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1. Introduction

In recent decades, firms
have been confronted with
increasing internationaliza-
tion as well as with low
growth rates and intense
competition on their domes-
tic markets. The firms’ inter-
nationalization has been one
of the most significant de-
velopments, in so far as sell-
ing goods to foreign
customers through exports
or foreign investment is cru-
cial not only for economic
development, but also for
profitability and even their
survival ~ (Barrett  and
Wilkinson, 1986, Albaum
and Peterson, 1984). Fur-
thermore, internationaliza-
tion positively affects
industrial development, na-
tional prosperity, employ-
ment level and foreign
exchange revenues, whereas
it involves low levels of
commitment and risk, com-
pared to foreign direct in-
vestment (Lu et al., 2006).
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Résumé

Les facteurs qui déterminent les résultats a I'exportation des entreprises ont été lar-
gement étudiés par les chercheurs internationaux. Cependant, peu d’attention sem-
ble avoir été accordée aux facteurs clés de l'avantage concurrentiel et aux capacités
et ressources des entreprises nécessaires pour développer un avantage concurrentiel
sur les marchés d'exportation. Dans cette étude, nous avons utilisé une approche par
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portation en vue de déterminer I'avantage concurrentiel a I'exportation des entre-
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offered by competitors
(Bhuiyan, 2011). Gener-
ally, the competitive ad-
vantage in the pertinent
literature can be broadly in-
terpreted as cost advantage,
when the firm offers its
product at a lower price
and differentiation advan-
tage when the customer
perceives a consistent dif-
ference in important attrib-
utes between the firm’s
offerings and those of com-
petitors (Bharadwaj et al.,
1993). However, the inter-
national literature offers lit-
tle insight into the
achievement of export
competitive advantage in
foreign markets, as there is
a lack of empirical studies
on the subject besides the
increased importance of
foreign market orientation
for firm survival.

One of the most popular
exported  products  of
Greece is the Greek yogurt.
Greek yogurt, also known
as strained yogurt, is the

To be competitive in foreign markets as well as domestic
markets, firms should understand the competitive advantages
derived from their resources and capabilities. Conceptually,
a competitive advantage relates with a firm’s perceived com-
petitive strength relative to competitors in foreign markets
(Piercy et al., 1998) and reflects the ability of a firm to offer
products and services that exceed customer values currently
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product of milk where the yogurt is strained and the whey is
removed. It is creamier and thicker compared to regular yogurt
and contains a double amount of protein. Consumer demand
for Greek yogurt has rocketed in recent years. In 2007, it ac-
counted for just 1% of the US yogurt sales, whereas currently,
around half of all yogurt sold in America is Greek. Interest has
since spread beyond Asia to Australasia, US and Europe and
has inspired a new generation of high-protein 'origin' yogurt
products. The demand for Greek yogurt in the US and Europe
is high, because of the growing passion for healthy eating, as
this type of yogurt contains low sugar and high protein ingre-
dients. The increased demand has led to an increase in exports
and according to UBS Investment Research (March 2011),
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the Greek yogurt has captured market share more quickly
than almost any segment in a major food ever.

That having been said, the objective of the present study is
twofold: (1) investigate the export competitive advantage of
the Greek yogurt and (2) examine the relationship of firm re-
sources with firm capabilities and offer public policy makers
and agrifood exporters a set of guidelines for implementing
and designing effective export competitive strategies and na-
tional export promotion programmes for the Greek yogurt.
The remainder of the paper includes the conceptual frame-
work in the next section, whereas the third section provides
the research design and the methodology employed followed
by a description of results in the fourth section. The final sec-
tion discusses the results of the study and concludes. Impli-
cations for agrifood exporters and study limitations are
acknowledged together with avenues for future research.

2. Conceptual framework

2.1. Competitive advantage

The main aim of the researchers in the field of strategic
management is to explain why there are variations in the per-
formance of various firms (Barney and Hesterly, 1999;
Zott and Amit, 2008; Ceccagnoli, 2009) considering that per-
formance 1is the result of competitive advantage
(Durand and Vaara, 2009). Strategic management theories
propose that enhanced firm performance relies on factors re-
lated to competitive advantage (Powell, 2001; Zahra and
Nielsen, 2002), which creates the conceptual framework
‘sources of competitive advantage’, widely accepted in the
international literature (Newbert, 2007). According to
Foss and Knudsen (2003), lots of interpretations exist re-
garding the concept of competitive advantage, though with-
out a clear definition. Ma (2000), claims that the competitive
advantage is used widely in the field of strategic manage-
ment, “yet it remains poorly defined and operationalized”,
whereas many researchers connect the meaning of competi-
tive advantage to firm performance.

On the other hand, many scholars define competitive ad-
vantage according to its establishment principles, which
means that it is identified mainly in terms of its sources. The
major disadvantage in this definition is the fact that compet-
itive advantage lacks the conceptual content and functional-
ity of a conceptual framework that could be used in research.
The lack of a conceptual content results in different inter-
pretations, when it is associated with the firm performance
and the source of competitive advantage. In other words, its
dysfunctionality makes it hard for researchers to generate
variables and scales of a conceptual framework that cannot
be defined due to the absence of a theoretical definition.

Accordingly, Ansoff (1965) defined competitive advantage
as “isolate characteristics of unique opportunities within the
field by the product-market scope and the growth vector. This
is the competitive advantage. It seeks to identify particular
properties of individual product markets which will give the

firm a strong competitive position”. South (1981) presented
the following definition of a “philosophy of choosing only
those competitive arenas where victories are clearly achiev-
able”. However, the establishment of the term competitive
advantage comes from Porter and Hall (1985) who men-
tioned two kinds of competitive advantage that a firm may
have, the “Cost Leadership” and the “Differentiation”, and
claimed that “competitive advantage grows fundamentally
out of the value a firm is able to create for its buyers”. Later,
Thomas (1986) stated that “firms with persistent high relative
profitability are said to possess competitive advantage”,
whereas, Ghemawat (1991) defined competitive advantage
as “the extent to which the benefit-cost gap for its product
exceeds the benefit-cost for competitors’ products”. Besanko
et al., (1996) described the competitive advantage as a con-
dition where a firm is superior in its field.

The possible positive connection between export competi-
tive advantage and export performance is based on the fact
that if a firm is capable of responding to the demands of for-
eign markets better than its competitors, export performance is
increased or keeps increasing and through this process the firm
is motivated. On the other hand, the resource-based theory ex-
plains the main characteristics of primary resources to achieve
competitive advantage in export markets, arguing that re-
sources are both significantly heterogeneous (tangible and in-
tangible assets) across industries and imperfectly mobile (Hunt
and Derozier, 2004). Heterogeneity of resources is defined as
a condition in which firms own different bundles of resources
in ways that are unique to themselves and cannot be easily or
readily copied, sold or bought in the marketplace.

The present study approaches the issue of export compet-
itive advantage using the resource—based theory, which dif-
ferentiates it from other studies that have used the
capabilities-based theory. The innovativeness of the present
research endeavor lies in the fact that the term capabilities
in the production process is introduced with reference to the
know-how capabilities and the traditional yogurt recipe,
showing the importance (or lack of importance) of manu-
facturing and product recipe for export competitive advan-
tage of Greek yogurt. However, to achieve competitive
advantage and high performance, firms should investigate
and adopt resources that are valuable, rare, inimitable, and
non-substitutable. According to the resource-based view, the
success of a competitive advantage position relies heavily on
the resources and capabilities possessed by the firm, that is
to say its sources of competitive advantage.

2.2. Research hypotheses

The conceptual framework proposed in this study assumes
that the firms’ exporting capabilities and resources can de-
termine their competitive advantage in overseas markets.
Subsequently, to investigate specific relationships among
various types of capabilities and recourses related with ex-
port competitive advantage would be particularly informa-
tive for exporting firms which produce Greek yogurt. Hall
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(1992) identified reputation as a major source for competitive
advantage among British firms, suggesting that reputation
can develop a competitive advantage and creates a defensi-
ble position in export markets. Shrum and Wuthnow (1988)
claimed that reputation becomes a critical resource for orga-
nizational managers. In a parallel vein, exporters with phys-
ical resources such as the plant and equipment, information
system, machinery, geographic location and capacity may be
in a stronger position to achieve competitive advantage and
eventually result in superior firm performance (Ainuddin ef
al., 2007). In addition, financial resources such as financial
capital and cash-in-hand are also deemed to contribute pos-
itively towards competitive advantage. Financial resources
constrain or enable the decision-making abilities of managers
(Gilbert et al., 2006; Zou and Stan, 2008).

However, many researchers ignore the sources of financial
capital as a crucial factor for competitive advantage. In this
study, we analyze the financial resources in competitive ad-
vantage by focusing on the capital availability and the firm’s
credit worthiness. Furthermore, the literature indicates that
there is a positive relationship between organizational re-
sources and firm performance (Li and Ogunmokun, 2001,
Lerner and Almor, 2002). Rose et al., (2010) claimed that or-
ganizational resources have a positive relationship with com-
petitive advantage and firm performance. Accordingly, the
categories of resources cited above are deemed to be the most
important to attain competitive advantage, because of their
nature, being hard-to-copy compared to other types of tan-
gible resources (i.e. physical and financial resources). In the
light of these arguments, the following hypothesis can be put
forward:

Hypothesis 1: The possession of reputation, physical, fi-
nancial and organizational resources is positively associated
with the achievement of export competitive advantage.

Many studies have shown that there is a significant rela-
tionship between capabilities and competitive advantage
(Wang et al., 2003; King, 2007; Perez-Freije and Enkel,
2007; Sirmon et al., 2007). Capabilities are conceptualized
and categorized as, inter alia, core competencies, organiza-
tional integration, resource development competence, prod-
uct development, and technological capabilities (Mayer and
Salomon, 2006). For the purpose of the present study, sig-
nificant attention is given to product development capabili-
ties and selling and production process skills for Greek
yogurt. Still, research has also shown that there is a signifi-
cant relationship between product-development capabilities
and informational capabilities with the firm’s competitive
advantage. Lim et al., (2006) proposed that product devel-
opment capabilities have a positive relationship with export
levels, whereas Guan and Ma (2003) stated that Chinese
firms’ innovation capabilities were positively related to ex-

2 The survey questionnaire can be delivered if required.

port growth. As a result, the following hypothesis can be for-
mulated:

Hypothesis 2: The possession of capabilities relating to
product development, experience, selling and production
process is positively associated with export competitive ad-
vantage.

3. Research design

The present study was developed based on primary data
that were gathered through a mail survey (structured ques-
tionnaire®) on export oriented Greek yogurt firms. The sam-
ple population accounted for 137 manufacturing firms
registered in the Directory of the Hellenic Chamber of Com-
merce and the Organization of Greek Exporters (2015). The
construct items in the study conceptual model were opera-
tionalized based on an extended review of the relevant liter-
ature. All constructs included validated scales from previous
studies, so as to ensure validity and reliability of the vari-
ables included in the questionnaire. In addition, to ensure
comparability with other studies, established terminology
was adopted.

Each single firm was contacted by telephone in order to:
check whether it was still operating and whether the address
was still correct; to identify the most appropriate individual
(key informant) to whom the questionnaire should be ad-
dressed; and to pre-notify the execution of the study and dis-
patch the questionnaire, potentially enhancing the response
rate. The questionnaires were initially mailed to each firm,
filled out by the respondents and mailed back. The prelimi-
nary contact with the target population resulted in 64 fully
completed responses (46.7 per cent response rate). At a sec-
ond stage, two follow-up phone reminders were made to
each non-responding firm (73 firms) approximately three to
six weeks after the original mailing in an attempt to increase
the response rate yielding a usable sample of 104 firms
(75.91 per cent response rate). Of these, 20.19 per cent (21
firms) were exporters, thus denoting a relatively export
propensity rate among yogurt manufacturing firms in Greece.

4. Methodology

Competitive advantage was measured according to the
model proposed by Koksal (2009) and through managerial
perceptions of the firms’ success in comparison to their
biggest competitors in the export market. The firm export
competitive advantage was gauged with four items. Respon-
dents were asked to assess their firm’ s offering position in
the export market in comparison with the main direct com-
petitors using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from (1)
strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Firms* resources were
operationalized through managers’ perceptions with a total of
fifteen items compared with their competitors in the foreign
market on the five-point Likert scale, ranging from (1)
strongly disagrees to (5) strongly agree. There are many
sources of international competitiveness (Li and Ogun-
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mokun, 2001; Kaleka 2002) which we need to control in test-
ing the hypotheses in this study. Export firms* resources in-
cluded: technological capability, facilities and equipment,
integrity of the equipment, owned warehouses, information
systems, reputation of firm, reputation among customers,
availability of financial resources, the firm's credit worthi-
ness, education, dating and experience of executives, expert
knowledge of executives, consistent and quality relationship
with customers, corporate organization and culture, organi-
zational and administrative competence of the staff.

The firm capabilities were assessed through managers’ per-
ceptions on sixteen items compared to their competitors in
the foreign market on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from
(1) strongly disagrees to (5) strongly agree, according to the
following elements: experience and personnel training, firm
culture, knowledge export market and trading, skills of busi-
nessman, improvement of new product, product quality, in-
novative products, packaging, production cost, wide range
of products, reputation of enterprise products, customer serv-
ice, technical selling products, competitive product price, ex-
pertise in producing, traditional product recipe. Support for
the validity of resources and capabilities measure comes
from Kaleka (2002), Gautam et al. (2004), Chen et al. (2007)
and Fonseka et al. (2013).

The basic constructs tapping the independent factors in the
model, each measured with several indicators, were the fol-
lowing: (F1) Physical resources, (F2) Reputation, (F3) Avail-

ability of financial resources, (F4) Organizational, (F5) Ex-
perience, (F6) Product development, (F7) Selling capabili-
ties and (F8) Capabilities in production process. The first
four components (F1 — F4) reflected the industry sources,
while the following four (F5 — F8) represented the firm ca-
pabilities. Likewise, (F9) competitive advantage was the de-
pendent variable in the model.

Initially, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA—Varimax ro-
tation) was applied to uncover the underlying dimensions.
This was followed by a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
to assess and test the measurement model of competitive ad-
vantage. The standardized factor loadings and the reliability
of the explanatory factors are presented in Table 1. Subse-
quently, a comparison was made between the results of the
two performed analyses for every employed variable.
Specifically, a 7-test was performed for the normally distrib-
uted means to verify whether the factor loadings of the two
analyses (EFA and CFA) showed statistically significant dif-
ferences. The t-test results demonstrated that the factor load-
ings did not show statistically significant differences
(p=0.01), thus confirming that the produced constructs were
valid and acceptable.

In testing the research hypotheses, multiple regression
analysis was employed to estimate the relationships between
the dimensions of resources, capabilities (independent vari-
ables) and competitive advantage achieved (dependent vari-
able). Path analysis was performed (using the OLS criterion)
to test the operational
model depicted in Figure 1.

Table 1 - Factor analysis results-confirmatory factor analysis: standardized loadings, measure reliabilities.

The model consists of the

Name of Factor Variance

structural part, where com-

Standardized path

Code ebnbietat Name of construct-items loading Eigenvalue (%) Goodness-of-fit measures coefficients* t, t . d t . th
- - ctitive adavantage 1S (¥
K43 Product features 077 4223 76240 125,589 ar2 10,0061 0,63 p g
Export SFI- 4 1
. com’;l;“’if[ivc K44 After sales service 091 CFL:0972 RMSEA:0,132 0,91 0,895 dependent variable and F/
advmage K46 Selling price to end-users overscas 0,923 0,951 R
onsumer preference X ,86 —
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K130 Technological capability 0,744 5,65 3766 32105334 ar60 10,0061 0,953 . .
. K122 Facilities and equipment 0,779 CF1:0,976  RMSEA:0,086  :0,89 0,836 variables:
F1 Physical 1197 fntegrity of the equipment 0,793 0,774
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K121 Owned warehouses 0,88 0,707
K123 Information systems. 0,799 0,985 F9 = anIl +e (1)
2 Resuns K117 Reputation of firm 0,853 165 11,01 0,853
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Availability K124 Availability of financial resources 0,836 1,29 8,60 0,761 W ( = )
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—— e firm's credit worthiness X X .
— — the standardized f coeffi-
Education, experience and dedication of the firm's
Ki2o e 0,842 2,48 16,551 0,955 ient d e is th
cients, and e 1S € meas-
K114 Dating and experience of executives. 0,848 0,854 >
K118 Expert knowledge of executives. 087 0,959 urement error.
F4  Organization Consistent and quality relationship with your 9 1 1
KIE o torners o3 0975 Accordingly, a series of
K119 Corporate organization and culture. 0,503 0915 : .
e - : multiple regressions were
Organizational and administrative competence of
il o il erformed, which were
K79 Experience and personnel training 0715 129 804 212323 arsa 0,003 0.643 p X > )
s N K76  Firm culture 0,592 CFI:0,966 RMSEA:0,067 @091 0,191 consistent with the SpeCIﬁ-
: P K74  Knowledge export market and trading 0,612 0,469 .
K73 Skills of managers 0641 s | cation of the model. Some
K78 Improvement of new product 0,653 636 3975 0,943 .
2 Pt cualiy b o | of the linkages between the
K63  Innovative products 0,803 0,202 :
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following equation that represents the direct effects of the
independent variables on each dependent variable:

F9=bF5+b,F8 + b,F3 + b, Fa+ e

The value of the coefficient of determination (R?) is 0,596.
The model fit the data well, as indicated by the Goodness-
of-Fit indices, namely X%:10,58, (p<0,001); NFI = 0.99; IFI
=0.995; CFI=0,98; and RMSEA=0.06. The Pearson corre-
lation coefficients and the results of path analysis are pre-
sented in Tables 2 and Figure 1, respectively.

The direct effects on the dependent variable can be seen in
the following equations:

F9 = 0.10F5 + 0.36F8 + 0.44F3 + 0.14F4+ 0.404

The results reported in Table 2, and Figure 1 indicate that
different dimensions of capabilities and resources vary in

terms of their significance in influencing the achievement of
competitive advantage in export markets

5. Results

Hypothesis 1 [i.e., export competitive advantage is posi-
tively associated with (a)reputation, (b) physical resources, (c)
financial and (d) organization resources] was partially proven.
Hypothesis 2 [i.e., export competitive advantage is positively
associated with (a) product development, (b) experience, (c) sell-
ing and (d) production process capabilities] was partially proven.
The results show an interesting relationship between firm’s re-
sources and capabilities. Particularly, results indicate that the
possession of available financial resources was found to play the
most important role (F3, B: 0.44, p<0.01), whereas no influence
was exerted for physical resources (F1), scale and firm reputa-
tion (F2). Additionally, organization resources (F4, p: 0.14,
p<0.01) have positive, albeit modest, effect on competitive ad-

vantage. In the same vein are

Table 2 - Pearson correlations between the constructs.

the results of Kaleka (2002)
that find physical and finan-

Code F5 F6 F7 F8 F1 F2 F3 F4 FJ cial recourses to play an im-

Experience F5 1 rtant role in cost
Product development Fo 0,14 1 pg OO h l?
Selling capabilities F7 008  598(+%) 1 advantage. On the other
Capabilities in production F8 4490 231(%) 0,11 1 hand, Koksal (2009) in his
process ’ o ’ study found that brand image
Physical resources F1 -0,07 ATI(F*) 323(%%) 0,16 1 :
Reputation F2 0,05 6020%%) 4420+ 243(%)  537(*%) 1 anfdd qualgly of thte' prOdrltICti

Tahili g Sold are th€ most 1mimportan
Availability of financial F3 T07(*%) 0,02 0,18 389(4%) 0,09 0.05 1 . p :
resources factors leading to competi-
Organizational F4 334079 19809 013 014 230(%) 2550 297(%) 1 tive advantage in export mar-
Competitive advantage F9 ,609(**) 0 -0,15 ,588(**%)  -0,08 -0,01 L083(**%)  [345(*%%) 1 kets

**Correlation is significant at 0,01, *Correlation is significant at 0,05

With regard to export

firm’s capabilities, the pos-

p<0.001; NFI= 0.99; IFI = 0.995; CFI= 0.98; RMSEA=0.06).

Figure 1 - Path Diagram — Statistically Significant Paths and Standardized Coefficients (Chi-Square X2:10.58,

session of production process
skills (F8, B: 0,36, p<0.01),

and experience (F5, f8: 0,10,
p<0.01), were significant

n | - I - .
Physical resources factors to achieve export
{ competitive advantage and
L - 1 hence, the second hypothesis
1 I .
0.25 Reputation | has been proved; selling and
— 3 0.44 ! ’
> F3 | product development capa-
> Availability of financial resources i bilities had no direct impact
\. J ! N
4 4 l v R2=0.596 on Fhe establishment pf com-
0.70 Organizational F9 petitive advantage. Ling-Yee
0.28 \ c oo ad and Ogunmokun, (2001)
X - 0.10 ompetitive advantage claim, instead, that develop-
x T ) . . .
: Experience ] T ing strong 'relatlonshlps with
\ : : customers in the export mar-
0.36 ~ | ! .
F6 s ; | kets provides a cost advan-
042 | Product development | tage. Also, Ogunmokun and
- Yoo - i Ng (2004) support that the
. I most important factor for
> Selling capabilities L. .
e 4 036 success in international mar-
F8 kets is the export managers’
" Capabilities in production process knowledge about foreign

markets.
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As regards firm resources and firm capabilities, the analy-
sis shows an interesting mix of relationships. The availability
of financial resources (F3) has a two-way impact on organi-
zational resources (F4, B: 0,25, p<0.01), experience (F5, B:
0,70, p<0.01), and production process capabilities (F8, f:
0,36, p<0.01), whereas organizational resources (F4) have a
two-way impact on experience (F5, : 0,28, p<0.01) and fi-
nancial recourses (F4, B: 0,24, p<0.01). Finally, physical re-
sources (F1), reputation (F2), product development (F6) and
selling capabilities (F7) do not exhibit any link with export
competitive advantage. The results confirm findings reported
in the current literature (e.g., Peteraf and Bergen, 2003; Ou, et
al., 2006).

6. Discussion

The objective of this study was to examine the antecedents of
export competitive advantage for Greek yogurt firms and assess
the relationship between their resources and their capabilities.
The results of the model simulation demonstrate that the estab-
lishment of export competitive advantage for Greek yogurt firms
is achieved through the available financial assets and the firm
organizational resources. Firm experience and manufacturing
skills are also important factors as opposed to the firm’s charac-
teristics that have a more secondary role. Specifically, the results
indicate that the availability of financial resources is the most
important factor for export competitive advantage reaffirming
the findings of Kaleka (2002), who argued a positive relationship
between financial resources and firm’s competitive advantage
in export markets. The results confirm Hypothesis 1, meaning
that the more available resources the firm has, the bigger its com-
petitive advantage. The firm’s resources in the current study in-
volved the availability of capital and organizational.

The term availability of financial resources refers to cash flow
and the ability of the firm to cope with its obligations. It’s worth
mentioning the tradeoff theory, which says that the size of a firm
is inversely proportionate to the amount of the available cash.
The reasons are that large firms take advantage of scale
economies, their activities are different and they have regular
and stable cash flow as well as cheaper and easier access to ex-
ternal funding resources. Kim et. al., (1998) studied the factors
which influence the cash flow capability of a firm. One of these
factors was the firm size which is determined by its property.
This factor was expected to be negatively correlated, something
that was confirmed in this study. In addition, Prenker and Kuck
(2009) argued that a firm operating in an environment with
plenty of opportunities and without having savings, might reject
profitable investments in order to get involved in others. The
competitive advantage of the firms that have greater cash flow
ability is higher, since they can exploit the opportunities given,
at the right time, contrary to firms that resort to external bor-
rowing to make investments.

Results also suggest that the firm organization is positively as-
sociated with export competitive advantage, confirming that or-
ganizational resources play a significant role in the export
marketing strategy and export competitive advantage (Leonidou
and Leonidou, 2011). The resources found in this study (finan-

cial resources and organization) differ from previous export mar-
keting resources. As Argote et al., (2000) asserted, knowledge
creation is the basis for firm’s competitive advantage, whereas
Piercy et al., (1999) found that scale, physical and financial re-
sources are the most important factors that influence export com-
petitive advantage.

Organizational resources include all the variables associated
with training and commitment of the employees, connections,
knowledge and experience of the managers, customer relation-
ships, organization of the firm, internal culture and organization
and managerial skills, all of which confirm Hypothesis I, influ-
encing the export competitive advantage of Greek yogurt firms.
Realizing the importance of organizational resources, Greek yo-
gurt firms need to focus on employees’ education and execu-
tives’ connections. The employees’ education seems to
contribute to the competitive advantage since employees are mo-
tivated to work harder and more effectively. Moreover, if em-
ployees are aware of the tasks and rules they should follow, they
are likely to have a better morale. Finally, executives appreciat-
ing the employees’ skills are willing to invest in their education,
offering a feeling of security, since employees are considered to
be an indispensable part of the firm.

The results also reaffirm the relevant literature that suggests
experience as an important source of competitive advantage in
export markets (Piercy et al., 1998) along with the quality of the
products sold in the export markets (Koksal, 2009). O’Cass and
Craig (2003), found that product characteristics had a signifi-
cant impact on export competitive advantage. Moreover, the cost
of goods sold in foreign markets is another factor that creates
competitive advantage, as argued by Daniels and Robles (1982)
in a study about Peruvian exporting firms. Regarding the firm’s
capabilities, results confirm Hypothesis 2 according to which the
more capabilities firms have, the bigger the competitive advan-
tage. The most important capabilities shown in the path analy-
sis model were the experience and the product manufacturing
capabilities. Firms perceive experience as a result of the chief
executives’ skills and managers’ experience.

According to Hsu et. al., (2013), managerial experience is a
significant factor that strengthens the firm’s internationalization
and performance. This indicates that the experience rewards the
managers with valuable market knowledge and confidence and
these qualifications enable them to deal with internalization
problems and enhancing their exporting activity. According to
Stoian (2011), the international experience of people making de-
cisions influences the profitability and the entry of the firm into
new markets. Additionally, Leonidou et. al., (2007) argued that
managers with experience in the international firm environment
can manage better the foreign markets and the customers, en-
hancing firm performance.

Finally, the study’s findings revealed that the production
process is the most important capability parameter for compet-
itive advantage in international markets and was positively re-
lated to competitive price of product, expertise in producing and
traditional recipe of product. This result confirms previous liter-
ature suggesting that product development is the most impor-
tant competitive skill in exporting (Piercy et. al., 1998), the
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firms with stronger product development capability have a sig-
nificantly higher competitive advantage (Schilke, 2014) and sup-
ply chain skills, such as good relationships with suppliers, are
important factors for export competitive advantage (Thatte et
al., 2013, Barney, 2012). It should be noted that the production
process is the second most important factor that affects the ex-
port competitive advantage of Greek yogurt firms, showing the
significance of knowhow and the traditional recipe of Greek yo-
gurt. This recipe is one of the most important aspects influenc-
ing the competitive advantage, since it differentiates the product
as unique among other similar products in foreign markets.
Emphasis should also be laid on the reciprocal connections
between firm’s capabilities and resources. In this study, the
prevalent correlation was revealed between the capital and firm
experience, as well as between firm experience and product
manufacturing capabilities. This proves the importance of man-
agerial experience and its influence on the firm’s success,
through the increase of cash flow and the development of
knowhow in production. Last but not least, there is an interest-
ing correlation between the financial capitals and the organi-
zational resources showing the need for cash flow for
employees training and enhancement of their expertise.

7. Conclusions

The present study sought to assess the relationship between
firm resources, firm capabilities and export competitive ad-
vantage and to identify possible links between firm resources
and firm capabilities. According to the results, Greek yogurt
firms should build their export competitive advantage by ac-
quiring specific firm resources and export capabilities. The
study also revealed that the availability of financial resources
is correlated with other factors of export competitive advan-
tage. The findings have practical applications, since the com-
petitive advantage is a critical issue due to the rapid
development of Greek yogurt in foreign markets. Hence, some
useful and practical management suggestions should be made
to entrepreneurs and managers of Greek yogurt firms. The cash
flow, the employees’ training and the acquisition of expertise
form the basis and support the competitive advantage of Greek
firms. Moreover, the awareness of export markets, the
knowhow and the traditional recipe comprise the basis for com-
petitive advantage. The study results demonstrate that key fac-
tors influence significantly the export competitive advantage
of Greek yogurt firms and taking them into consideration will
allow firms to develop and improve, primarily through the in-
vestment of financial assets towards exporting.

The study findings may be significant for policy makers
working on improving the export competitiveness of Greek
firms that produce Greek yogurt and their success in export
markets. Educational export promotion programmes should be
especially targeted at how export firms exploit resources and
capabilities to design an appropriate exporting strategy. Future
research may be oriented towards the examination of the an-
tecedents of export competitive advantage, such as the firm
characteristics, the supplier resources and the informational ca-
pabilities.
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