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Abstract 

Despite its considerable appeal, the Resource Based View of the firm as currently articulated is 

inadequate for the job of explaining transnational technology strategy, although it does explain 

some phenomena. Its explanatory power can be significantly increased through the inclusion of a 

resource portfolio perspective and by the acknowledgement that imitation as well as the pursuit 

of the unique can be a viable resource strategy. 
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THE RESOURCE BASED VIEW AND 

TRANSNATIONAL TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY 

In recent years R&D, like most other business functions, has become increasingly 

internationalized (Chiesa, 1996a, b; Coughlan & Brady, 1996; Dalton and Serapio, 1995; Florida, 

1997; Gates, 1995; Granstrand, Hakanson and Sjolander, 1992; Kuemmerle, 1997; Medcof, 

1997; Pearce & Singh, 1992a, b; Pearson, Brockhoff, and von Boehmer, 1993; Zander, 1997). 

Initially, the location of technical work outside the home country was driven primarily by the 

need to provide offshore marketing and manufacturing activities with appropriate technical 

support. More recently, the appropriation of cutting edge and/or cost effective technologies 

located at extra-national sites has come to be an important motivator, particularly in technology 

intensive industries. Many transnational firms now have numbers of technology units located in 

several countries and their effective management is crucial to competitive success (Albertini 

and Butler, 1995; Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1990; Granstrand, et al, 1992; Hakanson, 1990; 

Kuemmerle, 1997; Malnight, 1995; Ohba, 1996). Given the increasing numbers of off-shore 

technology units and the large investments of resources they represent, and the wide variety of 

roles they can play, there is a pressing need to develop articulated strategies for their deployment 

and to integrate those strategies into the general strategic plans of the firms of which they are a 

part. Managers and scholars now give high priority to transnational technology strategy and seek 

models and theories to help structure their understandings and develop their plans. (Abetti, 1997; 

Chiesa, 1996a, b; Cusumano and Elenkov, 1994; Dalton and Serapio, 1995; Florida, 1997; 

Gassmann and von Zedtwitz, 1998; Gates, 1995; Granstrand et al, 1992; Kuemmerle, 1997; 

Penner-Hahn, 1998; Rhyne and Teagarden, 1995; Zander, 1997). 
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Recently, the Resource Based View (RBV) of the firm has received increasing attention as a 

promising model for explaining strategic decision making in, and the strategic behaviour of, 

organizations (Amit and Shoemaker, 1993; Barney, 1991; Dierickx and Cool, 1989; Peteraf, 

1993; Rumelt, 1984; Teece, Pisano and Shuen, 1997; Wernerfelt, 1984, 1995). The RBV 

proposes that sustained competitive advantage comes from having a set of unique resources that 

create value in the marketplace. According to Barney (1991 ), a resource is valuable when it 

enables strategies that improve efficiency and effectiveness (ie. exploit opportunities and/or 

neutralize threats) and uniqueness derives from being rare (at most, only a few other firms have 

the resource), having imperfect imitability (other firms cannot imitate or acquire it) and non­

substitutable (there are no other strategically equivalent resources available to other firms). 

The widely held optimism concerning the potential of the RBV as a basis for strategic 

understanding makes it a natural for consideration by those concerned with the development of 

transnational technology strategy (Cheng, 1998; Duysters and Hagedoorn, 1998; Florida, 1997; 

Henderson and Cockburn, 1994; Kuemmerle, 1998; Medcof, 1998; Methe and Yoshihara, 1998; 

Toyama and Methe, 1997). The expectation of the usefulness of the RBV in this context is 

strengthened by the frequent discussion of technology resources by RBV theorists. However, to 

date, there has been no systematic and extensive attempt to assess the value of the RBV for 

understanding transnational technology strategy and management. Such a systematic approach is 

necessary to rigorously evaluate the claims of the optimists. 

This paper will demonstrate that although the RBV has considerable promise as a theory for 

explaining some of the empirical findings concerning transnational technology strategy, it has 

significant limitations. Those limitations amount to general weaknesses of the RBV which must 
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be remedied if it is to be a broad theory of organizational strategy. The areas of promise and 

inadequacy of the RBV in the context of transnational technology strategy will be reviewed and 

suggestions made for extending the RBV to remedy its limitations . These proposed extensions 

can provide the basis for further scholarly work and food for thought for practising managers. 

The Resource Based View of the Firm 

The essence of the RBV is that sustained competitive advantage comes from access to 

resources of sustained value and uniqueness, but there are variations in the way these 

fundamentals are presented by different authors which enable the theory to be elaborated in 

various useful ways. For example, while Barney ( 1991) speaks of sustained competitive 

advantage, value, rareness, imperfect imitability and substitutability; Peteraf ( 1993) speaks of 

competitive advantage, ex post limits to competition, ex ante limits to competition and imperfect 

mobility; and Teece et al ( 1997) speak of capabilities being honed to a user need, unique and 

difficult to replicate. 

The RBV gives primacy of place to the idea that every firm is unique, even though it may 

share some characteristics with other firms. Because of firm uniqueness, there is heterogeneity 

among the firms competing in an industry. Competitive advantage comes from having a 

resource, or resources, that is (are) unique and has (have) value. There is no competitive 

advantage in having a resource that is unique but has little value, for example, in having the most 

antiquated computer system in the industry. Neither can one gain advantage over competitors by 

having a valuable resource that competitors also have, for example, having the same state-of-the­

art computer system that everyone else has . Uniqueness and value are both necessary, but neither 

is sufficient, for competitive advantage. 
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But competitive advantage is something that can be eroded, particularly in the current, fast­

moving business environment (Bettis and Hitt, 1995; Chakravarthy, 1997; Hitt, Keats and 

DeMarie, 1998; Teece et al, 1997). Barney (1991) deals with this issue by stating that sustained 

competitive advantage comes from resources whose value and uniqueness are intrinsically more 

enduring than those of other firms. The trick is to identify and appropriate the resources with the 

enduring qualities. But even this advantage can, eventually, be eroded. Teece et al ( 1997) 

consider this point further and bring it to centre stage in their thinking. They argue that most 

value and uniqueness can be swiftly competed away in the current, very dynamic, business 

environment, and that the key to sustained competitive advantage is to keep renewing uniqueness 

and value through continuous self-transformation. Sustained competitive advantage comes, not 

from having a stock of resources with enduring uniqueness and value (that is impossible), but 

from being able to outrun the competition. To do this the organization needs dynamic 

capabilities, the ability to continuously develop new resources that are unique and valuable. 

Teece et al ( 1997) also propose that the past histories of firms make them unique and 

constrain what they can do in the future. Such "path dependencies", set by the path which the 

firm has historically followed, gives the firm its current set of capabilities and a position among 

its competitors. This legacy makes it unique but also constrains the strategic choices of the firm. 

Now that we have outlined some of the basic concepts of the RBV, we can move on to consider 

the literature on transnational technology strategy and the degree to which it supports the RBV. 

The Quest for Value and Uniqueness 

Some authors have argued convincingly, with empirical support, that the internationalization 

of technology work has resulted from the attempts of firms to access unique and valuable 
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technology resources at extra-national sites (Florida, 1997; Henderson and Cockburn, 1994; 

Toyama and Methe, 1997. Toyama and Methe ( 1997, page 1) put it thus, "By conducting R&D 

abroad, a firm can enhance its technological performance by acquiring the idiosyncratic resources 

that exist in country settings different from the home country." In support of this view, several 

writers have observed that, in the current era of technologically-driven competition, technology 

resources have intrinsically high value (Bettis and Hitt, 1995; Dierickx and Cool, 1989; Teece et 

al, 1997); and that technology resources are intrinsically difficult to imitate, primarily because 

they involve high levels of tacit knowledge. This is so whether the technology is located at home 

or abroad. The intrinsic value and difficulty of imitation of technological resources make them 

good bases for sustained competitive advantage and, therefore, for the attention of RBV theorists. 

Also in support of this general approach are findings concerning the uniqueness of extra­

national technology units. Toyama and Methe ( 1997) argue that uniqueness in organizations and 

their overseas technical units can come from the variety of ideas available from a variety of 

offshore locations; from direct access to networks of competitors, research institutes, customers, 

suppliers and governments offshore; and by gaining access to the "best in the world" technology 

available overseas. Empirical data also suggest that overseas technology units are unique. Stock, 

Greis and Dibner ( 1996), for example, studied technology units located in North America by both 

Japanese and European firms to access North American biotechnology expertise. Despite the 

same general purpose of the units, the Japanese differed markedly from the European. European 

units were more advanced in their biotechnology capabilities than were the Japanese and this was 

reflected in a variety of differences, including the kind of science being done, communication 

patterns with their home bases, and the degree of autonomy afforded North American units by 
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headquarters. These inter-country differences were the most noticeable, but Stock et al also 

found differences among the Japanese units and among the European units. Heterogeneity 

among units is very much the case in transnational technology management. Two propositions 

are suggested by the concepts and empirical evidence presented in this past work. 

Proposition 1 :  

Proposition 2 :  

Firms establish extra-national technology units to access unique and 

valuable technology resources located at extra-national sites. 

Extra-national technology units and the resources they embody are 

heterogenous, each being a unique manifestation of the parent firm and 

extra-national site conditions. 

This recognition of the heterogeneity of extra-national technology units may not be as 

significant for theoretical development as it might seem at first sight. It is a truism that extra­

national technology units differ from each other. No two organizations can ever be the same. 

The key to making heterogeneity theoretically significant is to identify significant aspects of 

heterogeneity. And, as we shall see below, the RBV fails to predict a very significant kind of 

heterogeneity in extra-national technology units, and may even predict that such heterogeneity 

should not occur. 

Path Dependencies and Dynamic Capabilities 

A number of empirical studies which demonstrate heterogeneity among overseas technology 

units support the concept of path dependency as articulated by Teece et al ( 1997). Chiesa 

(1996a), in his study of the strategic deployment and management of extra-national technology 

units, found that an important factor in making strategic plans was the capabilities already 

resident in the firm's technology units. Ironically, in some cases important plans were skewed to 
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accommodate the resources already resident in technology units acquired by "accident". Taggart 

( 1 998) studied the evolution of technology units in the UK subsidiaries of multinational firms. 

He found that, over a five year period, 37% of the units in his sample had changed the nature of 

the technology work they were doing. In that period, 28% had increased the complexity of what 

they did and 9% decreased it. These technology units were in various states of flux, or lack of it, 

which guaranteed that no two would be the same. Penner-Hahn ( 1998) also considered the 

evolution of firms' extra-national technology activities and found that the nature of the overseas 

activity depended upon the firm's historic capabilities and strategic intentions. This empirical 

evidence supports Teece et al ' s proposal that path dependencies foster heterogeneity and 

influence strategic choice. 

Proposition 3 :  The path dependencies of parent firms and of their extra-national 

technology units constrain the strategic roles played by extra-national 

technology units and foster heterogeneity among them. 

Since these studies demonstrating path dependencies show the basis for some of the 

heterogeneity among technology units, they also support Proposition 2, above. An emergent 

theme of these papers is that two technology units which do much the same technical work in 

much the same way may provide different amounts of value to their firms, if they play different 

strategic roles within their firms. Such variation in strategic role seems likely given that firms 

are unique. A particular technology may have high value for one firm and low value for another. 

The empirical literature on transnational technology management also gives clear support to 

the concept of dynamic capabilities (Teece et al, 1 997). Malnight ( 1995, 1 996), Penner-Hahn 

( 1 998) and Taggart ( 1 998) report evidence of organizations in the process of change, taking a 
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succession of initiatives that collectively constitute the strategy of the firm. Of particular interest 

are the studies of Birkinshaw, Hood and Jonsson (1998), Coughlan and Brady (1996) and 

Taggart ( 1998), which show the processes by which initiatives come from extra-national 

subsidiaries as well as from corporate headquarters. They show that transnational technology 

networks are in a state of constant chum, as units scattered around the globe jockey for position 

within their firms, often through the upgrading of their technology resource positions. The 

transnational technology network is a dynamic entity constantly changing as a result of initiatives 

emanating from both the centre and the periphery. 

Proposition 4: Many extra-national technology units result from, and participate in, the 

exercise of the dynamic capabilities of the firms of which they are a part. 

The literature reviewed above supports the proposition that the RBV can provide considerable 

explanatory power in the realm of transnational technology strategy and management. Evidence 

is provided that technology resources have high value and sustained uniqueness in the current 

business environment, and that extra-national sites are places where such technology resources 

can be found. Extra-national technology units are different from each other, even when their 

strategic purposes are quite similar. Path dependencies and the exercise of dynamic capabilities 

are quite apparent in empirical reports. However, as we shall now see, there are clear limitations 

to the power of the RBV in this context. 

The Types and Functions of Extra-National Technology Units 

The most striking evidence suggesting that the RBV has significant limitations in explaining 

transnational technology strategy comes from the considerable body of evidence concerning the 

types and functions of extra-national technology units. There is a long history of empirical work 
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on this topic (Behrman & Fischer, 1980; Cheng, 1994; Cordell, 1973; Hakanson & Nobel, 1993 

a, b; Hewitt, 1980; Hood and Young, 1982; Medcof, 1997; Nicholson, 1994; Pearce & Singh, 

1992 a, b; and Ronstadt, 1977, 1978) but recently there has been some consensus that extra­

national technology units can be categorized under two broad headings. Kuemmerle (1997), for 

example, has suggested that extra-national technology units engage in two categories of 

activities. Home-base-augmenting activities tap marketing and scientific knowledge available 

at off-shore sites and appropriate it for the firm's present or future use. Home-base-exploiting 

activities use the firm's current technical capabilities to support operations such as marketing 

and manufacturing at home or abroad. Other writers have observed much the same dichotomy 

but with different labels, for example; supply-oriented forces and demand-oriented forces 

(Granstrand et al, 1992), technology generation activities and technology exploitation activities 

(Archibugi and Michie, 1995), technology-oriented posture and market factors (Florida, 1997), 

and exploitation R&D and experimentation R&D (Chiesa, 1996a). Although these are the two 

primary categories of reasons for establishing extra-national technology units, empirical studies 

have found units set up for other reasons (Chiesa, 1996a; Hakanson and Nobel, 1993). The most 

prominent of these other reasons are political ( eg. to satisfy a local government's demand for 

technology transfer in exchange for access to the local market) or by "accident" ( eg. when a 

technology unit is part of a foreign subsidiary which is purchased for reasons unrelated to 

technology). Since these political and accidental units are eventually assigned augmenting or 

exploiting roles, we will base our discussion on the augmenting and exploiting categories. 

Descriptions of the roles usually played by home-base-exploiting units suggest that much of 

what they do has neither high strategic value nor uniqueness (Chiesa, l 996a; Florida, 1997, 
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Granstrand, et al, 1992). Units supporting foreign manufacturing, for instance, usually adapt 

technology developed at home to a particular overseas context. The initial installation of the 

technology may involve work of some complexity as the novel problems of local adaptation are 

met, and technical experts of some sophistication may be temporarily sent from the home 

country. However, once the facility is established, the permanent technical staff left with it will 

perform the relatively routine tasks associated with maintaining the plant's function and dealing 

with local suppliers. The unit's work will be embedded in the manufacturing process and will be 

indistinguishable in value and uniqueness from the technical support units embedded in the other 

manufacturing plants of the firm, whether they be at home or abroad. The same holds for 

technical units which support overseas marketing operations. Once the initial adjustments are 

made, the permanent unit will slip into the role commonly played by marketing support units, 

helping local customers and tweaking products for local use. In short, although some home-base­

exploiting units may play roles of high uniqueness and value, most play roles that do not make 

large contributions to the competitive advantage of the firm. Kuemmerle (1997) found that 55% 

of the units in his sample were home-base-exploiters, suggesting that this kind of low value, non­

unique technical activity is an important component of extra-national technical work. 

Proposition 5: Firms establish many extra-national home-base exploiting units which 

embody technology resources that are neither very valuable nor very 

umque. 

Turning to the second major category of offshore units, those involved in home-base­

augmenting activities, the available evidence suggests that although many of them make 

significant contributions to sustained competitive advantage, some play less significant roles. 
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Home-base-augmenting units are intended to appropriate the knowledge and talent of the host 

country for the use of the firm. Such activities could lead to the acquisition of unique and very 

valuable capabilities, particularly if the firm is the only one active in a particular location. But 

what if the firm is not alone? 

Studies of technology units located in North America by Japanese firms to acquire the cutting 

edge biotechnology science available there suggest that even home-base_-augmenting units may 

not contribute much that is unique. These units are set up to learn what Americans already know 

and to acquire the capabilities necessary for commercial activity in biotechnology (Kenney and 

Florida, 1994; Penner-Hahn, 1998; Stock et al, 1996). The Japanese perceive that biotechnology 

capabilities have value and, in the future, some Japanese firms may develop capabilities that are 

unique. In the short and medium term, though, these units provide little that is truly unique, 

either in terms of what Americans already know, or in terms of what other Japanese biotech 

aspirants are learning. 

Other sources suggest that what is true for Japanese biotechnology is also true in other 

industries. Dalton and Serapio's (1995) survey of foreign affiliated technology units in the US 

shows distinct clusters around American centres of excellence such as Silicon Valley, Boston 

and Princeton. The implication is that many firms are aware of the technologies to be found in 

those locations and they are attempting to appropriate them. It seems unlikely that what most of 

them are getting is unique, or even rare, in any fundamental sense. 

Proposition 6: 
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Firms establish many extra-national home-base augmenting units which 

embody technology resources that are neither very valuable nor very 

umque. 
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Propositions 1, 2, 5 and 6 all concern the nature of extra-national technology units and the 

strategic reasons for which they are established. Jointly, they suggest the following proposition. 

Proposition 7: Firms establish extra-national technology units for a variety of different 

strategic purposes and, consequently, those units embody technology 

resources that are heterogenous with respect to uniqueness and value. 

Although the RBV, as demonstrated earlier, does provide an explanation for the 

establishment of units which embody unique resources of high strategic value, many units 

perform quite routine functions and copy technologies which are already possessed by other 

firms. The RBV, as currently articulated, does not provide a theoretical explanation for the 

occurrence of these latter types of units. This is a significant limitation given the large body of 

evidence supporting the existence of such units and attesting to their wide-spread deployment. 

We will now suggest a remedy for this significant limitation of the RBV. 

The Resource Based View and Portfolios of Technology Resources 

The primary limitation of the RBV is in its failure to provide an explanation for Proposition 7, 

that firms' extra-national technology resources vary considerably in uniqueness and value. In its 

present form, the RBV predicts only the occurrence of highly unique and valuable extra-national 

resources. We will show that this limitation can be at least partially remedied by providing, in 

the RBV, for a more prominent role for imitation and by acknowledging that firms deploy 

portfolios of technology resources varying in uniqueness and value. 

A Greater Role for Imitation 

It is clear from the empirical evidence reviewed above that transnational firms engage in 

significant amounts of technology imitation, as seen in the example of the Japanese biotech firms 
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in America. Such firms are in a race, not only to find and exploit the unique, but to compete 

away the advantages of rivals. If one firm finds advantage in locating in a particular geographic 

area, others are quick to follow. In transnational technology strategy, the dynamic capabilities 

described by Teece et al (1997) are valuable not only because they create new uniqueness and 

value. They are also useful because they provide imitation, to erode competitors' advantages. 

However, as the RBV is usually described, imitation is assigned a secondary role. In Barney 

(1991) and Peteraf (1993), for example, imitation is characterized as an activity of "other firms," 

attempting to compete with a "successful firm," which is depicted as having sustained 

competitive advantage through uniqueness and value. So the RBV does include the concepts of 

imitation and substitution which can be used to explain many of the activities of transnational 

technology firms, but it has relegated them to a secondary role in its theoretical scheme. 

The RBV could deal more effectively with Proposition 7 if imitation were given a theoretical 

status parallel to that of the pursuit of uniqueness and value. Imitation is a legitimate technology 

strategy of which we have long been aware, and which can be pursued more or less effectively 

(Schewe, 1996). The RBV must be modified to legitimize imitation and to provide a framework 

to understand the relationship among imitation, uniqueness and other organizational strategies. It 

must acknowledge that a firm which pursues a strategy focussed solely upon uniqueness and high 

value, without consideration of imitation, can soon be competed into oblivion. 

Technology Portfolios 

A second way in which the RBV can be modified to deal with Proposition 7 is to include the 

concept of technology portfolios. We can begin with a distinction between basic and key 

technologies as proposed by Harris, Insinga, Marone and Werle (1996), although Roussel, Saad 
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and Erickson (1991) have suggested a similar differentiation. Harris et al define key 

technologies as those which are unique to a firm and provide competitive differentiation from 

rivals. In contrast, basic technologies are necessary to do business in a particular industry, and 

are needed by all firms who wish to compete in it, but do not give competitive differentiation. 

For example, the ability to manufacture using robots might be a standard requirement in an 

industry and be needed by all firms which would compete in it, although it may provide no 

competitive advantage since all significant competitors do it. The RBV, as currently articulated, 

devotes its attention to the role of key technologies, dismissing basic technologies as the 

province of unsuccessful firms. Proposition 7, based upon the empirical literature, suggests that 

basic technologies are an important presence in transnational technology strategy. 

The roles that key and basic technologies could play in a revised RBV are illustrated in Figure 

1. There, technology resources are shown to vary on the dimensions of uniqueness and value. 

Currently, the RBV focuses its attention almost entirely upon the upper right quadrant of the 

figure, in which technology resources are highly valuable and unique. This is the region of key 

technologies. In the upper left are technology resources which have high value, but which are not 

unique (many competitors in the industry have them). The high value suggests that they are 

essential to doing business in the industry and this is why they are labelled basic technologies. 

In the lower left are commodity technologies (this term is borrowed from Harris et al, but they 

may not agree with the definition used by the current author). Commodity technologies may 

have a role to play in an industry, given that they are widely held, but they have little value and 

can be bought and sold on a commodity basis. In t!?-e lower right are albatross technologies. 

Such a technology is unique to a firm but has little value. For example, an R&D unit may be 
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quite expensive to maintain and have a distinctive capability in a specialized area of science, but 

may provide little value to the firm if its science is irrelevant to the marketplace. 

Please insert Figure 1 approximately here 

The RBV, if it is to develop into a theory for explaining a broad range of phenomena in 

transnational technology strategy, must extend its reach out of the upper right quadrant. It must 

develop more articulated concepts of the resources in the other three quadrants and an 

understanding of how technology resources in all four quadrants are coordinated in transnational 

technology management. Different configurations of these resource types may be viable in 

different circumstances, even when no individual resource is particularly unique or valuable. 

An avenue for further theoretical exploration might include the idea that the value chain of the 

firm has resources positioned along it, each associated with a particular value-adding activity in 

the chain. At one point there might be a key resource, at the next a basic resource and at another, 

an albatross resource. In short, any firm holds a portfolio of resources. A number of the 

resources along the chain are necessary for survival and/or success but none is sufficient. A 

number of the necessary resources may not be key resources. Whether the firm should keep and 

enhance a resource or dispose of it, will depend upon managerial judgements. 

Proposition 8: 
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vary considerably, but whose overall coordination is pursued with an 

explicit strategic logic. 
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This portfolio approach to technology resources is not new (Harris et al, 1996; Roussel et al, 

1991) but the RBV must adopt some aspects of it in order to provide for Proposition 7. The basis 

for such an adoption may be found in the concept of complementary resources articulated by 

Teece et al (1997). They speak of resources in the organization which are not necessarily unique 

or valuable, but which play a role in the utilization of the unique and valuable ones. This theme 

might be expanded to include the conceptual developments suggested in propositions 7 and 8. 

Although the concept of technology resource portfolio has been applied in the past to issues 

of technology strategy ( eg. Harris et al, 1996; Roussel et al, 1991 ), it has not been applied 

specifically to extra-national technology strategy. Such an approach may provide a new and 

fruitful perspective on transnational technology strategy. An important early step in taking this 

approach would be to perform direct empirical tests of the eight propositions developed in this 

paper. Although these propositions are plausible because they are based upon extant empirical 

work, they remain propositions, and should be empirically tested before an extensive theoretical 

structure is built upon them. 

In summary, although the RBV concepts of heterogeneity, path dependence, dynamic 

capabilities and the quest for uniqueness and value receive direct and clear support from the 

empirical literature on transnational technology strategy and management (Propositions 1, 2, 3 

and 4), there is considerable evidence (Proposition 7) that is not covered by the RBV in its 

current form. However, the RBV includes the seeds of concepts that may enable it to encompass 

the empirical literature on transnational technology strategy. Further development of these 

concepts, the empirical testing of any such developments, and the empirical testing of the 

propositions developed in this paper, are all tasks on the future research agenda. 
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Prescriptive and Descriptive Approaches 

The implications of the above demonstration of the limitation of the RBV depend, in part, 

upon whether the theory is cast as descriptive or prescriptive. A descriptive theocy attempts to 

explain and predict phenomena without specific recommendations about how people (or 

organizations) should conduct their affairs, while a prescriptive theocy intentionally provides 

advice to people about how they should proceed if they want to achieve certain results (Barney, 

1990; Donaldson, 1990). These two castings of the theory are not necessarily contradictocy, but 

they do hold different implications. 

If the RBV is cast as descriptive, the primacy implication of the present paper is that there is a 

discemable way in which the RBV might extend its explanatory power to overcome some of its 

current limitations. By working with the concepts of imitation and complementacy resources, the 

reach of the RBV might be extended to all four quadrants of Figure 1, and the empirical 

observations captured in Proposition 7 might be accounted for. In this view (which is the 

primacy approach of this author) the theocy has potential to extend its already demonstrated 

explanatory power. 

If the RBV is cast as prescriptive, however, the implications are much different. The RBV 

proposes that firms should acquire unique and valuable resources and dispose of the others, if 

they want to attain competitive advantage (and which firm does not). On this advice, the 

evidence which shows that firms embody heterogenous resources in their extra-national 

technology units suggests wide-spread incompetence among their mangers. According to the 

RBV, competent managers would have disposed of the units embodying resources of low value 

and uniqueness and used the proceeds to acquire others with high value and uniqueness. In short, 
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for the prescriptive RBV, the occurrence of units of low value and uniqueness is a sign of poor 

management rather than a sign of a theory needing revision. 

The considerable empirical evidence that many successful firms hold heterogenous portfolios 

of extra-national technology resources suggests that the prescriptive RB V is limited, if not 

downright dangerous. A manager who took the RBV at its word and pursued only the highly 

unique and highly valuable would almost certainly do harm to the firm. Not that the RBV is 

wrong, it is just very limited. It is the view of this author that the recent wide acceptance of the 

RBV comes from the fact that it is easy to interpret the theory as prescriptive, and its prescription 

is very simple and intuitively appealing. This basis for appeal is a particularly dangerous one. 

Conclusion 

Those studying and practising transnational technology strategy should not become too 

enamoured of the RBV despite its considerable appeal. As a theory, it can certainly help our 

understanding but there is already a rich array of data which it does not adequately explain. The 

RBV is in danger of remaining a "one-idea theory", although Teece et al (1997) have attempted 

to expand the array of concepts associated with it. If the RBV is to be more than a partial theory 

of transnational technology strategy, it must be extended in the ways proposed here and, after 

further though and research, in other ways as well . 

rbvtm.001.wpd 1999-05-20 18 



References 

Abetti, P. A, (1997) Convergent and divergent technological and market strategies for global 

leadership. International Journal of Technology Management, 4(617 /8), 63 5-657. 

Albertini, S., & Butler, J. (1995) R&D networking in a pharmaceutical company: some 

implications for human resource management. R&D Management, 25(4), 377-393. 

Amit, R. H., & Shoemaker, P. J. H., (1993) Strategic assets and organizational rent. Strategic 

Management Journal, 14 (1): 33-46. 

Archibugi, D., & Michie, J., (1995) The globalization of technology: a new taxonomy. 

Cambridge Journal of Economics, 19, 121-140. 

Barney, J. B., (1990) The debate between traditional management theory and organizational 

economics: Substantive differences or intergroup conflict? Academy a/Management 

Review, 15(3), 382-393. 

Barney, J. B., (1991) Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of 

Management, 17(1): 99-120. 

Bartlett, C. A, & Ghoshal, S., (1990) Managing innovation in the transnational corporation. 

In Bartlett, C. A, Doz, Y. L., & Hedlund, G. (Eds .) Managing the Global Firm . New 

York: Routledge. 

Behrman, J. N., & Fischer, W. A (1980) Overseas R&D Activities a/Transnational 

Companies. Cambridge, MA: Oelgeschlager, Gunn and Hain. 

Bettis, R. A., & Hitt, M. A (1995) The new competitive landscape. Strategic Management 

Journal, 16, 7-19. 

rbvtm.001.wpd 1999-05-20 19 



Birkinshaw, J., Hood, N., & Jonsson, S., (1998) Building firm-specific advantages in 

multinational corporations: The role of subsidiary initiative. Strategic Management 

Journal, 19, 221-241. 

Chakravarthy, B., (1997) A new strategy framework for coping with turbulence . Sloan 

Management Review, Winter, 69-82. 

Cheng, J. L. C. (1994) Managing innovation in US and Japanese overseas labs: The 

effects of corporate, scientific and local cultures on R&D performance. Presented at the 

Annual Convention of the Academy of Management, Dallas, Texas. 

Cheng, J. L. C., (1998) Multinational strategy, foreign R&D investment, and innovation 

performance: a resource deployment perspective. Presented at The Academy of 

Management 1998 Meeting, San Diego. 

Chiesa, V. (1996a) Managing the internationalization of R&D activities. IEEE Transactions 

on Engineering Management, 43 (1), 7-23. 

Chiesa, V. (1996b) Strategies for global R&D. Research-TechnolOgy Management, 

Sept.-Oct., 19-25. 

Coughlan, P ., & Brady, E. (1996) Evolution towards integrated product development in 

subsidiaries of multinational enterprises. International Journal of Technology 

Management, 12 (718), 733-747. 

Cordell, A. J. (1973) Innovation, the multinational corporation: Some implications for national 

science policy. Long Range Planning, Sept. 22-29. 

Cusumano, M. A., & Elenkov, D., (1994) Linking international technology transfer with 

strategy and management: A literature commentary. Research Policy, 23, 195-215. 

rbvtm.001.wpd 1999-05-20 20 



Dalton, D., and Serapio, M., ( 1 995) Globalizing Industrial Research and Development . 

US Department of Commerce, Office of Technology Policy. 

Dierickx, I., & Cool, K., ( 1989) Asset stock accumulation and sustainability of competitive 

advantage. Management Science, 35, 1 504- 1 5 1 1 .  

Donaldson, L., ( 1 990) The ethereal hand: Organizational economics and management theory. 

Academy of Management Review, 15(3), 369-3 8 1 .  

Duysters, G., and Hagedoom, J., ( 1 998) The effect of core competence building on firm 

performance in a global, high-technology industry. Presented at The Academy of 

Management 1998 Meeting, San Diego. 

Florida, R., ( 1 997) The globalization of R&D: Results of a survey of foreign-affiliated R&D 

laboratories in the USA. Research Policy, 26, 85-103 .  

Gassmann, 0., & von Zedtwitz, M., ( 1 998) Organization of industrial R&D on a global scale. 

R&D Management, 28(3), 147- 16 1 . 

Gates, S., ( 1 995) The changing Global Role of the Research and Development Function . 

The Conference Board. 

Granstrand, 0., Hakanson, L., and Sjolander, S. (Eds.) ( 1992) Internationalization ofR&D 

and Technology. New York, John Wiley and Sons. 

Hakanson, L. ( 1 990) International decentralization of R&D - the organizational challenges. In 

Bartlett, C. A., Doz, Y. L., & Hedlund, G. (Eds.) Managing the Global Firm. New York: 

Routledge. 

Hakanson, L., & Nobel, R. ( 1 993a) Foreign research and development in Swedish 

multinationals. Research Policy, 22, 373-396. 

rbvtm.001.wpd 1999-05-20 2 1  



Hakanson, L., & Nobel, R. (1993b) Determinants of foreign R&D in Swedish multinationals. 

Research Policy, 22, 397-411. 

Harris, R. C., Insinga, R. C., Marone, J., and Werle, M. J., (1996) The virtual R&D 

laboratory. Research-Technology Management, March/April, 32-36. 

Henderson, R., & Cockburn, I., (1994) Measuring competence? Exploring firm effects in 

pharmaceutical research. Strategic Management Journal, 15, 63-84. 

Hewitt, G. (1980) Research and development performed abroad by US manufacturing 

multinationals. Kyklos, 33, 308-326. 

Hitt, M. A., Keats, B. W., and DeMarie, S. M., (1998) Navigating in the new competitive 

landscape: building strategic flexibility and competitive advantage for the 21 st century. 

Academy of Management Executive, 12( 4), 22-42. 

Hood, N., & Young, S. (1982) US multinational R&D: corporate strategies and policy 

implications for the UK. Multinational Business, Vol. 2, 10-23. 

Kenney, M., & Florida, R ., (1994) The organization and geography of Japanese R&D: 

Results from a survey of Japanese electronics and biotechnology firms. Research Policy, 

23, 305-323. 

Kuemmerle, W., (1997) Building effective R&D capabilities abroad. Harvard Business 

Review, March-April, 61-70. 

Kuemmerle, W., (1998) Exploitation in foreign environments: an investigation into foreign direct 

investment in R&D multinationals. Presented at The Academy of Management 1998 

Meeting, San Diego. 

rbvtm.001.wpd 1999-05-20 22 



Malnight, T. W. (1995) Globalization of an ethnocentric firm. Strategic Management 

Journal, 16, 119-141. 

Malnight, T. W. (1996) The transition from decentralized to network-based structures: An 

evolutionary perspective. Journal of International Business Studies, 27(1), 43-65. 

Medcof, J. W., (1997) A taxonomy of internationally dispersed technology units and its 

application to management issues. R&D Management, 27(4), 30i-318. 

Medcof, J. W., (1998) Resource based strategy and managerial power in networks of 

internationally dispersed technology units. Presented at The Academy of Management 

1998 Meeting, San Diego. 

Methe, D. T., and Yoshihara, H., (1998) Organizational learning and compressed experience in 

Japanese multinational enterprise in overseas subsidiary R&D. Presented at The 

Academy of Management 1998 Meeting, San Diego. 

Nicholson, G. C. (1994) How 3M manages its global laboratory network. Research-Technology 

Management, 21-24. 

Ohba, S., (1996) Critical issues related to international R&D programs. IEEE Transactions 

on Engineering Management, 43(1), 78-87. 

Pearce, R. D., & Singh, S., (1992a) Internationalization of research and development among 

the world's leading enterprises. In Granstrand, 0., Hakanson, L., & Sjolander, S., 

Technology Management and International Business. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons. 

Pearce, R. D., & Singh, S., (1992b) Globalizing Research and Development. London: 

MacMillan. 

rbvtm.001.wpd 1999-05-20 23 



Pearson, A., Brockhoff, K., & von Boehmer, A. ( 1 993) Decision Parameters in global 

R&D management. R&D Management , 23(3), 249-262. 

Penner-Hahn, J. D., ( 1998) Firm and environmental influences on the mode and sequence of 

foreign R&D activities. Strategic Management Journal, 19, 149- 168 .  

Peteraf, M. A. ,  ( 1 993) The cornerstones of competitive advantage: a resource-based view. 

Strategic Management Journal, 14, 179-19 1 .  

Rhyne, L. C., & Teagarden, M. B., ( 1 995) International technology-based competitive 

strategy: A literature review and integrative model, The Journal of High Technology 

Management Research, 6(2), 1 57-178. 

Ronstadt, R. C. ( 1977) Research and Development Abroad by US Multinationals. New York: 

Praeger Books. 

Ronstadt, R. C. ( 1978) International R&D: The establishment and evolution of research 

and development abroad by seven US multinationals. Journal of International Business 

Studies, 9, 7-24 . 

Roussel, P. A., Saad, K. N., and Erickson, T. J., ( 1991) Third Generation R&D. Boston: Harvard 

Business School Press. 

Rumelt, R. P., ( 1 984) Toward a strategic theory of the firm. In R. Lamb (ed.), Competitive 

Strategic Management. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 556-570. 

Schewe, G., ( 1 996) Imitation as a strategic option for external acquisition of technology. Journal 

of Engineering and Technology Management, 13 , 55-82. 

rbvtm.001.wpd 1999-05-20 24 



Schilling, M. A., (1998) Technological lockout: An integrative model of the economic and 

strategic factors driving technology success and failure. Academy of Management 

Review, 23(2), 267-284. 

Stock, G. N., Greis, N. P., & Dibner, M. D. (1996) Parent-subsidiary communication in 

international biotechnology R&D, IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, 

43(1), 56-68. 

Taggart, J. H., (1998) determinants of increasing R&D complexity in affiliates of manufacturing 

multinational corporations in the UK. R&DManagement, 28(2), 101-110. 

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., and Shuen, A., (1997) Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. 

Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533. 

Toyama, R., & Methe, D. T., (1997) International R&D and technological competence of the 

firm: How firms create heterogenous resources. Presented at the Annual Convention of 

the Academy of Management, Boston. 

Wernerfelt, B., (1984) A resource based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 5, 

171-180. 

Wernerfelt, B. (1995) The resource based view of the firm: Ten years later. Strategic 

Management Journal, 16, 171-17 4. 

Zander, I., (1997) Technological diversification in the multinational corporation - historical 

evolution and future prospects. Research Policy, 26 , 209-227. 

rbvtm.001.wpd 1999-05-20 25 



MANAGEMENT OF INNOVATION AND NEW TECHNOLOGY 
WORKING PAPER SERIES 

1. R.G. Cooper and E.J. Kleinschmidt, "How the New Product Impacts on Success and Failure 
in the Chemical Industry", February, 1992. 

2. R. G. Cooper and E.J. Kleinschmidt, "Major New Products: What Distinguishes the Winners 
in the Chemical Industry", February, 1992. 

3. J. Miltenburg, "On the Equivalence of IlT and MRP as Technologies for Reducing Wastes 
in Manufacturing, March, 1992. 

4. J.B. Kim, I. Krinsky and J. Lee, "Valuation of Initial Public Offerings: Evidence from 
Korea", February, 1992. 

5. M. Basadur and S. Robinson, "The New Creative Thinking Skills Needed for Total Quality 
Management to Become Fact, Not Just Philosophy", April, 1992. 

6. S. Edgett and S. Parkinson, "The Development of New Services Distinguishing Between 
Success and Failure", April, 1992. 

7. A.R. Montazemi and K.M. Gupta, "Planning and Development of Information Systems 
Towards Strategic Advantage of a Firm", April, 1992. 

8. A.R. Montazemi, "Reducing the Complexity of MIS Innovation Through Hypermedia and 
Expert Systems", May, 1992. 

9. M. Basadur and Bruce Paton, "Creativity Boosts Profits in Recessionary Times - Broadening 
the Playing Field", June, 1992. 

10. Robert G. Cooper and Elko Kleinschmidt, "Stage-Gate Systems for Product Innovation: 
Rationale and Results", June, 1992. 

11. S.A.W. Drew, "The Strategic Management oflnnovation in the Financial Services Industry: 
An Empirical Study", July, 1992. 

12. M. Shehata and M.E. Ibrahim, "The Impact of Tax Policies on Firms' R & D Spending 
Behavior: The Case of R & D Tax Credit", July, 1992. 



13. Willi H. Wiesner, "Development Interview Technology: Implications for Innovative 
Organizations", July, 1992. 

14. Isik U. Zeytinoglu, "Technological Innovation and the Creation of a New Type of 
Employment: Telework", August, 1992. 

15. John W. Medcof, "An Integrated Model for Teaching the Management of lnnovation in the 
Introduction to Organizational Behaviour Course", October, 1992. 

16. Min Basadur, "The Why-What's Stopping Analysis: A New Methodology for Formulating 
Ill-Structured Problems", October, 1992. 

17. Stephen A.W. Drew, "Strategy, Innovation and Organizational Learning an Integrative 
Framework, Case Histories and Directions for Research", November, 1992. 

18. Stephen A.W. Drew, "Innovation and Strategy in Financial Services", November, 1992. 

19. Scott Edgett, "New Product Development Practices for Retail Financial Services", 
November, 1992. 

20. Robert G. Cooper and Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "New Product Winners and Losers: The 
Relative Importance of Success Factors - Perception vs. Reality", November, 1992. 

21. Robert G. Cooper and Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "A New Product Success Factors Model: An 
Empirical Validation", November, 1992. 

22. Robert G. Cooper & Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "Stage Gate Systems: A Game Plan for New 
Product Success", November, 1992. 

23. Min Basadur, "Optimal Ideation-Evaluation Ratios", March, 1993. 

24. Christopher K. Bart, "Gagging on Chaos", March, 1993. 

25. Yufei Yuan, "The Role of Information Technology in Business Innovation", July, 1993. 

26. Isik Urla Zeytinoglu, "Innovation in Employment: A Telework Experiment in Ontario", July, 
1993. 

27. John Miltenburg and David Sparling, "Managing and Reducing Total Cycle Time: Models 
and Analysis", August, 1993. 

28. R.G. Cooper, C.J. Easingwood, S. Edgett, E.J. Kleinschmidt and C. Storey, "What 
Distinguishes the Top Performers in Financial Services", September, 1993. 

29. B.E. Lynn, "Innovation and Accounting Research", September, 1993. 



30. Min Basadur and Peter Hausdorf, "Measuring Additional Divergent Thinking Attitudes 
Related to Creative Problem Solving and Innovation Management", November, 1993. 

31. R. G. Cooper and E.J. Kleinschmidt, "Determinants of Time Efficiency in Product 
Development", December, 1993. 

32. Christopher K. Bart, "Back to the Future: Timeless Lessons for Organizational Success", 
February, 1994. 

33. Ken R. Deal and Scott J. Edgett, "Determining Success Criteria for New Financial Products; 
A Comparative Analysis of CART, Logit and Discriminant Analysis", February, 1995. 

34. Christopher K. Bart and Mark C. Baetz, "Does Mission Matter?", February, 1995. 

35. Christopher K. Bart, "Controlling New Products: A Contingency Approach", February, 
1995. 

36. Christopher K. Bart, "Is Fortune Magazine Right? An Investigation into the Application 
of Deutschman's 16 High-Tech Management Practices", February, 1995. 

37. Christopher K. Bart, "The Impact of Mission on Firm Innovativeness", February, 1995. 

38. John W. Medcof, "Transnational Technology Networks", April, 1995. 

39. R.G. Cooper and E.J. Kleinschmidt, "Benchmarking the Critical Success Factors of Firms' 
New Product Development Programs", April, 1995. 

40. John W. Medcof, "Trends in Selected High Technology Industries", July, 1995. 

41. Robert C. Cooper & E.J. Kleinschmidt, "Benchmarking Firms' New Product Performance 
& Practices", September, 1995. 

42. Min Basadur and Darryl Kirkland, "Training Effects on the Divergent Thinking Attitudes 
of South American Managers", November, 1995. 

43. Min Basadur, "Organizational Development Interventions for Enhancing Creativity in the 
Workplace", November, 1995. 

44. Min Basadur, "Training Managerial Evaluative and Ideational Skills in Creative Problem 
Solving: A Causal Model", December, 1995. 



45. Min Basadur, Pam Pringle and Simon Taggar, "Improving the Reliability of Three New 
Scales Which Measure Three New Divergent Thinking Attitudes Related to Organizational 
Creativity", December, 1995. 

46. N. P. Archer and F. Ghasemzadeh, "Project Portfolio Selection Techniques: A Review and 
a Suggested Integrated Approach", February, 1996. 

47. Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "Successful new product development in Australia: An empirical 
analysis", February, 1996. 

48. Christopher K. Bart, "Industrial Firms & the Power of Mission," April, 1996. 

49. N. P. Archer and F. Ghasemzadeh, "Project Portfolio Selection Management through 
Decision Support: A System Prototype," April, 1996. 

50. John W. Medcof, "Challenges in Collaboration Management in Overseas Technology Units," 
April, 1996. 

51. Susan L. Kichuk and Willi H. Wiesner, "Personality and Team Performance: Implications 
for Selecting Successful Product Design Teams," May, 1996. 

52. Susan L. Kichuk and Willi H. Wiesner, "Selection Measures for a Team Environment: The 
Relationships among the Wonderlic Personnel Test, The Neo-FFI, and the Teamwork KSA 
Test, " May, 1996. 

53. Susan L. Kichuk and Willi H. Wiesner, "Personality, Performance, Satisfaction, and Potential 
Longevity in Product Design Teams," June, 1996. 

54. John W. Medcof, "Leaming, Positioning and Alliance Partner Selection," June, 1996. 

55. Scott J. Edgett, "The New Product Development Process for Commercial Financial 
Services," July, 1996. 

56. Christopher K. Bart, "Sex, Lies & Mission Statements," September, 1996. 

57. Stuart Mestelman and Mohamed Shehata, "The Impact of Research and Development 
Subsidies on the Employment of Research and Development Inputs," November, 1996. 

58. Mark C. Baetz and Christopher K. Bart, "Developing Mission Statements Which Work," 
November, 1996. 

59. Fereidoun Ghasemzadeh, Norm Archer and Paul Iyogun, "A Zero-One Model for Project 
Portfolio Selection and Scheduling," December, 1996. 



60. R. G. Cooper, S. J. Edgett, E. J. Kleinschmidt, "Portfolio Management in New Product 
Development: Lessons from Leading Firms," February 1997. 

61. R. G. Cooper, S. J. Edgett, E. J. Kleinschmidt, "Portfolio Management in New Product 
Development: Lessons from Leading Firms -- Part II," February 1997. 

62. C. K. Bart, "A Comparison of Mission Statements & Their Rationales in Innovative and 
Non-Innovative Firms," February 1997. 

63. R. Bassett, N. P. Archer and W. G. Truscott, "Data Webs: An Evaluation of an Innovative 
Information Management Tool that Integrates Databases with the World Wide Web," April 
1997. 

64. S. Taggar, "Intelligence, Personality, Creativity and Behaviour: The Antecedents of Superior 
Team Performance," April 1997. 

65. R. Deaves and I. Krinsky, "New Tools for Investment Decision-Making: Real Options 
Analysis," May 1997. 

66. J. W. Medcof (ed.), "Trends and Events in Selected High Technology Industries," May, 
1997. (On the WEB only) 

67. C. K. Bart, "Product Innovation Charters: A State-of-the-Art Review," May, 1997. 

68. John W. Medcof, "Strategic Contingencies and Power in Networks of Internationally 
Dispersed R&D Facilities", August, 1997. 

69. John W. Medcof, "Research Intensity and the Identification of High Technology Industries," 
September, 1997. 

70. Christopher K. Bart and John C. Tabone, "Mission Statements in the Not-for-profit Health 
Care Sector: A State of the Art Review," September, 1997. 

71. Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "In-house and Partnership New Product Development in Austria: An 
Empirical Analysis on Outcome and Explanatory Factors," October, 1997. 

72. Robert G. Cooper, Scott J. Edgett and Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "R&D Portfolio Management 
Best Practices: Methods Used & Performance Results Achieved," January, 1998. 

73. Christopher K. Bart and Simon Taggar, "A Model of the Impact of Mission Rationale, 
Content, Process and Alignment on Firm Performance," March, 1998. 

74. Christopher K. Bart, John Parkinson and Simon Taggar, "The Implementation of Strategy: 
Behavioural vs Budgetary Approaches and the Effect of Participation," March, 1998. 



75 .  John W. Medcof, "The Resource Based View and the New Competitive Landscape: 
Characterizing Positions of Dynamic Capability," May, 1998. 

7 6. F. Ghasemzadeh and N. P. Archer, "Project Portfolio Selection Through Decision Support," 
June, 1998. 

77. Y. Yuan, N. Archer, and R. Bassett, "The Impact of Electronic Commerce Innovations on 
Marketing Management," June, 1998. 

78. Kenneth S. Chan, James Chowhan, Stuart Mestelman, Mohamed Shehata, "Value 
Orientations and Income and Displacement Effects," July 1998. 

79. Min Basadur, Laurent Lapierre, "Predicting Creative Problem Solving Behaviors within 
Teams," September, 1998. 

80. Min Basadur, "Simplex: Modelling the Phases and Stages of the Innovation Process in Open­
System Organizations", October, 1998. 

81 .  Ken Deal, Ben Long and Bryan Scott, "New Pricing Product Design for Competitive 
Advantage", November, 1998. 

82. Min Basadur, Mark A. Runco and Luis A. Vega, "Understanding How Creative Thinking 
Skills, Attitudes and Behaviors Work Together in Real World Managerial Problem Solving," 
November, 1998. 

83. Min Basadur, "The Basadur Simplex Creative Problem-Solving Profile Inventory: 
Development, Reliability and Validity", December, 1998. 

84. Min Basadur, "Improving the Psychometric Properties of the Basadur Simplex Creative 
Problem Solving Profile Inventory," December, 1998. 

8 5 .  Min Basadur, "Discovering the Right Questions about the Management ofTechnology Using 
Challenge Mapping," December, 1998. 

86. Nick Bontis, "Managing an Organizational Learning System by Aligning Stocks and Flows 
of Knowledge: An Empirical Examination oflntellectual Capital, Knowledge Management, 
and Business Performance," January, 1999. 

87. Nick Bontis and John Girardi, "Teaching Knowledge Management and Intellectual Capital 
Lessons: An Empirical Examination of the Tango Simulation," January, 1999. 

88. Karen Boehnke, Nick Bontis, Joseph · J. DiStefano and Andrea C. DiStefano, 
"Transformational Leadership : An Examination of Cross-Cultural Differences and 
Similarities," January, 1999. 

innova/papers.irc 


	1332128
	1332128_pg24
	1332128_pgs6-7

