw Material 

b. Dependent Variable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

CoefflclentS" 

standardízed 

Sia. 
.045ª 

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficlents Colllnearihl Statistics 
Un~ol B std. Error Beta t Sla. Toleran ce VlF 
1 (Constan!) 4.673 .336 13.901 .000 

FUTR_1 Use and Control 
of Raw Material .390 .339 .148 1.150 .256 1.000 1.000 

~ai~~vel of .886 .339 .336 2.612 .012 1.000 1.000 

FUTR 3 Produclive 
Operalion .523 .339 .198 1.541 .130 1.000 1 000 

FUTR_ 4 Employee .016 .339 .006 .047 .963 1.000 1.000 Productivl~ 
a. DependentVariable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

The ANOVA table provides the F statistic, from which we can say in this case, the regression 

model variables are linearly related, with a significance leve! of less than 0.05, and is rejected the 

null hypothesis of R2 is equal to O, the slope of the regression line is O, or which is the same, the 

hypothesis that two variables are uncorrelated. 

The t test with significance values less than 0.05 indicate that the factor "leve! of 

automation", contribute significantly to explain the dependent variable, "total annual sales". 

However, the factors, "use and control of raw material", "productive operation" and "employee 

productivity" are not significant. 

The tolerance leve! as shown Table 6.2.5(c) indicates that the variables cannot be explained 

by a linear combination between them, which means there is no collinearity. Hence, have values 

greater than 0.70, means that the independent variables are not a linear function of other 

independent variables. 

The regression model is appropriate since the standard error of estimation is close to zero, 

therefore, is not high dispersion of the data around the regression line. We can say that the equation 

is a good estimator of the dependent variable. 
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Regression: Dimension o/ competitiveness: "Total Annual Sales" 

3) Coordination of capabilities: 

The Tables 6.2.5( d) shows the results for the set of factors belonging to the independent variable 

(coordination of capabilities) in relation to the dependent variable (total annual sales). lt is noted 

that the adjusted R2 is 0.114, using the factors of "organizational communication through objectives 

and strategies", "staff qualified and responsible" and "staff is focused in sales target", in relation to 

"annual sales". 

Toe results of multiple regression analysis show that, according to the adjusted coefficient 

of determination R2
, 11.4% of the variability of "total annual sales" is explained by the factors of 

the dimension coordination of capabilities. From these results, is obtained the following multiple 

regression equation: 

Y = 4.673 + 1.0600,ganizational communication + 0.039sta1Tqualified and responsible + 0. l l 9sta1Tis focused in sales target 

The multiple linear regression model, indicates, when the variable XI increases by one unit, the 

variable Y will in 1.060 units, when the variable X2 increases by one unit, the variable Y will 

increase by 0.039 units, etc. 

We can see that the factor of "organizational communication through objectives and 

strategies" has greater weight than the other factors in the dimension "total annual sales". 

Table 6.2.5.l(d) Regression: Total Annual Sales and Coordination ofCapabilities 

Variables EnteredJRemoved" 

Mode Variables Variables 
1 Entered Removed Method 
1 FCC 3 Statf 

Focused in 
Sales Target, 
FCC 2 Statf 
Quailtied and 
Responsible, Enter 
FCC_1 
Organizationa 
1 
Communlcati 
on" 

a. AII requested variables enterad. 

b. DependentVariable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 
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tutnrfAI 

1 

Model Summa,y 

Mode Adjusted R Std. Error of 
1 

1 
R R Sauare Sauare the Estimate 
.404ª .164 .114 2.484 

a. Pr~dictors: (Constant), FCC _3 Staff F ocused in Sales Target, FCC _2 Staff 
Quallfied and Responsíble, FCC_1 Organizational Communicatíon 

ANOVAi. 

Sum of 
MnrlAI Sauares df Mean Sauare F Sia. 
1 Regresslon 61.496 3 20.499 3.323 .027" 

Residual 314.614 51 6.169 
Total 376.109 54 

a. Predictors: (Constant), FCC_3 StaffFocused In Sales Target, FCC_2 StaffQualified 
and Responsible, FCC_1 Organizatlonal Communication 

b. DependentVariable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

Coefflcients• 

Standardized 
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefflclents Collinearlt. Slatistfcs 

B Std. i=rror Beta t Sin. Tolerance VIF 
(Constan!) 4.673 .335 13.952 .000 
FCC_1 Organizational 1.060 .338 .402 3.135 .003 1.000 1.000 Communlcallon 
FCC _2 Statr Qualified and 

.039 .338 .015 .117 .900 1.000 1.000 Responslble 
FCC_3 StatrFocused In 

.119 .338 .045 .352 .726 1.000 1.000 Sales Target 
a. DependentVarlable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

The ANOVA table provides the F statistic, from which we can say in this case, the regression 

model variables are linearly related, with a significance leve) of less than O.OS, and is rejected the 

null hypothesis of R2 is equal to O, the slope of the regression line is O, or which is the same, the 

hypothesis that two variables are uncorrelated. 

The t test with significance values less than O.OS indicate that the factor "organizational 

communication through objectives and strategies", contribute significantly to explain the dependent 

variable, "total annual sales". However, the factors, "staff qualified and responsible", and "staff is 

focused in sales target" are not significant. 

The tolerance leve) as shown Table 6.2.5( d) indicates that the variables cannot be explained 

by a linear combination between them, which means there is no collinearity. Hence, have values 

greater than 0.70, means that the independent variables are not a linear function of other 

independent variables. 
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The regression model is appropriate since the standard error of estimation is close to zero, 

therefore, is not high dispersion of the data around the regression line. We can say that the equation 

is a good estimator of the dependent variable. 

Regression: Dimension o/ competitiveness: "Total Annual Sales" 

4) Operationalization of resources: 

The Tables 6.2.S(e) shows the results for the set of factors belonging to the independent variable 

(operationalization of resources) in relation to the dependent variable (total annual sales). lt is noted 

that the adjusted R2 is 0.149, using the factors of "staff training programs" and "distribution 

programs and asset maintenance", in relation to "annual sales". 

The results of multiple regression analysis show that, according to the adjusted coefficient 

of deterrnination R2
, 14.9% of the variability of ''total annual sales" is explained by the factors of 

the dimension operationalization of resources. From these results, is obtained the following multiple 

regression equation: 

Y = 4.673 + O. 777 stalftraining programs + 0.808distribution programs and asset maintenance 

The multiple linear regression model, indicates, when the variable X1 increases by one unit, the 

variable Y will in O. 777 units, when the variable X2 increases by one unit, the variable Y will 

increase by 0.808 units, etc. 

We can see that the both factors of "stafftraining programs" and "distribution programs and 

asset maintenance" have a similar weight in the dimension "total annual sales". 
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Table 6.2.5.l(e) Regression: Total Annual Sales and Operationalization of Resources 

Variables EnteredJRemovedi. 

Mode Variables Variables 
1 Entered Removed Method 
1 FOR 2 

DistrTbution 
programs and 
asset Enter mainten., 
FOR_1 Staff 
training 
oroarams" 

a. Ali requested variables entered. 

b. Dependent Variable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

Model Summary 

Mode Adjusted R Std. Error of 
1 
1 

R R Square Square the Estímate 
.425" .180 .149 2.435 

a. Predictors: (Constant), FOR_2 Distribution programs and asset mainten., 
FOR_1 Stafftraining programs 

ANOVA" 

Sum of 
MndP.I Sauares df Mean Sauare F Sia. 
1 Regression 67.794 2 33.897 5.717 

Residual 308.315 52 5.929 
Total 376.109 54 

a. Predictors: (Constant), FOR_2 Distribution programs and asset malnten., FOR_ 1 
Stafftraining programs 

b. Dependent Variable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

Coefflclents• 

Standardized 

.006" 

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearl~ Statlstlcs 
Un,<o( 8 Sld. Error RAia ' Sia. Toleran ce VtF 
1 (Constan!) 4.673 .328 14.232 .000 

F OR_ 1 Slafl'training .777 .331 .294 2.343 .023 1.000 1.000 programs 
FOR_2 Dislrlbu\lon 
pro¡¡rams and asset .808 .331 .306 2.438 .018 1.000 1.000 
mamten. 

a. Dependen! Variable: 01 56 Total Annual Sales 2011 

The ANOVA table provides the F statistic, from which we can say in this case, the regression 

model variables are Iinearly related, with a significance leve! of less than 0.05, and is rejected the 

null hypothesis of R2 is equal to O, the slope of the regression Iine is O, or which is the same, the 

hypothesis that two variables are uncorrelated. 
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The t test with significance values less than 0.05 indicate that the factors "staff training 

programs" and "distribution programs and asset maintenance", contribute significantly to explain 

the dependent variable, "total annual sales". 

The tolerance leve[ as shown Table 6.2.5(e) indicates that the variables cannot be explained 

by a linear combination between them, which means there is no collinearity. Hence, have values 

greater than 0.70, means that the independent variables are not a linear function of other 

independent variables. 

The regression model is appropriate since the standard error of estimation is close to zero, 

therefore, is not high dispersion of the data around the regression line. We can say that the equation 

is a good estimator of the dependent variable. 

Regression: Dimension of competitiveness: "Total Annual Sales" 

5) Managerial Mix of resources: 

The Tables 6.2.5(f) shows the results for the set of factors belonging to the independent variable 

(managerial mix of resources) in relation to the dependent variable (total annual sales). It is noted 

that the adjusted R2 is 0.189, using the factor of "financia) and strategic planning", in relation to 

"annual sales". 

The results of multiple regression analysis show that, according to the adjusted coefficient 

of determination R2
, 18.9% of the variability of "total annual sales" is explained by the factor of the 

dimension managerial mix of resources. From these results, is obtained the following regression 

equation: 

Y = 4.673 + 1.191 financia) and strategic planning 

The linear regression model, indicates, when the variable XI increases by one unit, the variable Y 

will in 1.191 units. 

We can see that the factor of "financia) and strategic planning" has an important weight in 

the dimension "total annual sales". 
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Table 6.2.5.l(f) Regression: Total Annual Sales and Managerial Mix of Resources 

Variables EnteredJRemovedb 

Mode Variables Variables 
1 Enterad Removed Method 
1 FMMR 1 

FinancTal and Enter Strategic 
Ptannina" 

a. Ali requested variables entered. 

b. Dependen! Variable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

Model Summary 

Mode AdjustedR Std. Error of 
1 R R Sauare Sauare !he Estimate 
1 .451" .204 .189 2.377 

a. Predlctors: (Constant), FMMR_ 1 Financial and Strategic Planning 

Sum of 
Mnrhil Sauares d( Mean Sauare F Sía. 
1 Regression 76.583 1 76.583 13.551 .001" 

Residual 299.526 53 5.651 
Total 376.109 54 

a. Predlctors: (Constant), FMMR_ 1 Financia! and Strategic Planning 

b. Dependent Variable: Q156 Total Annual Sales 2011 

Coefflcients• 

Standardlzed 
UnstandardiZed Coefflclents Coefficien\s Colllnearit. Slatistics 

Unnnl B !lid. Frror A .. ta ' Sin Tnlerant" VIF 
1 (Constan!) 4.673 .321 14.577 .000 

FMMR 1 Financia! and 
Slrateglc Plannlng 1.191 .324 .451 3.681 .001 1.000 1.000 

a. Depende ni Variable: Q156 Tola! Annual Sales 2011 

The ANOV A table provides the F statistic, from which we can say in this case, the regression 

model variables are linearly related, with a significance level of less than 0.05 , and is rejected the 

null hypothesis of R2 is equal to O, the slope of the regression line is O, or which is the same, the 

hypothesis that two variables are uncorrelated. 

198 



The t test with significance values less than O.OS indicate that the factor "financia! and 

strategic planning", contribute significantly to explain the dependent variable, "total annual sales". 

The tolerance leve! as shown Table 6.2.S(f) indicates that the variables cannot be explained 

by a linear combination between them, which means there is no collinearity. Hence, have values 

greater than 0.70, means that the independent variables are not a linear function of other 

independent variables. 

The regression model is appropriate since the standard error of estimation is close to zero, 

therefore, is not high dispersion of the data around the regression line. We can say that the equation 

is a good estimator of the dependent variable. 
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6.2.6 Conceptual synthesis ofthe analysis and interpretation ofresults (Second stage ofresearch) 

The following scheme describes in summary, the results of the second stage of research, and the hypotheses analysis. 

General llypolhesis 

A r------, 

GH: The greater the 
efficiency of work 

processes in the 
procurement, 
utilization or 

transformation, 
coordination, 

operationalization and 
managerial-mix, both 

resources and the 
capabilities within the 
SME, the greater the 

competitiveness. · 

Spccitic l lypothcsis Dimcnsions of Compctiti\'Cncss 

~ rr-~~~~----------~-~~~~~~~~~~...:::-7' ¡-1 
A 

Netlncome lila: The greater the efficiency ofwork processes in the 
procureruent of resources, the greater the 
competitiveness of SMEs. i j II i Tota l Annu: 11 Sales 

Net Income 

f 
J 

Hlb: The greater the efficiency ofwork processes in the 1----•I 
procurement of capabilities, the greater the ::========== = :::::: 1 
competitiveness of SMEs. 

H2a: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 
utilization or transformation of resources, the greater the 
competitiveness of SMEs. 

H2b: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 
uti lization or transformation of capabilities, the greater 
the competitiveness of SMEs. 

H3a: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 
coordination of resources, the greater the 
competitiveness of SMEs. 

H3b: The greater the efficiency ofwork processes in the 
coordination of capabiJities, the greater the 
competitiveness of SMEs. 

H4a: The greater the efficiency ofwork processes in the 
operationalization of resources, the greater the 
competitiveness of SMEs. 

H4b: The greater the efficiency ofwork processes in the 
operationalization of capabilities, the . greater the 
competitiveness of SMEs. 

HSa: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 
managerial-mix of resources, the greater the 
competitiveness of SMEs. 

HSb: The greater the efficiency of work processes in the 
managerial-mix of capabilities, the greater the 
competitiveness of SMEs. 

Total Annual Sales 

Netlncome 

Total Annual Sales 

Net Income 

Total Annual Sa les 

Net Income 

Total Annual Sales 

Net Income 

Total Annual Sa les 

Net Income 

Total Annual Sales 

Net Income 

Total Annual Sales 

Net lncome 

Total Annual Sales 

Netlncome 

Total Annual Sales 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 



6.2. 7 Conceptual analysis of tl,e results wJ,icJ, link organizational peiformance and competitiveness 

The scheme below details the results that were reached after statistical analysis developed for research. 

DI\IE:'l;S 1O;\;S 

Procurement of resources 1 

Procurement of resources 1 

FACTOUS 

11) Strategic alliances with other companies for suppliers and working 
2) Bank credit lines 
3) Financia! support from government institution for workin ca ital 

Dli\lENSIO:\S OF 
CO i\lPF.TITIVE:\ Kli S 

L _ Net Income 
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2) Documented policies ofresources acquisition Total Annual Sales 

Util~atIDo o, t,Msform,tioo of~, I) L<vel ofwtom,tloo 
resources ~ Total Annual Sales 

Coordination of capabilities 1 I I) Organizational communication through objectives and strategies 1 1 
Total Annual Sales 

Operationalization of resources 1 l 1) Stafftrainingprograms ~ -
2) Distribution progran1s and asset maintenance Total Annual Sales 

M anagerial mix o f resources 1 -
11) Financia! and strategic p lanning 
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CHAPTER 7: 

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, MANAGER/AL 

IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH PROSPECTS 

In this chapter, in the context of the disciplines of Strategic Management and Operations 

Management, as well as taking into account the objectives of the study and research questions, will 

address the discussion of the results and contributions to research, Iimitations, suggestions for future 

research and the importance of managerial practice. 

7.1 Conclusions 

Throughout the thesis, is noted that one of the starting points for the study of organizational 

performance in small and medium enterprises in manufacturing, and the importance of 

incorporating a measuring instrument of this concept; considered as another element to optimize the 

competitiveness, start off the theoretical position, which indicates the existence of the relationship 

between resources and capabilities and organizational performance within production processes, a 

relationship that finds its foundation and explanation in the resource-based theory. 

With the incorporation of the theoretical review of the concepts involved in research, and 

the empirical study, which shows the relationship between organizational performance and 

competitiveness from the perspective of resource-based theory is achieved, the first general 

objective of the research, which was to pro vide greater understanding of this theoretical connection 

through the non-experimental research; of trans-sectional type; with a correlational/causal approach. 

Was designed an instrument, to both stages of the research, to measure organizational 

performance and competitiveness of SMEs, from the perspective of resource-based theory, and to 

analyze the current pattems of SME performance. The first part has the purpose to provide further 

information on managerial efficiency, organizational performance and competitiveness of small and 

medium manufacturing enterprises in Mexico, under the perspective of resource-based theory. And 

the second part has the purpose to provide knowledge on the relationship between organizational 

performance and competitiveness of small and medium manufacturing company, under the 

perspective of resource-based theory. 

The instrument designed for the investigations, achieved interna! validity, to be conducted 

in different stages. First, was made the selection of the indicators, which were classified within the 
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dimensions of the concepts, organizational performance and competitiveness. lnitially focus group 

discussion was carried out of a representative sample from selected companies in order to assess 

and classify these indicators. Based on the process flow of key performance indicators, major 

variable segments were identified keeping in view the objectives of the study. Considering the 

situation of information handled by the SMEs and the possibility to capture it in a way that can be 

measured, was determined the questions that explain each of the indicators of each of the 

dimensions of both organizational performance and the competitiveness. This first attempt of the 

questionnaire was subjected to three expert researchers in the area, with its valuable contributions, 

allowed the improved of the questions, anda better organization ofthe instrument. 

In order to achieve a study with comprehensive ratification and have no doubt of the 

validity and reliability of the conclusions reached, the instrument was tested in a sample of five 

companies, through personal interviews conducted face to face, to directors or managers of small 

and medium companies. Subsequently tested in a sample of 15 companies, thus, could make 

corrections and final adjustments to the instrument, and thus have the final questionnaire. 

Also, the instrument demonstrated construct validity, by measuring the link between the 

dimensions of organizational performance and dimensions of competitiveness. The reliability 

analysis made, presented mostly, coefficients higher than 0.80. With the construction of this 

instrument, is able to cover the first specific objective of this investigation. 

In the first stage of research, through the application of the questionnaire, and the depth 

interviews, with the CEOs of SMEs, was obtained information of managerial efficiency, 

organizational performance and competitiveness of small and medium manufacturing enterprises in 

Mexico, under the perspective of resource-based theory. lt was learned the degree of importance, 

and the reasons given by the CEOs, to select the first two indicators more important, as well as for 

the less important. The indicators that were ranked by the directors of the companies were analyzed 

through charts and graphs of frequency. Knowledge of the indicators, that were ranked higher, give 

the opportunity to work with companies on those indicators which were ranked at lower levels to 

improve the competitiveness, since, as this is a multivariate model, we cannot stop considering 

them, because they may be identified, as problems, that affect competitiveness. Is important to 

consider that most of these enterprises do not know how to optimize the use of its resources and 

capabilities, not only materials but also human. 

With the application of this questionnaire, are achieved the specific objectives, 2, 3 and 4, 

and the results are summarized below: 
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a) Procurement of Resources 

Most of the interviewed companies have financia! planning schemes to obtain the resources 

required to operate consistently within the medium and long terrn. However, most companies have 

no documented processes, for obtaining resources that are essential to standardize the operation, 

make more efficient the use and management of resources continuously in the company, reduce 

process variability, avoiding rework, and increase product quality. These serve as material for 

training new employees and to manage a quality control system. Since this is an indicator, which is 

in the principie of chain operation, strongly affects, the competitiveness of the SMEs. Furtherrnore, 

human and technological resources are not formally considered in resource planning. The company 

lacks a system of human resource planning to help them make the necessary personnel for its 

operation, in advance, within the short, medium and long terrn. The same goes for technological 

resources; they do not have any plan for the acquisition of these resources. 

b) Procurement ofCapabilities 

Most companies interviewed consider the processes implementation as an important factor in 

obtaining skills for the achievement of targets, thus avoiding rework, has a greater clarity in the 

activities that correspond to each role, and, a better supported value chain, increases the quality of 

product/service and customer satisfaction. Seek to implement processes to align with the objectives 

of the company, and that the areas cease to operate independently, but they become into integrated 

systems. Manage the processes implementation permanently to care for the continued operation of 

the company. On the other hand, companies have established schemes of records and control of 

processes, to obtain capabilities with which they get more control over the processes. However, 

companies do not have a staff development scheme to enable them to improve the personnel skills, 

planned manner, within the short, medium and long terrn. 

e) Utilization or Transformation of Resources 

In this part of the firms operation, the companies interviewed say that, they have established human 

resource strategies, where they note the importance of personnel employed in the use and 

transforrnation of resources within the production process for achieving objectives and achieving 

competitive advantage. However, this is not considered in the previous dimension of the 

procurement of the resources and capabilities (see the reasons stated above, in both dimensions). 

Also, the companies consider that they have established financia! strategies, and which are reflected 

in the proper use of financia! resources, so they can achieve their financia! goals and objectives in 

the short, medium and long terrn. 
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For most of these companies the technology and installed capacity, do not have great 

importance in the dimension of the use and transformation of resources within the production 

process. This determines a deterioration in business growth and a negative impact on productivity 

due to lack of economies of scale, also, companies fail to develop competitive advantages in the 

medium and long term, affecting overall economic performance ofthe company. 

d) Utiliza/ion or Transforma/ion of Capabilities 

The largest number of companies interviewed considered that in the dimension of use and 

transformation of the capabilities, the improvements to the products manufactured and the 

development of new products, are strong indicators, allowing reaching a more competitive and meet 

promised, to the customer. 

However, the companies lack of growth strategies of the organizational structure, so they 

can hardly use and transform the capabilities generated in the company, able to establish a clear link 

between resources and capabilities to seize the opportunities that arise. Find it difficult to organize 

the flow of information, establish coordination among employees and provide appropriate 

incentives. 

e) Coordination of Resources 

Most companies say they have, established forrnally controls within production operations, which 

allow them to coordinate resources efficiently, therefore, to changes in the environment and 

decisions made by senior management, companies can coordinate efforts and expertise of 

employees, as well as, achieve the objective of production, and every day, measure the advance, 

correct immediately deviations and eliminate its causes. However, the firms interviewed, does not 

have quality standards for the services they have, which directly affects the customer relationship. 

j) Coordination of Capabilities 

Almost ali companies have schemes of human resource management, enabling them to coordinate 

capabilities, providing employees with the skills and capabilities required to achieve the required 

satisfaction and efficiency within the organization. The human resource management, forrnally 

established, regulates the functions perfonned within the company, and are created according to the 

goals they wish to reach, that are efficiency and effectiveness, to achieve greater productivity 

through job satisfaction of individuals, that integrate the company. 

SMEs do not hire staff to make decisions, the decisions are made by management, because 

companies cannot pay that kind of staff and management will not Jet go this responsibility. 
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g) Operationalization of Resources 

Most companies have marketing programs that enable them to operationalize the resources 

efficiently, so they can establish the essential link between objectives and resources. The fact that 

Marketing is linked to a changing environment that is continually offering new challenges to 

businesses, requires that both the tasks to be perfonned by marketing, as the importance given to 

each, are different, in a process of continuous adaptation to meet the challenges and opportunities 

that present the current scenarios. 

Companies also have logistics programs associated with the distribution and transport of 

finished products, which allow them to operationalize the resources efficiently, so they can establish 

the essential link between objectives and resources. Logistics activities are coordinated with each 

other to achieve greater efficiency throughout the production system. So, companies do not see 

logistics as an isolated function, but as an overall process of generating value for the customer, that 

is, an integrated tasks that provide a faster response to market, with lower costs. 

Another important indicator with which finns have are the maintenance programs 

associated with the machinery and equipment of the company, enabling them to operationalize the 

resources efficiently, so they can establish the essential link between the objectives and resources. 

Always related maintenance in order to pro long the life of machinery and equipment, as this, ensure 

better performance of the same; lower operating costs; increase the resale value of the equipment 

and machinery, and facilitates the work of operator. 

However, on the other hand, companies have no training programs, so they can hardly 

operationalize efficiently, the human resources; thus, they fail to establish the essential link between 

the objectives and human resources. The companies do not provide the basis for their employees to 

have the necessary skills and specialized to allow them to better cope in their daily tasks. In the 

absence of training activities, employees do not have more and better knowledge, not have attitudes 

and skills necessary to achieve optima! performance, do not achieve greater productivity, and do not 

contribute to improving the quality of production. 

h) Operationalization of Capabilities 

Most companies have customer service strategies that enable them to operationalize capabilities 

efficiently, and achieve their goals, so that they can meet the customers and their needs, taking with 

it a greater stability in the market, as well as greater customer satisfaction. Also, companies have 

sales strategies that enable them to operationalize capabilities efficiently, and achieve their sales 

targets. With the application and implementation of these strategies, companies increase their sales 

and the number of clients served, so get greater economic benefits. 
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However, most companies lack logistics strategies, so they can hardly operationalize 

efficiently the capabilities, and achieve their goals of logistics, such as, lower inventory levels and 

optimize the performance of the entire distribution chain. Because of the null implementation of 

logistics strategies, companies cannot decide what is the best way to store, inventory and move 

products and services, so they can be available to customers at the time, place, and quantity and 

properly. They fail, to optimize freight, nor can they ensure that the products are transported in a 

good way, or in waiting times and discharge, neither in handling and storage control. 

O Managerial Mix of Resources 

Most companies have formally established, planning resource needs, and this is reflected in the 

managerial mix made of them. The company management anticipates the needs of labor, raw 

materials, and machinery and equipment for the manufacture of products, which is determined in 

advance, and in relation to, the utilities want to achieve, to market demand, capacity and facilities of 

the plant and the jobs that are needed to create. Also, companies have established financia! 

planning, and is reflected in the managerial mix of resources, with this, the firms aim to keep the 

economic balance in ali levels of the company. Financia! planning is present in both areas, the 

operational and the strategic, so that the operational structure is developed based on their 

involvement with the strategy, therefore, they can achieve their financia! goals and financia! 

objectives, in the short, medium and long term. 

Most of the companies do not consider the capitalization policies, due to; they depend on, 

the circumstances and on the environment that they are living. 

}) Managerial Mix of Capabilities 

The most companies recognize the importance of strategic planning and the implementation of the 

financia! strategies, which helps the managerial mix of capabilities to achieve its optimum levels. 

They carry out, the more effective application of resources, whether human, financia), 

technological, and/or materials for each and every one of the production processes that the company 

may have. In the other hand, firms are looking for seek to consolidate the company and the markets 

in which they are, before developing new markets. 

k) Competitiveness dimensions 

Entrepreneurs aware, that a company has a competitive advantage, when its superior market 

position, creates the conditions necessary to achieve superior performance compared to its 

competitors. Senior executives interviewed do a constant measurement of its competitiveness 
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through two indicators, which are market share and profitability: the 65% of companies measure 

their competitiveness through market share; while 35% do so through the measurement of 

profitability. 

Referring to the indicator of competitiveness, either, market share or profitability, which is 

used by the senior executive, it was noted, the position ofthe market share of products ofthe SMEs 

and the profitability that they have, if it is, "above of your competition", "as your competition" or 

"below of your competition": the 82% of companies that measure their competitiveness through 

market share considered that their products are above or equal to their competition, and only 18% 

considered they are under their competition. On the other hand, the 33% of the companies that 

measure their competitiveness through the profitability considered that it is above of their 

competition and 67% believe that it is the same as their competition. 

In the research, is proposed a theoretical model, through which it can be measure the 

performance of manufacturing SMEs from the perspective of the resource-base theory, referring to 

the optimization of competitiveness in a given market. The model proposed to measure 

organizational performance, is based on five dimensions (procurement, use or transformation, 

coordination, operationalization and managerial-mix) through the analysis of the resources and 

capabilities for optimizing competitiveness of SMEs. 

The general theoretical model linking organizational performance, and its dimensions, with 

competitiveness, and its dimensions, from the resource-based theory, is shown in Figure 7.1. 

However, "The Multifactorial Model of Competitiveness" which summarizes the hypothetical 

effects of key dimensions of the organizational performance with the resources and capabilities as 

principie components of the study, reflected in the competitiveness is exhibited in Figure 7.2. 

Figure 7.1 "The Theoretical Model of Organizational Performance vs. Competitiveness" 

lndependent Variable 
1 

- ------~>·' . 
• • • 

··~ 

Dependent Variable 
1 

Competitiveness 
~ - ,- - - -

• 
V 
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Figure 7.2 "The Multifactorial Model of Competitiveness" 
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As research has shown that different factors of organizational perfonnance, affecting the 

competitiveness of SMEs in manufacturing in Mexico, this model allows to perfonn a diagnosis to 

companies to determine which factors have been developed, and which must be developed. 

Based on research, one can argue that although the ten dimensions of organizational 

perfonnance, not fully explain the two dimensions of competitiveness, they contribute to the 

understanding of the relationship between the two variables by 60%. Where is concluded that this 

relationship is achieved in the following dimensions of organizational performance and 

competitiveness (see Table 7.1 ): 

Table 7.1 Relationship achieved between organizational performance and competitiveness 

0Rfli!N1Z:4.TJONAL 
PEH;FORMJNCE 

DIMENSIONS 
a) Procurement ofresources 

b) Procurement of resources 

COMPETITIVENESS 
s DIMENSIONS 

Net income 

Total annual sales 

c) Utilization or transformation Total annual sales 
of resources 
d) Coordination of capabilities Total annual sales 

e) Operationalization of Total annual sales 
resources 

Mana erial Mix ofresources Total annual sales 

- strategic alliances with other companies for supplies and 
working 

- bank credit fines 
- fmancial support from govemment institutions for 

workin ca ital 
- strategic alliances witb other companies for supplies and 

working 
- documented oficies of resources ac uisition 
- level of automation 

- organizational communication through objectives and 
strate ies 

- staff training programs 
- distribution ro ams and asset maintenance 
- fmancial and strate ic lannin 

Therefore, in the investigation were achieved, the specific objectives 5 and 6, through the statistical 

analysis performed, where were determined the most relevant indicators to measure the 

perfonnance of SMEs, through a factorial analysis, and were analyzed the indicators of the 

dimensions of the organizational performance that impact the competitiveness of SMEs, through a 

multiple regression analysis. This is very important, since knowledge of these indicators give the 

guideline to develop and implement efficient work processes and strategies that improve the 

com petitiveness. 

From research, we obtain a "partía! model of competitiveness", which may follow, the 

CEOs of SMEs, to make a basic check-list of indicators that are needed to increase competitiveness 

(see Figure 7.3). This "partial model of competitiveness" can be used as a guide to monitor and 

improve, trade competitiveness and financia! competitiveness. Since, it is important to consider that 
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the theoretical model proposed in the research, to study the relationship between organizational 

perfonnance and competitiveness is a complex and multifactorial model, where the influence of 

factors on competitiveness, not only should be focused on two dimensions. Therefore, more 

dimensions of competitiveness, must be studied in relation of organizational perfonnance. 

Finally, by comparing the empirical results obtained in the investigation, with the theory 

discussed in relation to the constructs, organizational perfonnance and competitiveness, from the 

perspective of resource-based theory, we can confirm that the proposed model to measure 

organizational performance in relation to the competitiveness, is a unique model because it has not 

been raised before, a cluster of factors, in five dimensions, with respect to resources and 

capabilities, to measure organizational performance. Therefore, both the proposed model of 

organizational performance, as the results of the investigation; are added to knowledge within the 

disciplines of Strategic Management and Operations Management. With the comparison between 

the results and the theory discussed, is achieved the specific objective 7. 
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Figure 7.3 "Partial Model of Competitiveness" 
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7.2 Limitations 

Like many other empirical studies this research might also have sorne limitations in reference to 

sampling, data collection and generalization of the findings. The sarnples drawn for the study may 

not be enough to generalize the study results. Other lirnitations include the qualitative variables 

used in the study which rnight have reflected on making sorne causal staternents. The findings are 

limited to SMEs located in Federal District and State of Mexico following a purposive sampling. 

However, future studies could avoid these lirnitations by using data frorn wider regional sampling 

and analyzing additional variables. 

7.3 Managerial implications 

In general srnall and mediurn Mexican enterprises (SMEs) have serious difficulties affecting 

operational efficiency on their growth that sterns from the low-skilled labor force with little or no 

levels of training and career developrnent of staff working in the cornpany. The problerns of SMEs 

have also emerged over the past due to lack of technical information, low installed plant capacity, 

and lack of modem adrninistrative systerns. Further many SMEs suffer from low productivity dueto 

obsolete plants and rnachinery, which causes low quality standards and inadequate cornmunications 

network cornpared to competing firms. The companies in SME sector are currently operating in low 

productivity and low profit margins, which severely lirnits their ability to improve their profit and 

invest in future growth. If these problems persist arnong SMEs, the turbulent of the econornic, 

political, and social conditions of Mexico, that have prevailed in recent years, would make the 

operation of enterprises, worsening every day, therefore, the SMEs need an impending change in 

the handling and application of their resources and capabilities. 

Issues conceming the improvernent of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in developing 

countries are multidisciplinary concept comprising organizational, functional and cognitive 

dimensions of the firms, which influence in both the organizational behavior and decision rnaking 

competencies in SMEs. The results of this study demonstrate that SMEs should develop strategic 

alliances with other companies, for supplies and working; get bank credit lines, to have the 

neces;~ry resources for the operation of the company; and also, look for financia) support from 

govemment institutions for working capital. However, it is irnportant to consider the documented 

policies of resources acquisition to have the necessary resources, in a planned and orderly. In order 

to do so, finns should establish the link between resources needs of the company and opportunities 

to seize resources. 
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For small and medium businesses, strategic alliances are a powerful too! to boost ¡ 
competitiveness. Also known as Joint Ventures, is an agreement between companies, which join 

forces to achieve a strategic objective that is common. The strategic objective of joining forces is 

for the procurement of supplies or working; to develop new products or services; overcome trade 

barriers in a new market; access to foreign markets that require significant investment and market 

knowledge (know-how) of that country; to enter specific geographic areas, or to compete more 

effectively in today. Partnerships are excellent because they provide to small and medium 

enterprises of resources, ideas, tools and solutions that help them achieve: lower costs (plus profits), 

higher income (customers new and old), and more time (because they gain efficiency), among other 

things. 

An economic indicator that shows quite trust the dynamism and power of a country to grow 

is the percentage of firms with bank financing. The higher the percentage, there will be more 

dynamic in the economy. In countries like this, where small businesses are the engine of the 

economy, the challenge-in this sense is to increase financing to SMEs, both in number of business 

and in share of GDP. The benefits for SMEs, to use bank credit are various, however, sorne ofthem 

are: ensuring the dynamism of the operation, to make available the resources to meet business 

needs, develop opportunities for purchase of raw materials or finished product, cover gaps in the 

days of payment and collection, etc .. Enlarge the business, to purchase equipment, expand facilities, 

provision inventory of a new branch or whatever it takes to sell more and be more profitable. Also, 

the financia! support from government institutions for working capital is very important to the 

development of SMEs. 

Having, documented policies of resources acquisition ensure consistency and transparency 

of the origin of the resources, and their destiny for the transformation in goods and services. This 

gives confidence both to suppliers and creditors for joint work. 

Furthennore, the results of this study also demonstrate that in the utilization or 

~transfonnation of resources within the production process ~ositively aff~~-~~~~~le~e_n_ti~g 
1 

technological improvements through the full or partial automation of its operation process. 1t is 
----------

--·--·-··-·----·--

therefore important to consider that the automation of production processes enabling SMEs reduce 

costs, improve product quality, streamline the control of the process and improve the productivity 

and profitability. In this sense we can say that, a higher leve! of automation, better production 

processes, and thus, more competitiveness 

Organizational communication, through the objectives and strategies predetennined by the 

directors, generates competitiveness, so this needs, take on new challenges, new roles and new 
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strategies, so that it is more efficient and effective. The information that works for the company has 

become relevant knowledge and should be exploited to gain competitiveness. 

One of the major considerations for SMEs should be investing in training and development 

of human resources. Training and development plays a key role in stimulating performance and 

competitiveness of SMEs within the industry. SMEs traditionally, give low priority to the training 

and development in order to save cost. The management training and development programs for 

SMEs require ability to provide proactive, tailored solutions to local business needs. It is, therefore, 

an extremely opportune time to review the training and development needs of SMEs, by the 

government and non-govemmental organizations to support improving the performance of SMEs in 

Mexico. 

lt is necessary, for the small and medium enterprises design and develops distribution 1! 
programs for products manufactured, so that, products are kept, and stored properly in the business 

for sale, and they arrive in top condition and on time to customers. Such organizational 

improvements will be the key to increase an enterprise's competitiveness. Furthermore, is of great 

importance to implement, asset maintenance program to enable assets function as originally 

intended or planed in order to maintain reliability of supply to customers. Also, use these programs 

to reduce the frequency of asset replacement, reduce the overall cost of ownership of each asset. 

lt is of utmost importance, in the tasks of a CEO of any company, include the financia) 

planning, that is managing the finances over time, in such a way that the firms can meet their needs, 

and the strategic planning, that is the process of determining the direction that the company will 

take, establish the objectives that are having for the business, and i ndicate how to achieve what the 

firm wants. Both types of planning involve defining objectives, gathering and analyzing data, 

implementing the plan and monitoring the results. 

A major part of a company's success is the strategic and financia) planning. Although these 

methods of planning have different focuses and thus are distinct, the strategic and financia) planning 

have two major links, the first of these, when a company develop a strategic plan, the amount of 

money it have available determines to a large degree what options it can achieve, and the purpose of 

strategic planning, is to give to the company a road map for the progression of the business. With a 

good business road map, the firrn should be able to eliminate areas of inefficiency, and increase 

revenue, or decrease costs; hence the company has more money to use for the business, has a larger 

budget for the next budget period and may be able to do more than it did before. This is an 

important job that the CEOs of the SMEs must carry out in the planning process overall to have in 

the company, sufficient stability and growth, to gain competitiveness. 
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7.4 Future Research Prospects 

The core idea of this study is to raise research issues concerning the perfonnance and 

competitiveness of SMEs in Mexico, based on empirical analysis and evidences. This study 

analyzes the perfonnance and competitiveness of SMEs in Mexico and derives research hypotheses 

on the basis of the previous contributions on the subject that raises sorne interesting research 

questions in reference to the governance of SMEs, managerial competencies, economic, and 

cultural factors towards improving their perfonnance and drive sustainable business growth. 

There are very limited studies available on SMEs in Mexico that have addressed various 

propositions raised in the paper either in isolation or considering their mutual inter-relationship. 

Researchers exploring the growth of SMEs in Mexico and similar economies are encouraged to 

carry comparative studies on a series of perfonnance driving factors. However, the perfonnance 

factors including functional differentiation, marketing-mix, customer relationship, supply chain 

management, and market competition influencing organizational sustainability may also be 

addressed in the future studies. 

In the context of these types of finns, the way in which resources and capabilities are used, 

can clearly reflecta market orientation (MO), and/or an entrepreneurial orientation (EO), therefore, 

relate the internal work processes of SMEs, with these two orientations, in further studies, new 

variables could be studied, with a market orientation: knowledge of the market, constant updating 

and dissemination of this knowledge base throughout the organization, and translation of this 

knowledge into strategies and plans that produce value for customers, also variables, with an 

entrepreneurial orientation: innovativeness, a pro-active, aggressive tendency to discover/create and 

exploit environmental opportunities; and a willingness to take and manage risk. 
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Annex l. Operationalization of variables. 
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1 s the effi ci ency of the work 

process (or workflow) in the 

procurement, utilization or 

O 
. . 

1 
, transformation, 

rgan1zat1ona 
coordi nation, 

operationalization and 
Performance 

managerial-mix, both for 

ANNEXES: 

INFORMATION ATTACHED TO THE CHAPTERS 

Procurement of 
resources and 
capabilities 

(!)Social capital 

(2) Bank credit 

(3) Credit of suppliers 

(4) Workingcapital 

(5) Profits 

(6)TaxRefund 

(7) Alliances with other companies far 

supplies and labor 

(8) Suppliers selection process 

(9) Policy acquisition offinancial resources, 

material and technological 

10 Recruitment rocess and selection 

(1) Documentation and implementation of 

processes 
(2)Analysis and determination ofthe job 

profile 

(3) Records and control methods ofprocess 

(4) Evaluation ofemployee performance 

(5) Programmes ofhuman resource 

Ordinal 1,2 

Ordinal 3,4,5 

Ordinal 6,7,8 

Ordinal 9,10 

Ordinal 11 

Ordinal 12 

Ordinal 13,14,15,16 

Ordinal 17 

Ordinal 18,19,20,21 

Ordinal 22 23 24 25 

Ordinal 26,27,28,29,30,31,32,33 

Ordinal 34,35 

Ordinal 36,37,38,39,40 

Ordinal 41,42,43 e ., 
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SMEs 

Utilization or 

transforma ti on of 

the resources and 

capabilities 

(1) Financia! resources Ordinal 45,46,47,48 
(2) lnstalled capaclty Ordinal 49,50,51 
(3) Raw materia Is Ordinal 52,53,54,55,56 
(4)Technology Ordinal 57,58 
(SI Human resources Ordinal 59 60 
(1) Process improvements Ordinal 61,62,63,64 

(2) New product development Ordinal 65 

(3) Developing new services Ordinal 66 
(4) lmprovements to products that are 

ma nufactured 
Ordinal 67 

(5) lmprovements to services that are offered Ordinal 68 

... Continued on next page. 
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Organizational 

Performance 

Is the effi ci ency of the work 

process (or workflow) in the 

procurement, utili za tion o r 

transformation, 

coordi nati on, 

operationalization and 

managerial-mix, both for 

resources and capabi l i t ies of 

SMEs 

lndicators 
(1) Production wo rk policies 

(2) Labor management policies 

(3) Sales job po l icies 

(4) lmplementation of quality standards for 

ea ch ofthe products that are manufactured 

(5) lmplementation ofqua li ty standards for 

ea ch ofthe servi ces that are offered 
Coordinati on of the 1(6) Process ofresource allocation and control 

resources a nd 

capabilities 

7} Work Progra ms 

(l)Anal ys is and determina tion of 

responsabilities per job 

(2)Qualified sta ff 

(3) Communication with staff and betwee n 

staff 

(4) Determination and scope of object ives 

(S) Task Assignment 

6) Sta ff entltled to decision ma kln 
(1) Marketing and advertising programs 
(2) Logis tics programs for the distri bution of 

products 

(3) lmprovement programs for machinery and 

Ordinal 73 ,74 

Ordinal 75 ,76 

Ordinal 77,78 

Ordinal 79 

Ordinal 80 

Ordinal 81,82,83,84,85,86,87 
Ordinal 88 

Ordinal 89 ,90 

Ordinal 91 ,92,93 

Ordinal 94,95,96,97,98 

Ordinal 99,100,101,102,103, 104 

Ordinal 105,106 
Ordina l 107 

Ordinal 108,109 

Ordinal 110,111,112,113 

Operationalization l equipment 1 1 
ofthe resources and(4)Trainingp,ug, . ,, ,, ~'u"'ª'"' 

Ordinal 114,115 

n .. .-1;,...,. 1 _ 11.6,117 118,119 

Ordina l 120,121 capabil i ties 
(2) Marketing Strategies 

(3) Sales 5trategies 

(4) Logis ti cs strategies 

5) Customer 5ervice 5trategies 

(1) Financia! planning 
(2)Taxplanning 
(3) Production planning 
(4) Pl anning re source needs 

(5) Pl anninggrowth ofstructure 

Ordinal 

Ordinal 

Ordinal 

Ordinal 

Ordinal 
Ordinal 

Ordinal 
Ordinal 

Ordinal 
l""I • ..J:- - 1 Manageria l-Mix of 6 ca ita li zation olicies u ,u , 11c::1, 

the r es ources a nd 

capa b i I iti es 
(3) Productivity 5trategies 

(4) Design ofnew projects 

(5) Deve loping new markets 

(6) Monitoring a nd control systems of critica 1 

rocesses 
~ 

Ordinal 

Ordinal 

Ordinal 

Ordinal 

Ordinal 

Ordinal 

122,123,124 

125,126,127 

128,129,130 

131132 133 

134,135,136,137,138 
139 

140 
141 
142 

143 

144,145 

146 

147,148 

149 

150 

151 
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c. 

Is the ability to achieve 

higher performance than its 

competitors, through the: (1) 

develop a unique market 

Competitiveness lposition, in relation to 

competitors and (2) geta 

higher return compared to 

the average profitability of 

the sector. 

Trade 

competitiveness 

Financia! 

competitiveness 

lndicators 

(1) Market Share : Total company sales to total 

índustry sales 

(1) Return on sales (ROS) 

(2) Return on assets (ROA) 

Ratio 

Ratio 

Ratio 

s 

5,9 

6,9 
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Annex 2. Instrument used for the first stage of the investigation 

Folio _______ _ 

INSTITIJfO TF.CNOlÍ>GICO Y DE ESTUDIOS SUPFJUO~ DEMONTERREY 
DOCTORADO EN CIENCIAS ADMINISTRATIVAS 

Date _______ _ 

SURVEY: 
ORGANIZATIONALinditalon AFFECTING THE WORK PRO CES SES AND PERFORMANCE 

IN SMALLAND MEDIUM ENTERPRISES IN MANUFACTURING SECTOR 

Good moming/ aftemoon, this questionnaire is part of doctoral research, is one ofthe elforts being undertaken to 
study the performance of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in Mexico to find a model to identify 

competitive variables that alfect or¡,¡mizational perfonnance improvements. 
In reco~ition ofhis valuable participation in the resolution ofthis questionnaire, 1 undertake to share the results ofthis 

research work, as well as participate in competitiveness resulting model 

líyou require more infonnation orare interested in a particular data, 1 gel to helpyou al lhe email account 
atristainconnitlíilgmail.com 

Name ofthe company __________________________________________ , 

Core business--------------------------------------------, 
Name ofthe penon ------------------------------------------
Jobtitle ______________________________________________ 1 

Owner or shareholder of the company ( ) Yes ( ) No 
Telephone _______________ _ E-mail: ___________________________ , 

Adress: 
S tate where il is lotated: (a) México City: _____ _ 
Sex: Female ___ _ Male ___ _ 

Age: ___ _ 
Vean ofexperience: ___ _ 

(b) Stale ofMéxico _____ _ 

Company size: 
(a)Small 

Dale of commencement of business operations: ______________ _ (b) Medium 

lndicate with an "x" lewl offonnal education thatyou ha,-e 
a) ___ Primary education 

b) ___ Secundary education 
c) ___ High school 

d) ___ Undergraduale educalion 
e) ___ Graduate ____________ _ 

Select to manufacturin 

n) Manufacture of accessories, electrical equipment and power 

t) Manufacture of comp uter, communication, measurement and 
other ui ment, electronic com onents and accessories 

u) Manufacture of etfoleum and coal < · 

No. of Employees ___ _ 

No. ofadministratiw staff ____ _ 
No. ofproduction staff _____ _ 

Name ofthe degree: _____________ _ 

Name ofthe graduate: _____________ _ 

Main acthities ofyour company: 
a) ___________________ I 

b) __________________ , 
c) ___________________ I 

d) __________________ , 

Is an nporter company 
) Yes 
) No 

.. Continued on next page PI 
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BELOW, PLEASE LIST BY LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE THE CONCEPTS CONTAINED IN EACH BLOCK, 

IN RELATION TO THE IMPORTANCE OF EACH ITEM IN THE BOX 

ONE Is the most /mportant, TWO leSII lmportant, and so on 

EXPLAIN IN NO LATER THAN 50 WORDS, WHY YOU CONSIDER THAT THE INDICATORS 

ONE AND TWO ARE THE MOST IMPORTANT FOR THE OPERATION OF YOUR BUSINESS 

Briefly, explain why the indicators (1) and (2), are the most 

importan! indicators in your company? 

(1) because it is considered the maximum goal oíthe company. 

deri,ed from proper nlanning and organization 

of our work processes. 

(2) De cause it is surmorted by the raw material sunply 

5 Profits appropriate to our product and is cheaper credit, compared 

with any other type oífinancing. 

Briefly, explain why lhe indicators (1) and (2), are the most 
i-____ ._ ____________________ -limportant indicators in your company? 

Briefly, explain why the indicators (1) and (2), are the most 

1--+----,,,....---------------= -+--...,."1im110rlanl indicators in your company? 
1---''+-"=""'-=;..;.a."""""=~.;.;..;.~'-'-"-"-'--------+----l(I) ________________ _ 

(2), __________________ _, 

Briefly, cxplain why the indicators ()) and (2), are the most 

1-~=======-------------,,-+----limportant indicators in your company? 
1--+------....___, ____ .,_ _______ ..._ ___ -t------t(I) __________________ _ 

(2) _________________ --t 

Briefly, explain why the indicators ()) and (2), are the most 
1--+---_., ________________ ....,. ___ -timportant indicators in your company? 

¡....::¡.:.;.::.::.J=====:.;;;.-= ---..;.¡;;;c=,.__.....;.+----1(1) ________________ _ 

Continued on next page P2 
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'11!0 ..... ,1e11• 1 Brieny, explain why lhe indicaton (1) and (2), are the most 

1 Production work oolicies importan! indicaton in your company? 

2 Labor manaeement polid'és 
,, ,'I (1) 

J Sales iob oolicies 

¡1/f; 4 fmplementation of quallcy stanclahls for fach of tbl 1 

'? 
luroducts that are manufacture~ w iJ!i;h $' 

5 
Im1~ementation of quality standards for each oí the 

su~kes that are off e red 
¡ , 6 Process of.resou ~ e;ilallocation and control 1n:;¡w, ,fülm ti- (2) 

7 Work Proerams 

lm!ll···l···I , ..... Brieny, explain why lhe indicaton (1) and (2), are the most 

1 Analysis and detennination oí responsabilities per job important indicaton in your company? 

2 Qualifieil staff' w '11& (1) 

J Detennination and scone oí obiectives 

Bi 4 Communication with staffand betwten staíf , 

S Task Assienment 
,» 6 Sfaff entitled to deci sion makin)t 

,.. 
' (2) 

!11 _1, .. 1, ... ,1 Drieny, explain why the indicaton (1) and (2), are the most 

1 Marketine and advertisine nroerams importan! indicaton in your company? 

4*2 1 ""istlcs-nrnorams for thé' distriliu tion ofJ>roducts«í'W ¾tr In !ts (1) 

J Imnrovement proerams for machinery and equioment 

4 'fl:ainine 11!ill!rams FiLw ,,, ,,,, ,, d&@. (\\@ ''**"'"' 
(2) 

·-· 11~mi~•1111HI 1 1 Brieny, explain why the indicaton (1) and (2), are the most 

1 Market Research importan! indicaton in your company? 

2 M'arketini!'.S trateliies ,w ,;,¡ 'ó %'.<ffe ;$¡/;! (1) 

J Sales Strateeies 

l"'N ll'.n,,istics,strateei'l s *0Ar Y,@11!1 ''W""' ,;:iba 

S Cuslomer Service Strateeies 
(2) 

111!1!111·11.,- 1 1 Brieny, explain why the indicaton (1) and (2), are the most 

1 Financia! nlannine important intlicaton in your company? 

2 Tup!annlne i ,i\\J!' 
,ffe, '7 (1) 

J Production plannine 

IP" 4 Plaonine resource neeils ,~ ,,, 
-~ 

S Plannine erowth oí structure 
~ 6 c,l"iiitalization ooliéies V@ ""' '*" ,¿,,' (2) 

... Continued on next page PJ 
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BrieOy, explain why the indicators (1) and (2), are the most 

i-::~--,:---.~:--::'T'r-::-=:---::::=--..-----,,---t::--:::----timportant inclicators in your company? 

TREQUESTIONS PRESENTID BELOW AREREIATEDTO YOURBUSINESS COMPETITl~ESS 

1) Do you know the competitive aclvantages ofyour company? 
(1) Yes _____ _ 
(2) No _____ _ 

2) Name one to fhe competitive advantages ofyour company. 
(l) ________________________ _ 

(2) ________________________ _ 
(3) _________________________ _ 

(4) _________________________ _ 

(5) ________________________ _ 

3) Tick the inclicatoryou use to measure the competitiveness 
(1) Market share _____ (Skip to question 4) 
(2) Profitability _____ (Skiptoquestion 5) 

4) The market share of the products of your company is: 
a) Above ofyour competition ____ _ 

b) As your com¡ietition 
e) Below ofyour com¡ietition ____ _ 

5) The profitability ofyour company is: 
a) Above ofyour competition ____ _ 
b) As yourcompetition 
e) Below ofyour com1ietition ____ _ 

P4 

246 



Annex 3. Instrument used for the second stage of the investigation 

Folio 

INSTITUTO TECNOLÓGICO Y DE ESTUDIOS SUPERIORES DE MONTERREY 
DOCTORADO EN CIENCIAS ADMINISTRATIVAS 

Date 
SURVEY: 

ORGANIZATIONALindicators AFFECTING THE WORK PRO CES SES AND PERFORMANCE 
IN SMAILAND MEDIUM ENTERPRISFS IN MANUFACTURING SECTOR 

Good moming / aftemoon, this questionnaire is part of doctoral research, is one of the efforts being undertaken to 
study the performance of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in M exico to find a model to identify 

competitive variables that affect org¡¡nizational performance improvements. 
In recognition of bis valuable participation in lhe resolution of this questionnaire, I undertake to share the resulls oí this 

research work, as well as participate in competitiveness resulting model 

Ifyou require more information orare interested in a particular data, I gel to help you al the email accounl 
atristainconniefa)gmail.com 

Name ofthe company 
Core business 
Name of the person 
Job tille 
Owner or shareholder of the company ( ) Yes ( )No 
Telephone E-mail: 
Adress: -
State where it is located: (a) México City: (b) State ofMéxico 

Sex: Female Male 
Age: Company size: 
Years of uperience: (a)Small 
Date of commencement of business operations: (b)Medium 

Indicate with an "x" level of formal education that you have No. of Employees 
a) ___ Primary education No. ofadministrative stalf 
b) ___ Secundary education No. ofproduction stalf 
c) ___ High school 
d) ___ Undergraduate education Name of the degree: 
e) __ Graduate Name of the graduate: 

Select to manufacturine industry, vour companv belon s: Main activities ofyourcompany: 

a) Food industrv ., . . , ., 
''"' 

.. 
a) 

b) Manufacture of clothin g b) 
c) Manufacture ofmetal productsi, ., c) 
d) Plastics and rubber industrv d) 
e) Printin~ and relaled industries •'; X 

1) Chemical industry 
g) Manufaclureoffumiture,,mattTesses and blinds >fe, 

h) Other manufacturing 
i) Manufacture ofmachinerv and eauiomeut , ,, 

Is an exporter company 

j) Paoer lnduslrv ( ) Yes 

k) M anufactureof transport e'quipmeut '"' ~ , .. '{' ( ) No 
1) Manufacture of products based on non-metallic minerals 

m) Manufacturinl inours and finishinR textiles 
n) Manufacture of accessories, electrical equipmenl and power 

I PM1erat ion 
o) 'fanningand dressing of leat!Íer and le'athet producls y \%, :;,, 

manufacturinl!. and art ificÍál materials g < 

p) Manufacture of textiles, except apparel 
q) Beverane industTy and snuff "" "! % ' :g, 

r) Timber lndustrv 
s) Basie metal inaustries ""' 

,i{' "' 
t) Manufacture of comp uter, communication, measurement and 

other eauioment, electronic comoonents and accessories 
u) Manufacture ofpetroleum and coa! 

"';t,; 

... Conrinued on next page PI 
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STATEMENTS PRESENTID BELOW ARE REI.ATED TO TIIEOPINION THAT YOU IIAVEOFYOUR BUSINESS PERFORMANCE 

For each slatement, picase indicate to what degree you lhink your company complies with what is described below. 

The numbers from I to 5 representa measurement, where FIVE means always. FOUR means almost always, THREE means sometimes, 

nvo mea ns almost never, and ONE means ~ 

In each case, mark the number that bes! renects your opinion on the performance ofyour company. There are no right or wrong answers, 

the onl thin we want, is lo ha,e information on the o anizational rformance. 
BELOW, IN THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, INDICATE WHAT DEGREE YOU THINK THAT YOUR COMPANY 

COMPLIES WITH DESCRIBED. 

Continued on next page P2 
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,., 

18 The staff meet~ with the tasks at 100% 

9 
The company haYe documented policies, in orde r to each position, makes dccisions in a 

1 
limel , anda ro riate to their s n of control 

. Continued on next page P4 
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QUE5TIONS PlilliENTED BELOWARERElATED TO TBEGROWfll THATYOURCOMPANYHAS RAD 
IN THE LAST FIVE YFARS 

Fo r ench question, piense in diente the growth thnt your company has hnd in the pnst five yenrs. 
There are no ri ht or wron answers, nll we want is to hove informa ti on on or nnizationnl rformnnce. 

BELOW, IN THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, CHECK WITH A CROSS (X) THE BEST OPTION WHICH 

REFLECTS THE STATUS OF YOUR COMPANY IN EACH YEAR. 

1 Total An nu nl Sa les: 

(a) Un to J ,000,000 

(b) From 1,000,001 to 5,000,000 

(e) From 5,000,001 to 15,000,000 

(d) From 15,000,001 to 25,000,000 

(e) From 25,000,001 to 50,000,000 

(1) From 50,000,001 to 75,000,000 

) From 75,000,001 lo 100,000,000 

(h From 100,000,001 to 125,000,000 

(i) From 125,000,001 to 150,000,000 

(') From 150,000,001 onwards 

5 Net In come (Aft r t, xes, · te est, de re · ation nnd othe ex nses): 11' 

(a) Unto 1,000,000 

(b) From 1,000,001 to 5,000,000 

(e) F o 0,0 O, 

(d) From 10,000,001 o 5,0 ,O 

" (e) From 15,000,001 to 20,000, O 

PS 
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Annex 4. Factorial Analysis 

Table 6.2.2(a) Procurement of resources: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotal ion Sums of Squared Loadings 

Componen! Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % 

1 6.133 24.533 24.533 6.133 24.533 24.533 3.843 15.371 15.371 

2 3.864 15.456 39.989 3.864 15.456 39.989 2.832 11.328 26.699 

3 2.211 8.844 48.833 2.211 8.844 48.833 2.612 10.447 37.146 

4 1.972 7.888 56.721 1.972 7.888 56.721 2.589 10.356 47.502 

5 1.845 7.379 64.100 1.845 7.379 64.100 2.329 9.314 56.816 

6 1.341 5.364 69.464 1.341 5.364 69.464 2.076 8.303 65.119 

7 1.094 4.376 73.839 1.094 4.376 73.839 1.692 6.768 71.887 

8 1.020 4.079 77.918 1.020 4.079 77.918 1.508 6.031 77.918 

9 0.781 3.126 81.044 

10 0.730 2.918 83.962 

11 0.655 2.619 86.581 

12 0.544 2.176 88.758 

13 0.501 2.006 90.763 

14 0.415 1.662 92.425 

15 0.354 1.417 93.842 

16 0.297 1.189 95.031 

17 0.265 1.059 96.090 

18 0.232 0.929 97.019 

19 0.187 0.747 97.766 

20 0.161 0.646 98.412 

21 0.123 0.493 98.904 

22 0.099 0.395 99.299 

23 0.075 0.301 99.600 

24 0.061 0.245 99.845 

25 0.039 0.155 100 

fatraction Method: Principal Componen! Analysis. 
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Table 6.2.2(b) Procurement of capabilities: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

lnitial Ei~nvalues Extraction Sums of Sauared Loadines Rotation Sums of Sauared Loading; 
Componen! Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % 

1 11.167 58.774 58.774 11.167 58.774 58.774 6.847 36.037 36.037 
2 1.501 7.901 66.675 1.501 7.901 66.675 3.956 20.823 56.860 
3 1.133 5.964 72.639 1.133 5.964 72.639 2.998 15.779 72.639 
4 0.993 5.227 77.866 
5 0.848 4.464 82.330 
6 0.703 3.699 86.029 
7 0.542 2.853 88.882 
8 0.505 2.659 91.541 

9 0.395 2.079 93.621 

10 0.288 1.517 95.137 
11 0.209 1.100 96.237 
12 0.184 0.967 97.205 
13 0.139 0.733 97.938 
14 0.125 0.655 98.593 
15 0.108 0.569 99.162 
16 0.049 0.258 99.420 
17 0.046 0.240 99.660 
18 0.035 0.185 99.845 
19 0.029 0.155 100.000 

Extraction Method: Principal Componen! Analysis. 

Table 6.2.2(c) Utilization or transformation of resources: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

lnitial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Sauared Loadines Rotation Sums ofSauared Loadinl!S 
Componen! Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 6.615 41.345 41.345 6.615 41.345 41345 3.780 23.622 23.622 

2 1.959 12.246 53.591 1.959 12.246 53.591 2.859 17.870 41.492 

3 1.676 10.478 64.069 1.676 10.478 64.069 2.475 15.467 56.960 

4 1.143 7.145 71.214 1.143 7.145 71.214 2.281 14.254 71.214 

5 0.839 5.246 76.459 
6 0.722 4.514 80.973 
7 0.670 4.190 85.163 
8 0.489 3.054 88.216 

9 0.479 2.992 91.209 

10 0.390 2.435 93.643 

11 0.324 2.025 95.669 

12 0.242 1.515 97.184 

13 0.166 1.036 98.219 
14 0.131 0.821 99.041 
15 0.109 0.682 99.723 
16 0.044 0.277 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Componen! Analys1s. 

253 



Table 6.2.2(d) Utilization or transformation of capabilities: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loading; Rolation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Componen! Total % oíVariance Cumulative % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % 

I 6.086 50.714 50.714 6.086 50.714 50.714 4.235 35.295 35.295 
2 1.888 15.736 66.451 1.888 15.736 66.451 3.659 30.494 65.789 
3 1.340 11.167 77.618 1.340 11.167 77.618 1.419 I 1.829 77.618 
4 0.763 6.359 83.976 
5 0.604 5.029 89.006 
6 0.381 3.178 92.184 
7 0.293 2.441 94.624 
8 0.209 1.745 96.370 

9 0.159 1.322 97.692 

10 0.126 1.047 98.740 
JI 0.088 0.737 99.477 
12 0.063 0.523 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Componen! Analysis. 

Table 6.2.2(e) Coordination of resources: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

lnitial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums oí Squared Loadings 

Componen! Total % oí Variance Cumulative % Total % oí Variance Cumulative % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % 

I 7.317 45.728 45.728 7.317 45.728 45.728 4.060 25.372 25.372 

2 1.733 10.831 56.560 1.733 10.831 56.560 3.323 20.767 46.140 

3 1.634 10.215 66.775 1.634 10.215 66.775 3.302 20.635 66.775 

4 0.911 5.697 72.472 
5 0.794 4.960 77.432 
6 0.698 4.364 81.796 
7 0.577 3.609 85.405 

8 0.447 2.795 88.200 

9 0.414 2.586 90.786 

10 0.353 2.206 92.992 

JI 0.302 1.888 94.881 

12 0.277 1.730 96.611 

13 0.241 1.509 98.120 
14 0.115 0.722 98.842 
15 0.110 0.689 99.531 

16 0.075 0.469 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Componen! Analysis. 
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Table 6.2.2(f) Coordination of capabilities: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explainell 

lnitial Ei¡.,,envalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadinl!:i Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Componen! Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % 

1 10.824 56.970 56.970 10.824 56.970 56.970 7.639 40.204 40.204 
2 2.110 11.106 68.077 2.110 11.106 68.077 3.616 19.031 59.235 
3 1.344 7.075 75.152 1.344 7.075 75.152 3.024 15.917 75.152 
4 0.993 5.224 80.376 
5 0.733 3.859 84.235 
6 0.528 2.778 87.012 
7 0.463 2.437 89.450 
8 0.439 2.309 91.759 

9 0.320 1.685 93.444 

10 0.289 1.523 94.967 
11 0.205 1.078 96.046 
12 0.177 0.931 96.976 
13 0.144 0.759 97.736 
14 0.113 0.593 98.329 
15 0.090 0.473 98.801 
16 O.OSO 0.423 99.225 
17 0.066 0.348 99.573 
18 0.051 0.268 99.841 
19 0.030 0.159 100.000 

Extraction Method: Principal Componen! Analysis. 

Table 6.2.2(g) Operationalization of resources: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadinl!:i Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % 

1 6.491 54.091 54.091 6.491 54.091 54.091 3.620 30.164 30.164 
2 1.726 14.379 68.470 1.726 14.379 68.470 3.589 29.905 60.069 

3 1.442 12.014 80.484 1.442 12.014 80.484 2.450 20.415 80.484 

4 0.890 7.414 87.898 
5 0.538 4.482 92.380 
6 0.274 2.283 94.664 
7 0.206 1.720 96.384 

8 0.171 1.422 97.806 

9 0.099 0.821 98.628 

10 0.088 0.731 99.359 
11 0.057 0.476 99.834 
12 0.020 0.166 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Table 6.2.2(h) Operationalization of capabilities: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums ofSquared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total ¾ofYariance Cumulative¾ Total % of Yariance Cumulative % 

1 9.139 65.279 65.279 9.139 65.279 65.279 6.411 45.789 45.789 
2 1.509 10.781 76.060 1.509 10.781 76.060 4.238 30.271 76.060 
3 0.939 6.708 82.768 
4 0.696 4.969 87.738 
5 0.458 1273 91.011 
6 0.328 2.343 91354 
7 0.252 1.801 95.155 
8 0.174 1245 96.400 

9 0.142 1.017 97.417 

10 0.123 0.877 98.294 

11 0.093 0.662 98.956 
12 0.074 0.531 99.487 
13 0.056 0.401 99.888 
14 0.016 0.112 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Componen! Analysis. 

Table 6.2.2(i) Managerial mix of resources: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

lnitial Eigenvalues Ext raction Sums of Sauared Loadings Rotation Sums of Sauared Loadings 
Componen! Total % ofYariance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Yariance Cumulative % 

1 4.841 48.410 48.410 4.841 48.4)0 48.410 3.637 36.374 36.374 

2 1.532 15.321 61731 1.532 15.321 61731 2.252 22.523 58.896 

3 1.291 12.909 76.640 1.291 12.909 76.640 1.774 17.743 76.640 

4 0.638 6.384 83.024 

5 0.524 5.245 88.269 

6 0.410 4.098 92.367 

7 0.276 2.760 95.127 
8 0.205 2.050 97.177 

9 0.155 1.550 98.727 

10 0.127 1.273 100.000 
Extraction Method: Prmc1pal Componen! Analys1s. 

Table 6.2.20) Managerial mix of capabilities: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

lnitial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loading¡ Rotation Sums of Sauared Loadinl?S 

Comoonent Total % of Variance Cumulat ive % Total % ofVariance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 4.627 57.834 57.834 4.627 57.834 57.834 3.981 49.757 49.757 

2 1.197 14.962 72.796 1.197 14.962 72.796 1.843 23039 72.796 

3 0.730 9.131 81.927 

4 0.523 6.540 88.467 

5 0.328 4.102 92.568 

6 0.305 1809 96.377 

7 0.160 1.994 98.371 

8 0.130 1.629 100.000 

Extraction Method: Principal Componen! Analys1s. 
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Table 6.2.2(k) Dimensions of Competitiveness: Total Variance Explained 

Total Variance Elplained 
Initial Ei~nvalues Extraction Sums of SQuared Loadings 

Componen! Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 1.696 84.777 84.777 1.696 84.777 84.777 
2 0.304 15.223 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Componen! Analy sis. 
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