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Abstract

In highly competitiveness market core competence has emerged as a central concept for competitive strategy.
Core competence is the knowledge set that distinguishes a firm and provides a competitive advantage over others.
The main purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between core competence, competitive
advantage and organizational performance. Core competence was measured through three dimensions: shared
vision, cooperation and empowerment. Competitive advantage was also measured through flexibility and
responsiveness. The proposed model was tested in the context of Paint Industry in the UAE. The survey was
administered electronically to a total of 77 managers. Results indicate that it appears to be consistent and reliable
scales. Finding indicates that, while core competence has a strong and positive impact on competitive advantage
and organizational performance, competitive advantage has also significant impact on organizational
performance. Results confirm the varying importance of core competence dimensions on competitive advantage
and organizational performance. It has also been found that flexibility have higher impact on organizational
performance than responsiveness. To remain competitive and obtain competitive advantages, managers can try to
increase organizational performance by managing each dimension of core competence i.e. shared vision;
cooperation and empowerment.
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1. Introduction

In today highly competitiveness environment, business organizations need to act fast in order to secure their
financial situations and their market positions. Firms are continuously striving for ways to attain a sustainable
competitive advantage. They need to count more on their internal distinguished strengths to provide more added
customer value, strong differentiation and extendibility; in other words count more on their “core
competences”( Hamel & Prahalad, 1994). Therefore, strategy has to move from competing for product or service
leadership to competing in core competence leadership. The core competence has to be a primary factor for
strategy formulation as it is an important source of profitability. Scholars have acknowledged the importance of
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the core competence concept by suggesting core competence models to sustain competitive advantage (Petts,
1997; Hafeez et al.,, 2002). One stream of research suggests core competencies to be at the base of all
competitive advantage (Srivastava, 2005). A core competency is about the knowledge on successes or failures in
recommending knowledge resources (Banerjee, 2003); even some researchers define Core competence in short
straight-forward words: “it is the ability to operate efficiently within the business environment and to respond to
challenges” (Chen, et al., 2007: 159) linking its definition directly with performance. Companies are likely to be
different in terms of their abilities to select, build, deploy, and protect this core Competencies. These differences
are likely to yield differences in corporate performance (Hamel, 1994). The concept of core competence has
been developed to support more efficient identification and utilization of an organization's strength. The
assumption is that core competencies change more slowly over time than products and markets, and are
cumulative (Gupta et al., 2009).

The concept of core competence has implications at the strategic level; the firms should systematically work
upon identifying their core competencies and developing them for sustainable competitive advantage (Srivastava,
2005). It has also been suggested that the theory of competence-based competition argues that core competencies
are the source of sustainable competitive advantage. Core competencies are valuable capabilities those are
collective and unique in their characteristics, as well as strategically flexible contributing toward the success of
potential business (Hafeez et al., 2002). Moreover, Chen et al. (2007) point out, that the importance of Core
competence in the Traditional manufacturing (T-M) sector is higher than in the High-Tech sector. Therefore, this
research is of great value for the paint industry since the paint manufacturing is considered as traditional
manufacturing. However, since core competencies are key ingredients in organizational success, therefore, the
primary purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between core competence, competitive advantage
and organizational performance in paint industry. The study was conducted in paint industry firms in emirate
which is especially well suited for studying core competence matters due to their diverse product. The study
focuses on particular core competencies: shard vision, cooperation, and empowerment as well as two important
competitive advantage dimensions: flexibility and responsiveness.

1.1 Objective of the study
Addressing the major issues discussed above, we seek to accomplish the following specific objectives:

1) To examine the effects of core competence on competitive advantage variables in the Paint Companies in

the UAE.

2)  To test the effect of competitive advantage on the organizational performance of the Paint Industry in the
UAE.

3)  To investigate the effect of core competence on the organizational Performance of the Paint Industry in the
UAE.

1.2 Significance of the study

Emirate was chosen to investigate the study variables relationship in paint industry since it offer a unique setting
to test the relationship from economic standpoint. The Construction Business is with no doubt the highest
investment sector in the UAE during the past 5 years and paint industry is an important supplier for this business.
Given the fact that UAE experienced a significant construction booming, many multinational and local
companies from different sizes entered that promising and rewarding market, including the paint manufacturing
companies. And that; of course, added more constraint regarding how any company can compete and acquire
good profitable share from such marketplace. Furthermore, the raw materials suppliers for Paint manufacturers
are also giant-multinational-multibillion turnover companies, and that adds the third important fact and
constraint over those companies, who are located between giant and highly professional business market and
consumer, facing all the implications from such position. The significance of this study is further highlighted
when one considers the increasing managerial focus on maximizing customers’ value in highly competitive
market. According to Hamel and Prahalad (1994; 1990), a core competence must make a significant contribution
to Customer perceived value. Core competences are the skills that empower a firm to provide a fundamental
value and customer benefit which leads to customer loyalty. Customer loyalty and customer retention are the
most important challenges faced by most of the CEO across the world .Therefore, cultivating loyal customers
can lead to increased sales and customer share, lower costs, and higher prices (Alrubaice & Alnazer, 2010).
Moreover, this study certainly strengthens the existing body of knowledge by providing some empirically tested
insight in the UAE- paint industry context. The study’s results can provide better information for the decision
maker about the Core Competence benefits.

Published by Canadian Center of Science and Education 193



www.ccsenet.org/ijbm International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 7, No. 1; January 2012

2. Theoretical review
2.1 Conceptualization of Core competencies

Leonard-Barton (2000) defined core competency as one which differentiates a firm from its milieu. According to
Sanchez and Heene (1997), core competencies are usually the result of “collective learning” processes and are
manifested in business activities and processes. The core competencies are those unique capabilities, which
usually span over multiple products or markets (Hafeez et al., 2002). Javidan (1998) points out, that core
competency is a collection of competencies that are widespread in the corporation. It results from the interaction
between different SBUs’ competencies. Core competencies are skills and areas of knowledge that are shared
across business units and result from the integration and harmonization of SBU competencies. One useful
finding of Hafeez et al.,(2002) analysis is that although Company A regards its core business as manufacturing
engineering, the core competencies reside in the sales and marketing area. Prahalad and Hamel (1990) contend
that “core competencies are the collective learning in the organizations, especially how to coordinate diverse
production skills and integrate multiple streams of technologies.” They argue that core competence is
communication, involvement, and a deep commitment to working across organizational boundaries (Gupta et al.,
2009). Ljungquist (2008) point out, that Core competence was originally invented as a tool for justifying
business diversification at large companies, and for supporting internal processes such as product development
(Prahalad and Hamel, 1990). Scholars have acknowledged the importance of the concept by advancing it in
multiple directions: by connecting it to conceptual notions of learning (Lei et al., 1996), by suggesting core
competence models to sustain competitive advantage (Petts, 1997; Hafeez et al., 2002), by building on the
concept’s basic notions to invent similar concepts (Sanchez & Heene, 1997; Eden & Ackermann, 2000; Sanchez,
2004), and by developing processes for its identification ( Javidan, 1998; Eden & Ackermann, 2000). The
importance of the concept is also acknowledged when testing the implementation of core competence as strategy
(Clark, 2000; Clark & Scott, 2000). It is argued that in addition to identifying competences, the critical task is to
assess them relative to those of competitors. Although a firm may identify a host of competences that it performs
better relative to its competitors, not all competences are “core”. Core competences are those competences which
allow firms a superior advantage, and according to Hamel and Prahalad (1994; 1990) to be considered “core” the
competence must meet three criteria:

(1) Customer Value: A core competence must make a significant contribution to Customer perceived value.

(2) Competitor Differentiation: Any competence across an industry cannot be defined as core unless the firm’s
level of competence is superior to all its competitors and should be difficult for to imitate.

(3) Extendibility: The competence must be capable of being applied to new product arenas.

Most of authors have focused on three dimensions of core competence, they are: Shared vision, Cooperation and
Empowerment (Sanchez, 2004; Hafeez et al., 2002; Javidan, 1998; King & Zeithaml, 2001; Hafeez & Essmail,
2007). Therefore, the study focuses on these three key dimensions of core competence. Shared vision is defined
as a firm’s interest in sharing the organization’s view of goals, objectives, policies, priorities, and expectations
(Santos-Vijande et al., 2005). It is essential to guarantee learning to occur in the same direction and to motivate
that it really takes places. Firms with greater shared vision likely enhance to business excellence and success.
Then, firms seem to utilize the shared vision to build innovative products and services and fulfill customer and
market requirements (Ussahawanitchakit, 2008). Cooperation is also a key factor that plays a role in the
development of core competence. Cooperation is a joint behavior toward a particular goal of common interest
that involves interpersonal relationships (Croteau et al., 2001). Cooperation as a Core competence knows when
and how to attract, reword, and utilize teams to optimize results. Acts to build trust, inspire enthusiasm,
encourage others, and help resolve conflicts and develop consensus in creating high performance (Berger et al.,
2004). Empowerment is a process or psychological state manifested in four cognitions: meaning, competence,
self- determination, and impact. Specifically, meaning concerns a sense of feeling that one’s work is personally
important (Zhang & Partol, 2010). Empowering tends to enhance the meaningfulness of work by helping an
employee understand the importance of his or her contribution to overall organizational effectiveness.

2.2 Competitive Advantage

If a firm possesses resources and capabilities which are superior to those of competitors, then as long as the firm
adopts a strategy that utilizes these resources and capabilities effectively, it should be possible for it to establish a
Competitive advantage. The sustainability of competitive advantage depends on three major characteristics of
resources and capabilities: Durability; which is the period over which a competitive advantage is sustained,
Transferability; the harder a resource is to transfer the higher sustainable the competitive advantage, and finally
Replicability; means cannot be replicated or purchased from a market (Sadler, 2003).
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A competitive advantage is meaningful if it is related to an attribute valued by the market. Customers need to
perceive a consistent difference in important attributes between the producer’s products or services and those of
its competitors. These differences must relate to some product/delivery attributes which are among the key
buying criteria for the market.” Product/delivery attributes are those variables that impact the customers’
perceptions of the product or service, its usefulness and its availability. Some examples of such attributes are
product quality, price and after-sale service. Key buying criteria are those variables and criteria that customers
use in making their purchase decisions. They are different for different industries and different market segments
(Javidan, 1998). Gupta et al. (2009) point out, that resources alone are frequently not enough to generate
competitiveness over other firms. In creating a competitive advantage, a firm needs the ability to make good use
of resources — defined as the capability to handle a given matter — and, as the ability grows over time, to utilize
the available resources to create new resources, such as skills (through new technology or software application),
or to open new doors to the development of new types of product. “A firm is said to have a competitive
advantage when it is implementing a value creating strategy not simultaneously being implemented by any
current or potential player” (Clulow et al., 2003). To gain competitive advantage a business strategy of a firm
manipulates the various resources over which it has direct control and these resources have the ability to generate
competitive advantage (Rijamampianina, 2003). Superior performance outcomes and superiority in production
resources reflects competitive advantage (Lau, 2002). Most of authors have focused on two dimensions of
Competitive advantage: Flexibility and Responsiveness (Evans, 1993; Krajewski & Ritzman, 1996; Macmillan
& Tampo, 2000). Therefore, our study focuses on these two key dimensions of competitive advantage.
Flexibility defined as the firm's intent and capabilities to generate firm-specific real options for the configuration
and reconfiguration of appreciably superior customer value propositions (Johnson et al., 2003). Responsiveness
refers to the firm’s ability to respond quickly to customer needs and wants (Carlos et al., 2010)

2.3 Organizational Performance

Performance is a continuous and flexible process that involves managers and those whom they manage acting as
partners within a framework that sets out how they can best work together to achieve the required results
(Armstrong, 2006). Performance is the end result of activities; it includes the actual outcomes of the strategic
management process. The practice of strategic management is justified in terms of its ability to improve the
organization’s performance (Wheelen & Hunger, 2010). Although organizational performance encompasses
many specific areas of firm outcomes i.e. dimensions ( Richard et al., 2009; Thang et al., 2008; Morgan &
Strong, 2003; Nwokah, 2008), we focused only on two key dimensions to measure organizational performance:
Growth and Profitability.

2.4 Core Competence, Competitive Advantage and Organizational performance

Studies on the core competencies offer a wide array of explanations about the concept of core competencies and
their role in enhancing the competitive advantage of the firm (Srivastava, 2005). Bogner et al. (1999) expect that
academics, business executives and consultants will be able to further develop normative and theoretical
propositions that will enrich the understanding of competence and dynamic competitive advantage. Therefore,
competitive advantage and core competency are not necessarily the same, but can be (and should be) closely
related because a successful competitive strategy is built on the firm’s core competencies and competitive
advantages (Javidan, 1998). Core competence is the knowledge set that distinguishes a firm and provides a
competitive advantage over others (Leonard-Barton, 1992). Core competencies when viewed as unique
knowledge for problem definition and problem solving can form the basis of a firm’s competitive advantage and
can also be leveraged in a wide variety of markets for future products (Srivastava, 2005). Calantone et al. (2002)
found that shared vision has a positive effect on an organization’s innovativeness, which in turn affects
organizational performance. Bani-Hani & AL-Hawary (2009) indicated that there is a significant positive
relationship between core competences and competitive advantage. The study also showed that the core
competences had a significant impact on competitive advantage.

3. Conceptual framework and hypotheses development
3.1 Conceptual framework

The proposed conceptual model guiding this research is depicted in Figure 1. As can be seen in the figure, we
hypothesize core competence as a multi-dimensional construct consisting of three dimensions: shared vision;
cooperation and empowerment. These three dimensions were modeled with competitive advantage and
organizational performance as the dependents.

Insert Figure 1 here
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We suggest core competence to be significant determinant of competitive advantage and organizational
performance i.e. more core competence lead to higher levels of competitive advantage and organizational
performance. Then, we propose that competitive advantage as a multi-dimensional construct consisting of two
dimensions: Flexibility and Responsiveness. These dimensions act as antecedents to organizational performance.
For the paint firm to maintain competitive advantage and enhances organizational performance should improve
their core competencies.

3.2 Research Hypotheses
Therefore, to examine these relationships we developed three research hypotheses:

H1: Core Competence (Shared Vision; Cooperation and Empowerment) has positive effect on Organizational
Performance.

H2: Core Competence (Shared Vision; Cooperation and Empowerment) has positive effect on Competitive
Advantage

H3: Competitive advantage (Flexibility; Responsiveness) has positive effect on Organizational Performance.
4. Research Methodology

This study is descriptive quantitative in nature, aiming to develop a better understanding of the core
Competence and its relation to Competitive Advantage and organizational performance from the managers point
of view.

4.1 Selection of sample and respondents demographics.

The study is empirical based on the primary data collected from paint company managers in UAE in 2010. Total
of (11) companies were included in the study. In total (77) questionnaires were distributed to the managers. The
number of usable returned questionnaires was (64) giving response rate 82%, a rate that is regarded as good. The
survey was administered electronically. The Questionnaire was in English, which is the communication language
in the UAE (Jamhour, 2010). A majority of the respondents (94%) were male. As to the educational qualification,
48% had obtained a university degree, and (52%) held a postgraduate degree. 50% of the participants were aged
between (30 — 40) years and the majority of the participants (52%) with job experience between (5 — 10)
years .

4.2 Data analysis

The statistical package SPSS (version 17.0) was used for data analysis. Two steps of detailed statistical
analysis of data were involved. At the first stage, descriptive statistic analysis was performed to extract the mean
and standard deviation of underlying study variables core competence, competitive advantage, organizational
performance and their dimensions. At the second stage, multiple regression analysis was performed to
understand the relationship among these variables.

4.3 Scale and Measurement

This study required developing a multidimensional core competence measurement scale and a competitive
advantage scale as well as organizational performance scale. As discussed in the above section, we have
identified core competence to be multidimensional construct consisting of three dimensions: Shared Vision;
Cooperation and Empowerment). This scale was developed by adapting scale developed by King and Zeithaml
(2001). The scales measured in a five-point Likert-scale format from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree”
(5). The descriptive statistics of these dimensions presented in tables 1, 2 and 3.

Insert Table 1 here
Insert Table 2 here
Insert Table 3 here

As can be seen in tables 1, 2 and 3, with mean scores (4.01), (3.72) and (3.84) on 1 — 5 likert scale result indicate
high level of the three dimensions of core competence: shared vision, Cooperation and Empowerment in paint
industry in UAE. For competitive advantage we use scale developed by Certo and Peter (1995) and Macmillan
and Tampo (2000) through two dimensions: Flexibility and responsiveness. The scales also measured in a
five-point Likert-scale format from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). The descriptive statistics of
these dimensions are depicted in tables (4) and (5).

Insert Table 4 here
Insert Table 5 here
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As presented in table 4 and 5,, with mean scores (3.78) and(3.80) on 1 — 5 likert scale result indicate high level
of the two dimensions of competitive advantage: Flexibility and Responsiveness in paint industry in UAE.
Organizational Performance scale was developed by adapting scale suggested by Moore and Fairhurst (2003)
through two dimensions: growth and profitability. Similarly, the scales also measured in a five-point Likert-scale
format from “much less than competitors” (1) to "much more than competitors” (5). The descriptive statistics of
these dimensions are depicted in tables 6 and 7.

Insert Table 6 here
Insert Table 7 here

As can be seen in tables 6 and 7, with mean scores (3.95) and (3.89) on 1 — 5 likert scale result indicate high
level of the two dimensions of Organizational Performance: Growth and Profitability in paint industry in UAE.

4.4 Measure reliability

Scale Items were pre tested for relevance, face validity, interpretation and readability with academics. Therefore
some modifications and slight changes in wording were required to fit the paint industry context. As the first step
in analysis of the scale, internal reliability for the adapted scale was compared to that reported in the
developmental literature. Scales as presented in table 8 showed a good internal consistency.

Insert Table 8 here

As can be seen in table 8 Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients are at acceptable levels and fall between 0.83.8
for the flexibility scale and 0.93.8for empowerment .The overall questionnaire presented a Cronbach alpha of
0.97. Nunnally (1978) indicated 0.7 to be an acceptable reliability coefficient.

5. Results
5.1 Test of Hypotheses

Using multiple regressions, significant associations were found between Core Competence, Competitive
Advantage and Organizational performance.

5.1.1 Hypothesis 1

H1 postulates that Core Competence (Shared Vision; Cooperation and Empowerment) has positive effect on
Organizational Performance.

In order to test this hypothesis, we conducted a multiple regression analysis using Organizational Performance as
the dependent variable, and the various components of Core Competence: Shared Vision; Cooperation and
Empowerment as the predicting variables. Table 9 present the regression results of the variables.

Insert Table 9 here

Table 9 shows that Core Competence (Shared Vision; Cooperation and Empowerment) has a significant positive
effect on Organizational Performance. The regression model achieve a high degree of fit, as reflected by an R2
of 0.741 (F = 33.820 p <0.001). The results in Table 9 show that all dimensions of core competence were
significant in explaining Organizational Performance. These finding supports H1, which predicted that Core
Competence dimensions: shared vision; cooperation and empowerment have a positive effect on organizational
performance.

5.1.2 Hypothesis 2

H2 postulates that core competence (shared vision; cooperation and empowerment) has positive effect on
competitive advantage.

In order to test this hypothesis, we conducted a multiple regression analysis using competitive advantage as the
dependent variable, and the various components of Core Competence: Shared Vision; Cooperation and
Empowerment as the predicting variables. Table 10 present the regression results of the variables.

Insert Table 10 here

Table 10 shows that Core Competence (Shared Vision; Cooperation and Empowerment) has a significant
positive effect on competitive advantage. The regression model achieve a high degree of fit, as reflected by an
R2 0f 0.360 (F = 11.257 p <0.001). The results in Table 10 show that all dimensions of Core Competence were
significant in explaining competitive advantage. These finding supports H2, which predicted that Core
Competence (Shared Vision; Cooperation and Empowerment) has a positive effect on competitive advantage.
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5.1.3 Hypothesis 3

H3 postulates that competitive advantage (flexibility; responsiveness) has positive effect on organizational
performance.

To test this hypothesis, we conducted a multiple regression analysis using organizational performance as the
dependent variable, and the two dimensions of competitive advantage: flexibility and responsiveness as the
predicting variables. Table 11 present the regression results of the variables.

Insert Table 11 here

Table 11 shows that competitive advantage (flexibility; responsiveness) has a significant positive effect on
organizational performance. The regression model achieve a high degree of fit, as reflected by an R2 of 0.305 (F
=13.361 p <0.001). The results in Table 11 show that the two dimensions of competitive advantage: flexibility;
responsiveness were significant in explaining organizational performance. These finding supports H3, which
predicted that competitive advantage: flexibility; responsiveness has positive effect on organizational
performance.

6. Conclusions and implications

This study provides initial empirical evidence of the relationship between core competence, competitive
advantage and organizational performance. We consider core competence to be a vital determinant of
competitive advantage and organizational performance. Study indicated that all three dimensions of core
competence i.e. shared vision; Cooperation and empowerment were significant in explaining organizational
performance. These results are consistent with Calantone et al. (2002) finding. Moreover, the three dimensions
of core competence were also significant in explaining competitive advantage. These results are also consistent
with Srivastava (2005); Bogner et al. (1999); Javidan (1998) and Bani-Hani & AL-Hawary (2009) finding,
which argued that core competencies are key component in enhancing the competitive advantage. Therefore,
core competence can improve competitive advantage and organizational performance. The results of the
regression analyses provide support for the three hypothesized relationships. Consistent with H1, that Core
Competence dimensions shared vision, cooperation and empowerment has a significant positive effect on
Organizational Performance. In accordance with H 2, there is significant effect of core competence (shared
vision; cooperation and empowerment) on competitive advantage. For H3 that competitive advantage (flexibility
and responsiveness) has positive effect on organizational performance. The study provides empirical evidence of
the effects of core competence on competitive advantage and organizational performance. Therefore, paint
industry managers can use the current findings to develop strategies that deepen competitive advantage and
enhance organizational performance. The current findings may be used by managers to differentiate themselves
in a competitive paint industry marketplace. To remain competitive and obtain competitive advantages,
managers of paint firms can try to increase organizational performance by managing each dimension of core
competence i.e. shared vision; cooperation and empowerment in the context of paint industry.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of core competence- Shared Vision

No Shared Vision Mean | SD
1 | The company mission is clear and coherent 446 | 0.50
2 | The company objectives are clear and coherent 3.99 | 097
3 | The company strategy is clear and coherent 3.60 | 1.02
4 | There is a strong feeling in the organizational that a common purpose exists 391 | 0.81
5 | Ifind that my values and the organizational  values are very similar 4.08 | 0.72
6 | The strategic decision process is participative 400 | 0.84

Shared Vision 401 | 0.81
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of core competence- Cooperation
No Cooperation Mean SD

7 | All individuals are committed to the same project goals 3.31 0.94

8 | For most problems that arise, there are rules and procedures for dealing with them 3.29 0.96

9 | Individuals establish their own rules and procedures to facilitate the works progress 3.83 0.76

10 | There is a cooperative effort among individuals to carry out difficult tasks 3.76 0.61

There is an open communication among individuals, and the atmosphere is

! characterized by friendly relations 380 o7

12 | There is a high level of mutual trust 3.67 0.89

13 | Individuals actively work together as partners 4.29 0.46

Cooperation 3.72 0.76
Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of core competence -Empowerment
No
Empowerment Mean SD
14 | Decision Making tends to occur in a decentralized manner 4.08 0.39
Operating rules and standard procedures play important roles in how decisions are

15 handled 4.05 0.37

16 | Ideas tend to flow horizontally as vertically 3.78 0.64

17 | Decision Making responsibilities are pushed dawn to the lowest possible level 3.88 0.48

18 | Individuals are capable of directing and taking charge of their own work 3.47 0.51

19 | There are opportunities to select option and make choice at work 345 0.50

20 | The individual’s knowledge base in this organization has increased 4.05 0.37

21 | Individuals have been given or taught the skills that are needed to arm themselves 4.13 0.35

22 | Individuals participate equally in organizational activities 3.76 0.93

There are opportunities for personal development such as growth in self-worth or
23 3.72 0.90
self-efficacy
Empowerment 3.84 0.54
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Competitive Advantage- Flexibility

No. Flexibility Mean | SD

. The company management assurance material and moral support to meet the needs and 381 083
aspirations of current and future clients ' '

. The company's management gives staff complete freedom to complete the work entrusted to 102 081
them . .

. The company's management work on develop the employee performance and improve their 365 0.85
skills as required by the market of renewable ' '

A The company's management seeks to know the characteristics of the market for the 376 | o
preparation of strategies and tactics appropriate for any situation possible current and future ' '

s The relationship between management and employee Features to efficiency and effectiveness 361 | oot
in order to complete customer orders ' '

General Arithmetic mean and standard deviation 3.78 0.84

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of Competitive Advantage- Responsiveness

No. Responsiveness Mean SD
p Our operations system responds rapidly to changes in product volume demanded by 381 0.93
customers

7 Our operations system effectively expedites emergency customer orders 3.76 0.94

8 Our operations system rapidly reconfigures equipment to address demand changes 3.89 | 091

9 Our operations system rapidly reallocates people to address demand changes 4.17 | 0.79

10 | Our operations system rapidly changes manufacturing processes to address demand changes 3.41 1.08

11 Our operations system rapidly adjusts capacity to address demand changes 3.74 0.95

Responsiveness 3.80 0.93

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics of Organizational Performance- Growth

No. Growth Mean SD
1 The sales growth position relative to our principle competitor is 3.87 0.92
2 My satisfaction with sales growth rate is 3.91 0.91
3 The market share gains relative to our principle competitor are 4.08 0.88

Growth 3.95 0.90

Table 7. Descriptive Statistics of Organizational Performance -Profitability

No Profitability Mean SP
4 | The return on corporate investment position relative to our principle competition is 3.92 0.85
5 | My satisfaction with the return on corporate investment is 4.00 | 0.79
6 | My satisfaction with the return on Sales is 4.01 0.77
7 | The net profit position relative to our principle competitor is 3.71 0.92
8 | The financial liquidity position relative to our principle competitor is 3.81 0.88

Profitability 3.89 | 0.84
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Table 8. Reliability analysis of core competence, competitive advantage and organizational performance

Number of items Dimensions Cronbach alpha
6 Shared Vision 85.5
Core Competence
7 Cooperation 91.9
10 Empowerment 93.8
5 Flexibility 83.8
Competitive Advantage
6 Responsiveness 89.4
Organizational 3 Growth 89.9
Performance 5 Profitability 87.3
Overall Questionnaire 97.6

Table 9. Summary of regression results - effect of Core Competence dimensions: Shared Vision; Cooperation

and Empowerment on Organizational performance in Paint Industry in the UAE

(R) (R?) F B d.f. Sig*
Shared Vision 0.605 3

0.861 0.741 33.820 Cooperation 0.190 60 0.000
Empowerment 0.242 63

Dependent variable: Organizational performance, the impact is significant at level (o < 0.05)

Table 10. Summary of regression results - effect of core competence dimensions: Shared Vision; Cooperation
and Empowerment on Competitive Advantage in Paint Industry in the UAE

(R) (R?) F B d.f. Sig*
Shared Vision 0.584 3

0.600 | 0.360 | 11.257 Cooperation 0.112 60 0.000
Empowerment 0.115 63

* Dependent variable: Competitive Advantage, the impact is significant at level (o < 0.05)

Table 11. Summary of regression results - effect of competitive advantage dimensions: flexibility and
Responsiveness on Organizational performance in Paint Industry in the UAE

(R) (R?) i F Df Sig*
2
Flexibility 0.453
0.552 0.305 13.361 61 0.000
Responsiveness 0.138 63

*Dependent variable: Organizational performances the impact is significant at level (o < 0.05).
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Figure 1. The conceptual model
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