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Abstract 

The purpose of this research was to contribute to the extant knowledge on the relationship 

between resources and performance of companies listed on Nairobi Securities Exchange. A 

review of pertinent conceptual and empirical literature was done and a hypothesis formulated. A 

positivist paradigm relying on descriptive research design was used. The study was a census by 

nature. The population comprised 62 companies listed on Nairobi Securities Exchange and 

were active at the time of data collection. The respondents were managers in charge of finance 

and business strategy. A structured Likert questionnaire anchored on a five-point scale was 

used to collect primary data. Simple linear regression analysis was used in hypothesis testing. 

The results revealed that organizational resources significantly affect firm performance. The 

study contributes to theory building by demonstrating empirically that efficient bundling of 

resources results to firm capabilities which are harder to be imitated by competitors, and this 

contributes to superior performance. Further, it confirms the value and application of resource-

based theory.  This study may have been constrained by small target population and one 

respondent per firm. Future researchers could involve more respondents across the 

management hierarchy in each unit of analysis and also using longitudinal design.  

 

Keywords: Organizational Resources, leadership style, Organizational Capacity, Non-Financial 

Performance, Nairobi Securities Exchange 
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INTRODUCTION 

An organization‟s existing resource portfolio refers to all types of resources (tangible and 

intangible assets) under the management control, (Garbuio et al., 2010; and Sirmon et al., 

2007). It establishes the upper limits of a firm‟s potential to create value at a point in time. A 

portfolio of resources encompasses the fundamental elements that are bundled and leveraged, 

therefore enabling and constraining the actions a firm can take (Barney, 2001a; Makadok, 

2003). A resource is a relatively observable, tradable asset that contributes to a firm‟s market 

position by improving customer value and lowering cost or both. The main tenets of resource 

dependence are the significance of environmental sensitivity for understanding how an 

organization operates (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003; Sirmon, et al. 2007) and the role resources 

play in determining the performance of business organizations. 

Carlson (2004) observed from a resource-based view (RBV), that organizational strategy 

theory acquires competitive advantages through internally controlling resources. The company 

controls the internal factors and how they affect management through keeping up with the 

resources available and ensuring that the resources are used responsibly and correctly. As long 

as the management plans organizes, leads, and controls resources effectively, the company 

should be able to withstand any factor that may affect it.  A basic concern premised on the 

resource-based view is that attention should be focused on vital differences in the resource 

endowment and strategic reorganization of these resources in a firm. Resources are part of 

organizational capacity (Sirmon, et al., 2007). 

In indeed, the issue of firm performance and the determination of such factors is an 

important issue in the field of strategic management. Studies tend to link such performance 

differences in either industry-specific factors with mixed results (Hawawini and Subramaniam, 

2003; McNara et al., 2005). This diversity has led some strategic management researchers to 

question the ability of empirical studies to consistently and objectively explain differences in 

organizational performance, broadly criticizing research sampling practices(Short et al.,(2002) 

performance measurement methods and dimensions (Denrell,2004;Starbuck,2004) and the 

effects of industry velocity (Brauer and Schmidt, 2006). In short, an effective performance 

system should be able to capture not only the financial aspect of business performance but also 

the non-financial elements, so as to present a clearer and wider perception and dimension of 

performance (Ishmail et al., 2010). 

 

Research Problem 

Many studies have been done on firm performance variables. Some of these studies linked 

performance to internal organizational variables of which leadership and resources are 
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important. Howard and Walters (2004) from their study on Chinese manufacturing firms using 

configuration of resources and structures on performance did not confirm configurations based 

on their findings while  a study by Gomes and Osbone (2009) on the role of stakeholders on 

local government performance confirmed that leadership and resources are key determinants of 

performance. Hill and Lynn (2004) and Forbes and Lynn (2005) gave an insight of performance 

studies and the different levels of determining variables under study. In the context of 

internal/external dichotomy is the classification by Boyne (2003) of sixty-five statistical studies 

on determinants of performance improvements. In his view, relevant external factors were 

resources, regulation, and market structure and for internal factors, he listed organizational 

change and management. Management referred in his study were issues of organizational 

culture, leadership styles, human resource management and strategy process and content. His 

overall conclusion was that performance is subject to systematic influences of different 

organizational factors and hence each variable orientation should be considered. Organizational 

resources has a critical responsibility of executing the strategy, as well as providing a foundation 

for strategy development, (Luliya et al., 2013), but this lacked empirical support.  

Companies listed on the Nairobi Securities Exchange play an important role in economic 

development through their performance in the capital markets which is of significant importance 

to investors. The listed companies play an important role in the Kenyan economy and 

government development strategic plan, the Kenya Vision 2030. But there had been an 

increasing trend of failure of some Kenyan firms such as KCC, Uchumi Supermarkets, A 

Baumann and Company and Bulk medical limited. Others have been performing poorly and this 

is reflected in their low dividend paid to the stockholders, for example, Eveready East Africa, 

(Maina and Sakwa (2010). Athi River Mining Limited and Kenya Airways have lately been in the 

daily newspapers with employees‟ dissatisfaction and accusation of mismanagement. Others 

such as Equity Bank, Kenya Commercial Bank, and BamburiPortland Cement are expanding 

outside the Kenya‟s boundaries meaning they are performing well. So what causes variation in 

performances of these organizations? Listed companies provide a suitable opportunity to 

investigate the role resources play on causing variation in performance of business 

organizations. 

Despite the many studies done on organizational performance, researchers have not 

been able to explain what variations in performance. Some contend that it is leadership, others 

resources, and others strategy. But organizations are still struggling with performance 

challenges. The big question for this study is, what is the role of organizational resources in 

business performance? The objective of the current study was to establish the relationship 
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between organizational resources and firm performance of companies listed on the Nairobi 

Securities Exchange 

 

Supporting Theory 

Resource-based view theory focuses on the idea of resource endowment of the firm as sources 

of business returns and the means to achieve superior performance and competitive advantage 

(Caldeira and Ward 2001; Koumaditis et al., 2013). A firm can be understood as a collection of 

physical capital resources, human capital resources and organizational resources (Barney, 

2001a). The resource-based view theory has gained a wide acclaim and attracted a lot of 

research in the recent past (Helfat, 2000; Newbert, 2007; Koumaditis et al., 2013) and looks at 

the firm in   its resource base. 

Unique assets and resources of the firm has an effect on the organizational strategy and 

output,(Barney, 1986; Penrose, 1959). This perspective is interesting, particularly because it 

has been revived recently with the popularity of the resource-based view of the firm (Wernerfelt, 

1984, 1995; Qureshi 2010). This perspective is consistent with the strategic management 

implementation model (Strictland and Gamble, 2007). Resource-based perspective, suggests 

that certain resource and asset differences may allow some firms to implement strategies that 

alter an industry's performance in ways that uniquely benefit these firms. For this reason, firm 

heterogeneity in terms of resources, represent an important source of competitive advantage for 

business firms, (Barney, 1986). 

Peteraf and Barney (2003) argued that resources are assets while capabilities are 

processes, firm attributes or knowledge. Duta, Narasimhana Rajiv (2005) defined capabilities as 

the efficiency with which a firm employs a given set of resources (inputs) at its disposal to 

achieve certain objectives(output) Casselman and Samson (2007) extended the argument that 

to manage resources was capability. Makadok (2001) as cited by Bagire (2012) identified the 

distinction in terms of visibility. A resource is an observable asset but not necessarily tangible 

while a capability is not observable and hence necessarily intangible. Newbert (2007) 

contended that these distinctions were minimal, therefore the concept of resources and 

capabilities are closely related.  

Galbreth and Galvin (2004) discovered that while RBV theory largely associates firm 

performance with intangible resources, the association may not always hold true empirically. 

One explanation may be that the strength of some resources are dependent upon interaction or 

combinations with other resources and therefore no single resource (intangible or otherwise 

becomes the most important to firm performance. Miller (2003) through his study showed how 

some firms were able to build on asymmetries such as skills, processes or assets which the 
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competitors cannot copy at a cost that affords economic rents. They are rare, inimitable and 

non-substitutable.  

In this study, the model uses indicators of resources as financial, physical facilities, 

employee skills, and technology. According to resource-based view theory, a competitive 

advantage occurs only when there is a situation of resource heterogeneity (different resources 

across firms) and resource immobility which brings out the inability of competing firms to obtain 

resources from other firms, (Barney, 2001a).  

Critics of resource-based view such as Priem and Butler (2001) suggests that the theory 

is not prescriptive in that it does not provide managers with appropriate advice on which specific 

resources they should accumulate to gain competitive advantage. Barney (2001) claim that RBV 

is tautological and does not generate testable theories. He notes that majority of the studies 

applying RBV has failed to test its fundamental concepts, but have utilized the theory to 

establish the context of empirical research. In this vein, Wright et al. (2001) recommend that 

researchers should test the core concepts of resource-based view. The current study attempts 

to shade more light on relationship of organizational resources (financial, physical facilities, 

employee skills, and technology) and non- financial performance. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The resource-based and knowledge-based views of the firm have stressed that resources alone 

cannot achieve the competitive advantage and the firms with stronger dynamic capabilities are 

capable of exploiting available bulk of organizational resources (Grant, 1996; Newbert, et al., 

2008; Herath and Mahmood, 2014). Newbertet al., (2008) reported that the higher level of firm‟s 

internal capabilities of leveraging resources leads the firms to outperform their rivals with a low 

level of such capacities. Some scholars have also posited that dynamic capabilities play a 

pivotal role in exploiting the prevailing bulk of organizational resources  to take advantage of  

opportunities, (Frishammar and Andersson, 2007; Hou, 2008; Sun and Anderson, 2010; Herath 

and Mahmood, 2014). 

In a plausible extension of the debate and shading more light on resources as 

capabilities, studies have analyzed their interaction with other firm factors. Carmeli and Tishler 

(2004) tested the relationship between intangible resources with performance, focusing on 

managerial capabilities, human capital, perceived reputation, labor relations and organizational 

culture. Intangible organizational resources had a significant effect on firm performance. 

Mannikutty (2000) used the resource-based view to analyze the responses of Indian firms to 

environmental changes. He observed that businesses built their resource base gradually. 
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Hakala‟s (2010) study focused on the configuration of strategic orientation, which comprised of 

a constellation of entrepreneurial, market, learning and technology orientations. The study 

confirmed that it is a combination of the value position of the firm in the markets, its resources, 

and behavioral patterns that determine how the organization transforms its resources into 

performance. This constellation blankets wide range of behaviors and resources such as 

proactiveness, risk adjusting continuously to the dynamic environment, adapting new internal 

and external conditions, and taking behavior, innovativeness, shared vision, commitment to 

continuous learning, competitiveness, open-mindedness, and customer needs, Herath and 

Mahmood (2014).These resources and behaviors lead organizations to perform well by 

responding to customer needs and competitors‟ challenges (Sinkula, Baker, and Noordewier, 

1997; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Narver and Slater, 1990; Covin and Selvin, 1989). The study 

was based on the assumption that firms which maintain the strategic configuration of 

organizational resources have the possibility of achieving higher performance. 

Firm performance generally refers to the organizational success, and success is 

considered an important factor in achieving organizational goals (Herath and Mahmood, 2014). 

Kaplan and Norton (1996) viewed firm performance as a multidimensional concept and all 

aspects of performance are relevant to the success of the organization. Firm performance has 

been widely used by many researchers. It is at the heart of strategic management 

(Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986; Herath and Mahmood (2014) and the construct was 

measured mainly in financial aspects (Rogers and Wright, 1998). Consequently a gap exist in 

measures of non –financial performance (Carton and Hofer, 2010; Brush and VanderWerf, 

1992). 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The design chosen for this study was guided by the purpose of the study, the type of 

investigation, the extent of research involvement, the stage of knowledge in the field, the period 

over which the data is to be collected and the type of analysis. The study integrated the 

descriptive research into the cross- sectional design because it has been found to be robust in 

relationships studies given their ability to capture the population characteristics in their free and 

natural occurrences (O‟Sullivan and Abela 2007). The study was a census since the population 

was small (Cooper et al., 2006), and the unit of analysis was the firm. 

The target populations for this study comprised 62 companies listed at the Nairobi 

Securities Exchange and were active at the time of the study. These firms were preferred 

because the management employees are likely to exhibit elaborate relationships between the 

study variables since they have a better understanding of their organization goals and 
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objectives, they are varied in nature and by sector. Most of them are leading in Kenya in terms 

of capitalization and compliance with statutory requirements. The list of listed companies was 

available and accessible from Capital Market Authority‟s website.  

This study relied on primary data collected through a semi-structured questionnaire 

which was structured into three parts capturing data of demographic information, organizational 

resources and firm performance. The questionnaire had self–rating Likert scale questions 

eliciting responses on financial resources, physical facilities, employees‟ skills and technology 

as suggested by Lusthaus et al., (1999) and performance measurement system was based on 

non-financial performance, extracted from balanced scorecard framework (Kaplan and Norton, 

2008). 

Organizational resources had alpha coefficient of 0.662 while non –financial 

performance had 0.910.  The study adopted a minimum Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.6 as 

recommended by Nunnaly (1967), this indicated that the data collection tool was reliable. The 

measurement scales used in the questionnaire were deemed to have validity because they 

reflected the key issues in organizational resources and performance and was subjected to 

expert judgment, structuring the questionnaire into sections. Construct validity was assessed 

from conceptual framework and correlation of variables. Normality test was done by observing 

the skewness and kurtosis values of the measurements. From the analysis, organizational 

resources had -0.22and firm performance was -0.19. A value of zero indicates a perfectly 

normal distribution.  The skewness statistic measures did not indicate extreme departures from 

normality assumption; Skewness provides information about the symmetry of the distribution 

while kurtosis provides information about the “peakedness” of the distribution (Tabachnick and 

Fidell, 2007). When the variables were tested for multicolinearity, organizational resources had 

a Tolerance of 0.152 and VIF value of 6.559and firm performance was 6.559 and VIF value was 

2.899.  These results established that the variables did not exhibit serious multicollinearity, 

hence the data was suitable for further analysis. 

Descriptive statistics are used to describe the basic features of the data in a study. 

The study used standard deviation, and coefficient of variation which is a unit less ratio and 

more accurate and reliable than standard deviation as shown below.  
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Table 1: Mean, Standard Deviation and Coefficient of Variation for Measures of Resources 

Financial Resources N Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Coefficient 

of Variation 

The leaders effectively pool resources and expertise toward a 

shared goal 

58 4.03 1.32 10.32 

The leadership regularly access inventory and competencies 

and assets of the organization 

58 3.84 1.39 10.36 

My organization has adequate budgetary allocation for strategy 

implementation 

58 3.17 1.27 10.40 

My organization has adequate and ready sources of finance 58 3.34 1.35 10.40 

My leaders ensure prudent utilization of funds budgeted for 

strategy implementation 

58 3.58 1.38 10.38 

Average 58 
3.59 1.33 10.37 

Physical facilities     

There is enough office space 58 3.43 1.33 10.38 

There is extra space that can be used when need arises 58 3.15 1.28 10.40 

In general, the facilities available are enough to cater for 

strategy implementation 

58 3.13 1.40 10.44 

The leadership regularly evaluates the capacity requirements 

needed as part of the planning process for any new programs, 

services and/or activities. 

58 3.63 1.37 10.37 

Average 58 3.24 1.34 10.41 

Employees skills     

The organization has an overall approach to human resource 

development 

58 3.65 1.46 20.40 

Human resource development programs are tied to the needs 

for strategy implementation 

58 3.51 1.47 20.41 

The organization  has a training and development policy that 

support strategy implementation 

58 3.32 1.41 20.42 

Average 58 3.50 1.45 20.41 

Technology     

There are adequate planning, systems, and training in place for 

managing organizational technologies 

58 3.06 1.40 10.45 

The available Information Communication Technology  facilities 

are adequate for corporate strategy implementation 

58 3.12 1.29 10.41 

The organization has acquired relevant and adequate 

technologies for strategy implementation 

58 2.87 1.27 10.44 

Average 58 3.02 1.32 10.43 

 

The Table 1 above shows how respondents rated various items of the organizational capacity in 

terms of resources. The results in Table 1 shows that the rating on the leaders effectively pools 

resources and expertise toward a shared goal was the highest with a mean of 4.03 (SD= 1.32, 

CV=0.32), followed by the leadership regularly access inventory and competencies and assets 

of the organization (M=3.84, SD=1.39, CV=0.36). Items rated low by respondents include 
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organization has acquired relevant and adequate technologies for strategy implementation 

(Mean=2.87,SD=1.27, CV=0.44) and adequate planning, systems and training in place for 

managing organizational technologies (Mean=3.06, SD=1.40, CV=0.45).  

The average mean scores for financial resourceswere3.59 with a standard deviation 

of1.33and coefficient of variation 0.37, which implied that the respondents‟ rated financial 

resources variables as high. Physical facilities had an average mean of 3.24 and standard 

deviation of1.34 and coefficient of variation 0.41. This implied that most respondents indicated 

that, there was enough office space, there was extra space that can be used when need arises, 

in general, the facilities available were enough to cater for strategy implementation and the 

leadership regularly evaluated the capacity requirements needed as part of the planning 

process for any new programs, services and/or activities. 

On employees‟ skills, the mean was 3.50 and standard deviation of 1.45and coefficient 

of variation 0.41. This implied that most respondents rated the organization had an overall 

approach to human resource development, human resource development programs are tied to 

the needs of strategy implementation and organizations had a training and development policy 

that support strategy implementation to a great extent.  

On technology with an average mean of 3.02 and standard deviation of 1.75 and 

coefficient of variation 0.43,indicating that the organization has acquired relevant and adequate 

technologies, there was adequate planning, systems, and training in place for managing 

organizational technologies, and available information communication technology facilities are 

adequate for corporate strategy implementation. This means that the majority of respondents 

viewed their organization's resources as moderate- to a great extent. The results in Table 1 

shows that the mean score for all variables were all above 3 of the Likert scale which means 

that the respondents viewed the companies listed in Nairobi Securities Exchange as well 

endowed with resources, implying that majority of companies had above average resources. 

Thus it can safely be concluded that the leadership of companies listed in Nairobi Securities 

Exchange had a high application of resources which were in the form of financials, physical 

facilities, employees‟ skills and technologies. This confirmed Carlsson (2004) position that 

considered from a resource-based view approach, that organizations achieve performance 

through internally controlling resources. The company controls the internal factors keeping up 

with the resources available and ensures that the resources are used responsibly and correctly. 

Non-Financial Performance was measured using five items anchored by a five-point 

Likert scale where 1= Strongly Disagree 2= Moderately Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Moderately 

Agree 5= Strongly Agree. The results were presented in Table 2 
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Table 2: Mean, STD Deviation and Coefficient of Variation for 

Measures of Non-Financial Performance 

Firms Performance N Mean 

 

Std. 

Deviation 

Coefficient of 

Variation 

Our customers are loyal to our products/services 58 4.56 0.99 0.21 

The customer satisfaction index is high 58 4.50 0.99 .0.22 

The organization has growing market share 58 4.60 0.93 .0.20 

We retain our employees because they are satisfied 58 4.39 1.09 10.24 

The stakeholders are highly satisfied with organization 

performance 

58 4.44 0.99 .0.22 

Grand mean 58 4.50 1.00 10.22 

  

The findings in Table 2 shows that our customers are loyal to our products/services had a mean 

of 4.56 (standard deviation of 0.99, CV=0.21).The customer satisfaction index is high had a 

mean of 4.50 (standard deviation of 0.99 CV=0.22).The organization has growing market share 

had a mean of 4.60 (standard deviation of 0.93, CV=0.20). We retain our employees because 

they are satisfied had a mean of 4.396 (standard deviation of 1.09, CV=0.24). The stakeholders 

are highly satisfied with organization performance had a mean of 4.44 (standard deviation of 

0.99, CV=0.22). The grand mean was 4.50 (standard deviation of 1.00). The respondents 

strongly agreed that the non-financial indicators of performance were high in their organizations. 

This implies that customer loyalty; customer satisfaction, market share, employee retention and 

stakeholder satisfaction are suitable measures of performance. The grand mean was4.50, the 

standard deviation of 1.00 and coefficient of variance was 0.22, implying that the respondents 

viewed non-financial performance as high. 

 

Organization Resources and Non-Financial Performance 

The following hypothesis was tested:  

H1: There is a significant relationship between Organizational Resources and non-Financial 

Performance. 

 

The regression results in Table 3 show that organizational resources accounted for 93.9 % of 

the variance in non-financial performance (adjusted R2=.939). The overall model was 

statistically significant (F (1, 56) = 876.692, p < .05). The overall model reveals a statistically 

significant relationship (p < .05) between non-financial performance and organizational 

resources, implying that organizational resources influence firm performance.  
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Table 3: Regression Results for the influence of Organizational Resources  

on Non-Financial Performance 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 0.970 0.940 0.939 0.37551 

 ANOVA 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig 

1  Regression 

    Residual 

    Total 

123.621 

7.896 

131.517 

1 

56 

57 

123.621 

0.141 

876.692 0.000 

Coefficients 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

(Constant) 

 

Organizational 

Resources 

-.027 

 

 

 

1.048 

.120 

 

 

 

.035 

 

 

 

 

.970 

-2.227 

 

 

 

29.609 

0.821 

 

 

0.000 

 

1. Predictor: (Constant), Organizational Resources 

2. Dependent Variable: Performance 

 

Further, the beta coefficient for the effect of organizational resources on non-financial 

performance was positive and statistically significant (β=1.048 t=.29.609, p < .05), meaning that 

a unit change in organizational resources increases firm performance by 1.048. Thus, the 

hypothesis that there is a significant relationship between organizational resources and non-

financial performance was confirmed.  From the results, there is sufficient statistical evidence to 

support the relationship between organizational resources and non-financial performance. The 

results of this study support the work of Bagire (2012) who tested for sub-variables of resources 

with strategy as predictors of performance and concluded that resources (both tangible and 

intangible) have a role in understanding firm performance. 

The resulting model was: Y (Non-financial Performance) = 1.048 Organizational Resources 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The findings from the test of hypothesis indicated that organizational resources had a significant 

effect on non-financial performance (adjusted R² = 0.939, F=876.697, β =1.048, t=29.609, p < 

.05). A unit change in organizational resources led to an increase in performance by 87.6%. 

This implies that a firm can improve performance by increasing organizational resources 

(consisting of financials, physical facilities, employee skills, and technology).  
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The results of this study further support the findings by Bharadwaj (2000) which indicated that 

firms with high information technology capability as a resource tended to outperform a control 

sample of firms on a variety of profit and cost-based performance measures. Viewed from a 

resource-based perspective, the empirical findings of this study indicate that resource capability 

is an essential component of firm capacity to effect higher performance. 

The results of the current study further confirm Barrick, et al. (2015) study findings which 

provided empirical evidence that collective organizational engagement mediates the relationship 

between the three organizational resources and firm performance. From their findings, they 

concluded that when organizations systematically design entry-level jobs to enrich and enlarge 

work, implement human resource investments and expectation-enhancing practices, and are led 

by a transformational leader, they maximize collective organizational engagement, which 

increases firm performance.  

Further, the findings by this study that organizational resources affect performance lend 

support to the findings by Khandekar and Sharma (2005) that resource capability are positively 

correlated with organizational performance. In addition, human resource capability was found in 

this study to be a significant predictor of sustainable competitive advantage. This is consistent 

with Graton (2000) in her study which places the human resource capabilities at the center of 

activities to achieve performance. Firms that make greater use of their resource capabilities 

were likely to gain and enjoy superior performance. When an organization develops and 

upgrades employee skills, it creates a key lever for success. This increases firm‟s capacity to 

perform. 

The findings that organizational resources affect performance to support the earlier 

findings of Hitt, et al (2001), whose study demonstrated that resources matter to firm 

performance. Wernerfelt (1984), in his study of resources and returns, also made the similar 

conclusion that resources such as brand names, technology, skilled personnel, trade contacts, 

machinery, efficient procedures and capital are the foundation for attaining and sustaining 

competitive advantage position. 

The results of the current study indicate that a firm with appropriate resources has the 

ability to achieve its desired performance. Resources for this study include financial, physical 

facilities, employee‟s skills and technology. These variables contribute to strengthening 

organizational capacity. These findings are partly supported by Bharadwaj, (2000) who focused 

on the association between information technological capability and firm performance. Firm-

specific information technology resources were classified as infrastructure, human resources, 

and information technology -enabled intangibles. Results indicated that firms with high 
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information technological capability tended to outperform a control sample of firms on both 

financial and non-financial performance. 

The resource-based view of the firm has stressed that resources can achieve 

competitive advantage. Firms with strong dynamic capabilities are capable of exploiting 

available bulk of organizational resources (Grant, 1996; Newbert, Gopalakishnan, and Kirchoff, 

2008). The findings of this study further support Newbert, et al. (2008) who reported that the 

higher level of firm‟s internal capabilities of leveraging resources leads the firms to outperform 

their rivals with a low level of such capacities. Other studies (Frishammar and Andersson, 2007; 

Hou, 2008; Sun and Anderson, 2010) support the findings of the current study that 

organizational capacity plays a pivotal role in exploiting the prevailing bulk of organizational 

resources to achieve desired performance.  

The results supported the tenets of the resource-based view of the firm that superior 

performance is dependent on the organization‟s resources. . The resource-based view suggests 

that a firm can be understood as a collection of physical capital resources, human capital 

resources and organizational resources (Barney, 2001a) and that the strength of some 

resources is dependent upon interaction or combinations with other resources and this causes 

performance variations in different firms. Firms can protect themselves against resource 

imitation, transfer or substitution, (Barney, 1991; Peteraf and Barney, 2003; Duta, et al. 2005 

and Casselman and Samson, 2007).  Further the study supports the use of contingency 

approach that requires that managers diagnose a given situation and make decisions relative to 

the conditions present, (Miller 1988). 

The first constraint was the small size of the population of the listed companies in the 

Nairobi securities exchange. There were sixty-two companies and after four of them were 

eliminated, only fifty-eight were eligible for the study. Generalizability of these findings may be 

limited by the small number of firms studied of the population studies. Future researchers 

should consider bigger populations involving more people across the management hierarchy 

and using different methodologies such as focus groups. 
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