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The recent privatization of state-owned enterprises in the Czech Republic forms a natural
experiment to test and compare the predictive ability of the resource-based view (RBV) against
the market-based view (MBV) under conditions of great change. It has been recognized in the
literature that, under normal stable circumstances, a firm’s internal resources and its external
market power are fundamentally intertwined. Consequently, it is difficult to identify the relative
roles of these two theories in explaining expected firm performance and firm value. However,
when market conditions are in a state of flux, as in the case of the Czech Republic in 1992, we
expect the firm’s resources to be the primary determinants of firm value. In order to test this
notion, an RBV model was developed, based on a set of firm features reflecting the rare and
valuable ability to compete in the emerging capitalistic economy (as opposed to the currently
prevailing bureaucratically planned economy). A contrasting MBV model was also developed,
highlighting the role of market power in this regard. These models were assessed in a cross-
sectional sample of 988 Czech firms undergoing privatization. The empirical findings show that
the RBV-driven variables are remarkably better at explaining share values of Czech firms in
the period of privatization than MBV-driven variables. These results underscore the role of firm
resources as a primary determinant of firm value in rapidly changing environments. Copyright
 2003 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

There are currently two highly differing theories
in the strategy literature to explain why some
firms perform in a superior manner and, conse-
quently, are associated with higher value. The first
is based on industrial organizational economics,
and takes an external market orientation to address
this issue. This perspective, which we refer to as
the market-based view of the firm (MBV), typi-
cally stresses privileged end-product market posi-
tions as a basis for above-normal future returns
and thus higher current firm value (Chamberlain,
1932; Bain, 1956; Caves and Porter, 1977, 1978;
Porter, 1979; Gilbert, 1989; Tallman, 1991). In
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this perspective, competitive advantage is due to
barriers to competition arising from the struc-
ture of the market. In contrast is the resource-
based view of the firm (RBV), which focuses
inwardly on the firm’s resources and capabilities
to explain firm profitability and value (Barney,
1986a, 1991; Grant, 1991; Penrose, 1959; Peteraf,
1993; Wernerfelt, 1984). According to the RBV,
competitive advantage is provided by distinctive,
valuable firm-level resources that competitors are
unable to reproduce (Barney, 1986a, 1991; Peteraf,
1993; Prahalad and Hamel, 1990). The MBV and
RBV perspectives clearly point to different sources
of competitive advantage for firms (Roquebert,
Phillips and Westfall, 1996).

As Henderson and Mitchell (1997) have recently
pointed out, there remains little consensus on
the relative role of these two influences on firm
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performance, and the reason is that a firm’s
organizational capabilities and market position are
fundamentally intertwined. Normally, one would
attribute abnormal returns to both internal and
external conditions faced by the firm (Powell,
1996). Understandably, then, most researchers
have had difficulty distinguishing the relative
roles of these two theories for explaining firm
performance (McGahan and Porter, 1997). We
are therefore left with a ‘very rudimentary’
understanding of the true nature of these
relationships (Henderson and Mitchell, 1997: 6).
In particular, it is the role of firm resources and
capabilities that is less understood, since these are
often less visible than market position indicators.
Thus, untangling this role constitutes an essential
hypothesis in empirical investigations of the RBV
(Collis, 1991; Davis and Thomas, 1993; Farjoun,
1994; Helfat, 1994; Henderson and Cockburn,
1994; Robins and Wiersema, 1995; Mehra, 1996;
Maijoor and van Wittelstuijn, 1996).

In this research, we attempt to address the
‘untangling’ problem pointed out by Henderson
and Mitchell (1997) by taking a very different
approach than that found elsewhere in the liter-
ature. We draw from Grant (1991), who has noted
that a firm’s resources and capabilities take on
greater importance when the external environment
is in a state of flux. The argument here is that
when the market undergoes significant change a
firm’s current market position is less relevant to
future performance than if the market structure
is stable. In such a situation, we expect that the
determinants of future firm performance and value
can be more fully attributed to firm resources. To
examine this notion, this research focuses on the
highly unique case of recently privatized firms in
the Czech Republic. As we will show, this case
offers a ‘natural experiment’ for testing the effects
of RBV vs. MBV. The collapse of the Communist
regime in late 1989, and the consequent removal
of its attendant features, left Czech state-owned
enterprises (SOEs) facing dramatically altered con-
ditions. The massive disruptions in Czech markets
create unique circumstances which allow us to
more clearly differentiate between the internal and
external influences separately emphasized in the
MBV and RBV perspectives.

A cross-sectional regression analysis is con-
ducted on 988 Czech firms that underwent first-
round privatization in 1992. Two competing mod-
els with explanatory variables consistent with the

MBV and RBV are developed to explain the values
associated with these firms by investors. The RBV
model is based on the argument that across all
firms those with greater competitive capability, a
rare, valuable, imperfectly imitable and nonsubsti-
tutable set of resources, will prove more successful
in the emerging economy. To contrast this perspec-
tive, an MBV model is also developed that focuses
on the firm’s inherited market power. MBV pro-
ponents would argue that since the transformation
process in actuality unfolds gradually over time,
such market power provides a valuable base for
competing in the evolving environment. Our find-
ings indicate that in this period of change the RBV
model performed remarkably better than the MBV
model in explaining the values of Czech firms
in 1992. These results suggest that for industries
undergoing significant change or rapid upheaval
the RBV may be a more appropriate analytical
lens with which to view firm value or performance
than the MBV. These results also suggest that the
methods that have been mostly used to value firms
in former planned economies may not have been
appropriate since they take a largely MBV per-
spective.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows.
In the next section, we describe the Czech case,
highlighting the features of Czech privatization
which form a natural experiment for the purposes
of this research. This is followed by a review of
the RBV and MBV theories of the firm. Based on
these theories, two separate testable models rele-
vant for the Czech case are developed. Then, in
the methodology section, we discuss the measures
associated with each model and the empirical pro-
cedures used. Next, we present results and their
discussion. Finally, we suggest some implications
of this research.

THE CASE OF CZECH PRIVATIZATION

The discussion below highlights why, unlike the
privatization processes of some other planned
economies, the Czech case provides a natural
experiment for separating out MBV and RBV
effects under conditions of extreme change. We
first examine (a) the legacy of over four decades of
Communist rule, and then (b) the manner in which
the economy underwent transformation to a more
market-oriented one in 1992. Finally, we examine
(c) the voucher system of privatization with which
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a select set of 988 firms was privatized in the sec-
ond half of 1992.1 Unlike the privatization process
of other former planned economies, the voucher
system creates a unique opportunity to compare
the values investors place on the shares of newly
privatized firms.

The Communist legacy

By the time of the bloodless Velvet Revolution in
November 1989, the Czech Republic had devel-
oped a highly rigid command economy with tightly
regulated prices, a concentrated industrial struc-
ture, as well as state monopoly of foreign trade.
The role of the state was overwhelmingly domi-
nant in all economic activities, with about 98 per-
cent of the GDP produced by the state. Integration
of small and medium enterprises led to the cre-
ation of large state-owned enterprises, completely
liquidating any private sector like the one that
existed in Poland (Lipton and Sachs, 1990). Even
among the large enterprises, there was an effort
to reduce the total number of firms due to a pre-
sumed benefit from economies of scale and more
manageable oversight from the center. Adminis-
trative and legal barriers were set up to protect
firms from external competition and to control the
entry and exit of firms. Enterprises themselves
sought monopoly power because, besides being
advantageous in negotiating with central author-
ities, it reduced the uncertainties and risks associ-
ated with competition (Kornai, 1992). There was
an absence of any meaningful bankruptcy or liqui-
dation procedures, and instead, poor results were
generally rewarded with state subsidies (or some-
times absorption by another enterprise).

Similarly, managers were immune from serious
negative consequences of underperforming (Kor-
nai, 1992; Frydman and Rapaczynski, 1994; Sachs,
1992). Employment was virtually guaranteed by
the state. Western-style incentives, like ownership
or higher performance-based income, were not
available. SOEs were generally plagued by severe
managerial agency problems in the absence of a
meaningful owner and monitor. A multitiered ver-
tical system of management was created to keep
central authority informed and in control of the

1 In this discussion, only the situation in the Czech Republic
is described, even though the Czech and Slovak Republics did
not split until January 1993. The reason is that in practice,
prior to the split, important differences existed between the two
republics, even in the face of similarly stated policies.

activities of the SOEs. However, given the hier-
archy of management consisting of up to six tiers
before reaching the Ministry of the Interior, large
informational asymmetries existed between cen-
tral authorities and the managers of SOEs (Zem-
plinerova and Stibal, 1995).

The movement to a market economy, 1990–92

Following the collapse of the Communist regime
in late 1989, the newly elected conservative gov-
ernment of Vaclav Klaus in July 1990 attempted
to introduce rapid market-related reforms. The
preexisting legal and commercial framework was
discarded, while other legislation was passed to
form the foundation of a new market economy.
Nonetheless, there were many knotty issues to be
resolved, such as the clarification of property rights
and contract law.

Managers were given more autonomy to run
their SOEs, with a concomitant reduction in state
subsidies. Demonopolization was one of the de-
clared goals of the government in 1990. Although
barriers to entry in many industries, like telecom-
munications, were to survive for a long time, the
government attempted to dismantle them in other
industries, with only partial success. In January
1991, another law was passed to expedite the cre-
ation of a competitive market economy.2 Resem-
bling the German anti-cartel law, the Czech gov-
ernment passed the Competition Protection Act,
with the provision that the state would intervene
if an enterprise captured more than 30 percent of
its market. However, in practice, the state found
itself administratively incapable of dealing all at
once with the large number of cases with more than
30 percent share of the market. Instead, the Min-
istry of Economic Competition selectively chose to
gradually deal with monopoly cases. Thus, despite
an early burst of activity, the demonopolization
efforts of the government were stalled by a lack
of resources.

Besides the adverse effects of reforms in the
short run, SOEs experienced other negative eco-
nomic shocks. The breakdown of the Council of
Mutual Economic assistance meant loss of mar-
kets among its former trading partners (Dyba and
Svejnar, 1991).3 The developing rift between the

2 Simultaneously, about 85 percent of producer and consumer
prices were decontrolled.
3 With 60 percent of its foreign trade taking place with socialist
economies in 1989, Czech firms’ foreign trade with their former
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Czech and Slovak Republics, leading to their even-
tual split, added to the economic problems. The
absorption of East Germany, a neighbor and major
trading partner of the Czech Republic, into West
Germany posed more difficulties. Following years
of neglect and underinvestment, most Czech SOEs
were technologically obsolete (Bohata, Hanel, and
Fischer, 1995), leaving them unprepared for new
products and consumer tastes.

In sum, as SOEs set out to be privatized in 1992,
they faced large uncertainties in their domestic and
foreign markets, a loss of the state’s safety net, and
a declining economy.

The transfer of large state-owned enterprises
into private hands

Large-scale privatization (involving large SOEs)
effectively transferred the core economic base of
the country into private hands. In the first wave,
988 SOEs were privatized during the period May
through December 1992 using a voucher bidding
scheme.4 Two important stages of this process
were (a) the development of privatization plans
for each SOE, and (b) the voucher scheme which
allowed private parties to bid on these firms. The
manner in which this voucher scheme was set up
allows us to formulate proxies for firm valuations
by individuals and experts (in this case, investment
fund managers) that will be used later in our
analysis.5

Development and approval of privatization plans

In the first part of the privatization process, man-
agers were required to submit privatization plans
on behalf of their firms by January 1992, although
anyone else, including foreigners, could also vol-
untarily participate. These plans included informa-
tion relating to the assets and liabilities of the firm,

partners fell to 20 percent by 1993, accompanied by a drastic
decline in the level of real exports (Dyba and Svejnar, 1995).
4 Remaining large SOEs were scheduled for privatization in a
second wave, which was completed in October 1994. By that
time, many phases of the transition were over and conditions for
a ‘natural test’ of the RBV did not exist. Consequently, we deal
only with SOEs privatized in the first wave.
5 The full process of privatization was by necessity rather com-
plex. In this brief description of the voucher scheme and the
events leading up to it, we focus only on aspects relevant for
our analysis. Detailed descriptions of the process are provided in
a number of recent papers, including, Kotrba (1995), Svejnar and
Singer (1994), Claessens (1997), and Hingorani et al. (1997).

choice of privatization method, a proposed owner-
ship structure, and a business plan. A number of
possibilities were available as choices for priva-
tization method, including direct sales, auctions,
and tender offers of a part of the assets of the
firm. Similarly, there were a number of possibil-
ities available for the ownership structure of the
equity of the privatized firm. The proposed own-
ership structure could contain direct domestic sales
(block sales proposed or already made to domes-
tic Czech buyers), direct sales to foreigners, equity
set aside for restituents, and equity to be held by
the Czech government. The remaining equity was
to be distributed through a voucher-based bidding
scheme, a method preferred by the Czech gov-
ernment. The category of direct domestic sales
involved purchases by managers and other domes-
tic buyers. Since other domestic buyers could not
easily acquire shares without the help of incumbent
managers, direct domestic sales represent insid-
ers’ holdings. The Ministry of Privatization then
considered the various aspects of the submitted
privatization plans, and selected one plan for each
SOE. In this manner, 988 SOEs were brought for-
ward to participate in the voucher scheme.

The voucher scheme and a measure of share value

On the supply side, the government needed to
establish the number of available shares for a given
SOE. To accomplish this, the firm’s outstanding
liabilities (mostly to banks, other enterprises, and
the government) were made the responsibility of
the firm. These were then netted against its book
assets to determine the SOE’s book equity. Finally,
the number of shares was determined by setting the
book value of one share at 1000 Czech Crowns.
On this basis, an SOE’s equity was divided to
determine the number of its available shares. After
setting aside shares for restituents, insiders, for-
eigners, and government in the privatization plan,
the remaining number of shares was available for
distribution through the voucher scheme. In this
manner, the supply of shares for each SOE obtain-
able through the voucher scheme was established.

On the demand side, a voucher booklet was
made available to each adult Czech citizen for
approximately $35. The booklet contained 1000
investment points that could be bid for the SOEs.
In the first round (the only one relevant to our
analysis), Czech authorities set the prices of all
shares at a uniform price of 33.33 points. It was
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due to this procedure, with prices fixed arbitrarily
and uniformly across shares, that we are afforded a
unique opportunity to assess their perceived value.
Given that each share costs exactly the same, when
the shares of a given firm are in higher demand
than those of another firm it reflects differences in
the perceived value of those shares. In other words,
the number of shares demanded reflects the value
placed on those shares.6

Czech individuals could bid their points either
directly themselves or through one of the more
than 400 investment privatization funds (IPFs) that
had sprung up (some backed by foreign firms).
These funds proved to be very successful, ulti-
mately controlling 72 percent of all points. IPFs
can be thought of as experts, which allows us to
distinguish between the value assessments made by
individuals and experts. Therefore, in this analysis,
we examine the numbers of shares demanded by
three different groupings: individuals alone, IPFs
alone, and individuals and IPFs together.

THE MARKET-BASED AND
RESOURCE-BASED VIEWS OF THE
FIRM

Having identified the features of Czech firm pri-
vatization important for our analysis, we now turn
our attention to the two theoretical perspectives
that provide alternative explanations of the valua-
tion of Czech firms.

The market-based approach

The long-standing focus of the industrial organiza-
tion (IO) literature is the role of favorable indus-
try environments for above-normal profitability of
firms. Taking their cue from the IO literature, early
widely cited works in the area of strategic man-
agement have also invoked industry characteristics
to explain differences in the profitability of firms
(e.g., Caves and Porter, 1977, 1978; Porter, 1979).
This perspective focuses outside the firm on the
markets in which it competes, and therefore con-
stitutes what is referred to in this research as the
market-based view (MBV).

6 In the subsequent rounds, Czech authorities set different share
prices based on share demand in prior rounds. Since differing
prices for a share affects its demand, we no longer have a basis
for comparing true demand for the shares of different firms.
For this reason, we do not include these subsequent rounds in
our analysis.

According to the MBV, the sources of value for
the firm are embedded in the competitive situa-
tion characterizing its external product markets. In
this perspective, a firm’s sources of market power
explain its relative performance. Although many
aspects of market power are discussed in the lit-
erature (Chamberlain, 1932; Bain, 1956; Caves
and Porter, 1977, 1978; Porter, 1979; Gilbert,
1989; Tallman, 1991), three sources of market
power are frequently highlighted: monopoly, bar-
riers to entry, and bargaining power (Grant, 1991).
When a firm has a market environment charac-
terized by the presence of monopoly or a strong
market position, its expected performance will
be higher. By the same token, an industry that
has high barriers to entry for new competitors
also implies greater long-run performance since
the firm faces less competition. Higher bargain-
ing power within the industry relative to sup-
pliers and customers also suggests that the firm
will be associated with higher expected perfor-
mance, since the firm’s power over its constituents
indicates that they have fewer alternatives within
the industry to which they can turn. The struc-
tural attributes of industries have been observed to
change very slowly (Geroski and Masson, 1987;
Mueller, 1986; Caves and Porter, 1980), suggest-
ing that market power—and its observed reflec-
tion, profitability—of incumbent firms does not
erode rapidly. Even in a changing environment,
past market power of incumbents provides a (tem-
porary) cushion from new competition which can
be used to regain market power. For these reasons,
greater market power is associated with higher
firm value.

This argument for the MBV can be seen in
the case of Czech privatization as well. First,
many Czech firms inherited substantial market
positions in 1992 that were potentially valuable
in the future. We noted earlier that in the imme-
diate post-Communist period the government was
slow in its demonopolization efforts. Second, the
market power of Czech SOEs could be expected
to fade only gradually. Entry and exit were neither
costless nor would they be effected immediately,
which would leave many SOEs with de facto mar-
ket power. Thus, after privatization these firms
could take advantage of their preexisting domes-
tic customer base, adjusting products as necessary.
Finally, the IO perspective presumes that firms in
general, and in this case, the privatized SOEs, have
equal access to factors necessary for the emerging
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competition (Porter, 1981; Rumelt, 1984; Scherer,
1980). The SOEs should be able to produce the
new products needed in the future, allowing them
to hold on to or even improve their positions.

According to the MBV, then, we expect the
values of Czech SOEs to vary with the extent
of their respective market power, derived from
monopoly positions, barriers to entry, and bargain-
ing power.7 Firms’ monopoly-type positions are
reflected in higher market shares in their industry.
Larger market shares in an industry allow firms
to enjoy certain monopolistic advantages such as
elevation of prices above costs (Scherer, 1980;
Kwoka, 1977, 1979), brought about by industry
features such as resource immobility (Lustgarten
and Thomadakis, 1980) or potential for prod-
uct differentiation (Gale and Branch, 1982). In
addition, as an industry moves structurally closer
to a monopoly and away from perfect competi-
tion, firms are able to appropriate in profit the
full amount of the value they create. Thus, we
expect higher profitability for such firms (Grant,
1998; Scherer, 1980).8 The weak competitive pres-
sures faced by firms with monopoly-like positions
should allow them to achieve both higher and
more stable profitability. Higher expected prof-
itability with high variance can be tantamount
to low profitability, which is contrary to profits
associated with more monopoly-type situations. A
more monopolistic position should be expected to
yield the firm an ability to better control its mar-
ket due to fewer constraints (Barney, 2002) and to
reduce its risks (Porter, 1980). In order to retain
its monopoly position, however, a firm may also
take actions that produce variability in its returns
(e.g., set low prices in the short run). In the net,
however, we expect that firms with monopoly-type
positions experience lower variance of profitability
than firms in more competitive environments.

Market power is also enhanced in an industry
with significant barriers to entry. A number of
researchers have noted that higher barriers to entry

7 In developing testable hypotheses for the MBV model, we are
interested in those variables that reflect the market power of the
firm. In this regard, we use both industry-related and firm-related
variables to capture attributes of the industry setting faced by
the firm. In particular, the interpretation of these firm-specific
variables reflects their external implications.
8 Note that past profitability does not qualify as a resource vari-
able for the firm. The resources that were associated with past
profitability are no longer aligned with emergent market condi-
tions. We therefore can reject the relevance of past profitability
for the RBV perspective.

are associated with fewer competitors in the indus-
try (Bain, 1956; Demsetz, 1982; Grant, 1998).
Industries with preemptive patenting, significant
capital intensities, or knowledge asymmetries will
deter new firms from entering established markets
(Porter, 1980). Finally, we expect larger and finan-
cially less constrained firms to have more favorable
bargaining power positions with respect to their
suppliers or customers (Cowley, 1988; Kwoka,
1977). Larger firms in an industry are not only
likely to be large buyers from suppliers (Caves
and Porter, 1980), but also they reduce alternatives
available to customers (Porter, 1980). Firms with
lower debt leverage can be characterized as finan-
cially stronger (Gale, 1972). Such firms should
therefore be less risky or more reliable customers
to suppliers, and may at the same time pose a cred-
ible threat of backward integration (Grant, 1998).

In all, the MBV model relating to the Czech case
is the following:

The MBV model

Since the ability to compete in the new market
economy depends on market power, we expect that
the value of a firm’s shares is9

(a) reflected in its monopoly-type situation (posi-
tively related to the firm’s recent profitability
and market share, and negatively related to the
variability of its profitability);

(b) reflected in the barriers to entry in its market
(negatively related to the number of firms in its
industry); and

(c) reflected in its bargaining power (positively
related to its size, and negatively related to its
debt leverage).

The following hypotheses are derived from the
MBV model, with market power reflected in the
value of shares of a firm:10

Hypothesis 1a: The relationship between share
value and firm size is positive.

9 Although the variables listed below are associated with a par-
ticular concept (i.e., monopoly-type situation, barriers to entry,
and bargaining power), they have some overlapping aspects.
10 Previous work in the finance literature on Czech valuation
during privatization has in fact invoked some of these variables,
including profitability, variability of profitability, and leverage
(Svejnar and Singer, 1994; Claessens, 1997; Hingorani, Lehn,
and Makhija, 1997). Other important MBV-based variables, such
as market share and number of competitors, were not considered.
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Hypothesis 2a: The relationship between share
value and variance of profitability is negative.

Hypothesis 3a: The relationship between share
value and firm debt leverage is negative.

Hypothesis 4a: The relationship between share
value and profitability is positive.

Hypothesis 5a: The relationship between share
value and market share is positive.

Hypothesis 6a: The relationship between share
value and number of rivals is negative.

The resource-based approach

In contrast to the MBV, the resource-based view
(RBV) of the firm looks inwardly towards the
resources available to the firm. According to Wer-
nerfelt (1984), a firm’s resources are those tan-
gible and intangible assets tied semipermanently
to the firm (Wernerfelt, 1984: 172). These include
all firm-specific assets, capabilities, organizational
processes, firm attributes, information, knowledge,
etc., that allow the firm to develop strategies ben-
efiting its efficiency and effectiveness (Barney,
1991: 101). The importance of a given resource
can only be assessed in comparison to those
held by competitors, since only a competitively
unique and superior competence can be a source
of economic value (Collis, 1991: 51). Resources
have features that lead to a sustainable competi-
tive advantage, or produce equilibrium returns in
excess of the cost of capital (Barney, 1986a, 1991;
Peteraf, 1993). Barney (1986a) notes that rent-
producing resources must be (a) valuable, (b) rare,
(c) imperfectly imitable, and (d) not perfectly sub-
stitutable. The literature is replete with examples
of such firm resources.11

Recent empirical work on the RBV highlights
attributes of actual resources that are likely to

11 Examples given in the literature include trade contacts, machi-
nery, efficient procedures, capital, corporate culture, firm’s rep-
utation among suppliers, and interpersonal relations among
managers in a firm (Barney, 1986b, 1991; Wernerfelt, 1984);
Sony’s capacity to miniaturize, Phillip’s optical-media expertise,
Casio’s ability to harmonize streams of technology (Prahalad
and Hamel, 1990); items of capital equipment, skills of indi-
vidual employees, patents, and finance (Grant, 1991); idiosyn-
cratic firm research capability, (Henderson and Cockburn, 1994);
and a brilliant Nobel prize-winning scientist as an employee
(Peteraf, 1993).

be rare, imperfectly imitable and also imperfectly
substitutable. While it is certainly possible that
physical assets can be the source of above-normal
returns, it is intangible organizational resources,
developed typically through unique historicity and
with social complexity, that are frequently found
to create sustained competitive advantage. These
resources are commonly embodied in the form of
tacit knowledge within the firm. In the case of
Maijoor and van Witteloostuijn’s (1996) study of
the Dutch auditing industry, the relevant resource
is the auditing skill base of registered auditors.
In describing the resource, they note that unique
human capital is the principal source of competi-
tive advantage. In Wernerfelt’s (1984) perspective,
this is embodied in the firm’s in-house knowledge
of technology, while Farjoun (1994) considers it
as stemming from combinations of human exper-
tise in diversified U.S. firms. Similarly, Helfat
(1994) focuses on the role of firm-specific corpo-
rate applied R&D in the U.S. petroleum industry.

Researchers have also highlighted particular
resources that rise in importance in rapidly
changing industry environments (Majumdar, 1998;
Chakravarthy, 1996; Brush and Artz, 1999). In
the banking industry, Mehra (1996) finds that
as this industry restructures, resources such as
management quality and depth, technological
expertise, resource management/efficiency, and
innovation play an important role in explaining
performance variation in the U.S. banking
industry. Henderson and Cockburn (1994) suggest
that ‘competence’ in research is the enduring
resource in the dynamic environment of the
pharmaceutical industry. Collis (1991) highlights
the importance of resources associated with
core competence, organizational capability, and
administrative heritage, as the bearings industry
undergoes global transformation. Finally, in a
longitudinal study encompassing three periods of
transformation in the typesetter industry, Tripsas
(1997) shows how investment in technological and
complementary resources enhanced the ability of
incumbent firms to survive.

In the case of Czech firms undergoing privatiza-
tion in 1992, a similarly important set of resources
can be identified. In particular, we argue below that
managers with the ability to manage in a competi-
tive environment (in contrast to the prior prevailing
bureaucratic environment) represent a comparable
value-creating resource for their firms. While there
may be any number of different resources pertinent

Copyright  2003 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Strat. Mgmt. J., 24: 433–451 (2003)



440 M. Makhija

to specific businesses, such a competitive capabil-
ity is a necessary ingredient for success of all firms
in a free market economy. In planned economies,
however, since firms did not need to compete with
each other, this capability is not only rare, it is
valuable, difficult to imitate, and not easily substi-
tutable.

To understand the scarcity and value of compet-
itive capability, it is useful to examine the conse-
quences of the Communist legacy (discussed in
the previous section) for the managerial culture
within firms. According to Kornai (1992), one of
the distinguishing features of the Communist sys-
tem was pervasive bureaucracy.12 Organizations in
centrally planned economies displayed higher lev-
els of procedural formalization, functional special-
ization of activities, and centralization of decision
making compared with similar organizations in
free market systems (Kuc, Hickson, and MacMil-
lan, 1980). The role of the individual manager
was limited (Kornai, 1992) since important deci-
sions relating to production, investment, supplies
and hiring were centralized (Ericson, 1991; Vla-
choutsicos and Lawrence, 1990). Essentially, the
scope of managerial discretion was decreased as
decisions were pushed to ever-higher levels in
the state planning function. In this scenario, if an
individual manager reacted to changes in prices,
costs, or consumer demand, he could expect to
be sanctioned. Consequently, the Communist man-
ager was expected to follow established guidelines
for acquiring and transforming inputs rather than
meeting the demands of the marketplace. In addi-
tion, the uncertainty and consequences faced by
such managers were limited. The central planning
functions acted to reduce uncertainty for managers,
fixing for them prices, demand for product, and
supplies of inputs.

Thus, in these bureaucracies certain manage-
rial behaviors were inculcated and rewarded. This
included the following of rules, rather than inde-
pendent decision making. The result is a lack of
proactive ability on the part of managers. Incen-
tives existed for incremental rather than innovative
behavior, leading to an aversion to risk taking. The
consequence of this is a lack of entrepreneurial
ability. The central role of the state meant an
excessive reliance on the state for subsidies or

12 A lack of property rights, limited mobility of human resources,
and a shortage economy are the other three features that Kornai
(1992) highlights.

other favors. This behavior was encouraged by
the state, since this reliance increased the state’s
control over the enterprise and manager. These,
then, are some of the common managerial behav-
iors found within firms in planned economies (that
is, they are not rare, valuable, inimitable or non-
substitutable).

In contrast, the combinations of knowledge
underlying competitive capability are not easily
found in SOEs. Competitive capability involves
at least three types of knowledge. The first is
the knowledge underlying efficiency, or the abil-
ity to put organizational resources to their most
productive use. Generally, SOEs that have exhib-
ited greater efficiency or productivity in the past
suggests a proactive management, since produc-
tion quotas and not efficiency were stressed by
the state (Kornai, 1992). This ability is likely to
result in higher performance in a free market econ-
omy. Most often, efficiency within some SOEs is
likely to be an historic accident, arising either as
a unique, spontaneous, local development and/or
because the state’s umbrella did not provide suf-
ficient protection from external forces. Examples
may include industries with uncontrollable uncer-
tainties, including dependence on foreign dealings,
foreign exchange, or other unanticipatable plan-
ning problems. Thus, firms which have historically
faced more uncertain industry environments rela-
tive to others are likely to have management that
have been required to show relatively more initia-
tive. Therefore, the greater the uncertainties faced
by the management in the past, the greater is the
firm’s ability to perform well in the new economy.

A second type of knowledge underlying compet-
itive capability is that associated with entrepreneu-
rial ability. Entrepreneurial ability involves the
ability to be innovative, and to make decisions
characterized by uncertain outcomes, more difficult
goals, and significant consequences. Such deci-
sions involve the ability to take significant risks
(Sitkin and Pablo, 1992). Although clearly not
prevalent in Czech SOEs undergoing privatization
in 1992, there are some observable characteristics
of firms whose management is likely to possess rel-
atively more entrepreneurial ability. The presence
of restituent (the original owners prior to the Com-
munist takeover) and foreign ownership should
move SOEs away from bureaucratic behavior
towards more entrepreneurial behavior. Restituents
and foreign owners bring in new knowledge and
skills into the firm that will be important for the
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firm’s future competitiveness in a market econ-
omy. We can also infer that the management of
a firm is more entrepreneurial when managers
took an ownership stake in the firm.13 In addition,
smaller firms, usually less burdened with bureau-
cratic methods than large ones, will also be com-
paratively more entrepreneurial and flexible.

A third type of knowledge underlying competi-
tive capability stems from the firm’s institutional
networks and administrative heritage. The firm’s
networks include its relationships with institutional
actors such as the government, banks, suppliers,
and other organizations that affect its ability to
carry out its objectives. The ability of the firm to
maintain quality relationships will have an impor-
tant impact on a firm’s competitive standing. In a
changing economic environment, ties to the gov-
ernment give the firm greater competitive advan-
tage over those with no such ties. The govern-
ment becomes an important source of institutional
knowledge for the firm. As new rules, regula-
tions, and laws evolve in this environment, the
firm’s closer relationship with the state helps to
reduce uncertainty and risks relating to the insti-
tutional environment. In addition, ties to the state
are associated with a correspondingly greater abil-
ity to draw more favorable regulations. Thus, we
expect government ownership to positively affect
firm value. Using a similar argument, ties to state-
owned banks (primary suppliers of credit) are
also important to the privatizing firm, suggest-
ing a positive relation between leverage and firm
value. Banks were either not privatized or had
large equity stakes held by the government (Cof-
fee, 1996). Consequently, banks, as extensions of
the state, were reluctant to force firms with bad
loans into bankruptcy. Moreover, because of long
ties with other arms of the state, banks played
an influential role in the setting of government
policy. Thus, the presence of debt suggests valu-
able connections through banks (and other lending
enterprises). Finally, we believe that when a firm
has been split into multiple units as part of the
privatization process, those units privatized sepa-
rately from the original firm will have lost criti-
cal resources and knowledge related to adminis-
trative heritage as well as its external networks
with the state (Collis, 1991). Due to this, despite

13 As noted in the description of the data below, restituent,
foreign, and insider ownership were not common among the
Czech SOEs undergoing privatization in 1992.

their smaller size, these dismembered units are not
expected to be as successful in the privatization
process, affecting values adversely.

Summarizing the implications drawn above, we
have the following model:

The RBV model

Since the ability to compete in the new market
economy depends on its ‘competitive capability,’
we expect that the value of a firm’s shares is

(a) reflected in the firm’s ability to be efficient (pos-
itively related to its productivity and historical
uncertainty of environment);

(b) reflected in the firm’s entrepreneurial ability
(positively related to the presence of restituent,
managerial, and foreign ownership, and nega-
tively related to the size of the firm);

(c) reflected in the firm’s institutional networks
(positively related to the presence of gov-
ernment ownership and bank leverage, and
negatively affected if the firm is a dismem-
bered unit).

Based on the RBV model presented above, the fol-
lowing contrasting set of hypotheses is proposed,
with competitive capability reflected in the value
of shares:

Hypothesis 1b: The relationship between share
value and firm size is negative.

Hypothesis 2b: The relationship between share
value and variance of profitability is positive.

Hypothesis 3b: The relationship between share
value and leverage is positive.

Hypothesis 7b: The relationship between share
value and managerial efficiency is positive.

Hypothesis 8b: The relationship between share
value and managerial ownership is positive.

Hypothesis 9b: The relationship between share
value and restituent ownership is positive.

Hypothesis 10b: The relationship between share
value and foreign ownership is positive.

Hypothesis 11b: The relationship between share
value and government ownership is positive.
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Hypothesis 12b: The relationship between share
value and dismemberment (from a larger unit)
is negative.

In sum, the multidimensional competitive capa-
bility within Czech firms outlined above is valu-
able, rare, imperfectly imitable, and not perfectly
substitutable. At one level, competitive capability
resides in individuals. Cumulatively, however, it
represents a corporate culture and an organiza-
tional resource of a firm (Barney, 1986b). It is
an intangible resource derived from human cap-
ital, considered to be a particularly critical organi-
zational resource by most researchers (e.g., Wer-
nerfelt, 1984; Grant, 1991; Barney, 1991; Prahalad
and Hamel, 1990). At the same time, competitive
capability within Czech firms involves social com-
plexity, historicity, and causal ambiguity, making
for a value-generating resource (Barney, 1986a).
Even in well-functioning market economies, with
appropriate incentives and educational infrastruc-
ture, there is no simple prescription for develop-
ing market-oriented abilities and corporate culture.
In the emerging market economy of the Czech
Republic (which until recently did not even have a
word for ‘marketing’), it is impossible to imagine
that there can be a formula to transmit free-market
related managerial skills. Imitators cannot read-
ily acquire the tacit knowledge involved in this
organizational resource (Polanyi, 1967). Accord-
ing to Barberis et al. (1996), this capability is so
rare among Russian managers that management
turnover, and not just better-aligned incentives,
may be necessary to create the human capital
needed to meet the challenges of the new market
economy.14

14 Lipton and Sachs note that ‘there are tens, if not hundreds,
of thousands of officials whose professional experience lies in a
lifetime of bureaucratic planning of economic life . . . It is naïve
to think of the existing bureaucracies as equipped, professionally
or temperamentally, to implement sophisticated policies based
on Western-style theories . . .’ (Lipton and Sachs, 1990: 88).
Frydman and Rapaczynski (1994) raise similar concerns when
they say, ‘the long history of communist administration has
trained the managers in the art of avoidance to a degree undreamt
of by their Western counterparts . . . they are apt to resist any
attempts to monitor their behavior and sabotage efforts to set
up an institutional structure that would subject them to external
control’ (Frydman and Rapaczynski, 1994: 145). Barberis et al.
(1996) feel that the situation is so hopeless that no meaningful
change can be expected until a new generation replaces the
old guard.

METHODOLOGY AND DATA

Methodology

The hypothesized relationships outlined above are
assessed via linear regression methodology. The
variables associated with the full model (incor-
porating the MBV and RBV variables), with the
hypothesized signs denoted below the regression
coefficients, are the following:

Share value = α
+ β Firm size+ χ Var. of profit + δ Leverage

(+ for MBV) (− for MBV) (− for MBV)
(− for RBV) (+ for RBV) (+ for RBV)

+ ε Profitability+ φ Market share+ γ No. of rivals+
(+ for MBV) (+ for MBV) (–for MBV)

+ η Mgmt eff.+ ι Mgmt stake+ ϕ Restituent stake
(+ for RBV) (+ for RBV) (+ for RBV)

+ κ Foreign stake + λ Govt stake + µ Broken unit +
(+ for RBV) (+ for RBV) e (2) (–for RBV)

Note that when common variables are invoked
(firm size, variance of profitability/uncertainty of
environment, and leverage), the MBV and RBV
theories have contrasting predictions. Each theory
also suggests additional independent variables.15

Data

As part of the privatization process, the Czech
Ministry of Finance issued a number of publi-
cations (Kuponova Privatizace) prior to and dur-
ing the voucher privatization scheme which dis-
closed information on the 988 firms undergoing
voucher privatization in Wave 1. From these, a
unique database of SOEs undergoing privatization
was created, which provided uniform coverage for
a large sample of firms. The data made avail-
able included certain firm-specific items for 1989,
1990, and 1991 that are the basis for our anal-
ysis: shareholders’ equity, total equity, total lia-
bilities, bank loans, sales, pretax profits, number
of employees, industry classification, and whether
the unit was a dismembered component of a larger
parent firm.16 In addition, ownership data were

15 For the estimation procedure, White’s correction for het-
eroskedasticity is employed.
16 Czech enterprises employed double-entry bookkeeping based
on generally accepted concepts such as the business entity
as a reporting unit, money measurement for transactions, use
of historical cost, a going-concern assumption, and accrual
accounting (United Nations, 1993). Despite these important
similarities with Western accounting methods, one may question
the quality of data. However, there is no reason to believe that
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics

Panel A: Firms and their markets

Mean Median S.D. N

Total book assets, $ millions 32.01 6.88 249.22 988
Return on assets, % 10.27 5.45 39.14 988
Intra-industry variance of return on assets, % % 152.72 108.34 208.25 979
Ratio of total liabilities to total assets, % 34.57 32.79 21.42 988
Percentage of equity owned by foreigners, % 1.62 0.00 8.68 988
Percentage of equity owned by restituents, % 0.41 0.00 2.62 988
Percentage of equity owned by insiders, % 3.76 0.00 13.49 988
Percentage of equity owned by government, % 7.13 0.00 14.10 988
Percentage of equity owned by fund with the largest

stake, %
13.54 14.00 5.85 987

Sum of squared percentages of equity owned by
various owners, %

12.13 8.36 11.58 987

Ratio of firm sales to industry sales, % 5.25 1.01 14.41 988
Number of firms in industry of firms 19.00 6.00 32.19 52
Number of pieces into which original firm was

broken with sample firm as one piece
2.46 1.00 2.86 988

Revenues per employee, # 19,719.85 11,428.01 26,255.88 987

Panel B: Ownership

Ownership type Mean Median S.D. N

Foreign ownership in firms with positive foreign
stakes

39.15 36.00 18.79 41

Restituent ownership in firms with positive
restituent stakes

5.43 3.00 8.01 75

Insider ownership in firms with positive insider
stakes

41.24 40.00 21.31 90

Government ownership in firms with positive
government stakes

21.34 20.00 17.10 330

Panel C: Firm value

Measures of value Means Median S.D. N

Shares demanded in total in Round 1 as a ratio of
total shares available, %

137.98 59.65 495.72 988

Shares demanded by funds in Round 1 as a ratio of
total shares available, %

77.97 42.32 101.91 988

Shares demanded by individuals in Round 1 as a
ratio of total shares available, %

60.00 14.31 446.77 988

Dollar price per share traded in first RMS auction
(July 8, 1993)

35.49 26.53 45.40 975

obtained from the approved privatization plans
preceding the voucher scheme. These included
direct domestic sales (management and related
owners), restituents, foreigners, government, and
other minor owners (such as municipalities).

biases in the data, if any, should lead to specific findings on any
of the coefficients.

Table 1, Panel A, contains descriptive statistics
on the 988 sample firms.17 The average firm is
small, based on the mean ($32.01 million) and

17 All Czech crown figures have been converted into dollar
amounts using an exchange rate of 30 Czech crowns per 1 U.S.
dollar, approximating the general level of exchange rates during
the period.
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median ($6.88 million) total book assets reported
in the table. However, the mean is considerably
larger than the median, suggesting the presence
of some large firms (the smallest firm has book
assets of $116,300, while the largest has assets of
$7.296 billion). Similarly, other variables in Panel
A of Table 1 show that there is considerable cross-
sectional variation in firm characteristics. Other
notable observations from this panel are that the
average firm was profitable in 1991, and not heav-
ily indebted (leverage of about 35%). For the 52
industries covered, the median industry had only
six firms. While at least half the firms were the
original whole firms (median number of pieces is
one), the average number of pieces into which the
original firm was broken into is about 2.5.

The ownership data for newly privatized Czech
firms shown in Table 1, Panel A, suggests that the
average firm did not have large amounts of foreign,
restituent, insider, or government ownership. The
means are, however, misleading because very few
firms were able to acquire these forms of owner-
ship. According to Panel B, there were 41, 75, 90,
and 330 cases of nonzero ownership stakes held by
foreigners, restituents, insiders, and government,
respectively. For firms with positive amounts of
such ownership, Panel B shows that these own-
ers (except for restituents, perhaps) held signifi-
cant stakes in the firm. The most important form
of ownership shown in Panel A is the ownership
held by the fund with the largest stake (mean of
13.54%), which resulted from the voucher scheme.

In Table 1, Panel C, different measures of firm
value are presented, proxied by the number of
shares demanded since all shares were available
at a fixed price in Round 1. The mean of the
shares demanded in total in Round 1 as a per-
centage of the total shares available is 137.98
percent. However, not all shares were considered
this valuable, since the median demand was only
59.65 percent. Again, there is considerable varia-
tion in demand (standard deviation of 495.72%).
Panel C also provides a breakdown of the total
demand in terms of shares demanded by invest-
ment funds and by individuals. Demand by invest-
ment funds, including some set up by foreign
investment firms, can be considered to reflect the
valuation by experts. Finally, Panel C describes
prices at which shares first traded after the voucher
scheme.

For purposes of the regression analysis that fol-
lows, we check the data for multicollinearity. No

pair of independent variables has a high enough
correlation coefficient, or even close to it, to
consider multicollinearity to be a serious issue
(the cut-off of 0.8 is the standard, Judge et al.,
1980). In testing the model above, the following
definitions of variables were used in the regres-
sion analysis.

Dependent variable measures of share values

Share value based on total share demand:

LTD = Log of shares demanded in Round 1 by
funds and individuals as a percentage of
total shares available

Share value based on share demand by investment
privatization funds:

LFD = Log of shares demanded by funds in
Round 1 as a percentage of total shares
available

Share value based on share demand by individuals:

LID = Log of shares demanded by individu-
als in Round 1 as a percentage of total
shares available

Share value based on stock market prices:

LPRICE = Log of dollar price of shares based
on the first RMS auction on July
8, 1993
Although RMS (Registracni Misto
System) and PSE (Prague Stock Ex-
change) were two avenues for trad-
ing stock that were available at the
time, early on most of the volume
occurred on the RMS. The RMS
set prices through a periodic auc-
tion process.

Independent variables firm-specific variables

Throughout the analysis, the most recent data
available (1991) are used, although data for 1989
and 1990 were also reported by Czech authorities
for some variables.

Variables common to MBV and RBV theories

Firm size:

SIZE = Log of total dollar book assets for 1991,
summing the liabilities and equity values
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Variance of profitability:

VAR = Variance of intra-industry rates of return
on assets for 1991, %%
In the absence of a time series of firm
profitability, we employ this measure
to capture the uncertain environment
of the firm. We estimate intra-industry
variance of return on assets for 1991
using all firms within the same 2-digit
ISIC code. In the case of nine firms,
there were not enough firms in the
industry (three or more) to calculate
intra-industry variance. So, all the re-
gressions have at most 979 observa-
tions.

Leverage:

LEV = Percentage of total liabilities to total
assets in 1991, %

Additional MBV variables

Profitability:

ROA = Return on assets for 1991, %18

Market share:

MKTSH = Percentage of sales of the individual
firm relative to total sales of all firms
in its industry in 1991

Number of rivals:

COMP = Log of the number of firms in the
industry of the firm in 1991

Additional RBV variables

Managerial efficiency:

MQUAL = Dummy variable with value of one
when the revenue per employee in
1991 is above median for firms in
the industry; otherwise zero

Management ownership stake:

MNGR = Log of insider ownership in 1991 when
there is nonzero insider ownership; oth-
erwise zero

18 Some researchers, e.g., Hingorani et al., 1997), have used
return on equity (ROE). Instead, we use ROA, since equity was
a fictional notion during the communist regime. It should also be
noted that differences in ROA across firms could arise because of
industries to which they belong. However, the analysis includes
several other independent industry-related variables that should
control for such variations.

Restituent ownership stake:

OLD = Log of restituent ownership in 1991 when
there is nonzero restituent ownership; oth-
erwise zero

Foreign ownership stake:

FOR = Log of foreign ownership in 1991 when
there is nonzero foreign ownership; other-
wise zero

Government ownership stake:

GOVT = Log of government ownership in 1991
when there is nonzero government own-
ership; otherwise zero

Broken/dismembered unit:

DISMEM = A dummy variable with a value of
one if the firm is a piece of a firm
broken into multiple firms. It has a
value of zero if it is the original
unbroken firm

Ownership stake investment fund with largest
stake:

FUNDI = Log of ownership in 1991 by fund with
the largest stake in the firm

Ownership concentration:

CONC = Log of Herfindahl index for ownership
for 1991, where the Herfindahl is calcu-
lated as the sum of the squares of own-
ership by the various owners of the firm

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Full model combining MBV and RBV
variables

In Table 2, findings are presented for regressions
in which all the explanatory variables from the
MBV and RBV theories are combined. Demand
is estimated in three ways: total, fund, and indi-
vidual. The average adjusted R2 for the three esti-
mations in Table 2 is 27.2 percent (only slightly
higher than the average for the RBV-based vari-
ables alone, 24.9%).

For total demand, the coefficient of ROA is pos-
itive, as predicted by the MBV, but it is not sig-
nificant. This is an important finding, since it sug-
gests that historic profitability did not significantly
affect share valuation. Several other variables have
coefficients with unexpected signs according to
MBV. While the variance of intra-industry rate
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of return is expected to be negative, it is posi-
tive (significant at the 5% level). Similarly, while
the MBV predicts a positive sign, the coeffi-
cient on firm size (SIZE) is negative (significant
at the 1% level). Although the MBV expected
sign is negative, the coefficient for firm lever-
age (LEV) is positive, and statistically insignifi-
cant. The MBV predicted sign for the coefficient
of firm market share (MKTSH) is positive, but
instead found to be negative (though not signif-
icant). The only coefficient which is significant
and has the negative sign as predicted by MBV
is the one for the number of competitors (COMP).
Interestingly, this variable has not been used in
prior work on the valuation of Czech shares (i.e.,
Svejnar and Singer, 1994; Claessens, 1997; Hingo-
rani et al., 1997). This sole finding for the MBV
theory, however, represents only weak support.
Overall, the MBV does not appear to perform
well in explaining share values of Czech firms
in 1992.

In comparison, the RBV-based variables fare
well. From the regression for total share demand,
it is found that all of the RBV variables, with
the exception of leverage, have the predicted sig-
nificant coefficients with the correct signs. Only
leverage (LEV) has a coefficient with an unex-
pected negative sign, although it is not significant.
It is notable that higher historic uncertainty in
the environment of the firm (measured by higher
intra-industry variance of ROA in 1991) implies
higher values for the shares of the firm. Although
this is contrary to the traditional argument that
risk has a negative effect on values, the RBV
model suggests that past experience with uncer-
tainty may be beneficial in dealing with the uncer-
tainties of the new market economy. The nega-
tive coefficient for SIZE is also consistent with
the RBV of the firm. Larger firms, with larger
bureaucracy, stifle initiative and are less respon-
sive. They are also more prone to suffer from
severe agency problems. Thus, in the Czech case
the adverse agency effects of size overpower the
positive benefits of the market power implied by
size. When fund and individual demand are used
as the dependent variable, the findings are largely
similar. In the case of individual demand, we find
that LEV is now both positive and significant
as predicted.

Each of the three private forms of ownership
(FOR, OLD, and MNGR) has a positive effect on

share values in Table 2, consistent with RBV’s pre-
dictions relating to entrepreneurial skills and new
knowledge for the firm. The positive coefficient on
restituent ownership (OLD) is particularly inter-
esting, since it cannot be attributed to the effects
of control held by significant block holders. The
mean (median) holdings by restituents, even when
nonzero, is only 5.43 percent (3.00%). The sig-
nificant positive effect of government ownership
(GOVT) is also interesting, since it goes against
the traditional argument of government as a neg-
ative influence. Instead, this supports our earlier
argument that during a period of economic transi-
tion the government becomes an important source
of institutional knowledge and influence. It can
be used to obtain friendly, valuable regulations in
the evolving Czech economy, as suggested by the
RBV model.

The significant negative coefficient for dismem-
berment (DISMEM) for total demand in Table 2
is also consistent with the RBV model. The inter-
pretation of DISMEM is that dismemberment of
the original firm represents a fractured organiza-
tion. The break-up of the business and personal ties
within the original firm and the uncertain new rear-
rangements to follow suggest a negative effect on
share values. Finally, managers who have operated
their firms with greater efficiency (MQUAL) have
a beneficial effect on the value of the shares of
their firms. Overall, the RBV model performs well
in explaining share values of Czech firms in 1992.

The findings in Table 2 also partially address
the missing variables problem. To the extent that
the MBV theory identifies some of these miss-
ing variables, it is reassuring that RBV predic-
tions are still supported. This suggests that the
findings in the panel did not arise because the
RBV variables were proxying for missing MBV
variables. Rather, the RBV variables themselves
explain share values, addressing concerns about
the relative roles of the two theories raised by Hen-
derson and Mitchell (1997).

Thus far, it appears that the benefit from the
MBV model must come from the significant coef-
ficient on the log of number of competitors in the
industry of the firm (COMP), since the coefficients
on the other variables in Table 2 largely do not
conform with the predictions of the MBV theory.
Later, we use Chow tests to examine if there is a
benefit from the inclusion of both theories in the
full model.
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Estimation with MBV variables only

Table 3 contains the findings using only the MBV-
based variables. The adjusted R2 is 8.99 percent,
4.41 percent, and 16.93 percent for the estimations
with total, fund, and individual demand as depen-
dent variables, respectively. Each of these adjusted
R2 are less than the corresponding adjusted R2

for the full model, which are 27.86 percent, 12.97
percent, and 40.68 percent, respectively. One inter-
esting observation is that the adjusted R2 for the
estimation with investment fund demand is only
4.41 percent, compared with 16.93 percent for
the estimation with individual share demand. This
suggests that experts (investment funds) rely con-
siderably less on MBV variables in the valuation
of newly privatized Czech firms. The coefficients
have signs and significance that mirror those in the
full model.

Estimation with RBV variables only

In Table 4, findings for only the RBV variables are
reported. The adjusted R2 values for all three esti-
mations in the panel are considerably higher than
those in Table 3 (an average of 33.2% vs. 10.1%).
The coefficients of the RBV-based variables in
Table 4 continue to support the RBV model, except
again for the coefficient of LEV, depending on
the estimation.

Fund and individual demand also provide sup-
port for the RBV of the firm, although there are
some differences between the two estimations in
Table 4. The coefficients for all the ownership
variables (FOR, OLD, MNGR, and GOVT) are
higher when fund demand is the dependent vari-
able rather than individual demand. This suggests
that experts place more importance on the own-
ership aspects (entrepreneurial, control, and con-
nections) than do individuals in valuing shares.
While the adjusted R2 for the estimation with share
demand for investment funds is lower than that for
individual demand in Table 4, it is higher than the
corresponding figure in Table 3 (36.2% vs. 4.4%).
That is, experts appear to rely more on RBV-based
variables than on MBV-based variables.

Contributions of the MBV and RBV variables
to the full model: Chow tests

In addition to the comparisons of adjusted R2 in
the discussion above, Chow tests were conducted
to examine the contributions of the MBV and

RBV variables to the full model. (Since linear con-
straints are applied, the F -values provided below
strictly conform to Wald tests). Two sets of tests
are conducted, since there are common variables
between the MBV and RBV models.

The full model was first estimated, and then
tested for the constraint that the coefficients of
the variables relating to profitability (ROA), vari-
ance (VAR), size (SIZE), leverage (LEV), market
share (MKTSH) and rivalry (COMP) are all zero
(contrary to the MBV theory). This hypothesis is
rejected with an estimated F(6, 966) = 17.03, and
a Prob. >F of 0.0000. Since VAR, SIZE and LEV
are also RBV variables, the test is repeated with
only coefficients of ROA, MKTSH, and COMP
hypothesized to be zero. Now, the F (3,966) is
3.64, and the Prob. >F is 0.0124. Thus, inclu-
sion of MBV variables does contribute to the full
model. (Of course, this contribution of the MBV
variables to the full model may be attributed to the
variables that have significant coefficients in the
regression, even though their signs are contrary to
the MBV theory).

Chow tests were similarly undertaken for the
RBV variables. When variance (VAR), size (SIZE),
leverage (LEV), ownership of foreigners (FOR),
restituents (OLD), management (MNGR), govern-
ment (GOVT), dismemberment (DISMEM), and
managerial efficiency (MQUAL) are constrained
to be zero, the F (9,966) has a value of 41.15 and
a Prob. >F of 0.0000. When the hypothesis is
that only FOR, OLD, MNGR, GOVT, DISMEM,
and MQUAL are zero, the F (6,966) is 59.29 with
a Prob. >F of 0.0000. Thus, the RBV variables
make significant contributions to the full model
as well, whether one includes variables unique to
RBV or those common to both theories.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

While traditional models based on industrial orga-
nization economics take an external market-based
view (MBV) of the firm and typically stress end-
product market positions, the resource-based view
(RBV) of the firm focuses inwardly on the firm’s
resources to explain firm profitability and value.
In this paper, these two views were empirically
compared by examining some unique evidence on
the determinants of value from Czech privatiza-
tion. We argued that the recent privatization in
the Czech Republic offers a natural opportunity
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Czech Privatization 449

to examine the RBV relative to the MBV, since
the collapse of the Communist state left Czech
SOEs suddenly facing dramatically altered condi-
tions. In line with Grant (1991), we argued that
RBV factors will be stronger than MBV factors
in such changing conditions. Although business-
specific resources will be important to each firm,
we identified a critical resource necessary for all
successful Czech firms to be the uncommon ability
to compete in a new, emerging, competitive, capi-
talistic economy. Our evidence supports the notion
that this ability, which we refer to as competitive
capability, is a primary determinant of firm value
for newly privatized Czech firms.

This research contributes to the growing liter-
ature on the resource-based view of the firm in
a variety of ways. One contribution is a clearer
understanding of the relative roles of the two the-
ories, RBV and MBV, in explaining expected firm
performance in environments characterized by sig-
nificant change. In developing and testing each
theory, we were able to identify contrasting rela-
tionships between certain variables and firm value.
This suggests that the dilemma of the researcher is
not simply to separate or ‘tease out’ the effects of
intertwined firm-related and industry-related vari-
ables on firm performance, as has been previously
suggested in the literature. Instead, the conflict-
ing predictions of the two theories may be due
to fundamental differences in underlying causal
effects. For this reason, we believe that it would
be fruitful for researchers to continue to test these
theories against each other for additional insight
into this issue.

A second contribution of this research stems
from the fact that this is one of the first attempts
to systematically test the resource-based view in
a period of great change or flux. Doing so sepa-
rates the role of internal resources of the firm from
its position within the industry. Although others
have also tried to distinguish these two influences
on firm performance (McGahan and Porter, 1997;
Roquebert et al., 1996; Rumelt, 1991), an envi-
ronmental backdrop of tremendous change pro-
vides more dramatic effects in support of the
resource-based view than those found by others.
For this reason, we believe that future research
assessing the resource-based perspective should
incorporate other examples of extreme environ-
mental change in order to assess the effects of
internal resources on firm value. Such analyses
would greatly enhance our understanding of the

role of firm resources in the determination of firm
performance. A richer understanding of this kind
may ultimately allow us to develop a contingency
model of the nature of resources under alternative
conditions of change.

A final contribution of this research stems from
the quantitative and cross-sectional nature of this
research. Given the unique or firm-specific nature
of most resources and capabilities, researchers
are rarely able to isolate their relevant attributes
beyond firm or industry-specific case methodolo-
gies. In this research, we were able to identify a
rare, valuable, nonimitable and imperfectly sub-
stitutable resource that was relevant across all
Czech firms undergoing privatization. Doing so
makes us realize how context specific a relevant
resource can be. It suggests that future research
may be able to identify other resources within firms
that are specific to a given country or industry.
Although we have some evidence on the existence
of such country- or industry-specific resources
(Maijoor and van Witteloostuijn, 1996; Henderson
and Cockburn, 1994), our insights on this issue
remain quite limited.
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