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ghis paper aims to explore the contributions of dynamic capabilities and
organisational culture in competitive advantage af§f) performance of
agriculture cooperatives in Indonesia and China. This study used a
structural equation model (PLS-SEM) and SPSS to explore a theoretical
model which links dynamic capabilities, organisational culture and
competitive advantage and performance. Empirical evidence is
provided via simple random sampling of 201 agricultural cooperatives
in China and 241 in Indonesia. This study found that the Chiffgse
cooperatives contribute a significant and positive effect to their
competitive advantage and performance. On the other hand, Indonesian
dynamic capabilities and organisational culture provided positive
effects solely on competitive advantage. There is not positive impact on
performance.
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25

24 Semarang. Indonesia 50125,




International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change. www.ijicc.net
Volume 8, Issue 6, 2019

Introduction

ﬁyﬂarnic capabilities and organisational culture have a vital romn business operation and
financial and non-financial aspects such as decision making. Some scholars believmhat
dynamic capabilities are fundamental to competitive advantage and firm performance (Teece
et al, 1997). Researchersdaim that dynamic capabilities and organisational culture plays an
important role between competitive advantage and performance (Deal & Kenedy, 1982;
Kotler& Kellgg, 2006; Wang & Ahmed, 2007). According to select theories, agricultural
cooperatives should have good, dynamic capabilities and organisational cultures. This is
because of their role in sustaining their business. In doing this, they can successfully compete
with other entrepreneurs. Agricultural cooperatives, as a centre of rural economies, do not see
themselves as formidable business entities able to empower the economy to which they
contribute.

In 2013, it was reported that the number of Indonesian cooperatives had increased from
170.411 units in 2009 to 200.808 units in little under six years. From this data, active
cooperatives in 2013 stands at 142.387 units while non-active at 58.421 units. Itis obvious that
almost 50% of Indonesian cooperatives are non-active. This non-activity seriously affects
government incentive programs and causes distortion in cooperative growth. It is the similar
condition with Growth of Business Value (GBV) of agriculture cooperatives which in 2011-
2012 decreased to 23.74 % and increased 23.25% in 2012 yet with significant progress. This
growth is not equivalent to the total Indonesian population. This is also the case for agricultural
cooperatives with shrinking growth. Growth stood at 6.03% in 2012 and decreased to 3.25%
in 2013 (Data source Indonesia Ministry of Cooperatives and SMEs, 2013). This shows that
the general development of Growth of Business Value and cooperatives’ growth is not reliable
or sustainable. In light of this problem, agricultural cooperatives should maintain strategic
initiatives to restore their critical importance of economic growth and prosperity.

According to Xu and Huang (2007), agricultural cooperatives in China face complex problems
such as those related to ownership rights, unclear positions, diminished property functions,
poor relations with farmers and weak organisational performance. This problem has
dramatically impacted the Chinese agricultural sector in achieving competitive advantage. The
main problem faced by agricultural cooperatives is the absence of the ‘real’ owner. This
absence affects the governance of agricultural cooperatives; it is less effective and leads to
insider domination of residual claims. Xu and Huang (2007) reveal that after twenty-one years
of reforms, agriculture still confronted a real problem; namely how to become a "real" farming
cooperative acceptable to the community.

Based on background research, this study aims to explore the definitions and effects of dynamic
capabilities and organisational culture as they relate to agricultural cooperatives in China and
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Indonesia. Thisearch offers a new research approach by clarifying Chinese and Indonesian
debates about the influence of dynamic capabilities, organisational culture on competitive
advantage and performance on agricultural cooperatives.

This paper is ggganised as follows: Section 2 presents constructs of interest and the relationship
among them and develops related hypotheses. Section 3 outlines the study methodology and
Section 4 presents the empirical results. Finally, the paper will provide a discussion and
conclusion.

Literature Review and Research Hypotheses

Dynamic capabilities are a collection of routines that enable organisations to respond to
changing environments using value-creating strategies (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Winter,
2002). Although such capabilities are clearly desirable, they are imperfectly understood; they
are assumed to arise from human capital resources in causally ambiguous and socially complex
ways (Boxall,1998; Boxall&Steermeld, 1999). In response to this combination of competitive
importance and causal obscurity, the field of strategic management lm engaged in a quest to
understand how internal processes translate into dynamic capabilities. Earlier studies show how
dynamic capabilities influence performance indirectly (Cepeda& Vera, 2007; Danneels, 2002;
Helfat et al.,2007; Protogerou et al.,2011; Winter, 2003; Zahra et al., 2006).

The effect of dynamic capabilities and organisational culture on competitive advantage

%ang and Ahmed (2007) propose that the exglination of dynamic capabilities and their effects
must be a continuous advantage. However, in a changing environment, the acquirement and
maintenance of competitive advantage is quite difficult. Rather than sustainable advantage,
some scholars propose a series of short-term advantages (D'Aveni et al., 2010). According to
the literature, this study holds that competitive advantage is a state in which organisations cope
with environmental dynamism and, as such, continuously provide satisfying products or
services for customers.

Organisational culture stands out as one important component to sustain performance,
competitive advantage, and the prominence of the organisation. An effective organisation
culture develops an ethical environment. An organisational culture drives and supports the
development of knowledgeable and competitive people to get the job done. To achieve and
inspire competitive advantage is to continuously encourage individuals to innovate. An
organisational culture model values strong work ethics and shifts culture towards competitive
advantage.
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In line with the above, the following hypotheses are proposed:
H1a. That dynamic capabilities la/e a positive impact on competitive advantage and;
H1b. That organisational culture has a positive impact on competitive advantage

The effect of dynamic capabilities and organisational culture on performance
(6 ]
Dynamic capabilities are organisational and strategic routines whereby managers change their
resources to generate strategies that value-add to the entity (Eisenhardt and Martin,2000). By
oting new strategic paths, dynamic capabilities contribute overall to a firm’s performance
(Teece et al., 1997; Wu, 2007; Zollo and Winter, 2002; Zott, 2003). The dynamic view of
capabilities is particularly important in ilarnational markets (e.g., Griffith and Harvey, 2001;
Prange and Verdier, 2011; Teece, 2007), where firms are completely exposed to opportunities
and threats associated with rapid changes in customers, technology ;yl competitors (Teece,
2007). In these contexts, success depends on the organisation's ability to constantly renew and
reconfigure its resources and adjust them t(n'nternational constraints (Li, 1995). Critically,
organisational culture shapes behaviour and performance of organisational members.
According to Deal and Kenedy (1982) performance improvement is linked to deliberate efforts
by management towards developing organisational culture. By comparison, Bennett, Fadil and
Greenwood (1994) argue that organisational success depends on achieving a good fit between
strategy, structure and culture.

Based on the above, it is proposed:

2
H2a: That dynamic capabilitiesgave positive impact on performance and;
H2b: That organisation culture has a positive impact on performance.

The influence of competitive advantage on performance

Competitive edge is able to significantly predict the variance in the performance of the
organisation (Raduan et al, 2009). From a resource point of view, competitive advantage is one
key strateqn management theory that explains organisational consequences. Competitive
advantage can be viewed from various perspectives, particularly from the industrial and
resource-based view (RBV). The production attributes is an important capability asg allows a
firm to survive, succeed and cope in a competitive market (Porter, 1985) as well as to enhance
performance (Day &Wensley, 1988; Porter, 2001; Hawawini, et al., 2003; Kim, et al, 2008).

In light of the above, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H3: That competitive advantage has positive impact on performance
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The role of dynamic capabilities and organisational culture

Dynamic capabilities have great effect on an organisation’s culture. A body of research has
overlooked and neglected to consider human aspects such as relationships, compassion, and
virtuous actions (Cameron &Caza,2002; Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003). This research project
explores how te humanistic behaviour, resulting from an extraordinary work ideology, creates
dynamic capabilities. Specifically, the study examines how a work ideology of social
relationships and humanistic interactions translates into human-resource management
practices. These dynamic capabilities are essential in organisations where meeting the needs of
agricultural cooperatives and their competitive success can only be achieved through human
capital (Harber, Ashkanasy, & Callan,1997).

Subsequently, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H4: That dynamic capabilities have a positive impact on organisational culture

Research design
Samples

With regard to the Chinese and Indonesian contexts, this study employed a simple random
sampling method for data collection. An extensive literature review provided the basis for
developing an initial list of items to measure. Then, in order to revise the measurement items,
interviews with five CEOs (policy makers and competitors) from five different agricultural
cooperatives were carried out. In terms of a pre-test, ten agricultural cooperatives in Indonesia
and six agricultural cooperatives in China, both with expertise in strategic management, were
identified. The pre-test sought to examine whether these revised measurement items were
compulsory and sufficient. The next step was conducting a pilot study involving 80 agricultural
cooperatives in China and 100 agricultural cooperatives in Indonesia. The purpose was to
determine the efficiency of the questionnaires. Lastly, this study examined item-to-total
correlation so as to refine measurements.

Design measurements with a ten-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to
“strongly agree” were chosen. Given the research need, respondents would be low to high or
senior managers who have worked in the same agricultural cooperatives for over a year. This
would ensure a full understanding of the firm and enhance data quality. In this study the
respondents are workers of agricultural cooperative firms from low held positions (employee)
to high positions (senior manager or director). Table 1 below illustrates respondent
demographics:
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Table 1: Respondent demographics

Demographics N) (%) (N) (%)
] China China Indonesia Indonesia
Gender
Female 69 343 76 31.5
Male 132 65.7 165 68.5
Age
< 24 years 2 1.0 0 0.0
24-35 years 46 229 60 249
36-45 years 98 48.8 97 40.2
+46 Years 55 274 84 34.0
Education
Elementary 30 14.9 9 3.7
Junior high | 102 50.7 58 24.1
school
Senior high | 41 204 128 53.1
school
Diploma 7 35 22 9.1
Undergraduate 21 104 23 9.5
Master 0 0.0 1 0.4
Tenure
> 1 year 54 26.9 21 8.7
2 — 4 years 50 249 50 20.7
5— 7 years 66 3238 92 38.2
>7 years 31 154 78 324

Based on Table | above, the highest gender in China and Indonesia is male: 65.7% and 68.5%
respectively. With regards to age criteria, the highest in China and Indonesia was 36-45 years:
48.8% 40.2% respectively. The highest education obtained in China is junior high school at
50.7% and 53.1% for Indonesia. Finally, in terms of tenure, the highest in China exceeds one
year at 26.9% and 5-7 years, 38.2%, for Indonesia
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Reliability and validity of the scales
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Results establish sufficient confidence in that the reflective measurement model suits the data
(see Table 2 and 3). Overall, the measurement properties of the full model on the second-order
index is acceptable. Firstly, the four first-order constructs from dynamic capabilities,
organisational culture, competitive advantage and performance all meet the relevant reliability

criteria as reported in Table 2 & 3.

Table 2: Reliability Test Results and Variance ExtractFull Model Data in Indonesia

> a

Variabel Loading | Loading? | Error | Ej loading | CR AVE
Dynamic SSMC 0.892 | 0.795 0.795 | 0.205 |{2.392 0.921 | 0.853 | 0.797
Capabilities TDMC 0.941 | 0.885 0.885 | 0.115

CIC 0.844 0.712 0.712 | 0.288
Organisational | CS 0,718 0.515 0.515 | 0.485 | 5.561 0.927 | 0.858 | 0.556
Culture CM 0.826 0.682 0.682 | 0.318

P 0.812 | 0.659 0.659 | 0.341

HR 0.519 0.514 0.514 | 0.486

IP 0.794 0.630 0.630 | 0.370

PC 0.799 0.638 0.638 | 0.362

L 0.763 0.582 0.582 | 0.418

CM 0.834 0.695 0.695 | 0.305

DM 0.745 0.555 0.555 | 0.445

Ol 0.769 0.591 0.591 | 0.409
Competitive
Advantage COM | 0.862 0.743 0.743 | 0.257 | 4.341 0.939 | 0.871 | 0.723

DUR | 0.928 0.861 0.861 |0.139

PROF | 0.820 0.672 0.672 | 0.328

IM 0.868 0.753 0.753 | 0.247

TR 0.800 0.640 0.640 | 0.360

ACC | 0.820 0.672 0.672 | 0.328
Performance 0.891
Management | FIN 0.979 0.958 0.958 | 0.042 |2.224 0.827 0.556

PA 0.661 0.437 0.437 | 0.563

PS 0.715 0.511 0.511 | 0.489

CsS 0.564 0.318 0.318 | 0.682
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Source: primary Indonesia data proceed, 2015

Table 3: Reliability Test Results and Variance Extract Full Model Data in China

> a
Variabel Loading | Loading? | Error | ef loading | CR AVE

Dynamic
Capabilities | SSMC 0.837 | 0.700 0.700 | 0.300 | 2.210 | 0.893 | 0.692 | 0.737

TDMC 0.883 | 0.779 0.779 | 0.221

CIC 0.855 0.731 0.731 | 0.269

Organisation | CS 0.731 0.534 0.534 | 0.466 | 5.728 0.895 | 0.758 | 0.571

Culture CM 0.747 0.558 0.558 | 0.442
P 0.774 0.599 0.599 | 0.441
HR 0.656 0.430 0.430 | 0.570
IP 0.727 0.528 0.528 | 0.472
PC 0.736 0.542 0.542 | 0.458
L 0.727 0.529 0.529 | 0.471

CM 0.833 0.694 0.694 | 0.306

DM 0.821 0.674 0.674 | 0.326

Ol 0.800 0.640 0.640 | 0.360

Competitive
Advantage DUR | 0.878 0.770 0.770 | 0.230 | 1.743 | 0.793 | 0.795 | 0.581

TR 0.885 0.783 0.783 | 0.217

ACC |0.536 0.590 0.590 | 0.410

Performance
Management | FIN 0.888 0.789 0.789 | 0.211 | 2.848 0.907 | 0.853 | 0.712

PA 0.890 0.792 0.792 | 0.208

PS 0.859 0.738 0.738 | 0.262

CS 0.727 0.529 0.529 | 0.471

Source: primary China data proceed, 2015

Secondly, the dynamic capabilities, organisation culture, competitive advantage and
performance second-order index displays a Cronbach’sis > .70 and indicates high reliability.
Thirdly, the composite reliability is >0.70 and, thus, above the acceptable threshold. Fourth, all
factor loadings are significant and exceed the required 0.50 level, indicating competitive
advantage only for China. Data with loading value <0.50 (COM, PROF, IM) should be
removed and will lead to a significant increase in composite reliability. When deleting
additional items to further increase the AVE, the model estimations do change significantly.
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Finally, the full model index has a discriminant validity, as all convergent validity criteria is
met with an AVE value > 0.70. Given the study’s aims to develop theory, an acceptable
Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability and significant factor loadings, we conclude that the
properties of the full model index are acceptable.

The researchers used a composite model, semld-order index, for a full model analysis. In order
to specify hierarchical latent variables of dynamic capabilities, organisational culture,
competitive advantage and performance in PLS-SEM, a graded component model was
constructed through repeated usage of manifest variables, i.e. indicators (Tenenhaus et al.,
2005; Wold, 1985). Figure 2 and 3 above show a graphical representation of the hierarchical
components model. Finally, the formative second-order construct for a full model was
validated through discussion at pretesting stage.

With regards to Tables 4 and 5 below, the correlations between constructs are sufficiently high
for Indonesian and Chinese data sets. It is the case that for Indonesia, only dynamic capabilities
to performance is not significant. Table 6 below summarises the results tﬁhe PLS-SEM
analysis and is discussed in the following section. The researchers assessed path coefficients
and their significance values to test the hypotheses. To do so, the bootstrapping procedure (with
a number of 500 bootstrsamples and 91 bootstrap cases, using individual sign changes) was
applied. This was done to evaluate the significance of relevant paths of investing in dynamic
capabilitiThc evaluation additionally identified when and how paths can be leveraged. To
this end, a comparative analysis of competitive advantage and performance of agricultural
cooperatives between China and Indonesia (Table 7) was carried out. These contributions are
discussed in detail below.

Table 4: Descriptive statistic and correlation matrix (China data)

Mean | SD | Composite | 1 2 3 4
reliability
1.Dynamic capabilities | 6.9 1.23 |- ()
2.Organisational culture | 7.3 1.05 |- 0.79" | ()
3.Competitive advantage | 6.5 125 |- 0.70"" | 0.49™ | (=)
4. Performance 6.2 0.75 |0.97 0.43" | 047" [ 0.39™ | (0.97)

**Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed); *significant at 0.05 (2-tailed)
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Table 5: Descriptive statistic and correlation matrix (Indonesia data)

Mean | SD | Composite | 1 2 3 4
reliability
1.Dynamic capabilities 6.95 1.19 | - ()
2 Organisational culture | 7.18 1.04 | - 0.80" | (-)
3.Competitive advantage | 6.60 | 1.20 | - 0.72" [0.67" | (-)
rformance 6.42 094 |0.82 0.62 [0.65" | 0.67" | (0.82)

**Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed); *significant at 0.05 (2-tailed)
Hypothesis testing

Consistent with hypothesis 1(a) and (b), the first correlation is between dynamic capabilities
and competitive advanme p=0.70, p<0.01(Chinese data) and p=0.72, p<0.01 (Indonesian
data). By themselves, dynamic capabilities have a significant correlation on competitive
advantage and hypothesis 1(a) for this research is acceptable. Correlation between
organisational culture on competitive advantage p=0.49, p<0.01(Chinese data) and p=0.67,
p<0.01(Indonesian data). Given this, it can bmncluded that hypothesis 1(b) is also acceptable.
An assessment of path coefficients ofﬁect dynamic capabilities on competitive advantage is
B=0.281, p<0.01(Chinese data) and P=0.729, p<0.05 (Indonesian data) and; the effect of
dynamic capabilities on performance f=0.105, p<0.05(Chinese data) and p=-0.124, p<0.1
(Indonesian data). SGJsequently, it can be concluded that Dynamic capabilities and
organisational culture has a positive, direct effect on competitive advantage (Model 1&2).
Secondly and with regards to Hypothesis 2(a) and (b), the correlation between dynamic
capabilities and performance is f=0.43, p<0.01(Chinese data) and f=0.62, p>0.01 (Indonesian
data). So, Hypothesis 2(a) of this study is suitable for the Chinese data, whereas data for
Indonesia is unacceptable. Correlation between organisational culture on performance is
p=0,47p<0.01(Chinese data) and =, p<0.01(Indonesian data). In light of this analysis, the
study is acceptable for Hypothesis 2(b). Measured by themselves, organisational culture in
China and Indonesia has a significant correlation on performance. Direct effect dynamic
capabilities on performance is ﬁ=%§, p<0.05(Chinese data) and ($=0.02, p>0.05 (Indonesian
data). In terms of this analysis, dy'narnicmpabilities have a direct effect on performance
(Chinese data), whereas for Indonesia, no direct effect on performance is evident. The direct
effect of organisational culture on performance is p=0,19 p<0.01(%nese data) and p=0.11,
p>0.0 I(Indonesian data). Organisational culture, it is concluded, has a is significant direct
effect on performance (Model 3&4).
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Hypothesis 3’s correlation between competitive advantage and performance is p=0.39,
p<0.01(Chinese data) and B=0.67, p<0.01 (Indonesian data). In this respect, competitive
advantage has a significant correlation on performance and verifies that Chinese data for
Hypothesis 3 is acceptable. An analysis of path coefficients about direct effect competitive
advantage on performance stands at P=015, p<0.01(Chinese data) and P=0,45p<0.01
(Indonesian data), showing that dynamic capabilities on competitive advantage have a
significant, targeted effect on performance (Model 5).

A correlative analysis of Hypothesis 4 presents dynamic capabilities and organisation culture
at f=0.79, p<0.01(Chinese data) and p=0.80, p<0.01 (Indonesian data). Seen by themselves,
dynamic capabilities have a significant correlation on organisational culture and Hypothesis 4
is proven to be acceptable. An assessment of path coefficients on the direct effect dynamic
capabilities on organisational cult]mis B=0.624, p<0.01(Chinese data) and p=0.64, p<0.01
(Indonesian data). It can be verified that dynamic capabilities have a significant, targeted effect
on organisational culture (Model 5).

Table 6: Path Coefficients analysis

(China Data) (Indonesia Data)
Control VarialfZy
Firm size —% B¥npetitive advantage —* Firm performance -0.078 -0.251""
Firmage —® Competitive advantage — Firm performance 0.256™" 0.053
Main Variables
Model 1
Dynamic capabilities —# Competitive advantage (direct effect) 0.281°" 0.729""
Dynamic capabilities —# r'r’> —#ompetitive advantage (corelation 0.105™" -0.124™"
with OC)
Dynamic capabilities = Organisational culture = competitive 0.386™" 0.605""
advantage (total effect)
Model 2
Organisational culturre —® Competitive advantage (direct effect) 0.060™ 0.034°
Organisational culturer'rompeti#bve advantage (corelation with 0.105™ -0.1247
0C)
Organisational culture —#Dynamic capabilities —® competitive 0.1657 -0.09°
advantage (total effect)
Model 3
Dynamic capabilities —# Firm performance (direct effect) 0.069"" 0.026
Dynamic capabilitiesr'™ FirmrPrerformance (corelation with OC) 0.094™ 0.044
Dynamic capabilities —® Organisational culture —Firm 0.166™ 0.070
performance (total effect)
Model 4
Organisational culturre — Firm performance (direct effect) 0.198" 0.119""
Organisational culturer'+»Firm pedformance (corelation with OC) 0.098""" 0.144™
Organisational culture —®Dynamic capabilities —® Firm 0.293 0.163™
performance (total effect)
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Model 5

Competitive advantage — Firm performance 0.153™" 0.450""
Dynamic capabilities —® Organisational culture 0.624™" 0.649"""
R? (Competitive advantage) 0.553 0.514
R? (Performancf) 0459 0.224

***Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed), **significant at 0.05 (2-tailed), *significant at 0.1 (2-tailed).

Table 7: Comparative analysis

Variable Sig Mean SD

China |Indo | China |Indo | China |Indo
Competitive 0.534 - - - -
advantage
Performance 0.060 - - - -
Firm age 0.008 0.000 |7.74 6.81 0.44 1.34
Firm Size 0.649 0.000 |6.63 7.12 0.97 1.27

Significant level is 0.05
Structural Equation Modelling Analysis

The first procedure is to evaluate the appropriateness and fitness of the model to determine the
estimation value of individual parameters. If the model does not fulfil the criteria, AMOS
recommends connecting some indicators in order for the model to suit the data.

With regalm to Figure 2 below, measurement of individual Chinese parameters covers the
variables of dynamic capabilities, organisational culture, competitive advantage and
performance. The results of the analysis saﬁy the suitability and fitness of the Model: i.e. the
value of chi-square=350.132; probability= 0.00; GFI=0.86; AGFI=0.79; TLI=0,92: CF1=0.94;
CMIN/DF=2.41; RMSEA=0.08. Based on an analysis of data, it can be concluded that the
model is acceptable.

Regarding Figure 3 below, measurement of individual Indonesia parameters was tested using
the Structural Equation Model (SENBThe measurement of GOF covers variables of dynamic
capabilities, organisational culture, competitive advantage and performance variables. The
results of the analysis satisfy E suitability and fitness criteria: i.e. the value of chi-square is
=576.468; probability=0,00.; GFI=0.83; AGFI=0.76; TLI=0,90; CFI=0.92; CMIN/DF=2.85;
RMSEA=0.08. Based on data analysis, it can be concluded that the model is adequate.
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Figure 2. Conceptual representation of Hierarchical Components Model for Chinese data. All
loadings and weights are significant at 0.001 (2-tailed).
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Figure 3. Conceptual representation of Hierarchical Components Model for Indonesian data.
All loadings and weights are significant at 0.001 (2-tailed)
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Discussions and conclusions

e main contributions of this work to the theory are three-fold. Firstly, the research provides
empirical evidence on the impact dynamic capabilities and organisational culture have in on
improving competitive advantage and performance of gggricultural cooperatives in China. This
consistent with previous theories established by Helfat et al.2007; Teece et al., 1997.
Dynamic capabilities positively influence m'n performance in multiple ways; they match the
resource base with changinmnvironments. The results show that in China dynamic capabilities
and organisational culture have a positive impact on competitive advantage and performance
of agricultural cooperatives.

Secondly data analysis of agricultural cooperatives in Indonesia demonstrate that dynamic
capabilities and organisational culture contribute to competitive advantage. This theory is
consistent with those of Teece and Pisano (1994); i.e. competitive advantage of a firm comes
from daily dynamic capabilities inherent in thggcompany. In light of this, Indonesian
agricultural cooperatives, especially in relation to dynamic capabilities, do not have a positive

impact on performance. The existing dynamic capabilities in these agricultural cooperatives
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has no significant, aimed effect on performance. Additionally, it is caused by a mismatch of
accepted dynamism. This is because dynamic ability will happen if there is conformity to
expected dynamism and actual dynamics (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009).

Thirdly, an assessment of coefficient paths and significance values tested the direct effect of
dynamic capabims and organisational culture. The result of path coefficient tests for
Indonesia shows that dynamic capabilities play a significant role in competitive advantage, i.e.
72.9%. Organisational culture also plays a similar role for competitive advantage of
agricultural cooperatives in Indonesia, i.e. 3.4%. However, the number is not as high as
dynamic capabilities have not accomplished what they need to do. An analysis of Chinese data
shows that dynamic capabilities and organisational culture are significant enough for
competitive advantage. Dynamic capabilities play a significant role in changing competitive
advantage by 28.1%; while organisational cultures affect competitive advantage by 6 %. In
terms of competitive advantage in China and Indonesia, dynamic capabilities variables have
contributed more than organisational culture (Refer Table 6).

Comparative analysis results to do with competitive advantage and performance, both in China
and Indonesia, is not significant (Refer Table 7). Indonesia and China have the same conditions
in competitive advantage and performance. Variable control for firm age and size between
China and Indonesia shows that both have significant differences (Refer Table 7). From this
result, it can be concluded that there are dissimilar effects of firm competitive advantage and
firm performance. This research found that firms which operate more than 10 years have a
better competitive advantage compared to firms which have operated for less than 10 years
(Refer Table 7). For China, firm size is not significant in terms of competitive advantage and
performance but, for Indonesia, firm size presents significant differences. A firm size ranging
from 1 to 150 in Indonesia has better competitive advantage and performance compared to the
firms with has less or more than the specified range.

In summary, results suggest that dynamic capabilities may influence certain types of
competitive advantage and performance of agricultural cooperatives in Indonesia and China.
Results also emphasise the importance of close scrutiny of policies directed at planning and
implementing effective dynamic capabilities and organisational culture. This is especially the
case when constructing a strategic policy that determines sustainability of competitive
advantage in agricultural cooperatives. In other words, to improve performance, a firm must
first achieve the competitive advantages that stem from its dynamic capabilities and
organisational culture. As emerging economies, China and Indonesia have 520 features in
common. The empirical findings presented in this study showcase important implications for
firms operating in other emerging economies and not just China and Indonesia (Zhou & Li,
2010).
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From a research perspective, this paper illustrates the efficacy of applying PLS-SEM to
empirically unpack competitive advantage and performance differentials. As such, they are
examined in the context of dynamic capabilities and organisational culture. The key
illustrations of PLS-SEM include the use of both formative and reflective measurement mode
(e.g., Coltmanetal., 2008); and a second-order measurement model with a demonstration of a
Type 1l multidimensional second-ordem"ldex (reflective-formative type) for the dynamic
capabilities construct (Diamanto poulos and Winklhofer, 2001;Jarvis et al., 2003; Ringle et al.,
2012). Furthermore, this study demonstrates the worth of applying PLS-SEM with small
samples sizes (which are common when conducting research involving from level employee
to senior manager).

For managers, this paper provides guidance concerning the significance of investing in and
leveraging off dynamic capabilities and organisational culture. Firstly, senior managers
operating in highly competitive environments are guided by the findings and recommended to
invest in establishing dynamic capﬁlities and organisational culture. In environments where
firms face little or no significant competition, investment in dynamic capabilities may be
considered a lower priority, thus freeing up resources for other purposes. Similarly, when
dynamic capabilities and organisational culture are present, management are encouraged to
establish conducive dynamic capabilities and organisational culture in order to better capitalise
on competitive advantages to increase performance.

This research includes limitations. This study only explores the effects, comparison and
relationship of dynamic capabilities, organisational culture, competitive advantage and
performance. Given this, many other topics left unexplored. Further research should explore
more broadly and more deeply other aspects related to the field.

40




International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change. www.ijicc.net
Volume §, Issue 6, 2019

REFERENCES

Ambrosini, V. and Bowman, C. (2009). "What Are Dynamic Capabilities and Are They
aUseful Construct in Strategic Management?", International Journal of Management
Reviews, 11(1), pp. 29-49.

Bennett, R.H., Fadil, P.A. & Greenwood, R.T. (1994). Cultural alignment in response to
strategic organisational change: new considerations for a change framework, Journal of
Managerial Issues, 6(4): 474-90.

Bollen, K., Lennox, R., (1991). Conventional wisdom on measurement: a structural equation
perspective. Psychological Bulletin 110, 305-314.

Boxall, P. F. (1998). Human resource strategy and industry-based competition: Aconceptual
framework and agenda for theoretical development. In Research in Personnel and
Human Resources Management, pp. 1-29.

Boxall, P. F., &Steeneveld, M. (1999). Human resource strategy and competitive advantage:
A longitudinal study of engineering consultancies. Journal of Management Studies 36

(4), 443-463.

Bustinza, O., Aranda, D., & Gutierrez, L. (2010). Outsourcing, competitive capabilities and
performance: an empirical study in service firms. International Journal Production
Economics, 126, 276-288.

Byles, C.M. & Keating, J.R. (1989). Strength of organisation culture and performance:
Strategic implications, Journal of Business Strategies, 6: 42-54.

Cameron, K., Dutton, J., & Quinn, R. (Eds.).(2003). Positive organisational scholarship. San
Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.

Cameron, K.S., Caza, A., and Bright, D. (2002).“Positive deviance, organisational

virtuousness, and performance.” Working paper, University of Michigan Business
School.

Camuffo A., Volpato G. (1996). "Dynamic Capabilities and Manufacturing Automation:
Organisational Learning in the Italian Automobile Industry", Industrial and Corporate
Change, 5 (3), pp-813-837.

Cepeda G, Vera D. (2007). Dynamic capabilities and operational capabilities: A
knowledge management perspective. Journal of Business Research 60(5): 426-437.

41




International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change. www.ijicc.net
Volume §, Issue 6, 2019

Coltman, T., Devinney, T.M., Midgley, D.F., Venaik, S., (2008). Formative versus reflective
measurement models: two applications of formative measurement. Journal of Business
Research 61, 1250-1262.

Cooper, L.C., Cartwright, S. &Earley, C.P. (2001).The International Handbook of
Organisational Culture and Climate, 1st edition, Wiley.

Danneels, E., (2008). Organisational antecedents of second-order competences. Strategic
ManagementJournal29, 519-543.

Dannels, D. P. (2002). Communication across the curriculum and in the disciplines: Speaking
in engineering. Communication Education, 51, 254-268.

D'Aveni, R. A., Dagnino, G. B., & Smith, K. G. (2010).The age of temporary advantage.
Strategic Management Journal, 31(13), 1371-138.

Day &Wensley. (1988). Assessing advantage: A framework for diagnosing competitive
superiority. Journal of Marketing, 52 (2), 1-2.

Deal, T.E. & Kennedy, A.A. (1982). Corporate Cultures: The Rites and Rituals of Corporate
Life, Reading.

Denison, D.R (1984). Bringing corporate culture to the bottom line. Organisational Dynamic,
13(2), 4-22.

Denison, D.R. & Mishra, A K. (1995). Towards a theory of organisational culture and
effectiveness, Organisation Science, 6: 204-223.

Dess, G., & Robinson, R. (1984). Measuring organisational performance in the absence of
objective measures: the case of the privately-held firm and conglomerate business unit.
Strategic Management Journal, 5(3), 265-273.

Diamantopoulos, A., Winklhofer, H.M., (2001). Index construction with formative indicators:
an alternative toscale development. Journal of Marketing Research 38, 269-277.

Drnevich, P.L., Kriauciunas, A.P., (2011). Clarifying the conditions and limits of the
contributions of ordinaryand dynamic capabilities to relative firm performance. Strategic
Management Journal 32, 254-279.

Eisenhardt KM, Martin J.(2000). Dynamic capabilities: what are they?’ Strategic Management
Journal, Special Issue 21(10-11): 1105-1121.

Fornell, C., Larcker, D.F., (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research 18, 39-50.

42




International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change. www.ijicc.net
Volume §, Issue 6, 2019

Giberson, R.T., Resick, J.C., Dickson, W.M., Mitchelson, K.J., Randall, R.K., & Clark, A.M.
(2009). Leadership and organisational culture: linking CEO characteristics to cultural
values, Journal of Business Psychology, 24: 123-137.

Gordon, G. (1985). The relationship of corporate culture to industry sector and corporate
performance. In R. H. Kilman, M. J. Saxton, & R. Serpa (Eds.), Gaining control of the
corporate culture.

Griffith, D. A. and Harvey, M. G. (2001).A resource perspective of global dynamic
capabilities, Journal of International Business Studies, 32(3), 597-606.

Haeckel, S. H. (1999). Adaptive enterprise: Creating and leading sense-and-respond
organisations. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Hair, J.F., Ringle, C.M., Sarstedt, M., (2011). PLS-SEM: indeed a silver bullet. Journal of
Marketing Theory and Practice 19, 139-151.

Harber, D., Ashkanasy, N, &Callan, V. (1997). Implementing quality service in a public
hospital setting: A path-analytical study of the organisational antecedents of employee
perception and outcomes. Public Productivity & Management Review, 21, 13-29.

Hawawini, G., Subramanian, V., &Verdin, P. (2003). Is performance driven by industry-or
firm specific factors? A new look at the evidence. Strategic Management Journal, 24 (1),
1-16.

Helfat, C., Finkelstein, S., Mitchell, W., Peteraf, M., Singh, H., Teece, D., Winter, S., (2007).
Dynamic Capabilities: Understanding Strategic Change in Organisations. Blackwell
Publishing, Malden.

Jantunen, A., Puumalainen, K., Saarenketo, S, (2005). Entrepreneurial orientation, dynamic
capabilities and international performance. Journal of International Entrepreneurship 3,
223-243.

Jarvis, C.B., MacKenzie, S.B., Podsakoff, P.M. (2003). A critical review of construct indicators
and measurement model misspecification in marketing and consumer research. Journal
of Consumer Research 30,199-218.

Kaleka, A. (2002). Resources and capabilities driving competitive advantage in export
markets: Guidelines for industrial exporters, Industrial Marketing Management, 31(3),
273-283.

Kim, J., Song, J., & Koo, C. (2008). Exploring the effect of strategic positioning on
performance in the e-business context. lnternational Journal of InformationManagement
,28,203-214.

43




International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change. www.ijicc.net
Volume §, Issue 6, 2019

Kleinbaum, D.G., Kupper, 1., & Muller, K.E. (1998). Applied regression analysis and other
multivariate methods. Belmont, CA: Duxbury Press

Kline, R.B. (1998). Principles and practices of structural equation modelling, New York, N.Y.:
The Guildford Press

Kotler, P & Keller, K. L. (2006). Marketing management.(12th ed.). Prentice-Hall

Kristal, M. M., Huang, X., & Roth, A. V. (2010). The effect of an ambidextrous supply chain
strategy on combinative competitive capabilities and business performance. Journal of
Operations Management ,doi:10.1016/j.jom.2009.12.002

Law, M., Stewart, D., Pollock, N., Letts, L., Bosch, J..& Westmorland, M., (1998). Guidelines
for critical review form-Quantitative studies. 284:357-362.

Li, J. (1995). Foreign entry and survival: Effects of strategic choices on performance in
international markets, Strategic Management Journal, 16(5), 333-351.

Medori, D. and Steeple, D., (2000).A framework for auditing and enhancing performance
measurement systems. International Journal of Operations & Production Management,
20(5), 520-533.

Neil, S., MCKee, D., & Rose, G.M. (2007). Developing the organisation’s sense-making
capability: Precursor to an adaptive strategic marketing response, /ndustrial Marketing
Management, 36(0), 731-744.

Noble., C.H. (1999). The Eclectic Roots of Strategy Implementation Research™. Journal of
Business Research, 45, 119-134.

Nunnally, J.C., (1978). Psychometric Theory. McGraw-Hill, New York.

O’Reilly, A.C. & Chatman, A.J. (1996). Culture as a social control: corporations, cults and
commitment, Research in Organisational Behaviour, 18: 157-200.

Ott, I.S. (1989). The organisational culture perspective, Pacific Grove, Calif: Brooks/Cole.

Peters, T.J. & Waterman, H.R. (1982). In Search of Excellence: Lessons from America’s Best-
run Companies, New York: Harper and Row.

Porter, M. (1985). Competitive advantage: Creating and sustaining superior performance. New
York: The Free Press.

Porter, M. (2001). Strategy and the Internet. Harvard Business Review , 79 (2), 63-78

Powell, T. C. (1992). Strategic planning as competitive advantage. Strategic Management
Journal, 13(7), 551-558.
Power, Laura, (1998). The missing link: technology, investment and productivity, Review of

Economics and Statistics, vol. 80, no. 2, page 300-313
44




International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change. www.ijicc.net
Volume 8, Issue 6, 2019

Prange, C. and Verdier, S. (2011). Dynamic capabilities, internationalization processes and
performance, Journal of World Business, 46(1), 126-133.

Protogerou, a., Caloghirou, Y., &Lioukas, S. (2011). Dynamic capabilities and their indirect
impact on firm performance. /ndustrial and Corporate Change, 21(3), 615-647.

Raduan, C.R, U, I, A, H & [, A.L, (2009).'A Conceptual Framework of the Relationship
between Organisational Resources, Capabilities, Systems, Competitive Advantage and
Performance', Research Journal of International Studies, October, No. 12.

Rindova, V. P. and Kotha, S. (2001). Continuous "morphing": Competing through dynamic
capabilities, form, and function, The Academy of Management Journal, 44(6), 1263-
1280.

Ringle, C.M., Sarstedt, M., Straub, D.W., (2012). A critical look at the use of PLS-SEM in
MIS quarterly. MISQuarterly 36, iiiexiv.

Rosenzweig, E. D., Roth, A. V., &Jr, J. W. (2003). The influence of an integration strategy on
competitive capabilities and business performance: An exploratory study of consumer
products manufacturers. Journal of Operations Management, 21, pp. 437-445.

Shafman.M.P.,& Dean. J.W. (1997). Flexibility in strategic decision making: Information and
ideological perspective. Journal of Management Studies, 34(2), 191-217.
Spanos, Y. E., &Lioukas, S. (2001). An examination into the causal logic of rent generation:

contrasting the resource-based perspective. Strategic Management Journal, 22(10), 907-
934,

Spreitzer, G. M., &Sonenshein, S. (2003). Positive deviance and extraordinary organizing. In
K.Cameron, J. Dutton, & R. Quinn (Eds.), Positive organisational scholarship ,pp.207-
224,

Steenkamp, J.-B., (1991). The use of LISREL in validating marketing constructs. /nternational
Journal of Research in Marketing 8, 283-299

Teece DJ. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature and micro foundations of
(sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic Management Journal 28:1319-1350.

Teece, D. J., and Pisano, G. (1994). The Dynamic Capabilities of Firms: An Introduction.
Industrial and Corporate Change, 3(3), 537-560.

Teece, D., Pisano, G., Shuen, A., (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management.
Strategic Management Journal 18, 509-533.

Tenenhaus, M., Vinzi, V.E., Chatelin, Y.-M., Lauro, C., (2005).PLS path modelling.
Computational Statistics &Data Analysis 48, 159-205.

45




International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change. www.ijicc.net
Volume 8, Issue 6, 2019

Thompson, A. A_, Strickland, A. J., Gamble, J. E. (2005). Crafting and executing strategy: The
quest for competitive advantage: Concepts and cases (4thed.). McGraw-Hill, Irwin.

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2007). Dynamic capabilities: A review and research agenda.
International Journal of Management Reviews, 9(1), 31-51.

Wilkins, A.L., &Ouchi, W.G. (1983). Efficient culture : Exploring the relationship between
culture and organisational performance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 28, 468-481.

Winter, G. (2002).A comparative discussion of the notion of validity in qualitative and
quantitative research. The Qualitative Report, 4(3&4).

Winter, S. G. (2003). Understanding dynamic capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 24,
991-995,

Wold, H., (1985). Partial least squares. In: Kotz, S., Johnson, L. (Eds.), Encyclopedia of
Statistical Sciences. Wiley, New York.

Wu, L. (2007). Entrepreneurial resources, dynamic capabilities and start-up performance of
taiwan's high-tech firms, Journal of Business Research, 60(5), 549-555.

Xu,& Huang (2007). Organisation and Strategy of Farmer Specialized Cooperatives in China,
ed. G. Cliquet, G. Hendrikse, M. Tuunanen, and J.Windsperger, Economics and
Management of Networks: Franchising, Alliances, Joint Ventures and Cooperatives.
Physica Verlag, pp. 434-460

Zahra, S. A., Sapienza, H. J. and Davidsson, P. (2006). Entrepreneurship and dynamic
capabilities: A review, model and research agenda, Journal of Management Studies,
43(4), 917-955.

Zhou, K. Z., & Li, C. B. (2010). How strategic orientations influence the building of
dynamic capability in emerging economies. Journal of Business Research, 63(3),
224-231.

Zollo, M., &Winter, S. G. (2002). Deliberate learning and the evolution of dynamic
capabilities.Organisation Science, 13(3), 339-358.

Zott, C. (2003). Dynamic capabilities and the emergence of intraindustry differential firm
performance: Insights from a simulation study, Strategic Management Journal, 24(2),
97-125.

http://www.depkop.go.id/index.php?option=com_phocadownload&view=section&id=16:data
-koperasi&Itemid=93

46




The Dynamic Capabilities and Organisational Culture in
Competitive Advantage and Performance of Agricultural

Cooperatives in Indonesia and China

ORIGINALITY REPORT

14, . 116 7w

SIMILARITY INDEX INTERNET SOURCES PUBLICATIONS STUDENT PAPERS

PRIMARY SOURCES

.

Submitted to University of Teesside
Student Paper

T

o

Baltic Journal of Management, Volume 8,
Issue 4 (2013-10-05)

Publication

T

e

Submitted to Institute of Graduate Studies,
UiTM

Student Paper

T

-~

Submitted to Kenyatta University

Student Paper

T

o

Khaled Tamzini. "chapter 9 Strategic Tacit
Knowledge-Based Competitiveness", |Gl
Global, 2015

Publication

T

Lei-Yu Wu. "Applicability of the resource-
based and dynamic-capability views under
environmental volatility", Journal of Business
Research, 2010

Publication

T




=

Submitted to University of Sunderland
Student Paper

(K

Submitted to Kwame Nkrumah University of

Science and Technology
Student Paper

T

Submitted to University of Adelaide

Student Paper

T

—
o

Hannu Makkonen, Mikko Pohjola, Rami
Olkkonen, Aki Koponen. "Dynamic capabilities
and firm performance in a financial crisis",
Journal of Business Research, 2014

Publication

T

Submitted to Texas Tech Universit
Student Paper y <1 %
Submitted to Roehampton Universit
Student Paper p y <1 %
Asta Pundziene, Shahrokh Nikou, Harry <1 o
Bouwman. "The nexus between dynamic ’
capabilities and competitive firm
performance: the mediating role of open
innovation", European Journal of Innovation
Management, 2021
Publication
Joao J.M. Ferreira, Cristina |. Fernandes, <1 y
0

Fernando A.F. Ferreira. "What makes



organizations unique? Looking inside the
box", Journal of Business Research, 2022

Publication

European Journal of Marketing, Volume 47, <1 o
Issue 10 (2013-09-28) ’
Publication

Maria del Mar Alonso-Almeida, Kerstin <1 o
Bremser, Josep Llach. "Proactive and reactive
strategies deployed by restaurants in times of
crisis", International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, 2015
Publication

Stav Fainshmidt, Amir Pezeshkan, M. Lance <1 o
Frazier, Anil Nair, Edward Markowski.

"Dynamic Capabilities and Organizational
Performance: A Meta-Analytic Evaluation and
Extension", Journal of Management Studies,
2016

Publication

sStuLiEnrtT;;EEred to Vaasan yliopisto <1 o

Vaneet Kaur. "Chapter 2 Review of Literature", <1 o
Springer Science and Business Media LLC,

2019
Publication
Steven S Zhou, Abby | Zhou, Junzheng Feng, <1 o

Shisong Jiang. "Dynamic capabilities and



organizational performance: The mediating
role of innovation", Journal of Management &
Organization, 2017

Publication

Georg Schreyogg, Martina Kliesch-Eberl. "How <1
, . e %
dynamic can organizational capabilities be?
Towards a dual-process model of capability
dynamization", Strategic Management
Journal, 2007
Publication
Submitted to Franklin Universit
Student Paper y <1 %
Su!omltted to International University Schloss <1 o
Reichardshausen
Student Paper
Muhammad S. Khattak, Syed Z. A. Shah. "The
. T L <Il%
role of intellectual and financial capital in
competitiveness and performance: A study of
emerging small and medium enterprises",
Business Strategy & Development, 2020
Publication
Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing, <1 y
Volume 7, Issue 1 (2013-05-27) °
Publication
B.J. Cox, M. W. Enns, I. P. Clara. "The Parental <1 o

Bonding Instrument: confirmatory evidence
for a three-factor model in a psychiatric



clinical sample and in the National
Comorbidity Survey", Social Psychiatry and
Psychiatric Epidemiology, 2000

Publication

Jun Zhan, Ziyan Zhang, Shun Zhang, Jiabao <1 o
Zhao, Fuhong Wang. "Manufacturing
servitization in the digital economy: a
configurational analysis from dynamic
capabilities and lifecycle perspective",
Industrial Management & Data Systems, 2022
Publication

Peter Trkman, Marko Budler, AleS Groznik. "A <1 o
business model approach to supply chain ’
management", Supply Chain Management: An
International Journal, 2015
Publication

Haleem Fazal, Jehangir Muhammad, Ul Haq <1 o
Zahoor. "Operational Perspective of SMEs °
Performance and Competitive Priorities
Practices: Path Analytic Approach", Studies in
Business and Economics, 2020
Publication

Huseyin Ince, Salih Zeki Imamoglu, Halit <1 o

Keskin, Aliekber Akgun, Mehmet Naci Efe.
"The Impact of ERP Systems and Supply Chain
Management Practices on Firm Performance:
Case of Turkish Companies", Procedia - Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 2013

Publication



Jamila Kerouad, Hassan Errihani, Fatima <1 o
Ouasmani, Bouchra Benazzouz, Saliha ’
Chbicheb, Abdelhalem Mesfioui. "Tumor site
related factors in patients with upper
aerodigestive tract cancer in Morocco",
Annals of Cancer Research and Therapy, 2021
Publication

Wollersheim, Jutta, Claudia Carduck, Erich <1

%

Barthel, and Isabell M. Welpe. "Towards a
better understanding of dynamic capabilities:
considerations from a process management
perspective", International Journal of Business
Environment, 2013.
Publication

Yini Lin., Lei-Yu Wu "I;xp!oring the role of <1 o
dynamic capabilities in firm performance
under the resource-based view framework",

Journal of Business Research, 2014
Publication
"Intelligent Techniques in Engineering <'I
: . . %
Management", Springer Science and Business
Media LLC, 2015
Publication
Azizah Ahmad. "Business Intelligence for <1 o

Sustainable Competitive Advantage", Emerald,
2015

Publication




Baltic Journal of Management, Volume 11, <1 o
Issue 3 (2016)
Publication

Hao Jiao, Jiang Wei, Yu Cui. "An empirical <1 %
study on paths to develop dynamic
capabilities: From the perspectives of
entrepreneurial orientation and
organizational learning", Frontiers of Business
Research in China, 2010
Publication
Ou, Yih-Chang, Li-Chang Hsu, and Shang-Ling

. . . o <l%
Ou. "Social Capital and Dynamic Capability
Driving Competitive Advantage: The
Moderating Role of Corporate Governance",
International Business Research, 2015.
Publication
Richard Yu-Yuan Hung, Tsungting Chung, Bella

L 7 < | 9%
Ya-Hui Lien. "Organizational Process
Alignment and Dynamic Capabilities in High-
Tech Industry", Total Quality Management &
Business Excellence, 2007
Publication
Supply Chain Management: An International

<l%
Journal, Volume 19, Issue 2 (2014-03-28)
Publication

Wei Jiang, Felix Mavondo, Weihong Zhao. "The <1 o

impact of business networks on dynamic



capabilities and product innovation: The
moderating role of strategic orientation", Asia
Pacific Journal of Management, 2019

Publication

"The Blackwell Handbook of Strategic <1 o
Management", Wiley, 2005 ’
Publication

Journal of Small Business and Enterprise <1 o
Development, Volume 21, Issue 3 (2014-09-16) °
Publication

Deborah E.M. Mulders, A. Georges L. Romme. <1 o
"Chapter 4 Unpacking Dynamic Capability: A ’
Design Perspective", Springer Science and
Business Media LLC, 2009
Publication

Divesh Ojha, Pankaj C. Patel, Sri V. Sridharan. <1 o

"Dynamic strategic planning and firm
competitive performance: A conceptualization
and an empirical test", International Journal of
Production Economics, 2020

Publication

Exclude quotes Off Exclude matches Off

Exclude bibliography On



