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Abstract 

 

The Resource-based View has become a dominant contemporary approach to strategy. However, it has 

been subject to criticism in part for its lack of strategic implications and usefulness to practitioners. This 

in combination with the absence of any existing comprehensive inventory of practical and conceptual 

RBV models reveals a research gap. Based on an inventory and literature review of practical and concep-

tual models within the resource-based view, this study analyzes models with regard to applicative impli-

cations defined as consistency and complementarity of analytical traits, assumptions and model con-

cepts. The most important conclusions are that we identify 21 conceptual and practical models and de-

termine to what extent these models are consistent in use and can be combined. Moreover, we are iden-

tifying a number of approaches to manage some of the weaknesses critical to the application of the iden-

tified RBV models.  
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Introduction  
Over the last two decades the resource-based view (RBV) has become increasingly important as a pers-

pective and it could even be considered the dominant contemporary approach to strategy (Foss, 1997, p 

5; Wernerfelt, 1995, p 172). In contrast to the out-side-in perspective of the industrial organizations (IO) 

perspective within strategic management, the resource-based view has emerged as the principal propo-

nent of an inside-out perspective. It seems that all the major academic strategy journals and popular 

business periodicals regularly feature articles based on a RBV (Foss, 1997, p 5; Priem and Butler, 2001, p 

22). A citation analysis of the number of citations within the field of resource-based view gives further 

indication of the perspective’s development in recent years (Fig.1). 

 

 

 

Figure 1: No of citations in Social Sciences “Resource-based View” 

Another indication of its growing importance in contemporary strategic management is that RBV is 

taught as an integral perspective at the worlds leading MBA schools. A quick review of the curricula 

gives testament to this, and examples of leading MBA-schools that give courses from a resource -based 

view are Wharton, Colombia and Harvard (MBA Resource Guide 2007-2008, 2007; Curriculum – MBA, 

2007; Course Materials: B8708: Corporate Growth & Development, 2007; Corporate Strategy, 2007) 

However, in spite of the RBV’s growing importance it has been subject to significant criticism. Some of 

this criticism is concerned with the perspective’s usefulness to practitioners. In particular, it has been 

argued that the strategic implications are ambiguous and that the perspective needs to be clearer in 

what strategic prescriptions can be made (Priem and Butler, 2001, p 31-32). This perceived lack of use-
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fulness and strategic implications is highlighting the interest of reviewing what useful tools and models 

have been produced within the RBV. In searching for such reviews we found that the models and tools 

that could be useful to managers were arbitrarily dispersed in the literature and that no inventories of 

what RBV models have been produced exist. Nonetheless, it should be noted that one can find reviews 

of strategy tools in general, cf. Gunn and Williams, 2007; Rigby, 2007; Knott, 2006, but none of these 

reviews are comprehensively covering the conceptual and practical models within the resource-based 

view. This is revealing a research gap, particularly important in view of Priem and Butler’s criticism.  

Purpose 
The primary purpose of the thesis is to inventory practical and conceptual RBV-models.  

The secondary purpose is to analyze the identified models based on their applicative implications.  

Definitions 

Defining Practical and Conceptual Models 

Since this study is aiming to inventory practical and conceptual resource-based models it is imperative to 

provide a definition of practical and conceptual. As models can be used for various purposes and be 

based on a variety of assumptions, we will have to delimit our definition to include an internally consis-

tent set of models. We view the existing models on a continuum with theoretical academic models on 

one side, and practical tools for practitioners on the other side.  

 

Figure 2: Defining practical and conceptual models. 

We define theoretical research models as models intended for theory development or illustration of 

theory but without any intent of application in practice. Conceptual models are defined as models illu-

strating a theoretical concept without an explicit intent for practical use, but which could reasonably 

easily be used by a practitioner. An example of a conceptual model is a model that has been developed 

for use, but without explicit intent for practical use, and it may not even have been academically tested 

enough to be called practical model or tool. In contrast, a practical model is defined as a model with an 

explicit intent for practical use, that is, is indented for managers in a strategy formulation process. What 

is sometimes called “tool” in strategy literature would be an example of a practical model.  

This definition is a consequence of the purpose of wanting to study conceptual and practical research 

models in response to Priem and Butler’s (2001, p 31-32) criticism of the resource based view’s useful-

ness to practitioners and its strategic implications.  

Theoretical Rese-

arch Models 

Conceptual Models Practical Models 
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Defining Applicative Implications 

Given the formulation of the purpose, it is of importance that the concept of applicative implications is 

thoroughly defined. Turning to research method literature we find suggestions in Eriksson and Wieder-

sheim-Pauls reasoning about how to understand the applicability of models. According to them, it is 

when aiming to understand the applicability of a model central to understand the model’s content and 

applicable properties (Eriksson & Wiedersheim-Paul 2006, p. 73). They argue that the model should, in-

ter alia, be analyzed with regard to how consistent it is with other middle range theories within the 

same framework. Furthermore they argue that if one needs to use several models to understand a prob-

lem area it is desirable that the models are complementary, in turn enabling more knowledge to be ex-

tracted or strengthening the total analysis (ibid). This aspect is highly relevant for our study, since our 

primary purpose is to inventorize a range of models. Furthermore, according to Hart’s discussion about 

procedures necessary for a literature review, we can conclude that there is a good match between Eriks-

son & Wiedersheim-Paul’s suggestions and Hart’s arguments for the necessity of classification (cf. 1998 

p 143) when conducting an inventory and review.  

Hence, we find common ground for the approach to analyze the models with regard to complementarity 

and consistency. Lack of consistency and complementarity in use between the found models would imp-

ly that the resource-based view has low applicative qualities. That is, if the found models are not consis-

tent and cannot be complemented with other models in the same view, then it will be difficult to use 

more than one model isolated, and hence the view in terms of collection of models will have low appli-

cative quality.  

In order to analyze the models’ complementarity in use and consistency in application, we continue to 

rely on Holme & Solvang (1997) for further guidance in the formulation of the process. They argue that 

to analyze and evaluate a model one needs to include an evaluation of how the model claims to explain 

the phenomenon, how the model uses the concepts, the conclusions and the relation to basic theory (p. 

62). In other research methodology literature such as Wallén (1993) we find similar criteria for what as-

pects to consider when describing and evaluating models. Based on these two research method sources 

we extract a common ground for how to structure the analysis of the models. It seems clear that there 

are at least three basic aspects of models that need to be considered when analyzing models. These 

three are:  

 

 Explanatory claim 

 Model concepts (model input and output) 

 Basic assumptions 
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If we synthesize the suggestions for analysis of models of Eriksson & Wiedersheim-Paul and Holme and 

Solvang we can summarize the finding as follow: 

 Consistency Complementarity 

Explanatory claim Consistency in different models  

explanatory claim. 

Analytical complementarity between 

different models.  

Model concepts Consistency in units of analysis Complementarity in unit of analysis 

Basic assumptions Consistency in basic assumptions Complementarity in basic assumptions 

Table 1: Definition of applicative implication table 

The essence of above matrix is that the models’ applicative qualities could be understood by reviewing a 

model’s explanatory claim, its concepts and assumptions with regard to consistency and complementar-

ity. The content of the six fields of the matrix correspond to the six aspects such a review. Based these 

aspects of applicative implications, we are able to formulate two research questions. 

Research Questions 
 

What practical or conceptual models can be found within the resource-based view? 

To what extent are the practical and conceptual models within the resource-based view consis-

tent and complementary with regard to explanatory claim, model concepts and basic assump-

tions? 

How these research questions are operationalized in this thesis is developed in the chapter of metho-

dology.  

Delimitations 

We have decided to delimit our study to models published either in leading academic journals, by 

known RBV scholars, or in leading strategy textbooks. We find these delimitations reasonable with re-

gard to the scope of this thesis and in order to guarantee a high minimum level of model quality and 

relevance. We are also limiting the study to screening models within the main theoretical stream of the 

RBV, labeled the classical resource-based view, and to the most dominant sub-stream, the dynamic ca-

pabilities perspective. We recognize that there are other sub-streams, but as these two are the principal 

streams we find them the most relevant streams in fulfilling the purpose of this thesis. The choice of 

sources is discussed further in section “The Sources”.  

Expected Contribution 
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The expected contribution of this thesis is the creation of the first, to our knowledge, inventory of prac-

tical and conceptual models within the resource-based view. Furthermore it is expected that this thesis 

contribute to the theoretical discussion about the applicability of the resource-based view by addressing 

criticism from Priem and Butler, among other scholars. In terms of practical application we expect this 

thesis to contribute to the knowledge of how models fit together and if some combinations of models 

are more or less suitable from the point of view of the chosen definitions and delimitations. The thesis is 

also likely to reveal research gaps and areas of improvement for the view, and could render suggestions 

of how to contribute to making the resource-based view more applied.  
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Methodology  
This section will explain which methods we use for fulfilling our purpose and why the methods were cho-

sen. We will also discuss aspects of the thesis that might affect the quality of research.  

Research Design 

A Literature Review 

In response to the purpose of wanting to inventory practical and conceptual RBV models, we find it suit-

able to approach the study from an exploratory and descriptive angle. Using the format of a literature 

review is therefore a suitable foundation for our inventory (Hart, 1998, p 1), especially since an invento-

ry almost by necessity is implying some kind of review. According to Hart (1998, p 27), literature reviews 

serve several purposes in research. Some of these are: 

o Distinguishing what has been done from what needs to be done; 
o Understanding the structure of the subject; 
o Relating ideas and theory to applications; 
o Discovering important variables relevant to the topic. 
 

Since the purpose is to inventory conceptual models and to analyze the models based on their type of 

applicative implications, all four of the above purposes of literature review are consistent with the pur-

poses of this thesis. The first purpose of distinguishing what has been done corresponds well to our am-

bition to inventory and illustrate the models found within conceptual resource-based analysis. By classi-

fying and mapping the models, which is argued by Hart (1998 p 143) to be a necessary stage of a litera-

ture review, we will create an overview of how the models can substitute and complement each other in 

a full resource-based analysis. When analyzing the models and relating them to each other we can also 

reveal potential gaps of knowledge which would satisfy the first purpose of a literature review, as stated 

by Hart (1998, p 143). Hence, Hart’s discussion of the purposes of a literature review (1998, p 27) cor-

responds well to both of the purposes of this thesis.  

The Sources 

The aim for a full review and inventory of practical and conceptual models in the RBV is highlighting the 

relevant question of what sources to use. This issue will have a significant impact on the quality of the 

inventory. Given this, we have decided to combine two types of sources in order to capture the full 

range of existing practical and conceptual RBV models.  These two types of sources are leading academic 

journals and leading strategy textbooks.  

Firstly, deciding to study literature sources is a natural choice when considering the purpose and charac-

ter of the research questions. It is not likely that any other method would be more suitable. For exam-

ple, interviews with experts and academics would not only make it more difficult to replicate the study, 

it would also be somewhat more problematic to find the right interviewees. We argue that very few 



MASTER THESIS FALL 2007  DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING AND STRATEGY 

HÄGGMAN – ÖSTLUND  INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS 

  

STOCKHOLM SCHOOL OF ECONOMICS  FALL 2007 14 

suitable alternatives to the literature were available given the purpose and research questions at hand. 

This issue will therefore not be further discussed.  

Secondly, selecting leading academic journals and leading strategy textbooks might provoke questions 

of whether all available and relevant contributions to practical and conceptual models have been pub-

lished in such publications. However, we argue that in order for this study to be relevant for both practi-

tioners and researchers we need to assure some form of lowest-level of quality of identified models. 

More specifically, through selecting leading sources in combination with a well-designed search strategy 

we are able to avoid less recognized authors that have published models in less recognized publications. 

This decision of method is based on the assumption of how the dynamics within an academic field is 

working; when valuable or truly new contributions are added within a fairly narrow field of research, 

that contribution will be discussed and receive attention from other scholars, even the leading scholars. 

This implies that a valuable contribution published in a less recognized source would still have showed 

up in reference lists or discussions in the relatively more recognized articles that we have screened. 

Since no other models have occurred in this fashion, we interpret this as our method serving our pur-

pose well. That is, to gather all practical and conceptual models within the RBV available. 

Leading Strategy Textbooks 

The reason for why we have decided to focus on leading strategy textbooks is also due to the vast 

amount of textbooks existing in the market of strategy literature. To screen them all would not have 

been possible nor useful since many models found in the textbooks are recurring in other textbooks as 

well as in journals and vice versa. This observation indicates that our selection of models is likely to be 

very close to the full range of available conceptual and practical resource-based models. The probability 

that there are a significant number of models that have not been included in our selection is estimated 

to be very low, mainly because our search indicates that there are reasonably low deviations in content 

in books we screened. This in combination with recurring models in the books that were screened is 

supporting our expectation that our search is sufficient to capture the (very close to) full range of availa-

ble practical and conceptual models within RBV. 

In order to determine what strategy textbooks are leading we combine two methods; a main method 

and a complementary method. The main method is to operationalize the word “leading” in commercial 

terms, choosing books based on the number of sold copies. Since we do not wish to limit ourselves to 

national or local statistics for bestselling strategy textbooks we have decided to use the statistics found 

on one of the largest online bookstores that is selling worldwide; amazon.com. This way of selecting 

which strategy textbooks to screen is based on the assumption that strategy professors and teachers 

(primarily on MBA programs) all over the world have a well informed opinions about which strategy 

textbooks that are most complete and are of good quality. When they use their knowledge and over-

view of the field of corporate strategy to choose book for their business school courses, students buy 

the books generating sales that is reflected in Amazon’s list of bestsellers. To complement this main me-

thod we have chosen a number of other leading strategy textbooks after consulting our thesis supervi-
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sor. It is our assessment that these two methods for selecting strategy textbooks to screen jointly have, 

to a reasonable degree, exhausted the possibilities to find additional models.  

The found models will be presented under separate sections in the chapter Empirical Findings indicating 

if we found the model in a less or more applied source. This is done to emphasize the differences in ori-

gin, since less applied journals and textbooks have a different purpose in being more applied in its ap-

proach, than journals that have focused on less applied models and more of theory development. Less 

applied sources is defined as sources directed towards practitioners rather than academics. Beside the 

textbooks, two journals qualify to this group as well; Harvard Business Review and Sloan Review of 

Management. The distinction between more and less applied journals was made after consulting with 

our thesis supervisor.  

The Search Strategy 

To find all relevant models within the resource-based view, we have designed a search strategy that will 

maximize the probability of finding all models within the scope of the purpose and delimitations, with-

out screening an unnecessarily excessive amount of articles. As stated in “The Sources” section we have 

selected three different search dimensions that together ought to be jointly exhaustive.  

Publisher 

Given the above stated criteria for what sources to use, we search as a first step the dimension of pub-

lisher, i.e. the leading academic journals where influential academic contributions are published. The 

selection of journals is made on the basis of several journal rankings in the field general management 

and strategy. The summary of all the journal rankings (within strategy and general management) was 

compiled by Prof. Anne-Wil Harzing, University of Melbourne (www.harzing.com, 070929). The selection 

for this study was made through identification of the three most complete rankings (rankings with larg-

est number of journals). Thereafter, a synthesis was made of the three journal rankings, and the ten 

journals with the highest ranking in the synthesized ranking were selected as leading. This method of 

selecting journals can therefore be argued to constitute the consensus of what is regarded as high quali-

ty journals. Hence, with our choice of method in mind, we find that this method results in a selection 

that is corresponding well to our claim to screen the leading academic journals in strategy and general 

management.  

The screened journals are: 

 Journal of Management Studies 

 Strategic Management Journal 

 Academy Management Review 

 Academy Management Journal 

 Administrative Science Quarterly 

 Journal of International Business Studies 

 Journal of Management 

 Journal of Business 
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 Harvard Business Review 

 Sloan Review of Management  

Author  

As a second step in our search strategy we screen the published articles of known scholars within the 

resource-based view1. The selection of scholars is based on names that occurred in articles with models 

found in the search described above in section “Publisher”. Adding to that, we have also included scho-

lars that we came across during our pre-study of orientation in the research field, as well as scholars 

mentioned in the meetings with the thesis supervisor. The search is based on these scholars’ CVs and is 

enabling us to identify articles and models by leading authors that for any reason might not emerge in 

searches in leading strategy textbooks or leading academic journals.  

Topic 

Finalizing the searches in the above-mentioned dimensions publisher and author, the last dimension 

topic is searched to minimize the possibility that any relevant model has been excluded in previous 

searches. This last dimension of search is conducted with the help of leading strategy textbooks for 

business schools. This selected search method was based upon the assumption that textbooks offer 

overviews of the most important contributions to applied strategy compiled by distinguished scholars, 

and therefore ought to include references to most of the articles where conceptual and practical models 

could be found.  

To be clear, it should be emphasized that this search was aimed at identifying articles that had been re-

ferred to in textbooks. Strategy textbooks did therefore fill two roles in our literature screening; firstly as 

a collection of strategy issues that referred to leading articles with potential models. Secondly, it served 

as a source of models from more applied sources, regardless of whether it had roots in academic articles 

or not.  

Search Words 

It is reasonable to assume that academic articles containing practical and conceptual resource-based 

models will, at least once, contain the common abbreviation “RBV” as either key word or mentioned in 

the text. To compensate for possible alternative use of terminology such as “resource-based perspec-

tive” or “resource-based theory” we will also search all articles for the words “resource based”. The use 

of these search words is based on the assumption that no conceptual resource-based model is pre-

sented in an article that do not contain either “RBV” or “resource based” at least once. If any potential 

model is presented in an article not containing any of these words, it is very likely that one or more of 

the model selection criteria are violated, e.g. the criteria that the model must be presented within the 

resource based view (elaborated below). 

However, only searching for articles focused on resources is not thorough enough since the resource-

based view is more complex than that it can be reduced to the concept of “resource based”. The differ-

                                                           
1
 For a full list of the selection of authors, see appendix. 
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ent focus within the view have developed to two relatively distinct theoretical streams where one is 

more static and based on the concept of resources in the strict meaning of the word, while the other 

stream is more dynamic and focus more on capabilities and the development of new capabilities 

(Regnér, 1999, p 125). This theoretical distinction will be further elaborated later in the thesis, but the 

immediate implications for the search strategy is to include terminology of the more dynamic sub 

stream in case that there exist models focused on dynamic capabilities presented without mentioning 

“resource based” or “RBV”. This is done to further reassure minimize the risk of not including all relevant 

contributions of conceptual resource-based models.  

Operationalization of the Analytical (second) Research Question 

To operationalize the formulated research question, we restate the findings of the discussion about de-

finition of applicative implication: 

 Consistency Complementarity 

Explanatory claim Consistency in different models  

explanatory claim. 

Analytical complementarity between 

different models.  

Model concepts Consistency in units of analysis Complementarity in unit of analysis 

Basic assumptions Consistency in basic assumptions Complementarity in basic assumptions 

Table 2: Definition of applicative implication table (2) 

 

These six aspects are treated in three analyses addressing the resource-based view’s applicative implica-

tions with regard to consistency and complementarity. These three analyses are analytical chronology, 

unit of analysis and theoretical sub-stream.     

 Consistency Complementarity 

Explanatory claim “Analytical chronology” 

Model concepts “Unit of analysis” 

Basic assumptions “Theoretical sub stream and origin” 

Table 3: Summary of planned analyses 

The three analyses are motivated and elaborated in the following discussion of the operationalization. 

  



MASTER THESIS FALL 2007  DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING AND STRATEGY 

HÄGGMAN – ÖSTLUND  INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS 

  

STOCKHOLM SCHOOL OF ECONOMICS  FALL 2007 18 

 

Analytical Chronology (Consistency and Complementarity in Explanatory Claim) 

To analyze and classify the models with regard to analytical complementarities, a meta-structure for all 

practical and conceptual RBV-models is necessary. More specifically, all found models will be related to 

a framework that is describing an applied full-range RBV-analysis, and that is allowing us to understand 

the models applicative implications in the light of Priem and Butler’s criticism of the resource-based 

view. Collis and Montgomery (2005, p 47) is arguing that for practical application of the RBV, the simple 

framework of inventory of resources, assess the value of those resources, and then derive strategy impli-

cations such as investing or upgrading resources, is a suitable approach. Three very similar steps are 

found in Grant (2005, p 155). More specifically, the three steps are first identification of resources and 

capabilities, second appraisal of resources and capabilities and finally the development of strategic im-

plications. We find these steps suitable to our purpose in that they provide three distinguishable catego-

ries whereby the final step entails strategic implications. The benefit of using strategic implications as a 

separate category is that it enables us to compare the findings of the models classified in that step with 

Priem and Butler’s criticism. We shall henceforth label these three steps/categories analytical chronolo-

gy. Based on the above we define the steps in the analytical chronology as following:  

Step 1: Identify the Key Resources and Capabilities2 

The first step is to identify both resources and capabilities. These resources and capabilities 

should be considered relevant for further analysis and they could either exist within the firm or 

within the industry. Most RVB authors prefer that focus remain on the firm, but Grant (2005) 

and Amit and Shoemaker (1993) differ in that they are also considering industry factors. Moreo-

ver, here are various methods and models available to facilitate this identification and those 

models will be classified in this category.  

Step 2: Appraising Resources and Capabilities 

The second step is appraisal and valuation of the identified resources and capabilities. This valu-

ation can be conducted in various ways and the models that facilitate or could facilitate such 

valuation will be classified in this category. 

Step 3: Developing Strategic Implications 

The third and last step is the development of strategic implications. Models in this category give 

advice on how to manage resources and capabilities, especially those found valuable in step 2, 

in different situations.  

To be able to classify the models, we need to make sure that we extract relevant information from the 

models for a classification. In the discussion of how to define applicative implication we based our struc-

ture and research question on principles suggested by Holme and Solvang (1997) as well as Wallén 

                                                           
2
 Note that the expression “resources and capabilities” is used in broad terms, and should be replaced with what-

ever unit of analysis the model is developed for.  
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(1993), and we find it suitable to once more use these principles. The reasoning behind this choice is 

that their suggested principles are valid for structuring the content as well as for what information to 

extract for the analysis. To illustrate this we stress the necessity of understanding the models’ core cha-

racteristics to be able to classify them according to analytical chronology. More specifically, extracting 

information of the models explanatory claim, assumptions and input concepts and output concepts will 

be necessary to understand if models are consistent when applied together, and if there is a high degree 

of complementarity.  

To summarize, in order to analyze and classify models with regard to analytical complementarity in our 

defined analytical chronology, we will extract the following information about the models: 

 Explanatory claim 

 Model input (concepts) 

 Model output (conclusion and concepts) 

 Basic assumptions 

The finding of this extraction of information will be presented in the chapter Empirical findings.  

Theoretical Sub Stream (Consistency and Complementarity in Assumptions and Origin) 

A pre-screening of the availability of models has revealed that there are several theoretical origins of the 

models discussed in the academic literature. Regnér (1991, p 123) argues with support of Teece, Pisano 

and Shuen (1997) and Levinthal (1995) among others, that two separate sub streams can be identified; a 

“classic” resource-based and a more dynamic one. The differences between the sub streams will be ela-

borated more in-depth in the chapter of “Theory”, but one important observation for the application is 

that the differences will affect which models that are suitable to combine in an analysis. Hence, we con-

clude strong support for our methodological conclusion that theoretical sub stream is relevant for an 

analysis that is addressing the models’ consistency and complementarity in use. We will therefore classi-

fy the models with regard to “classic” or “dynamic” properties and assumptions.  

A problematic issue when analyzing the models’ relation to sub stream is that articles are not always 

explicit with assumptions, and a varying degree of interpretation may therefore be necessary. Even if 

the implications of some assumptions can be identified, it is still not likely to be an unambiguously ex-

haustive set of the underlying assumptions. Adding to that, there are no distinct criteria for when an 

article belongs to one or the other sub stream, and the division might be perceived as somewhat arbi-

trary (Regnér 1999, p. 123f). All this uncertainty in distinction between sub streams taken into account, 

it seems most suitable to use several ways of evaluating which sub stream the article is belonging to, 

and interpret the result of the classification more as a tendency or indication of belonging rather than a 

definite label.  

In Holme & Solvang (1997, p 139ff) it is suggested to use text content analysis for extracting information 

in an unstructured qualitative research material like this. A holistic interpretation of the entire material 

(p. 141-144) is thus proposed as favorable option. Subsequently, we apply a holistic interpretation of the 
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research material, but complement this by a review of the underlying definition of resources and capa-

bilities stated in association with the respective model. The reason for this is that one of the most im-

portant differences between the classical RBV and the dynamic capabilities perspective is found in the 

character of capabilities. The Dynamic Capabilities Perspective is distinguishable by its concern with dy-

namic capabilities, e.g. defined by Teece et al (1997, p 516):  

"We define dynamic capabilities as the firm's ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and ex-

ternal competences to address rapidly changing environments." Teece et al (1997, p 516).  

Consequently, we use this definition as important criteria for determining whether a model is belonging 

to the classical RBV or the Dynamic Capabilities Perspective. 

Unit of Analysis (consistency and complementarity in model concepts) 

The third analysis that is relevant for our research question is the discussion about how the consistency 

and complementarity of the input/output concepts can be evaluated for the found models. The first 

step in reviewing the concepts, or unit of analysis as it will be mentioned henceforth, is to establish on 

what units of analysis the various models are based (e.g. resource or capability). The found units of anal-

ysis are: firm-specific advantages, resources, capabilities (incl. core), competencies (incl. core) and dy-

namic capabilities. The definitions of the units of analysis are the following: 

Firm-specific advantages are broadly defined as advantages that “cover a very broad set of unique com-

pany strengths” (Rugman and Verbeke, 2001, p 238). This definition is found to be the broadest in the 

range of identified models. Nonetheless, it should be noted that Rugman and Verbeke’s models are the 

only ones based on this definition. 

Resources are also broadly defined although more specifically as “firm resources include all assets, capa-

bilities, organizational processes, firm attributes, knowledge, etc controlled by a firm that enable the firm 

to conceive of and implement strategies to improve its efficiency and effectiveness” (Barney, 1991, p 

101.) This type of definition is at the core of the classical RBV and applied by e.g. Wernerfelt (1984, p 

172) and Collis and Montgomery (1998, p 72).  

“Capabilities *...+ refer to a firm's capacity to deploy resources, usually in combination, using organiza-

tional processes, to affect a desired end. They are information-based, tangible or intangible processes 

that are firm specific and are developed over time through complex interactions among the firm's Re-

sources” (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993, p 35). 

 Competencies could be seen as a form of capability that is coordinating other capabilities (Pralahad and 

Hamel, 1990, p 82; Foss, 1997, p 11). 

 “Dynamic capabilities involve adaptation and change, because they build, integrate, or reconfigure oth-

er resources and capabilities” (Helfat and Peteraf, 2001, p 2) or as Teece et al (1997, p 516) is defining 

“dynamic capabilities as the firm's ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external com-

petences to address rapidly changing environments."  
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These are the units of analysis that is analyzed in the Analysis chapter.  

Research Quality 

Validity 

The concept of validity is in broad terms referring to whether a variable is actually measuring what it is 

supposed to measure (p. 167, Holme & Solvang 1997), or as Söderlund summarizes it: “systematic mea-

surement errors” (2005, p 149). Since this study is an inventory and analysis of how conceptual RBV-

models relate to each other, the concept will apply to the question whether this study is actually captur-

ing the true and full range of conceptual RBV-models. That is, whether the below mentioned criteria for 

what constitutes a conceptual RBV-model actually is appropriate and what we have captured in this 

study. The evaluation of validity is therefore a critical evaluation if our three criteria actually will bring us 

the right type of models.  

Taking a closer look at the concept of validity it appears that several types of validity analyze the meas-

ures of a study. The three definitions that exist is internal validity, external validity and construct validi-

ty. Depending on measure and research purpose, different kinds of validity will apply. The internal valid-

ity is mainly relevant for studies that attempt to establish a causal relation. Since this is not the case in 

our study, we will not discuss this matter further. External validity is defined as whether a study can be 

valid in other experimental settings. That is, if our study were to be conducted in a different cultural set-

ting with other researchers, would the researcher come close to the result in the first study? Therefore, 

it is said that measures with high external validity have good conditions to generate conclusions that can 

be generalized to a larger population. Construct validity relates to the scale that is used in the measure-

ment of a social construct (Ghauri & Grønhaug 2005, p. 80-89). We will discuss the application of exter-

nal and construct validity in our thesis below.  

When evaluating the measures in our thesis from an external validity point of view, we can conclude 

that the concept applies to the use of our criteria for selecting models. Since validity is defined as a sys-

tematic measurement error, the question is whether our criteria points out models that are truly con-

ceptual and practical, and that no or very few conceptual and practical RBV-models have been left out. 

Though, what is problematic when estimating the degree of external validity when qualitative criteria 

have been used is that there are no clear and unambiguous boundaries between some of the used key 

concepts. For example, the boundaries between the resource-based view and other related strategic 

theoretical streams are far from established in the academic discourse. Therefore it is difficult to esti-

mate if another researcher in a different setting would select the same models using a criteria contain-

ing the concept of resource-based view. Even the basic structure of the topic could be argued to be con-

stituted in a number of ways. One example of this is whether a certain theoretical stream is part of re-

source-based view or its own “view”? This could be argued in a number of ways, considering that a cer-

tain model might be based on important contributions of the resource-based view as well as other theo-

retical streams. This kind of reasoning is relevant for all our criteria, why it is very difficult to evaluate 



MASTER THESIS FALL 2007  DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING AND STRATEGY 

HÄGGMAN – ÖSTLUND  INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS 

  

STOCKHOLM SCHOOL OF ECONOMICS  FALL 2007 22 

our model criteria. Additionally, the very concept of “conceptual and practical models” is our own defi-

nition and is hence not a static point of comparison either.  

Therefore there are limits to how high external validity that it is possible to achieve with the kind of 

measurements that this thesis is based upon. However, by being systematic and explicit in our used de-

finition we argue that we have achieved a reasonably high external validity given the conditions.  

Construct validity relates to the ability to generalize as external validity, only in a different way. The con-

cept refers to the match between an operationalization of a theoretical and socially constructed concept 

and the concept itself. The core issue is whether the operationalization really gives the researcher a 

foundation to draw conclusions and generalize about the concept on the basis of the operationaliza-

tion3. Our way of, for example, operationalizing the measurement of distribution of models when estab-

lishing analytical chronology is done by specifying criteria. Hence, the construct validity in this example 

applies to the terminological consistency between the definition of analytical chronology and the criteria 

for establishing which step in the chronology a model belongs to. In this case, as in the case of external 

validity we minimize the loss of validity by being explicit and clear in the definitions we have chosen to 

use.  

Reliability  

Reliability is the concept that is used for describing a study’s precision in the collection of data (p. 163ff, 

Solvang & Holme 1997). According to Söderlund, it is the measure of how much an observation deviates 

from the “real” value (2005, p 134). To maximize the reliability a researcher should either reproduce the 

study with the same measurement, let other researchers repeat the study, or use similar criteria in the 

same occasion (Söderlund 2005 p 1324ff). Considering that the concept of reliability discussed in re-

search method literature is highlighted from the view of the survey-designing marketer, all aspects are 

not fully applicable on our study. In this study the concept applies to e.g. the precision in the procedures 

used to find and select the models, more specifically the precision in the criteria. To address the reliabili-

ty aspect of our measure we chose to enhance the search strategy with several similar search dimen-

sions. More specifically, by searching along the dimensions of publisher, author and topic independently 

we would replicate our search in three different ways with the same criteria. This way we would not on-

ly be sure to include any conceptual model, but also be sure that the models that emerged in all three 

searches really did belong to the sample. This method could be argued to correspond to the first of 

Söderlund’s methods to deal with reliability, to “reproduce the study with the same measurement.”  

There is always a certain risk to the reliability when using qualitative criteria for extracting information 

from non-standardized sources of information. However, our replication of the search process along 

three dimensions is our ways of within reasonable boundaries maximize the reliability in the selection of 

models. 

                                                           
3
 http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/ 20071116 
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Theory 
Since our purpose is to inventory and categorize models within a theoretical ‘view’ we will first briefly 

introduce the view itself, and thereafter introduce the theories we have used to understand and cate-

gorize the models.  

Description of the Resource Based View 

The Origins 

With origins in Penrose’s (1959) view of firms as a broader set of resources, (Barney, 1991, p. 101; Kor 

and Mahoney, 2004, p 191) the resource based view assumed its modern form in 1984, following the 

publication of Wernerfelt’s “A Resource Based View of the Firm” and Rumelt’s “Towards a Strategic 

View of the Firm” (Foss, 1997, p. 5). Wernerfelt (1984) explored the usefulness of analyzing firm re-

sources as opposed to firm products and developed tools to manage the firm resource profile in order to 

optimize product-market activities in diversified firms (Wernerfelt, 1984, 171). Priem and Butler (2001, 

p. 23) are claiming, “one major contribution was to direct strategy scholars back to resources as impor-

tant antecedents to products and ultimately firm performance”. However, it was not until the Resource 

Based View was further developed in Barney (1986), Dierickx and Cool (1989) and Wernerfelt (1989) 

that it gained impact (Wernerfelt, 1995, p 171).  

The Link between Resources and Performance 

The link between firm resources and performance is one of the most fundamental inferences of the RBV 

(Foss, 1999, p 2.). Firm resources are considered to be important determinants of firm profitability over 

time (Amit and Schoemaker, 1993, p 35). The basis for this link is that certain resources generate and 

sustain the competitive advantage (Barney, 1986, p 1236). The exact definition of this kind of resource 

has been varying amongst the RBV scholars, and has in turn resulted in external criticism (Foss, 1997, p 

11; Priem and Butler, 2001, p 23). Wernerfelt, Barney and Collis and Montgomery tend to apply a broad 

definition of resources, referring to everything that could generate rents (profits), including capabilities, 

skills and competencies (Wernerfelt, 1984, p 172; Barney, 1991, p 101; Collis and Montgomery, 1998, p 

72). Others have come to emphasize the distinction between resources and capabilities, as resources 

being factors of production whilst capabilities the abilities to deploy these factors (Amit & Schoemaker, 

1993, p 35; Grant, 2005, p 144; Mahoney, 2000, p 655). Another concept is that of competencies or core 

competencies, first used by Pralahad and Hamel (1990, p 92). They do not diminish with use (Pralahad 

and Hamel, 1990, p 92) and could be seen as a form of capability that is coordinating other capabilities 

(Foss, 1997, p 11), including for example organizational learning, coordination of production skills and 

integration of technology streams, communication, involvement and deep commitment to working 

across organizational boundaries (Pralahad and Hamel, 1990, p 92).  It seems that those who consider 

knowledge-based assets more important for competitive advantage tend to refer to competencies and 

capabilities (Foss, 1997, p 11).  

Heterogeneity and Immobility of Resources 
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Regardless of the exact definition, there is a commonly held explanation for why these resources, capa-

bilities or competencies can be a source of competitive advantage. First, resources are assumed to be 

heterogeneously distributed within the industry and, second, they are immobile. This is highlighted by 

Barney (1991, p. 101) in stating “in an industry firms are heterogeneous in regard to the strategic re-

sources they control; the strategic resources may not be perfectly mobile and thus long lasting.” These 

two conditions are two of the most fundamental assumptions of the RBV (Priem and Butler, 2001, p. 

25).  

The Value of Resources 

In order to determine what resources are strategic, various models for valuation of resources have been 

developed (Cf. Peteraf, 1993; Barney, 1991; Grant, 1995; Black & Boal, 1999; Fleisher and Bensoussan, 

2004). The general idea is however to establish whether a resource is valuable and non-tradable, which 

is likely to be due to the difficulty to imitate and substitute it (Dierickx and Cool, 1989, p. 1509). 

Amongst the most influential of these models is Barney’s (1991, p 101) VRIS (VRIN) model (Priem & But-

ler, 2001, p 24), which is conceptualizing the generation of rents through a method for resource ap-

praisal based on the criteria of value, rareness, in-imitability and non-substitutability (Barney, 1991, p 

110; Mahoney and Pandian, 1992, p 364). Inimitability origininate primarily in historical dependence, 

causal ambiguity and social complexity (Barney, 1991, p 108; Lippman and Rumelt, 1982, 418). Historical 

dependence implies that resources may be difficult to imitate since their creation is linked to unique 

historical conditions (Barney, 1991, p 110). Causal ambiguity exists when the relationship between the 

resources controlled by the firm and its sustained competitive advantage is difficult to define (Barney, 

1991, p 110; Lippman and Rumelt, 1982, p 436). Social complexity results from resources being con-

nected to socially complex phenomena (interconnectedness), therefore making them difficult to imitate 

(Barney, 1991, p 111; Dierickx and Cool, 1989, p. 1507).   

The Dynamic Capabilities Perspective 

Springing from the criticism that the early version of the resource-based view is not attempting to ex-

plain the mechanisms that create strategic resources, the dynamic capabilities perspective is considering 

these higher order mechanisms more important to competitive advantage (Teece et al, 1997, p 510; 

Winter, 2002, p 2; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000, p 1106). These mechanisms are identified as dynamic 

capabilities, which are capabilities “that operate to extend, modify or create ordinary capabilities” (Win-

ter, 2002, p 2),  “the firm's ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competences 

to address rapidly changing environments” (Teece et al, 1997, p 516) or “the organizational and strateg-

ic routines by which firms achieve new resource configurations as markets emerge, collide, split, evolve, 

and die” (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000, p 1107). The dynamic capabilities perspective is, apart from the 

classical resource based view, influenced by the Schumpeterian tradition (Mahoney, 2001, p 653) in that 

it is linked to creation and change (Helfat and Peteraf, 2001, p 2). This difference between is manifested 

in their views of the market. In the dynamic capabilities perspective competitive advantage is bound to 

be temporary and short-term (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000, p 1118) and sustained competitive advan-
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tage does not exist. In contrast, it is the firm’s ability to create a series of these temporary advantages 

that lead to long-term profitability (D’Aveni, 1994, p 223; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000, p 1118).   

Moreover, it is of note that the proponents of the classical resource-based view, generally applying a 

broader view of resources and capabilities, are regarding “dynamic capabilities” as simply “capabilities 

that are dynamic” (Barney, 2001, p 630) and some are even doubting the usefulness of searching for 

higher order capabilities as there is likely to be an infinite regress in the explanation for competitive ad-

vantage (Collis, 1994, p 143). Another issue is to what extent dynamic capabilities are created delibe-

rately or by chance (Cavusgil et al, 2007, p 164).  

An example of another parallel theoretical sub-stream is for example the knowledge-based view, which 

is regarding knowledge creation or learning as the most important capability (Grant, 1996, p 110; 

Spender, 1996, p 46). Since these new sub-streams are not compatible with the purpose of this thesis, 

they will not be further described.  

The Criticism 

Finally, it should be recognized that although the resource based view has gained tremendous influence 

in strategic management and could even be considered one of the dominant contemporary approaches 

to strategy, it has been subject to criticism (Foss, 1997, p 5; Priem and Butler, 2001, p 22; Williamson, 

1999, p 1088). The main arguments in this criticism have been that the RBV is conceptually vague, tauto-

logical, lacking empirical applicability and usefulness for practitioners (Cf. Foss, 1997, p 5; Priem and But-

ler, 2001, p 22; Williamson, 1999, p 1088). Barney has inter alia responded to some of this criticism 

through for example stating that all management theories can be reduced to tautology by Priem and 

Butler’s (2001) definition and is claiming that the important point is that at least some elements of the 

theory can be parameterized in order to generate testable empirical assertions (Barney, 2001, p 42.). 

Both Barney (2001, p 42.) and Eisenhardt and Martin (2000, p 1107) are, however, explicitly arguing that 

neither the classical RBV nor the Dynamic Capabilities perspectives are tautological, and that both can 

be empirically tested.  

Theory for Model Criteria 

The theory in a thesis such as this one plays the role of structuring the material as well as providing cri-

teria and conditions. In a literature review over scientific models it is naturally important with stringent 

definitions of what constitutes a model to limit the search for RBV-models. Considering that there are no 

criteria within the resource-based view for what constitutes an RBV-model, we turn to a more general 

definition of models found in the area of philosophy of science.  In the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philoso-

phy (2007) we find the following model definition: 

“In modern logic, a model is a structure that makes all sentences of a theory true, where a theory is taken to be 
a (usually deductively closed) set of sentences in a formal language (see Bell and Machover 1977 or Hodges 
1997 for details). The structure is a ‘model’ in the sense that it is what the theory represents. As a simple ex-
ample consider Euclidean geometry, which consists of axioms—e.g. ‘any two points can be joined by a straight 
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line’—and the theorems that can be derived from these axioms. Any structure of which all these statements 
are true is a model of Euclidean geometry. 

A structure S = <U, O, R> is a composite entity consisting of (i) a non-empty set U of individuals called the do-

main (or universe) of S, (ii) an indexed set O (i.e. an ordered list) of operations on U (which may be empty), and 

(iii) a non-empty indexed set R of relations on U. It is important to note that nothing about what the objects are 

matters for the definition of a structure—they are mere dummies.” 

We interpret this as a model needs to have a limited set of objects to analyze, a set of operations for the 

objects to follow, and a set of relations between the objects. Hence, the definition of a model is the 

combination between a certain set of objects, their operations and the objects’ internal relations.  

Example illustrating with Barney’s VRIS-model: 

Objects: A firms resources, information about the resources industry value and industry heterogeneity 

and industry substitutes and information about the resources limitability.   

Operations: Four binary criteria for the objects to pass, where each criteria is necessary but not suffi-

cient – valuable; rare; inimitable; non-substitutable. 

Relations: Hierarchy of the criteria with the order: Valuable-Rare-Inimitable-Substitutable. For the 

theory to be true the three first questions must be positively answered, and the last negatively.  

This model criterion has been applied during the screening of models. Consequently, all identified mod-

els fulfill this criterion and consist of objects, operations and internal relations.  
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Empirical findings 
Before presenting the models that have been identified we will summarize the three criteria that were 

developed in methodology section.  

According to our purpose, we inventorize and analyze models within the RBV. Hence the first criterion is 

that models must address the very basic traits of a resource-based model as described in the theory sec-

tion. Secondly, the model must live up to what we defined as a model with support of structures from 

philosophy of science. Thirdly, the models found must also be practical or conceptual according to earli-

er stated definition. To summarize before presenting the models, the criteria for including models in the 

inventory is as follow: 

The models must: 

1. Assume the perspective where a firm is analyzed through the endowment of internal resources.  

2. Meet the criteria of what constitutes a model based on the philosophy of science.  

3. Be practical or conceptual, according to its original author.  

 

The Models Identified 

Subsequent to the previously described search strategy, an extensive screening of academic articles and 

textbooks has been conducted. In fact, more than 1000 academic articles have been browsed. The result 

is a number of identified models, which will be outlined and presented in the following section.   

In order to facilitate the tracking of the identified models in the various stages of our categorization and 

analysis, we are introducing a code name for each model. The code name is consisting of three figures, 

whereby the first is a letter (A;…U) based on the order of presentation in empirical findings. The second 

figure indicates the position in the analytical chronology (1;2;3) and the last letter imparts the theoreti-

cal belonging (C;D), where C is representing the classical RBV and D is representing Dynamic Capabilities. 

This is visualized in the following figure:  

 

Figure 3: Indexation of the Identified Models.  

A1C 

A –is indicating the order of presentation in empirical findings 

1 –is indicating the model’s position in the analytical chronology 

C –is indicating the theoretical belonging 
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Models 

Model 

Code 

Name 

Description 

Models from less applied sources 

Grant (1996a, p 378) The Hierarchy of Capa-

bilities 

A1C Tool for visualizing what capabilities gen-

erate competitive advantage. 

Barney, J.B. (1991, p 112) Firm Resources 

and Competitive Advantage 

B2C The VRIS-Model: a framework for eva-

luating whether a firm resource can be a 

source for sustained competitive advan-

tage. 

Black & Boal (1994, p 142) Strategic Re-

sources Traits, Configurations and Paths to 

Sustainable Competitive advantage 

C2C A framework establishing network capa-

bility configurations which lead to high or 

very high support of sustainable competi-

tive advantage. 

Peteraf (1993, p 186) The Cornerstones of 

Competitive Advantage A RBV 

D2C A framework for determining what capa-

bilities generate competitive advantage 

Hall, R (1999, p 611) A Framework Linking 

Intangible Resources and Capabilities to Sus-

tainable Competitive Advantage 

E2C A framework of classification of the na-

ture and characteristics of intangible re-

sources 

Helfat et Peteraf (2001, p 14) The Dynamic 

Resource-Based View Capability Lifecycles 

F2D A framework for understanding the evo-

lution of capabilities over time 

Chen Y and Li Y (2006, p 327-331) The Con-

struction of a Model and Scale for Assessing 

Technology Resources 

G2C Model and scale for assessing resources 

based on four dimensions: Technology, 

Market, Human and Finance. 

Wernerfelt, B (1984, p 176) A Resource 

Based View of the Firm 

H3C Resource-product Matrix: a tool for map-

ping of resources in product markets 

Wernerfelt, B (1984, p  179) A Resource 

Based View of the Firm 

I3C The Stepping Stone Model: a framework 

for evaluation of resource diversification 

in terms of their long-term capacity to 

function as stepping stones for sequential 

expansion into new product markets 
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Amit & Schoemaker (1993, p 37) Strategic 

Assets and Organizational Rent 

J3C A framework connecting Strategic Indus-

try Factors with Strategic Assets (Re-

sources and Capabilities) 

Birkinshaw & Hood (1998, p 783) Multina-

tional Subsidiary Evolution Capability and 

Charter Change 

K3C A model for identifying five generic capa-

bility evolution processes in subsidiaries 

Rugman & Verbeke (1998, p 365-371) Corpo-

rate Strategies and Environmental Regula-

tions: An Organizing Framework 

L3C A model for evaluating environmental 

regulations’ impact for resource alloca-

tion in relation to the Firm Specific Ad-

vantages to Country Specific Advantages 

Hillman & Hitt (1999, p 838) Corporate Politi-

cal Strategy Formulation 

M3C A decision-tree model for political strate-

gy formulation and navigation in the po-

litical policy process 

Rugman & Verbeke (2001, p 240) Subsidiary-

Specific Advantages in Multinational Enter-

prises 

N3C A model for assessing patterns of compe-

tence building in MNE:s 

Models from Textbooks and more applied Journals 

Pralahad & Hamel (1990, p 90) The Core 

Competence of the Corporation 

O3C The Product/Core Competency Matrix: a 

framework for visualizing the link be-

tween products and their respective core 

competencies 

Grant (2005, p 138). The Resource Identifica-

tion Framework 

P1C Framework for identifying and classifying 

resources into categories.  

De Wit & Mayer (2004, p 279) Strategy –

Process, Content and Context 

Q1C A system for classification of capabilities 

Grant (2005, p 159) The Resource and Capa-

bilities Gap Framework.  

R2C A framework for highlighting resource 

and capability gaps through firm’s key 

strengths and weakness relative to indus-

try.  

Fleisher and Bensoussan (2004, p 209) Strat-

egy and Competitive Analysis 

S2C Five tests for determining competitive 

value 
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Table 4: Overview of identified models.  

To introduce the models further we will proceed immediately to a more detailed presentation of the 

models. Presenting the models with regard to model input, model output and explanatory claim will not 

only give the necessary components for further analysis, but also provide material for an ample presen-

tation of the models as well as a better understanding for the stricter application of the model criteria. 

To recapitulate the discussion in the method section regarding the analysis, we will use the three basic 

aspects of a model input, output and explanatory claim to understand how the models fit together in 

our defined analytical chronology.  

Findings from Less Applied Sources 

A1C -The Hierarchy of Capabilities 
The Hierarchy of Capabilities (Grant, 1996, p 378) is a tool for visualizing capabilities in functions and 

activities, facilitating the identification of capabilities. The model inputs are a series of categories: cross 

functional capabilities, broad functional capabilities, activity related capabilities, specialized capabilities, 

single task capabilities and the identified capabilities. The output is a disaggregation of capabilities into a 

functional and activity based hierarchy. The model claim is to provide a way of breaking up capabilities 

into smaller parts, on activity level.  

Collis & Montgomery (1998, p 72) Triangle of 

Corporate Strategy 

T3C Framework for analyzing the fit and 

alignment of the elements of corporate 

strategy. 

Schoemaker (1992, p 77) How to Link Vision 

to Core Capabilities 

U3C The Core Capabilities Matrix: a frame-

work for linking core capabilities, strateg-

ic segments and various competitive sce-

narios in order to develop strategic direc-

tion 
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Figure 4: Model A1C. 

B2C -The VRIS-model 

The VRIS-model (or VRIN-model) was published in “Firm Resources and Competitive Advantage” (Bar-

ney, 1991, p 112). The model is a framework for evaluating whether a firm resource can be a source of 

sustained competitive advantage. The criteria in this evaluation are whether a given resource is Valua-

ble, Rare, Inimitability and non-Substitutability. The inputs are subsequently information about the re-

source’s value in the relevant market, information about the resource’s scarcity in the market, how diffi-

cult it is to imitate (in turn based on historical dependence, causal ambiguity and social complexity) and 

how difficult it is to find substitutes for the resource. The output is whether the given resource is a 

source of competitive advantage. Therefore, the model claims to establish what resources give rise to a 

sustainable competitive advantage.  
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Figure 5: Model B2C. 

C2C -The Black & Boal-model  

The Black & Boal-model was published in “Strategic Resources Traits, Configurations and Paths to Sus-

tainable Competitive advantage” (Black & Boal, 1994, p 142) and is a framework for establishing  capa-

bility configurations that lead to high or very high support of sustainable competitive advantage. The 

model input is information about whether the factor/capability is part of a complex network, whether 

there are substitutes, whether the factor is in a compensatory relationship with a tradable network or a 

non-tradable network and whether the factor is in an enhancing relationship with another network fac-

tor. The output is whether the factor is supporting a high or very high support of a sustainable advan-

tage. The model claim to explain the relation between resources, their role in the network and the re-

sources internal relations.  
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Figure 6: Model C2C. 

D2C -Peteraf’s Resource and Capability Appraisal Model 

The Resource and Capability Appraisal Model was published in “The Cornerstones of Competitive Ad-

vantage: A Resource Based View” (Peteraf, 1993) and is a model for determining what resources and 

capabilities generate competitive advantage. It is similar to VRIS, but explores ex-post and ex-ante limits 

to competition. The inputs are information about the specific resource’s heterogeneity in the market, 

the ex post limits to competition for the resource, the ex ante limits to competition for the resource and 

its degree of mobility. The output is the resource’s contribution to the firm’s competitive advantage. The 

model claim is to present a model for how to understand, preserve, or extend their competitive advan-

tage. 
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Figure 7: Model D2C. 

E2C -Hall’s Framework of Intangible Resources and Capabilities  

Hall’s Framework of Intangible Resources and Capabilities was published in “A Framework Linking In-

tangible Resources and Capabilities to Sustainable Competitive Advantage” (Hall, R, 1999) and is a 

framework for classification of the nature and characteristics of intangible resources. The framework 

input is information about the characteristics of the intangible resources, in terms of people dependent, 

independent, functional, cultural, positional, regulatory, skills and assets. The output is a classification of 

the intangible capabilities and the model claim to identify which intangible resources that create a sus-

tainable competitive advantage.  
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Table 5: Model E2C. 

F2D -The Capability Lifecycle Framework 

The Capability Lifecycle Framework was published in “The Dynamic Resource-Based View Capability Life-

cycles” (Helfat et Peteraf, 2001) and is a framework for understanding the evolution of capabilities over 

time. The framework input is information about the character of the capability in relation to its life cycle 

stages and infer that there are six ‘R’ of development following a selection event: Retirement, Retren-

chment, Renewal, Replication, Redeployment and Recombination. The output entails an understanding 

of the evolution and potential evolution of capabilities that is important to the appraisal of the capabili-

ties. The model claim to explain the sources to heterogeneity in capabilities through the description of 

capabilities in terms of life cycles.  
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Figure 8: Model F2D. 

G2C -Chan and Li’s Model for Technology Resource Assessment  

Chan and Li’s Model for Technology Resource Assessment (Chan and Li, 2006) is a model and scale for 

assessing technology resources, which could be used to justify investments and predict chances of new 

venture success. Its inputs are the answers to four categories of questions covering the technological 

dimension, the market dimension, the human dimension and the financial dimension. The claim is that 

this model could predict new venture success based on its control of necessary resources.  
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Table 6: Model G2C. 
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Table 7: Model G2C. 

 

Table 8: Model G2C. 

H3C -The Resource-product Matrix 

The Resource-product Matrix was published in “A Resource Based View of the Firm” (Wernerfelt, 1984) 

and is a tool for mapping resources in a firm’s product markets.  The model input information is what 

markets the firm is present in, and what strategic resources that are used in each product market. The 

output is a map of what resources are used in what product market. The model claim is to highlight 
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what resources are related to what products, and to illustrate the strategic options of the resource-

based perspective.  

 

Figure 9: Model H3C. 

I3C -The Stepping Stone Model 

The Stepping-stone Model was just as the resource-product matrix published in Wernerfelt’s (1984) “A 

Resource Based View of the Firm” and is building on that model. The Stepping-stone model is a frame-

work for evaluation of resource diversification in terms of their long-term capacity to function as step-

ping-stones for sequential expansion into new product markets. The inputs are product markets, re-

sources and capabilities and an implicit learning curve.  The output is a visualization of the steps for how 

transfer of resources and the development of new resources could enable sequential entry into new 

product markets. Hence, the claim is to explain how experiences in one market give rise to a sequencing 

of entering of markets.  

 

Figure 10: Model I3C. 
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J3C -The SIF-SA-model  

The SIF-SA-model was published in “Strategic Assets and Organizational Rent” (Amit & Schoemaker, 

1993) and is a framework connecting Strategic Industry Factors with firm specific Strategic Assets (Re-

sources and Capabilities). The model inputs are Strategic Industry Factors and firm specific Strategic As-

sets. Grant (1995) has operationalized the model further and attributed a relative weight and strength 

of each factor. The output is a visualization of potential resource gaps; i.e. firm resources lacking or too 

weak for success in the industry. Therefore, the model claim to visualize the relation between what is 

strategic in the industry with what are strategic assets in the firm.  

 

Figure 11: Model J3C. 

K3C -The Capability Evolution Process Model 

The Capability Evolution Process Model was published in “Multinational Subsidiary Evolution Capability 

and Charter Change” (Birkinshaw & Hood, 1998) and is a model for identifying five generic capability 

evolution processes in subsidiaries. The model inputs are information about change in capabilities and 

change in charter. The change in charter is viewed in terms of loss, no change and gain, whilst the 

change in capabilities is viewed in terms of depletion, sharpening/strengthening and enhancement. The 

output is the identification of the subsidiary’s situation within the scope of the five subsidiary evolution 

processes named: PDI, SCE, SCR, PDD and ASN. The model claim to shed light on the processes that drive 

change in subsidiaries activities and underlying capabilities.  
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Figure 12: Model K3C. 

  

Table 9: Model K3C 
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L3C -Rugman & Verbeke’s Environmental Regulations Framework 

Rugman & Verbeke’s Environmental Regulations Framework was published in “Corporate Strategies and 

Environmental Regulations: An Organizing Framework” (Rugman & Verbeke, 1998) and is a framework 

for evaluating environmental regulations’ impact for resource allocation in relation to the Firm Specific 

Advantages to Country Specific Advantages. The inputs are environmental regulations, the impact on 

environment in terms of conflicting or complementary, the time horizon for the managerial response in 

terms of static or dynamic, the leveraging potential of resource commitments for environmental per-

formance in terms of weak or strong, flexibility of the resource commitments, impact on the Country 

Specific Assets and on the Firm Specific Asset Configuration. It claims to present a framework for man-

agers to deal with environmental regulation in a strategic way in firms.  

 

 

Figure 13; Figure 14; Figure 15: Model L3C. 
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M3C -Hillman & Hitt’s Corporate Political Strategy Framework 

Hillman & Hitt’s Corporate Political Strategy Model was published in “Corporate Political Strategy For-

mulation” (Hillman & Hitt, 1999) and is a decision tree model for political strategy formulation. It aims to 

provide a model for strategic navigation in the political policy process. The inputs are degree of depen-

dence, corporate or pluralism in the government system, the firm diversification level, transactional or 

relational approach, individual or collective approach, nature of the issue, issue life cycle, nature of issue 

and the firm or collective’s resources. The output is a corporate political strategy, consisting of a confi-

guration of the different elements following the decisions at D1, D2 and D3. The model claim to provide 

a comprehensive taxonomy for political strategies, that is, firm strategies for coping with the societal-

political context of business.  

 

 

Figure 16: Model M3C. 
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N3C -Rugman & Verbeke’s Competence Building Model for MNEs 

Rugman & Verbeke’s Competence Building Model for multi-national enterprises was published in Sub-

sidiary-Specific Advantages in Multinational Enterprises (Rugman & Verbeke, 2001) and is a model for 

assessing patterns of competence building in MNE:s. The inputs are FSA type: location or non-location 

bound, geographic source: home country operation, host country operation network. The output is an 

assessment of the patterns of competence building in the MNE. The model claim to introduce ten capa-

bility-development processes which explain the learning processes in subsidiaries in multinational firms.  

 

Figure 17: Model N3C. 
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Figure 18: Model N3C 

Findings from Textbooks and more Applied Journals 

O3C -The Product/Core-competency Matrix (HBR) 

The Product/Core-competency Matrix was published in “The Core Competence of the Corporation” (Pra-

lahad & Hamel, 1990). It is similar to Wernerfelt’s Product-resource matrix and claims to visualize the 

link between products and their respective core competencies. The model inputs are firm products and 

core competencies. The output is a map of what core competencies are used by what products.  
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Table 10: Model O3C. 

P1C -Grant’s Resource Identification Framework 

The Resource Identification Framework (Grant, 2005) is a tool for creating an inventory of tangible, in-

tangible and human resources. Tangible resources are divided into the sub-categories financial and 

physical resources and intangible resources are divided into the sub-categories technological and repu-

tational resources. The input is a set of key indicators such as: Debt/Equity ratio(F), OP Cash Flow/Free 

Cash flow (F), Credit Rating (F), Market value of fixed assets (P), Vintage of capital equipment (P), Scale 

of Plants (P), Flexibility of fixed assets (P), No of significant patents (T), Revenue from licensing, patents 

and copyrights(T), R&D staff as a percentage of total employment (T), No. and location of R&D facilities 

(T), Brand recognition (R), Brand Equity (R), % repeat buying (R), Objective measures of comparative 

product performance (R), Surveys of corporate reputation (R), Qualifications of employees (H), Compen-

sation relative to industry average (H), % of days lost through stoppages and industrial disputes (H), Ab-

sentee rates (H), Employee turnover rate (H). The output is an inventory of a firm’s resources within 

each category.  
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Table 11: Model P1C. 

Q1C -De Wit & Mayer’s System for Classification of Capabilities 

De Wit and Mayer’s (2004, p 279) System for Classification of Capabilities is a tool for spanning and clas-

sifying capabilities within the firm. Its inputs are divided into to categories: the outside processes, e. g. 

market sensing, and the inside processes, e.g. financial control. Although the claim is not explicitly ex-

pressed, it is presented as a tool for spanning and classifying capabilities within the firm.  
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Figure 19: Model Q1C. 

R2C -The Resource & Capability Gap Framework 

The Resource & Capability Gap Framework (Grant, 2005) is a framework for highlighting resource and 

capability gaps through firm’s key strengths and weaknesses relative to the industry. The model inputs 

are Resources (R), Capabilities (C), the firm R&Cs’ strengths and R&Cs’ relative importance in the indus-

try. The output is a map of resource and capability gaps: superfluous strengths, key strengths and key 

weaknesses. 
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Table 12: Model R2C. 
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Figure 20: Model R2C. 

S2C -Fleischer and Bensoussan’s Five Tests of Competitive Value 

Fleischer and Bensoussan’s (2004, p 209) Five Tests of Competitive Value is a model for testing the com-

petitive value of competencies. Its inputs are information about the competencies degree of competi-

tive superiority in terms of their inimitability, durability, appropriability and substitutability. Its claim is 

evidently to test the competitive value for capabilities.  
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Figure 21: Model S2C. 

 

T3C -Triangle of Corporate Strategy 

The Triangle of Corporate Strategy (Collis & Montgomery, 1998) is a framework for analyzing the fit and 

alignment of the elements of corporate strategy. The inputs are a firm’s configuration of resources, the 

business units’ market position, the organization, the coordination of resources (i.e. the fit between or-

ganization and resources), the competitive advantage (i.e. the fit between resources and business units) 

and the control (i.e. the fit between business units and organization). More specifically these elements 

could be viewed in terms of nature of resources (generalized or specialized), scope of businesses (wide 

or narrow), the coordination mechanism, control system (transferring and sharing) and the corporate 

office size (financial or operating). The output is to what degree the different elements of corporate 

strategy are aligned.  
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Figure 22: Model T3C. 

U3C -The Core Capabilities Matrix 

The Core Capabilities Matrix was published in “How to Link Vision to Core Capabilities” (Schoemaker, 

1992) and is a framework for linking core capabilities, strategic segments and various competitive scena-

rios in order to develop strategic direction. Its inputs are potential scenarios, firm core competencies 

and strategic segments. The output is inferences on strategic direction and the importance of different 

core competencies in various scenarios. The model claims, as stated in the article headline, to link the 

visionary content to what capabilities that must be developed for that vision.  
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Table 13: Model U3C. 

Distribution of Models Found  

The distribution of models found show that the group with models from less applied sources dominates 

in numbers. We find that it is difficult to reach significant conclusions based on this distribution, due to 

the less extensive review of textbooks. However, when combined with the results from the categoriza-

tion based on analytical chronology, these findings become more important. 
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Figure 23: Distribution of found models with regard to sources.  

(Note that the “Academic sources” refers to less applied sources, and should not be read literally since 

there are academic sources in both groups.) 
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Classification and Analysis 

Classification of Analytical Chronology 

After the above presentation of the models as well as analysis we will now relate the components with 

the analytical chronology established in the theory section.  

The Relationship between Analysis and Analytical chronology 

The first to address when classifying the models with regard to analytical chronology is to clarify the 

conceptual relationship between the analyzed components and the established chronology. To under-

stand this relation we take a closer look at the analytical chronology in the Methodology chapter. The 

three steps in the structure we call the analytical chronology are to first identify key resources and ca-

pabilities, and then appraise the same, followed by developing strategy implications. We will therefore 

firstly match the explanatory claim with the description of the analytical step, and after that control the 

terminological consistency in the classification by relating input and output to the analytical step.  

Models in the First Step: Identifying Key Resources and Capabilities 

The two models (Cf. P1C; R2C) found to focus on the identification of resources and capabilities are both 

found in Grants textbook. Even though there are clear differences between the models it can be argued 

that they are different sides to the same coin since one of them classify resources and the other capabil-

ities. The model for defining and classifying resources has three general categories in which all resources 

fall into; tangible resources, intangible resources and human resources. The model is presented with 

clear examples of what each category constitutes of and what the purpose with it is.  

The hierarchy of capabilities model is a way of identifying and breaking down what capabilities that con-

stitute a more general capability. This is done from the level of cross-functional capability all the way 

down to single-task capability. The model is a way of defining the capabilities of interest, and is not fo-

cused on the valuation or implications of capabilities, and therefore it is concluded to belong to the first 

category.  

The third model (Q1C) in the first category of the analytical chronology is developed by De Wit & Mayer 

(2004) and found in the textbook “Strategic & Competitive Analysis” and defines capabilities from an 

inside-out or outside-in perspective. That is, whether the capabilities are out-side in oriented, such as 

market sensing and customer linking. This model is therefore a way of defining and organizing the capa-

bilities for the assessment and valuation that comes in step two.  

The lack of models in this step of the analysis raises the question whether the criteria for what consti-

tutes a model is applicable to all three steps of our defined analytical chronology. It could be argued that 

the criteria for models should be relaxed or redefined to capture the true number of “models” that de-

fine resources. The phenomenon is noted for now, and will be investigated further in the latter parts of 

the analysis and discussion.  
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Models in the Second Step: Appraising Resources and Capabilities 

One of the models that most obvious belong to the second category is Barney’s VRIS-model (B2C). In this 

article Barney presents a model with four steps where resources are assess whether they are valuable, 

rare, inimitable and substitutable. If a resource is found to qualify to all the requirements it is to be re-

garded as contributor to the firm its sustainable competitive advantage. This sustainable competitive 

advantage is supposed to be the base of further strategic decision and planning. In the case of this mod-

el, there is very little doubt that it belongs to the second step of assessing resources, and to some extent 

it can be argued that it even constitutes the typical step two models with its clear focus on resource as-

sessment. 

The second model (C2C) that qualifies as a second-step-analysis is the one found in the Black and Boal 

(1994) framework for assessing bundles of resources. This model has similar traits to Barney’s VRIS 

model (B2C) in the sense that it has a number of sequential criteria for classifying whether a resource 

has potential support to a competitive strategic advantage or not. One major difference is though that 

Black and Boal group resources into bundles and argue that the relation between resources is important 

to consider when assessing the importance of a resources. The model claims to assess production fac-

tors contribution to the potential for competitive strategic advantages, and the input is different proper-

ties of the relations between resources and factors. It should also be mentioned, that even though this 

model focus on the assessment of bundles of factors and resources, it also entails a definition of what a 

resource is regarded to be. This definition is not found by us to be a separate model, but could be ar-

gued to be a pre-stage of the resource assessment. If one would, as suggested above under the step one 

analysis of the analytical chronolgy, relax the requirements for what constitutes a model for step one, it 

could be argued that the Black and Boal model (C2C) actually capture both first and second step of the 

analysis. However, we will for now stay with our originally defined criteria for what constitutes a model, 

and return to an evaluation of the definitions and method in the latter parts of the thesis. Hence, our 

conclusion is that the model is a fairly clear example of a step two analysis. The third model (D2C) found 

to be a step-two-model is a contribution of Peteraf (1993) to present a common framework for re-

source-based view and bridge over the differences in terminology, techniques and concepts. The model 

mainly addresses the assessment of a resource with regard to its ability to generate rents, and through 

that the resource’s potential to strengthen the firm’s competitive advantage. The explanatory claim is 

therefore an assessment of each resource contribution to firm’s competitive advantage through the in-

put of information about the resource heterogeneity, ex post and ex ante limits to competition as well 

as the degree of mobility of the resource. It is therefore obvious that the model has best fit with the 

second step of the analytical chronology.  

The fourth article is written by Hall (1999) and develops a framework (E2C) connecting intangible re-

sources and capabilities with competitive advantage. What is important to note here is that this article 

does not include tangible resources in the same way that the previous models have done. The article’s 

claim is to identify the intangible sources of sustainable competitive advantage, which is argued to stem 

from differentials in regulatory, positional, functional and cultural capabilities. In this models just as the 
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above mentioned, the claim to assess resources is fairly obvious that it belongs to the second step in the 

analytical chronology.  

The fifth article in the second analytical step is found in Helfat and Peteraf’s article (2001) about the ca-

pabilities lifecycle. This model (F2D) is somewhat different to the other models in this category, mainly 

because it focuses on the development of capabilities over time, that is, dynamic capabilities. Further-

more, it is more a model of classification of capabilities and how they develop over time, rather than an 

assessment of what kind of capabilities that are more valuable than others. The claim of the model is 

also to present what alternative possible branches that might occur after a capability have matured. 

Strictly speaking is this model not a perfect match with the second step in the analytical chronology, 

since the second step is defined as “appraisal against two criteria; the resources importance, and assess-

ing where we have our relative strengths compared to our competitors.”. What the mentioned model 

more correctly described does is to classify and sequence, but without the valuation that is implied in 

the description of the second step. In other words, this model gives a classification of the supply side 

capabilities but offers no tool for the demand side capabilities. Why the model still can be argued to be-

long in the second analytical step is that it is unclear whether models need to be both assessing and va-

luing to be regarded as a second step model. We argue that the classification of resources and capabili-

ties might not be the whole step, but a sufficient part.  

The sixth model (R2C) in the second step is found in Grant’s book Contemporary Strategy Analysis (2005 

p 158) and highlights the relation between what resources that are of strategic importance in the indus-

try and which resources the firm has. Through a simple graph the user can classify where the company 

has its key strengths and its key weaknesses as well as if it continues to sustain superfluous resources. 

This model has its origin in Amit & Shoemakers model (J3C) in a slightly different version without the 

element of valuation of resources (see below step three in analytical chronology).  

The seventh model (G2C) developed by Chen & Li (2006) is a model for classifying and valuing technolo-

gy resources in firms. It makes explicit references and builds upon work of scholars such as Barney 

(1984) and Peteraf (1993) (Cf. B2C; D2C), which both are found in the second step. What makes it a clear 

fit with the criteria for the model in the second step is that it evaluates the resources whether they are 

valuable, rare, hard-to-copy and non-substitutable. What makes this model different from Barney’s VRIS 

analysis is that this model has the intent to expand the RBV with technology venture theories.  

The eighth model (S2C) by is presented by Fleisher & Bensoussan in the textbook Strategy – Process 

Content, Context and is a series of tests to test whether a resource is strategic or not. The four tests are 

whether the resource has competitive superiority, inimitability, durability, appropriability and substitu-

tability. It has many similar traits with Barney’s VRIS model (B2C) and is presented as an alternative me-

thod to it in the book. Hence, it is a step two model.  
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Models in the Third Step: Developing Strategy Implications 

The third and last step is to manage to exploit the key strengths found in earlier steps as well as manag-

ing key weaknesses.  

The first model (U3C) found to fit this category is Shoemakers core capabilities matrix that is an applica-

tion of scenario analysis with implications on resources and capabilities. The model starts with an evalu-

ation of different business scenarios and then proceeds to what the chosen scenario will imply in terms 

of resources and capabilities to develop. What makes this model special is that though it has a clear re-

source-based view on strategy, it gives more emphasis to where the firm would like to go rather than 

what resources the firm have today. It makes use of a step two analysis, but adds a visionary perspective 

through the use of a scenario method that is generally not as emphasized in other models as in this one. 

The strategic implications are therefore more a function of the vision than the current resources.  

The second model (M3C) in the third step is Hillman & Hitt’s model over corporate political strategy 

formulation. This model illustrates what decisions firms must make to respond to political activity that 

might affect the firm’s environment and operations. The model is not a clear-cut third step model, since 

the output of the model gives information about the necessary resources the firm needs to acquire. It 

can therefore be argued, that this model does not give the implications of a certain set of valuable re-

sources, but rather explains what resources to acquire given a certain set of strategic considerations. 

Even though this model meets our criteria for the selection, we can conclude that its application is ra-

ther narrow and attends only to one strategy aspect, the political, in business environment.  

The third model (T3C) found in the third category is Collis & Montgomery’s strategy triangle. This model 

presents a type of interface between resources, business and organization. It is a conceptual model that 

highlights the relation between the organization, resources and business to bear in mind when working 

with corporate strategy and to achieve strategic alignment. To judge whether the firm’s strategy is stra-

tegically aligned, the authors suggest classification of the firm along five dimensions, where for example 

nature of resources is classified on a continuous scale between general and specified. This model is re-

garded as a step three model since it continues where the second step left off. It addresses the strategic 

implication in the sense that it adds the dimensions of organization and business to make the strategy 

more holistic and not just based on a resource perspective.  

The fourth and fifth models (H3C; I3C) are found in Wernerfelt’s original article form 1984 where he lays 

important pieces to the foundation that later developed to the resource-based view. In this article the 

illustrates first an example how firms can map what resources can be used in what markets and how 

these resources can serve as stepping stones for diversification into new markets. These two models, 

the resource product matrix (H3C) and the stepping stone model (I3C), can be used independently from 

each other as well as sequentially but both address the strategic implications when resources have been 

mapped and evaluated. It is obvious that they both belong to the third step of the analytical chronology.  
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The sixth model (O3C) in the third step is Pralahad and Hamel’s (1990) core competency matrix. This 

matrix relates products with their respective competencies. By visualizing what product is based on 

what core competence a firm can easily evaluate if new suggested products make benefit of current 

core competencies (i.e. resources), and through that, if the new product is strategic or not. Hence it is 

clear that the model address the implications of core competencies on the product portfolio.  

The seventh model in this category is Birkinshaw & Wood’s model (K3C) for identifying evolutionary 

processes in subsidiaries from a dynamic capabilities perspective. This model shows the relation be-

tween certain contexts, actions and relations between firms and their subsidiaries and how a set of 

combination of those affects the development of dynamic capabilities. This model visualize likely stra-

tegic implications given a set of circumstances and is therefore more of a diagnose tool what strategic 

implications are likely to emerge, rather than a constructive tool for action of what one might do given a 

certain context.  

The eight model classified in this category is Rugman & Verbeke’s model (L3C) for dealing with environ-

mental regulations when formulating the corporate strategy. The model helps managers weigh the con-

tribution of building environmental related resources and capabilities against the risks of such decisions. 

Its place in the third step is therefore justified by its illustration of the strategic context in which manag-

ers need to decide upon environmental regulations, which have strong impact on the implications of the 

decision. It should be noted that this model is rather specific in its address of strategic issues, and that it 

does not have same general strategic approach as most other models in the selection.  

The ninth model (N3C) in the third category is also developed by Rugman & Verbeke, but with a more 

focus on general corporate strategy in this model. This model assesses the pattern that subsidiaries in 

multinational enterprises build competencies and capabilities, and the assessment is done by classifica-

tion of ten typical development processes. The article in which the model is introduced has therefore to 

a large extent a similar focus as Birkinshaw & Wood’s (K3C) article presented above. As in the case with 

Birkinshaw & Wood this model (K3C) is more of a conceptual model to diagnose a likely development 

and through that derive the strategic implications.  

The tenth and last model found in the third category actually have a lot in common with one of the 

models found in the second step. In Amit & Shoemakers article from 1993 the authors introduce a mod-

el (J3C) where they relate the firms’ strategic assets with what is regarded as key success factors in the 

industry the firm is active in. Grant later takes this model and adds a preceding step of valuation of the 

resources, and therefore creates a model (R2C) with better fit in the second step. This model’s place in 

the third step in the analytical chronology is mainly motivated by the fact that it takes the strategic as-

sets as given, and relates these found assets (which would be found by the usage of a step 2 model) to 

the industry success factors.  
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Figure 24: Distribution of classic RBV-models with regard to analytical chronology.  

 

Figure 25: Distribution of dynamic capabilities models with regard to analytical chronology.  

The distribution of models above is also sorted with regard to theoretical sub stream that is introduced in 

a section below.  
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Analysis of Analytical Chronology 
The analytical chronology has served as framework for classifying the models based on their explanatory 

claim (type) and is in turn enabling us to analyze the models’ consistency and complementarity in this 

regard. The analysis of the analytical chronology will first treat the identified distribution of models per 

se and highlight issues related to the distribution. Thereafter, we are treating the consistency and com-

plementarity of the models within and between each step of the analytical chronology.  

The first issue relating to the distribution of models is that there are few models in the first step of the 

analytical chronology. One would presume that this could be because of a relative academic consensus 

of the basic aspects of resource-based view, such as definition of what a resource is. As stated in the 

theory section, this is though not the case, quite the contrary. There exists no generally accepted defini-

tion of what actually constitutes a “resource” and this is noted by critics of the perspective as one of the 

most serious problems with the resource-based view (Priem & Butler, 2001, p 32). In the context of 

practical and conceptual models of the resource-based view it is remarkable that so few models can be 

presented, since finding the resources inevitably must be a step that comes before the development of 

strategic implications. It seems that most authors of models in step two and three of the analytical 

chronology take the identification more or less as implicit.  

The lack of models in the first step could, however, be explained by looking closer at the basic traits and 

assumptions of the resource-based view. As stated in the theory section, two of the most important as-

sumptions are that resources are heterogeneously distributed between firms, and that insiders of firms 

are the ones that have the best possibility to identify internal resources due to the causal ambiguity and 

inheritably internal perspective on the firm. In combination, these assumptions imply that if anyone can 

identify resources in a firm, it is the insiders, and given the heterogeneity of resources, one cannot as-

sume that two firms (competitors) are using the exact same set of resources. The resources that make a 

certain firm generate better rent than its competitors might be a unique resource or capability that 

barely the management knows about, due to the complexity in the relation between generated rents 

and resources (causal ambiguity). Therefore, if resources are different in all firms and the ones that have 

reasonable ability to identify resources are the insiders, it can be argued to be somewhat problematic 

for outsider scholars to suggest general models for identifying them. 

Another aspect of the first step is also noted: almost all models found in step one, are found in sources 

for practitioners (textbooks or more applied journals). This might be an implication that the theoretical 

difficulties to develop a conceptual model for what a resource is has resulted in that it is only in the 

sources where the authors are expected to present a full applicable resource-based framework where 

step one models are to be found. This is logical since the sources that are directed towards practitioners 

must solve the problem with definition of resources for the resource-based perspective to be useful and 

applicable for practitioners. 
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A second aspect of the distribution of models in the analytical chronology is the fact that there are more 

models the latter the step is in the chronology. The difficulties with step one is elaborated above, but 

how come there are more models in step three than step two? Priem & Butler (2001, p 32) argue that 

the resource-based view is weak when it comes to generate strategic implications contrary to what 

we’ve found. However, we note that it may not be very surprising that we have found more models in 

the step of strategic implications. The reason is that it due to the resource heterogeneity assumption it 

ought to be most difficult to find resources and decide which ones that are truly strategic. Once you 

know which these resources are, it should be not too difficult to find ways how to make money on them. 

Our conclusion is therefore that one possible cause behind the large amount models in the third step is 

simply that the strategic implications is less difficult to model, compared to how to find heterogeneous 

and immobile resources and capabilities in firms. An alternative approach to the same issue is that scho-

lars have been focusing on developing models for strategic implications because they generally share 

Priem & Butlers conclusion of where RBV is weak, and addressed this weakness in hope of significantly 

improving the prescriptive properties of the view. Though this approach seem less likely due to the fact 

that Priem & Butlers criticism has not passed undisputed, and several of the scholars that have devel-

oped models for strategic implications have also argued against Priem & Butler’s conclusions.  

A third aspect of the distribution of models is the framework we have used for classifying the models. 

The definition of what a model is in relation to how the steps in the analytical chronology are defined, 

might not be fully compatible. In the framework for analytical chronology we implicitly assumed that all 

three steps consisted of models that fit our definition of model. It is possible that the first step in the 

analytical chronology might have a poor internal fit with the definition of model. It is plausible that what 

the first step should consist of is not a model, but more a methodology or a clear-cut resource defini-

tion. More than one author has suggested resource definitions along with their models, but these have 

not been included in our survey due to the lack of model-properties. In retrospect, this might have been 

an important factor behind the difference in number of models found in step one in relation to step two 

and three. 

On a model level we should note that the distribution of models in the analytical chronology is revealing 

the number of models existing in each step. In step 1 these models are P1C, A1C, and Q1C. In step 2 they 

are: B2C, E2C, G2C, C2C, D2C, R2C, S2C and F2D. In step 3 the models are L3C, N3C, H3C, I3C, T3C, J3C, 

K3C, M3C, U3C and O3C.  

Figure 26: Models in Analytical Chronology Table 

 

The 

Models                                                                                         

Step 1 (Identification) Step 2 (Valuation) Step 3 (Implications) 

P1C; A1C; Q1C B2C; E2C; G2C; 

C2C; D2C; R2C; S2C 

F2D 

L3C; N3C; H3C; I3C; T3C; J3C; K3C; 

M3C; U3C; O3C 
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Moreover, each step in the analytical chronology is representing a type of model that can be combined 

with the models in the other steps with regard to their explanatory claim. Hence, the distribution of 

models is itself revealing what models can be combined, i.e. are complementary. The models in step 1 

(identification) can be combined with or complemented by the models in step 2 (valuation) and the 

models in step 2 (valuation) can be complemented by the models in step 3 (implications). This is an im-

portant contribution, as it is explicitly stating to what extent and how these models are complementary.  

 

Classification of Theoretical Sub-stream 

Classifying the found models into the principal theoretical streams will enable us to establish an under-

standing for the differences between the classic and the dynamic capabilities view of RBV. As previously 

stipulated, the proxy selected for distinguishing dynamic capabilities sub-stream from the classical re-

source based view is the Teece et al (1997) definition of dynamic capabilities as opposed to strategic 

resources and capabilities: 

"We define dynamic capabilities as the firm's ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and ex-

ternal competences to address rapidly changing environments." (Teece et al, 1997, p 516) 

It should be noted that this definition views competences as non-dynamic capabilities, i.e. what the clas-

sical resource based scholars often refer to as capabilities. The distinction is precise as dynamic capabili-

ties are the type of capabilities that integrate, create or reconfigure other capabilities. Reviewing the 

found models based on this definition will hence enable a classification of theoretical adherence. 

The result of this classification is presented divided into the two categories: models belonging to the 

classical resource based view and the models belonging to the dynamic capabilities sub-stream. For each 

category, the rationale behind the classification is presented for every model.  Twenty models were 

found to belong to the classical RBV and one was belonging to the dynamic capabilities perspective. The 

classical RBV models are presented first followed by those based on dynamic capabilities.   

 

Models in the Classical Resource-based Sub-stream 

 

P1C -Grant’s (2005) Resource Identification Framework  

Grant’s (2005) resource identification framework is a tool for creating an inventory of tangible, intangi-

ble and human resources. As Grant (2005, p. 138 and 144) is separating the identification of resources 

and capabilities, it is to no extent treating capabilities. Per definition this excludes adherence to the dy-

namic capabilities sub-stream. Grant’s (2005) Resource Identification Framework is therefore belonging 

to the classical resource based view.  
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A1C -The Hierarchy of Capabilities 

The Hierarchy of Capabilities is a tool for visualizing capabilities in functions and activities, facilitating the 

identification of capabilities. This entails the treatment of capabilities but Grant is defining [organiza-

tional+ capabilities as the “firm’s capacity to undertake a productive activity” (Grant, 1996 p 376; 2005, p 

144) which is not consistent with the definition of dynamic capabilities. It pertains therefore to the clas-

sical resource based view.  

 

Q1C -De Wit & Mayer’s Tool for Classifying Capabilities  

De Wit & Mayer’s (2004, p 279) tool for Classifying Capabilities is designed for the spanning of capabili-

ties within a firm. The type of capabilities treated is neither related to integration, building nor reconfi-

guration of existing capabilities. It belongs hence to the classical RBV.  

 

R2C -Grant’s (2005) The Resource and Capabilities Gap Framework 

Grant’s (2005, p 159) The Resource and Capabilities Gap Framework follows Grant’s definition of capa-

bilities as the “firm’s capacity to undertake a productive activity” (2005, p 144). It is not consistent with 

Teece et al (1997, p 516) and belongs therefore to the classical RBV.  

 

B2C -The VRIS-Model 

Barney’s (1991) VRIS-Model is based on the definition that “firm resources includes all assets, capabili-

ties, organizational processes, firm attributes, knowledge, etc controlled by a firm that enable the firm to 

conceive of and implement strategies to improve its efficiency and effectiveness” (Barney, 1991, p 101.). 

This definition is broad (Cf. Foss, 1997, p 11) and it could be argued that it includes dynamic capabilities, 

since it is not contradicting Teece et al’s (1997, p 516) definition. However, it is not expressly mentioning 

the concept of dynamic capabilities and Barney is considered one of the founding fathers of RBV (Priem 

and Butler, 2001, p 23). Therefore, in spite of its potential compatibility, we classify it as part of the clas-

sical RBV.  

 

D2C -Peteraf’s Resource and Capability Appraisal Model 

Peteraf’s Resource and Capability Appraisal Model is based on the conception of resources and capabili-

ties. Peteraf (1993) is not specifically treating dynamic capabilities and is not attributing much weight to 

the character of capabilities, stating, “current capabilities may both impel and constrain future learning 
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and investment activities” (Peteraf, 1993, p 182). Peteraf’s Resource and Capability Appraisal Model is 

therefore belonging to the classical resource based view. 

 

E2C -Hall’s Framework for Intangible Resources and Capabilities 

Hall’s (1999) Framework for Intangible Resources and Capabilities is, as projected by its name, focusing 

on intangible resources and capabilities. The adopted definition of capabilities (Hall, 1999, p 609) is nei-

ther including capabilities as the ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external compe-

tences nor is it discussing the concept of dynamic capabilities. It is therefore belonging to the classical 

resource based view.  

 

G2C -The Technology Resources Assessment Model 

The Technology Resources Assessment Model (Yiche Chen and Yan-Ru Li, 2006) is based on a broad and 

perhaps unspecific definition of capabilities (Yiche Chen and Yan-Ru Li, 2006, p 322). The article is men-

tioning the dynamic capabilities of Teece et al (1997), but is not consistently applying the definition in 

the model construction. It should therefore be considered as part of classical RBV.  

 

S2C -The Five Tests of Competitive Value 

The Five Tests of Competitive Value (Fleisher and Bensoussan, 2004, p 209) is a test for the value of 

competencies. It views competencies as the product of tangible resources and capabilities. This concept 

is not specifically building on Teece et al (1997) and is therefore considered classical RBV.   

 

C2C -The Black & Boal-model 

Black & Boal-model (Black & Boal, 1994) is aiming at valuing resources and capabilities based on their 

network of relationships in order to determine whether they lead to high or very high support of sus-

tainable competitive advantage. The underlying article is not treating dynamic capabilities, but is relat-

ing the resources, capabilities and competencies to their adherence to networks of other resources, ca-

pabilities and competencies. The more embedded they are in the network the higher is the likelihood of 

support for sustainable competitive advantage. Consequently, it is not treating capabilities, which are 

integrating, building or reconfiguring other capabilities. It is thus belonging to the classical RBV.  
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T3C -The Triangle of Corporate Strategy 

The Triangle of Corporate Strategy (Collis & Montgomery, 1998) is based on a broad capability defini-

tion, similar to that of Barney (1991, p 101), including capabilities in firm resources: “the firm's resources 

- its special assets, skills, and capabilities” (Collis and Montgomery, 1998, p 72). It is thus belonging to 

the classical RBV.  

 

H3C -Resource-product Matrix 

The Resource-product Matrix (Wernerfelt, 1984) is based on a wide resource definition that specifies 

that “by a resource is meant anything which could be thought of as a strength or weakness of a given 

firm” (Wernerfelt, 1984, p 172). This definition is not specifically treating capabilities and to a lesser ex-

tent dynamic capabilities. It is thus belonging to the classical resource based view.  

 

I3C -The Stepping Stone Model 

Just as the Resource-product Matrix (Wernerfelt, 1984), the Stepping Stone Model is based on Werner-

felt’s wide definition of capabilities as resources (Wernerfelt, 1984, p 172). This definition is not specifi-

cally treating capabilities and to a lesser extent dynamic capabilities. It is thus belonging to the classical 

resource based view.   

 

O3C -The Product/Core-competency Matrix 

Pralahad and Hamel (1990) are linking products to core competencies. In their definition of core compe-

tencies they include for example organizational learning, coordination of production skills and integra-

tion of technology streams, communication, involvement and deep commitment to working across or-

ganizational boundaries. Another important part of the definition is that core competencies do not di-

minish with use (Pralahad and Hamel, 1990, p 82). The core competence could be seen as a form of ca-

pability (Cf. Foss, 1997, p 11), that is coordinating other capabilities, but it is ambiguous as to whether 

they have the “ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure them.” In addition, the concept of dynamic 

capabilities is not expressly treated in the article. It should therefore be considered part of the classical 

RBV.   
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U3C -The Core Capabilities Matrix 

The Core Capabilities Matrix (Schoemaker, 1992) is linking core capabilities, strategic segments and vari-

ous competitive scenarios in order to develop strategic direction. It is not specifically defining core ca-

pabilities apart from stating that “a core capability (or competence) is not a stand-alone, sellable service 

or commodity. Examples of potential core capabilities include high-quality manufacturing, good supplier 

relations, service excellence, innovation, short product development cycles, and a strong service reputa-

tion.” (Schoemaker, 1992, p 75). It is not treating capabilities and abilities that integrate, build, and re-

configure internal and external competences, and it can subsequently be inferred that it belongs to the 

classical resource based view.  

 

J3C -The SIF-SA Model 

The SIF-SA Model (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993) is connecting Strategic Industry Factors with Strategic As-

sets (Resources and Capabilities). It is not treating dynamic capabilities and is based on the following 

definition of capabilities: “Capabilities, in contrast, refer to a firm's capacity to deploy Resources, usually 

in combination, using organizational processes, to affect a desired end. They are information-based, 

tangible or intangible processes that are firm specific and are developed over time through complex inte-

ractions among the firm's Resources” (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993, p 35). It is therefore reasonable to 

classify the SIF-SA Model as belonging to the classical resource based view.  

 

L3C -Rugman and Verbeke’s Environmental Regulations Framework 

Rugman and Verbeke’s (1998) Environmental Regulations Framework is not specifically treating dynamic 

capabilities and is excerpting the foundations for the capabilities (competencies) definition from inter 

alia Barney (1991, p 101) and is vaguely stating that “they *competencies+ may include assets, human 

skills and organizational processes and they must be bundled into capabilities to form specific value-

added activities.” Rugman and Verbeke (1998, p 367). It is hence belonging to the classical RBV.   

 

M3C -Hillman & Hitt’s Corporate Political Strategy Framework 

Hillman & Hitt’s (1999) Corporate Political Strategy Framework is a framework for political strategy for-

mulation and navigation in the political policy process. The underlying article is neither specifically treat-

ing dynamic capability nor is it providing a distinct definition of capabilities. It is therefore considered to 

belong to the classical resource based view.  
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N3C -Rugman & Verbeke’s Competence Building Model for MNEs 

Rugman & Verbeke’s (2001) Competence Building Model for MNEs is assessing patterns of competence 

building in MNEs. The underlying article is neither specifically treating dynamic capabilities nor is it pro-

viding a precise definition of resources and capabilities, except for stating that “firm-specific advantages 

cover a very broad set of unique company strengths (competencies and capabilities)” Rugman and Ver-

beke (2001, p 238). It is therefore considered part of the classical resource based view.  

 

K3C -The Capability Evolution Process Model 

Birkinshaw and Hood (1998) Capability Evolution Process Model is a model for identifying five generic 

capability evolution processes in subsidiaries. It is specifically treating the dynamic capabilities’ perspec-

tive (Birkinshaw and Hood, 1998, p 791) and the capability evolution is closely linked to dynamic capabil-

ities view of Teece et al (1997). The similarities with the dynamic capabilities perspective are also recog-

nized by Birkinshaw and Hood:  

“Subsidiary evolution, we argue, is the result of an accumulation or depletion of capabilities over time. In 

this respect we are very close to the dynamic capabilities perspective of Nelson and Winter (1982), Di-

erickx and Cool (1989), Kogut and Zander (1992) and Teece et al (1997), in that we are concerned with 

the “mechanisms by which firms accumulate and dissipate new skills and capabilities” (Teece et al., 

1997, p 19). (Birkinshaw and Hood, 1998, p 781) 

This supports the proximity to the dynamic capability perspective, but is being very close, close enough? 

Looking at the precise definition of Teece et al (1997, p 516) and comparing it to the sine qua non of the 

Capability Evolution Process Model, the difference lay in that the dynamic perspective is concerned with 

the capabilities that integrate, build and reconfigure other internal or external capabilities. The subject 

of analysis in the model is only the change in one type of capability and it is not specified whether this is 

the capability affecting other capabilities. This ambiguity leads us to conclude, not without recognizing 

the difficulty therein, that the Capability Evolution Process Model is belonging to the classical RBV.  

The above models were found to belong to the classic resource-based theoretical sub stream. Proceed-

ing to the dynamic capabilities sub stream we only found one model that lived up to the criteria based 

on Teece et al (1997) definition.  
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Model in the Dynamic Capabilities Sub-stream 

 

F2D -The Capability Lifecycle Framework 

Helfat and Peteraf’s (2001) Capability Lifecycle Framework is devised to understand the evolution of ca-

pabilities over time. It is specifically treating dynamic capabilities and is applying a definition similar to 

that of Teece et al (1997), namely: “Dynamic capabilities involve adaptation and change, because they 

build, integrate, or reconfigure other resources and capabilities” (Helfat and Peteraf, 2001, p 2). Subse-

quently, the Capability Lifecycle Framework is clearly belonging to the dynamic capabilities sub-stream.  

 

Figure 27: Distribution of identified models with regard to theoretical sub-stream. 

 

Analysis of Theoretical Sub Stream 
Concluding the analysis of the sub streams we see that all but one model identified are belonging to the 

classic resource-based view. This implies that even though there are two theoretical streams that are to 

be intensively discussed within RBV, only one of them has actually contributed with models that in some 

way could be applied to real business cases.  

The underlying reasons for this can only be subject to speculation. However, we note that the dynamic 

capabilities sub stream is younger and that it has been developing fast in recent years. The dynamic ca-

pabilities perspective is hence not entirely comparable with the classic resource-based view in terms of 

age. That is, the classic RBV perspective has had more time to mature and to develop practical and con-

ceptual models. The hypothesis that the difference in age of the sub stream would be an explanation for 

the difference in the number of practical and conceptual models imply the assumptions of how research 

area develops. More specifically, that areas of research in social science develop by first addressing the 

theoretical issues on a high abstraction level first, and later result in practical and conceptual models 

and various other applied analytical tools. This kind of reasoning may sound appealing, but we have not 

found any evidence that this could be a valid explanation. 
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Another possible explanation might lay in the very nature of the dynamic capabilities sub stream. It may 

be that the dynamic character of the capabilities is more difficult to capture and to modulate in practical 

models. The rationale behind this is that capabilities that develop, create and sustain other capabilities 

could be seen as more abstract and lucid.   

 

Classification of Unit of Analysis 
As previously stated in the methodology section, we determine to what extent the models are consis-

tent and complementary with regard to model concepts through analyzing unit of analysis. We deter-

mine the unit of analysis through reviewing the definitions of the models’ principal input and output re-

spectively, e.g. capabilities and competencies. The definitions have been presented earlier in this thesis, 

but we shall restate them henceforth to facilitate transparency.  

Firm-specific advantages are broadly defined as advantages that “cover a very broad set of unique com-

pany strengths” (Rugman and Verbeke, 2001, p 238). This definition is found to be the broadest in the 

range of identified models. Nonetheless, it should be noted that Rugman and Verbeke’s models are the 

only ones based on this definition. 

Resources are also broadly defined although more specifically as “firm resources include all assets, capa-

bilities, organizational processes, firm attributes, knowledge, etc controlled by a firm that enable the firm 

to conceive of and implement strategies to improve its efficiency and effectiveness” (Barney, 1991, p 

101.) This type of definition is at the core of the classical RBV and applied by e.g. Wernerfelt (1984, p 

172) and Collis and Montgomery (1998, p 72).  

“Capabilities *...+ refer to a firm's capacity to deploy resources, usually in combination, using organiza-

tional processes, to affect a desired end. They are information-based, tangible or intangible processes 

that are firm specific and are developed over time through complex interactions among the firm's Re-

sources” (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993, p 35). 

 Competencies could be seen as a form of capability that is coordinating other capabilities (Pralahad and 

Hamel, 1990, p 82; Foss, 1997, p 11). 

 “Dynamic capabilities involve adaptation and change, because they build, integrate, or reconfigure oth-

er resources and capabilities” (Helfat and Peteraf, 2001, p 2) or as Teece et al (1997, p 516) is defining 

“dynamic capabilities as the firm's ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external com-

petences to address rapidly changing environments."  

Subsequent to these definitions we are able to map the identified models with regard to unit of analysis 

and analytical chronology. This in turn is revealing to what extent the models are consistent and com-

plementary with regard to explanatory claim and unit of analysis. 
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Unit of Analysis Step 1 (Identification) Step 2 (Valuation) Step 3 (Implications) 

Firm-Specific Advantag-

es 

  L3C; N3C 

Resources P1C  B2C; E2C; G2C H3C; I3C; T3C 

Capabilities (Incl. core) A1C; Q1C C2C; D2C; R2C J3C; K3C; M3C; U3C 

Competencies (Incl. 

core) 

 S2C O3C 

Dynamic Capabilities  F2D  

Table 14: Units of analysis consistency table 

Analysis of Unit of Analysis 
Having established the unit of analysis table, we can explicitly confirm that the terminology and defini-

tions with regard to the unit of analysis are diverse. In fact, there are also slight variations between the 

different scholars’ definitions of the same terms, e.g. capabilities. This is to some extent confirming that 

there is some conceptual ambiguity and variety in the definitions (Cf. Foss, 1997, p 11; Priem and Butler, 

2001, p 23). However, in general terms we find that the variations within the definitions are less impor-

tant than the differences between the definitions, i.e. between e.g. resources and capabilities.  

To some extent this can be linked to Foss’ (1997, p 11) observation that scholars who consider know-

ledge-based assets more important for competitive advantage tend to refer to competencies and capa-

bilities as unit of analysis. This implies that to a great extent, the preference for a specific term is linked 

to the different sub-streams even within the classical resource-based view. Hence, these nuances are 

guiding the focus of the different models. This is evident in the case of the core classical models of RBV, 

e.g. B2C, H3C, H3C, I3C and T3C, of Barney, Wernerfelt and Collis and Montgomery versus the more 

knowledge and capability oriented models (C2C, D2C, R2C, J3C, etc) of Grant, Amit and Schoemaker, 

Black and Boal, Peteraf etc. Nonetheless, with regard to these nuances we find that the definitions of 

capabilities are a subset of the broader definition of resources and we find that competencies tend to be 

a subset of capabilities, still within the broader definition of resources.  

When in contrast, one is reviewing dynamic capabilities, they tend to be set a part as their definition is 

distinctly different from that of ordinary capabilities. However, it could be argued that dynamic capabili-

ties could be included in the broader resource definition and even as a subset of capabilities in general. 

It is possible that dynamic capabilities scholars would disagree, but given the broad definition of re-

sources, we believe that dynamic capabilities are not contradicting Barney or Wernerfelt’s definitions of 

resources. A similar observation is made by Regnér (1999, p 129). This implies that the dynamic capabili-

ties models are not completely inconsistent with core classical resource based view models in terms of 

their input definitions, although they are based on different assumptions. The uncertainty and contra-

dicting views on their relationship is reflected in the dashed line of the dynamic capabilities, in the sub-

sequent Venn diagram.  
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Our view of the relationship between the different definitions is illustrated in the subsequent Venn dia-

gram:   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 28: Venn diagram of Resource-based definitions 

By considering the noted intersections and subsets, we reach the issue of to what extent these different 

units of analysis can be consistently interchanged, in the various models, i.e. to what extent these mod-

els are complementary. For example can competencies be input in a capabilities model or a broad re-

source mode? Conversely, to what extent a resource can be input in a competencies model? 

Based on the previous discussion of definitions and the inferences of the unit of analysis table, models 

can be applied in combination with other models based on the same unit of analysis and across the 

steps of the analytical chronology. This would for example imply that a capabilities-based model in step 

2 could be combined with a capabilities-based model in step 3. Such application is consistent both with 

regard to unit of analysis and type of explanatory claim. The models are hence complementary.  

This complementarity is exemplified in the following figure. An RBV analysis ranging from identification 

of capabilities to strategic implications could consistently combine the capabilities-based models across 

the three steps of the analytical chronology.  

 

Figure 29: Flowchart of capabilities focused analysis over all steps 
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Another issue is the possibility to combine models across the steps of the analytical chronology and 

across unit of analysis. This would for example be the case of combining a competency-based model 

with a capabilities based model.  As the Venn diagram of definitions we developed illustrates, the vari-

ous units of analysis are sub-sets of each other. Consequently, it is consistent, with regard to unit of 

analysis, to combine models across units of analysis, but only in the direction of broader definitions. For 

example, it would be consistent to insert capabilities in a resource-based model. However, it should be 

noted that this might result in a loss of precision, as a capabilities-based model for example may be 

more specifically designed to handle the particular character of capabilities. Nonetheless, such a combi-

nation can be considered consistent and the models complementary. This is exemplified in the following 

figure, where one is combining capabilities-based models with firm-specific advantages-based models.   

  

Figure 30: Consistency illustration between different units of analysis 

Furthermore, we intend to treat the issue of combinations of models in the reverse order of definitions, 

i.e. from less specific resource definitions to more specific resource definitions. This would for example 

be the case of combining a resource identification model (P1A) with a competencies-based valuation 

model such as S2C. With reference to our previous arguments, this is not recommendable and is most 

likely inconsistent with unit of analysis. These models are thus probably not complementary. However, it 

may be possible under certain conditions, namely that the model is based on the broader resource 

based definition and that the identified resource in fact is a competency. Hence, these two factors need 

to be ascertained before such an analysis can be conducted consistently.  In the case of P1A, it happens 

to be an exception to the broad resource definition and is instead referring to resources as tangible as-

sets. This model is therefore likely to identify tangible resources instead of competencies. Subsequently, 

this is confirming the difficulty of combining models in the reverse direction of specificity in the unit of 

analysis. These model-combinations are therefore considered less complementary. This is illustrated in 

the following figure.   
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Figure 31: Consistency illustration between different units of analysis (example 2) 

Regarding combinations of models based on dynamic capabilities, the subjects of consistency and com-

plementarity are more complicated. First, as we have only identified one such model, it is per se difficult 

to combine it with other dynamic capabilities models. Nonetheless, if such models did exist, we have 

reasons to expect that combinations within the same unit of analysis and across the steps of the analyti-

cal chronology would be considered consistent and the models complementary. However, regarding 

combinations with models based on the classical resource based view there is more ambiguity. This is 

linked to the disputable relationship between dynamic capabilities and the other units of analysis. If one 

is accepting the view that dynamic capabilities are consistent with the broad resource definitions, the 

complementarity of models based on broader definition is high. This would for example imply that a dy-

namic capability could be valued in the VRIS-model (B2C). As there is a lack of models within the pers-

pective, this could be a tremendously practical and convenient conclusion. However, considering the 

fundamentally different assumptions underlying the dynamic capabilities perspective, such a conclusion 

could be problematic. This is further treated in the analysis of the models in a strategy research context.  

Disregarding the purpose of analyzing the applicative implications, the findings of the analysis of the unit 

of analysis can also be used to reveal model gaps, i. e. areas where few or no models exist. This is evi-

dent when observing that there are few models built on competencies, firm-specific advantages and 

even fewer for dynamic capabilities. More models adapted to a specific unit of analysis definition would 

enable more consistent analyses and probably increasing the precision of the analysis. Developing more 

models in these gaps would be a major contribution to the practical applicability of the RBV. Nonethe-

less, we have identified model gaps with a potential for the development of new models within the RBV.  

In summary, we have analyzed the unit of analysis of the various models and in turn related them to the 

analytical chronology. This allows us to determine the consistency and complementarity of the various 

models. This is illustrated in the Unit of Analysis Table. Subsequently, we are able to develop a set of 

guidelines for the complementarity, i.e. e. how the models can be consistently combined across unit of 

analysis and analytical chronology. We find that there is a high complementarity for models within the 

same unit of analysis and for models based on more broadly defined units of analysis. In addition, we 

treat the complementarity between classical RBV models and those based on dynamic capabilities. Fi-

nally, we are revealing gaps where there is potential for new models to be developed.   
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The Models in a Strategy Research Context & Further Classification of Assump-

tions 
Although we have divided all identified models into the two broad theoretical categories “classical” and 

“dynamic”, the models can also be related to a wider strategy research context in terms of their underly-

ing assumptions. The advantage of doing so is not only that it is enabling us to relate the models to a 

wider strategy research context, but also that it is allowing us to distinguish the identified models with 

regard to underlying assumptions, which in turn has implications for the extent of consistency in use and 

complementarity.  

In order to relate the models to a wider strategy research context, we draw upon the framework of Ga-

vetti and Levinthal (2004, p 1310). They outline an overreaching framework and map of the strategy re-

search field. This map is covering two axes: the level of analysis and the type of assumptions about 

choice processes. The level of analysis is defined through structural versus situational level. The assump-

tions about choice processes are defined through behavioral versus rational assumptions. The structural 

level of analysis refers to analysis on aggregate levels, whereas the situational level is more focused on 

the specific situations in which actors are embedded. The behavioral assumptions refer to assumptions 

of a lower rationality, e.g. imperfect information and bounded rationality, whereas the rational assump-

tions are closer to the rationality assumptions of neoclassical economics.  

Based on these variables and our understanding of the character of the identified models we have 

mapped the models in Gavetti and Levinthal’s (2004, p 1310) view of the strategy research context. This 

has yielded the following result:  

Figure 32: Strategy Research Context 
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Although all but one model (F2D) was found to belong to the classical resource based view, the spread 

of models in the wider strategy context is not as concentrated. In fact a few clusters can be identified. A 

few models (K3C; S2C; C2C; D2C) are found to be fairly close to the dynamic capabilities perspective, 

which is considered ”low-church” RBV. Their theoretical origin is hence closer to for example evolutio-

nary economics and the works of inter alia Nelson and Winter. Subsequently, these models deviate be-

cause they are either concerned with network embeddedness, capability evolution or higher level capa-

bilities. However, as was ascertained in the section “Classification of Sub-stream” they are close, but 

they are not completely meeting the conditions for the dynamic capabilities perspective. Nonetheless, 

they demonstrate the lucid boundaries between the two poles in the Resource-based view, “high-

church” and “low-church”. This is likely to influence the use of the models and is therefore important for 

the understanding of the models applicative implications, as models closer to each other are likely to be 

more consistent in use and thus more complementary.   

Another observation is that more than half of all models (P1C; H3C; I3C; T3C; B2C; E2C; G2C; A1C; Q1C) 

are close to “high-church” RBV. This perspective is, as previously stated, less concerned with higher or-

der capabilities and it is more linked to game-theory and the rationality of neo-classical economics. To 

the extent of which one is concerned with using theoretically consistent models, this cluster of models 

indicates greater complementarity. 

Moreover, it should be noted that models J3C, R2C and U3C are deviating from the other “high-church” 

models. This deviation is explained by their attempt to approach the IO-perspective, Structure-Conduct-

Performance. This is particularly the case for J3C and R2C, conceived by Amit and Schoemaker and Grant 

respectively, where the strategic firm resources and capabilities are contrasted with the industry success 

factors. These models are hence increasingly complementary. In practice this cluster of models could be 

suitable for the analyst, practitioner or scholar who is concerned with RBV’s lack of industry focus, con-

sequently enabling a combination of IO and RBV.  

In conclusion, the map of the models in a strategy context has apart from illustrating the theoretical dis-

tribution of the identified models, enabled us to establish that the models are spread within RBV and 

that the boundaries are lucid between the two poles in the Resource-based view, “high-church” and 

“low-church”. However we identify a set of clusters with higher internal consistency and complementar-

ity with regard to their underlying assumptions. Consequently, the map is enhancing our understanding 

for the consistency and complementarity of the identified models. This understanding is in turn impor-

tant for the accurate and consistent application of the identified RBV models.  
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Summary of Analyzed Models  

No. 
Model 

Code 
Models 

Analytical 

Chronology 

Unit of 

analysis 
Dynamic 

/Classic 
Description 

1 

P1C Grant (2005). The 

Resource Identifica-

tion Framework 

1 Resources C Framework for identi-

fying and classifying 

resources into catego-

ries.  

2 

A1C Grant (1996) The 

Hierarchy of Capabil-

ities 

1 Capabilities 

(incl. core) 

C Tool for visualizing 

what capabilities gen-

erate competitive ad-

vantage. 

3 

Q1C De Wit & Mayer 

(2004) Strategy –

Process, Content and 

Context 

1 Capabilities 

(incl. core) 

C A system for classifica-

tion of capabilities 

4 

R2C Grant (2005) The 

Resource and Capa-

bilities Gap Frame-

work.  

2 Capabilities 

(incl core) 

C A framework for hig-

hlighting resource and 

capability gaps 

through firm’s key 

strengths and weak-

ness relative to indus-

try.  

5 

B2C Barney, J.B. (1991) 

Firm Resources and 

Competitive Advan-

tage 

2 Resources C The VRIS-Model: a 

framework for eva-

luating whether a firm 

resource can be a 

source for sustained 

competitive advan-

tage. 

6 

D2C Peteraf (1993) The 

Cornerstones of 

Competitive Advan-

tage A RBV 

2 Capabilities 

(incl core) 

C A framework for de-

termining what capa-

bilities generate com-

petitive advantage 
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7 

E2C Hall, R (1999) A 

Framework Linking 

Intangible Resources 

and Capabilities to 

Sustainable Compet-

itive Advantage 

2 Resources C A framework of classi-

fication of the nature 

and characteristics of 

intangible resources 

8 

G2C Yiche Chen and Yan-

Ru Li (2006) The 

Construction of a 

Model and Scale for 

Assessing Technolo-

gy Resources 

2 Resources C Model and scale for 

assessing resources 

based on four dimen-

sions: Technology, 

Market, Human and 

Finance. 

9 

S2C Fleisher and Bens-

oussan (2004) Strat-

egy and Competitive 

Analysis 

2 Competen-

cies (incl 

core) 

C Five tests for deter-

mining competitive 

value 

10 

C2C Black & Boal (1994) 

Strategic Resources 

Traits, Configura-

tions and Paths to 

Sustainable Compet-

itive advantage 

2 Capabilities 

(incl core) 

C A model establishing 

valuing resources and 

capabilities based on 

their network of rela-

tionships in order to 

determine whether 

they lead to high or 

very high support of 

sustainable competi-

tive advantage 

11 

T3C Collis & Montgomery 

(1998) Triangle of 

Corporate Strategy 

3 Resources C Framework for analyz-

ing the fit and align-

ment of the elements 

of corporate strategy. 

12 

H3C Wernerfelt, B (1984) 

A Resource Based 

View of the Firm 

3 Resources C Resource-product Ma-

trix: a tool for map-

ping of resources in 

product markets 

13 I3C Wernerfelt, B (1984) 3 Resources C The Stepping Stone 
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A Resource Based 

View of the Firm 

Model: a framework 

for evaluation of re-

source diversification 

in terms of their long-

term capacity to func-

tion as stepping stones 

for sequential expan-

sion into new product 

markets 

14 

O3C Pralahad & Hamel 

(1990) The Core 

Competence of the 

Corporation 

3 Competen-

cies (incl 

core) 

C The Product/Core 

Competency Matrix: a 

framework for visua-

lizing the link between 

products and their 

respective core com-

petencies 

15 

U3C Schoemaker (1992) 

How to Link Vision to 

Core Capabilities 

3 Capabilities 

(incl core) 

C The Core Capabilities 

Matrix: a framework 

for linking core capa-

bilities, strategic seg-

ments and various 

competitive scenarios 

in order to develop 

strategic direction 

16 

J3C Amit & Schoemaker 

(1993) Strategic As-

sets and Organisa-

tional Rent 

3 Capabilities 

(incl core) 

C A framework connect-

ing Strategic Industry 

Factors with Strategic 

Assets (Resources and 

Capabilities) 

17 

L3C Rugman & Verbeke 

(1998) Corporate 

Strategies and Envi-

ronmental Regula-

tions An Organizing 

Framework 

3 Firm-

Specific 

Advantages 

C A model for evaluating 

environmental regula-

tions’ impact for re-

source allocation in 

relation to the Firm 

Specific Advantages to 

Country Specific Ad-
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vantages 

18 

M3C Hillman & Hitt (1999) 

Corporate Political 

Strategy Formulation 

3 Capabilities 

(incl core) 

C A decision-tree model 

for political strategy 

formulation and navi-

gation in the political 

policy process 

19 

N3C Rugman & Verbeke 

(2001) Subsidiary-

Specific Advantages 

in Multinational En-

terprises 

3 Firm-

Specific 

Advantages 

C A model for assessing 

patterns of compe-

tence building in 

MNE:s 

20 

K3C Birkinshaw and Hood 

(1998) Multinational 

Subsidiary Evolution 

Capability and Char-

ter Change 

3 Capabilities 

(incl core) 

C A model for identify-

ing five generic capa-

bility evolution 

processes in subsidiar-

ies 

21 

F2D Helfat et Peteraf 

(2001) The Dynamic 

Resource-Based 

View Capability Life-

cycles 

2 Dynamic 

Capabilities 

D A framework for un-

derstanding the evolu-

tion of capabilities 

over time 

Table 15: Summary of analyzed models.  
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Conclusions 
In consequence of the two purposes of this thesis we devised the two research questions aiming at first 

determining what practical or conceptual models can be found within the resource-based view and 

second treating to what extent the practical and conceptual models within the resource-based view are 

consistent and complementary with regard to explanatory claim, model concepts and basic assumptions.  

1. In response to the first research question, the extensive literature review has allowed us to de-

termine the number of practical or conceptual models within the resource-based view to 21 mod-

els.  

 

Building on the results from this literature review we are able to thoroughly analyze to what extent 

these models are consistent and complementary with regard to their explanatory claim, model concepts 

and basic assumptions.  

 

2. With regard to explanatory claim, we determine what models are consistent and complementary 

with regard to explanatory claim and we find that the models are complementary between the 

steps of the analytical chronology, not necessarily consistent with regard to type, assumptions or 

unit of analysis.  

3. Concerning model concepts, we find that the models are more consistent and complementary 

when based on the same unit of analysis or when combined with models based on broader unit of 

analysis definitions.  

4. Moreover, we find that the combination of analytical chronology and unit of analysis is producing 

a useful and practical tool for model consistency and complementarity.  

5. In relation to basic assumptions, we identify a set of clusters with higher internal consistency and 

complementarity with regard to their underlying assumptions. 

 

In addition to these conclusions we have been able draw a number of conclusions relating to the prac-

tical applicability of the resource based view.  

 

6. We note that the majority of the identified models concern strategic implications. This is an inter-

esting observation as it is contradicting some of Priem and Butler’s criticism that the resource-

based view is lacking strategic prescriptions. 

7. In addition we note that few (one) models have been produced within the dynamic capabilities 

perspective, which in turn is an indication of both a research gap and the perspective’s current 

usefulness to practitioners.  

8. Based on the unit of analysis and analytical chronology we are able to develop practical guidelines 

for practical and consistent combinations of models within an RBV analysis.  

9. Finally we reveal research gaps where there is potential for new models to be developed.  

 

Regarding these conclusions several issues seem interesting to comment on.  
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First, we have noted that there are few models treating the identification of resources. At a first glance, 

this may not be considered problematic as various methods may substitute the need for models. How-

ever, there is no consistent model or other prescription for how to go about this identification. We find 

this an apparent weakness of the perspective, especially since the underlying resources or capabilities 

are of such importance to the resource-based view and to its analyses. Related to this is what we perce-

ive as the implicit assumption that only insiders can identify these resources. We are wondering if not 

the theoretical assumptions of for example social complexity and causal ambiguity render insiders just 

as able as outsiders, in turn basing their perception of the firm’s strengths and weaknesses on the firm’s 

external actions in relation to other actors.    

Moreover, we find it problematic that there is such a variety in the various definitions and concepts. Al-

though we have succeeded in developing the Venn diagram of the definitions, this was only possible 

through some form of simplification of variety of definitions and through making some implicit assump-

tions. This illustrates the actual complexity and disparity of concepts and definitions existing within the 

resource based view. Hence, one of our conclusions is that for the RBV to be truly valuable to practition-

ers and users of the RBV-models, some serious improvements in terms of applicability are needed. 

Another problematic issue is the relationship between the dynamic capabilities perspective and the clas-

sic resource based view. Although they are sharing some fundamental similarities and that they to some 

extent be compatible, there are also fundamental and important differences. Most importantly, they 

differ in their basic views of the market mechanisms and consequently in the origin of the competitive 

advantage. This difference should not be underestimated and we are wondering to what extent the dy-

namic capabilities perspective should truly be considered part of the RBV.  

This is also highlighting the issue of the multitude of sub-streams existing within the RBV. In this thesis 

we decided to focus on the two most important. However, this multitude of sub-streams could in part 

be seen as an indication of the dynamic development of the view, but it is undoubtedly contributing to 

the disparity of definitions and concepts. In turn this is rendering the RBV less useful in practice and to 

practitioners. 

Regarding the main contributions of this thesis, it is the first, to our knowledge, comprehensive invento-

ry of practical and conceptual models within the resource-based view. Furthermore it is thoroughly 

treating the models’ applicative qualities through analyzing consistency and complementarity. In partic-

ular, it is enhancing and providing guidelines for how the identified models can be used consistently and 

combined with other models within an RBV analysis. The resulting conclusions have important implica-

tions for the practical application of RBV as a view and for its models. In addition, the thesis is revealing 

significant research gaps, especially in terms of the potential to develop new models. Summa samarium, 

these contributions provide an important basis for the further development of the applicative aspects of 

the RBV, being relevant to both practitioners and researchers.  

Further Research 
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Having completed this inventory and analysis of practical or conceptual RBV models, we have a series of 

propositions for future research.  These propositions could be divided into four types.  

Firstly, it is obvious that it needs more research to develop models for identification of the resources. 

The fact that the initial step lack methods for identification is a clear weakness when it comes to the ap-

plicability of RBV. It is also obvious that more models needs to be developed within the dynamic capabil-

ities sub stream, if proponents of this sub stream wish to make the perspective more applicable, that is.  

Secondly, we observe the need to test the various models in practice. Such tests could for example with 

great advantage be comparative and contrast the implications of the various models. This would be use-

ful for practitioners to know what models are preferable in what situations. Other tests could for exam-

ple evaluate the usefulness and quality of the different models.   

Thirdly, we observe the need for a test of different methods of analysis. It would be tremendously inter-

est to establish to what extent one could perform an RBV analysis on the basis of only external informa-

tion as opposed to the implicit requirement of internal information, i.e. interviews with managers or 

other internal actors (Cf. Hall, 1999, p 612; Collis and Montgomery, 1998, p.44).  A comparative test of 

these parameters could be of interest to analysts, mostly basing their analyses on public information.   

A third type of possible research issues could be the development of or examination of how the dynamic 

capabilities perspective could be translated into practical models for practitioners. Studies within these 

three types of research areas would not only prove useful to practitioners but they would undoubtedly 

advance and develop the resource-based view as a perspective in contemporary strategy thinking.  
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Appendix 

Leading Scholars  
See Methodology chapter: The Search Strategy for more information. The scholars that have been 
searched are: 

Amy J. Hillman 
Anoop Madhok 
Birger Wernerfelt 
Bruce Kogut  
C. K. Pralahad 
Constance E. Helfat 
Cynthia A. Montgomery 
David J. Collis 
Eli Ofekb 
Gary Hamel 
Harbir Singh 
J.-C. Spender 
Jaideep Anand 
James M. Bloodgood 
James Robins  
Janice A. Black 
Jay B. Barney 
Julian Birkinshaw 
Kathleen M. Eisenhardt.  
Kimberly B. Boal 
Margaret A. Peteraf 
Margarethe F. Wiersema 
Markus C. Becker 
Michael A. Hitt 
Neil Hood 
Nicolai J. Foss 
Paul J H Schoemaker 
Philip G. Berger  
Raphael Amit   
Richard A. Bettis 
Richard Hall 
Richard J. Arend 
Richard P. Rumelt 
Ricky Y. K. Chan 
Robert M. Grant 
Sidney G. Winter 
Udo Zander 
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Selection of Leading Textbooks (A) 
Top 25 strategy books measured in sales on Amazon.com 

 

Category: Books / Business, Finance and Law / Management / Strategy 

 

As stated in the Methodology chapter, a strategy textbook is defined as a book used in business schools 

in the teaching of practitioners. The Amazon list of bestselling strategy books include both strategy text-

books and other strategy literature, why only the relevant strategy textbooks are included in this appen-

dix. 

 

1. Not textbook 
2. Exploring Corporate Strategy. Gerry Johnson, Kevan Scholes, Richard Whittington. Harlow : Financial 
Times Prentice Hall, 2005 
3. Understanding Organizations  
4. Not textbook 
5. Not textbook 
6. Not textbook 
7. Competitive Strategy - techniques for analyzing industries and competitors. Porter, ME. New York : 
Free Press, 20048  Not textbook 
9. Not textbook 
10 Exploring Corporate Strategy - se 2.  
11 Not textbook 
12 Not textbook 
13 Not textbook 
14 The McKinsey Mind. Ethan M. Rasiel and Paul N. Friga. New York: McGraw-Hill, cop. 2002 
15 Not textbook 
16 Not textbook 
17 Not textbook 
18 Not textbook 
19 Not textbook 
20 Same title as 14, different edition.  
21 Managerial Economics & Business Strategy. Michael R. Baye. 2006. Chicago; London: Irwin, 2006 
22 Strategy Safari. The complete guide through the wilds of strategic management. Henry Mintzberg, 
Bruce Ahlstrand, Joseph Lampel. 1998. Harlow: Financial Times Prentice Hall 
23 Not textbook 
24 Contemporary Strategy Analysis. Grant, R. 2005. Contemporary Strategy Analysis, 5 ed. Malden: 
Blackwell Publishing. 
25 Not textbook 
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Selection of Leading Textbooks (B) 
The list below contains strategy textbooks that were chosen to complement the search of bestselling 

books. See Methodology chapter for more information.  

Kay, John 1993. Foundations of Corporate Success. Oxford University Press: Oxford.  

Besanko, David; David Dranove; Mark Shanley; Scott Schaefer, 2004. Economics of Strategy. New York; 

Chichester: John Wiley 

Saloner, Garth; Shepard, Andrea, Podolny, Joel. 2001. Strategic Management. New York; Chichester: 

John Wiley 

Fleisher, Craig S; Bensoussan, Babette E. 2003. Strategic and Competitive analysis. Upper Saddle River, 

N.J.:Prentice Hall 

de Wit, Bob; Meyer, Ron. 2005. Strategy Synthesis: Resolving Strategy Paradoxes to Create Competitive 

Advantage. London:Thomson Learning 

Johnson, Gerry; Scholes, Kevan; Whittington, Richard. 2005. Exploring Corporate Strategy. Harlow: Fi-

nancial Times Prentice Hall 

Haberberg, Adrian; Rieple, Alison. 2001. The Strategic Management of Organisations. Harlow: Pearson 

Education 

White, Colin. 2004. Strategic Management. New York: Palgrave Macmillan 

Thompson, John; Martin, Frank. 2005.Strategic Management – Awareness and Change. London: Thomp-

son Learning 

Mintzberg, Henry et al. 2003.The Strategy Process – Concepts, Contexts, Cases. Upper Saddle River: NJ: 

Prentice Hall 

Coyle, Geoff. 2004. Practical strategy - Structured Tools and Techniques. Harlow: Financial Times Pren-

tice Hall 

Greenley, Gordon E. 1989. Strategic Management. New York: Prentice-Hall. 

Barney, Jay. 2002. Gaining and Sustaining Competitive Advantage. Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Prentice 

Hall. 

 


