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Abstract
Research Summary: The knowledge-based view (KBV)

claims that knowledge is the most important strategic

resource because it is the strongest determinant of firm

competitive advantage and the glue that pulls resources

together. We examine this assertion through a meta-analy-

sis of the accumulated evidence on the relationships among

strategic resources and firm performance (stock market,

financial performance, and growth). Findings from 348 sam-

ples reporting 248,136 firm-level observations show that

knowledge resources have the highest positive association

with all three performance dimensions, with the highest

positive relationship with growth, followed by market and

then financial performance. Further, knowledge may serve

as a foundational resource by augmenting other strategic

resources and helping make firms different. These findings

support the KBV's core prediction that knowledge resources

offer superior strategic value.
Managerial Summary: Managers need to understand

what resources yield the strongest and most consistent
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returns. We examined the often-invoked claim that

knowledge is the most important resource associated with

firm success. Our study combines evidence from over

300 samples and finds that knowledge-based resources

are consistently associated with the strongest profit, stock

market, and growth returns relative to other types of

resource investments. For managers, the message is

clear—acquire, integrate, retain, and motivate knowl-

edge-related resources because doing so pays off.

KEYWORD S

knowledge-based view, meta-analysis, resource-based view,
strategic resources

1 | INTRODUCTION

Since its formal introduction more than 25 years ago, the knowledge-based view (KBV) of the
firm has emerged as a prominent perspective to explain competitive advantage and firm perfor-
mance (Grant, 2003; Grant & Phene, 2022; Miller, 2019). Indeed, citation counts of two founda-
tional contributions provide some evidence of the KBV's acceptance in the strategic
management community: Grant (1996a) has been cited more than 27,000 times, and Kogut and
Zander (1992) over 21,000 times.1 The KBV's distinct identity lies in its assertion that knowledge
is “the most strategically important of the firm's resources” (Grant, 1996a, p. 110; Conner &
Prahalad, 1996; Spender, 1996).2 Knowledge is depicted as the strongest driver of competitive
advantage and serves as a “glue” that pulls resources together to create firm resource heteroge-
neity, firm differences more generally, and, ultimately, high performance outcomes.3

This claim “that knowledge is the most important resource” has been widely accepted with-
out a rigorous assessment of its validity. The omission of such a test raises important questions,
namely, what if this assertion is not supported in the body of empirical research on the KBV?
Does the KBV currently stand on strong empirical footing? We currently lack knowledge of
whether the KBV's distinguishing contention is true. Thus, we ask, “Is knowledge really the
most important strategic resource driving firm performance differentials?”

We test this question using a meta-analysis of study findings on the resource-performance
relationship reported during the period spanning1990 through 2022. Data from 348 samples
reporting 248,136 firm-level observations reveal that knowledge is indeed the most important
strategic resource, as no other resource helps firms consistently realize competitive advantage
and enjoy strong stock market, financial, and growth performance. In addition, knowledge is

1Accessed on Google Scholar on June 25, 2024.
2The term “strategic resource” developed in the resource-based view literature (Chi, 1994, p. 271). It refers to firm assets
that are valuable, scarce, and not easily copied or substituted (Barney, 1991). Such resources can be the basis for
competitive advantage and strong performance (Barney et al., 2011).
3The authors gratefully acknowledge an anonymous reviewer for this metaphor.
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related to other strategic resources, indicating that it may be foundational to creating firm
resource heterogeneity. The meta-analysis provides a new and more rigorous test of the KBV's
core prediction, finds strong and broad empirical support for it, identifies the differential value
of strategic resources relative to firm performance, and helps distinguish the KBV from other
theories of strategy.

2 | THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

Much of the theorizing about the KBV focuses on how knowledge resources represent the most
critical ingredient of competitive advantage and performance differentials. The KBV draws
heavily from the resource-based view of the firm (RBV) to make its argument for the superiority
of knowledge to other resource types (Grant, 1996a; Grant, 1996b). The primary unit of analysis
in the RBV logic is the resource (Barney, 1991; Penrose, 1959; Wernerfelt, 1984), which refers to
the “intangible and tangible assets firms use to conceive of and implement their strategies”
(Barney & Arikan, 2001, p. 138). Knowledge is such a resource and can manifest in both intan-
gible and tangible forms. In addition, the KBV leverages the RBV in two important ways to
derive its argument that “knowledge is the most important resource.”

First, using the RBV's predictive logic (i.e., resources imbued with certain attributes enable
advantages), the KBV hones in on knowledge as the “resource that can be acquired, transferred, or
integrated to achieve competitive advantage” (Eisenhardt & Santos, 2000, p. 140).4 Specifically,
researchers argue that knowledge is likely to be more valuable, rare, and hard to substitute or imi-
tate than other strategic resources because of unique historical conditions surrounding its develop-
ment and accumulation, making it a compelling source of competitive advantage (Grant, 1996b;
Nonaka, 1991; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003). These unique conditions are hard to copy because links
between development and accumulation may be unclear (i.e., causally ambiguous) or difficult to
articulate (i.e., socially complex). Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) compile this reasoning into a frame-
work that integrates individual and organizational knowledge to describe knowledge that outsiders
find difficult to decode and replicate, producing resource heterogeneity among firms.

Second, applying the RBV's conception of resource bundling, knowledge resources can link
with other strategic resources to create value that is even more unique and difficult to imitate
or substitute than other resources (Zack, 1999).5 The reasoning is that knowledge resources
develop through learning curves as well as knowledge management and other systems, which
have interrelationships with other organizational resources (cf. Eisenhardt & Santos, 2000).
Indeed, knowledge resources, particularly the combination of tacit and explicit knowledge,
contribute to other strategic resources such as a firm's culture, routines, and reputation
(Amit & Schoemaker, 1993; Liebeskind, 1996; Winter, 2009), and can be “integrated externally
through relational networks that span organizational boundaries [which] can provide efficient
mechanisms for accessing and integrating new knowledge…” (Eisenhardt & Santos, 2000,

4Note that Grant (1996b) does not offer a specific definition of knowledge but instead focuses on characteristics and
types of knowledge that exist. However, Liebeskind (1996, p. 94, italics in original) provides the following definition:
“information whose validity has been established through tests of proof.” Spender (1996) identifies four types of
organizational knowledge arising from the interactions of explicit and implicit. We make no distinctions here and focus
instead on the general arguments linking knowledge to firm performance.
5See Foss (1996), Spender (1996), and Eisenhardt and Santos (2000) for critiques.
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p. 144; Kogut & Zander, 1992; Mowery et al., 1996). Further, knowledge plays a more critical
role in production activity than other types of strategic resources (Grant, 1996a). For example,
Liebeskind notes that “superior knowledge allows a firm to build a better piece of machinery,
train its workers more effectively, or devise a more productive system of work organization”
(1996, p. 94). Collectively, knowledge is foundational to other resources in the firm, making it
a multidimensional source of competitive advantage that other resources cannot offer
(Grant, 1996a; Kogut & Zander, 1992; Spender & Grant, 1996).

Overall, more than any other resource type, knowledge resources can profoundly contribute
to making firms different, giving firms the opportunity “to create value that no rival can match
so that no rival can fully compete away that value, thereby leaving some portion of the value
available for the advantaged firms to capture, regardless of how competitive the industry may
be” (Makadok, 2010, p. 1318). Therefore, “knowledge may be the key source of rent…and
may be the key inimitable resource managers need to appreciate… [and] competitive advantage
derived through knowledge assets may go a long way to suggest how sustainability conditions
arise and are maintained” (Schendel, 1996, p. 4).6 Relative to other strategic resources, “knowl-
edge has the greatest potential to serve as a source of competitive advantage” (Wang
et al., 2009: 1265) and ultimately, contribute to strong performance (Bogner & Bansal, 2007).
Thus, we predict:

Hypothesis H1. Knowledge is related more positively to firm performance than
other strategic resources.

3 | METHODS

3.1 | Sample and data collection

The sampling frame consisted of empirical evidence on the strategic resource–performance rela-
tionships from 1991 through 2022. To identify relevant studies, we followed a multi-step
approach (see Online Supplement for more information) that, consistent with other meta-ana-
lyses, included keyword searches in the full text of articles in leading journals, in the abstract of
articles and dissertations in the management, economics, and business fields, and an ancestry
search of meta-analytic reviews on resources and capabilities.

This process identified 1041 studies for possible inclusion. We retained studies if they pro-
vided the information needed for a meta-analysis (e.g., correlations and sample size) and
described measures consistent with our conventionally accepted construct definitions. This pro-
cess yielded 348 samples from 341 studies involving 248,136 firm-level observations (see Online
Supplement for the list of the primary studies). Three of the study's co-authors coded articles,
attaining over 99% agreement, and then discussed differences until 100% agreement was
reached.

6As noted in Crook et al. (2008, p. 1144), “The assumption is that if strategic resources and performance are related,
then a competitive advantage must exist. Within many studies, the term competitive advantage is almost synonymous
with performance in the sense that competitive advantage is “generally used to describe the relative performance of
rivals in a given (product) market environment” (Peteraf & Barney, 2003, p. 313).” Our testing of the KBV's assertion
around advantages—along with the studies we included in our empirical testing—also draws on this assumption.
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3.2 | Variables

3.2.1 | Knowledge resources

Knowledge resources “refer to the knowledge and information held by an organization that all,
part, or parts of the organization share” (Schulz, 2001, p. 662). Knowledge resources have two
different forms, explicit and implicit (Polanyi, 1966).7

Explicit knowledge “is that which is written, easily communicated, and often contained in
policies, procedures, or rules” (Kacmar et al., 2006, p. 135). It can be declared and conceptual-
ized (Polanyi, 1966), formalized and transferred (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2001), and “is not spe-
cific or idiosyncratic” to the one holding it (Sobol & Lei, 1994, p. 170). These properties suggest
two sets of measures. Information systems and knowledge management systems are designated as
explicit knowledge because they are formalized systems designed for the acquisition, storage,
distribution, and retrieval of organizational knowledge and information (Adams & Lam-
ont, 2003). Patents are intellectual property rights and capture explicit knowledge because they
have been formalized and codified.

Tacit knowledge “is not easily articulated and is acquired through practice” and experi-
ences (Kacmar et al., 2006, p. 135). Polanyi (1966) described tacit knowledge as practical
knowledge acquired from personal and subjective experiences. Such knowledge is
unobservable, embedded in the possessor, context-specific, and difficult to formalize and
transfer (Nonaka, 1991). Since tacit knowledge is unobservable, we focused on more observ-
able conditions that represent different sources of tacit knowledge: individual and team char-
acteristics and organizational experience. The diversity of a team reflects its degree of unique
perspectives and distinct sources of tacit knowledge. Diversity encompasses knowledge gained
from different personal and professional experiences held by team members. More diversity
means more unique, difficult to formalize, and transfer tacit knowledge (Hadjimichael &
Tsoukas, 2019; Leonard & Sensiper, 1998), and was captured using available diversity mea-
sures (e.g., gender, tenure, racial, and functional diversity). Education reflects socialization
into tacit ways of thinking and doing (Collins, 2010) and was captured using measures such
as education level (e.g., Chen & Nadkarni, 2017). Experience (industry or task) and tenure
(number of years in a firm) captures tacit knowledge acquired through practice, exposure,
and time in an organization (Kacmar et al., 2006). Finally, organizational learning produces
tacit knowledge embodied in experience curves, routines, and procedures (e.g., Grant, 1996b;
Nelson & Winter, 1982). Each captured measure reflects knowledge that is context-specific
(Nonaka, 1991).

7As with all meta-analyses, the variety of the measures captured within each category could be cause for concern. Three
factors mitigate this matter. First, our meta-analytic procedures include a correction for measurement error (Aguinis
et al., 2011). Second, if any error remains after the correction, such variability makes it harder to find support for a
hypothesis. Third, we use a construct validation test to evaluate the measurement model. Further, given that knowledge
resources are one type of the larger class of intangible resources, we assess the validity of the latent construct and its
indicants in the analysis.
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3.2.2 | Other strategic resources

We synthesized multiple typologies (e.g., Barney, 1991; Barney & Arikan, 2001; Dyer &
Singh, 1998; Grant, 1996b) and arrived at three resource categories beyond knowledge: tangible,
intangible, and relational resources.8

Tangible resources refer to a firm's physical resources. In this category, we captured mea-
sures of property, plant, and equipment and capital expenditures (Barney, 1991). Barney and
Arikan (2001, p. 139) further noted that physical and financial assets have similar attributes.
Thus, we also include cash and marketable securities in this resource category.9

Other intangible resources reside in a firm's culture, structure, brand, internal coordination
policies, capacity for change, and responsiveness (Carmeli & Tishler, 2004). To capture such
resources, we include measures such as brand name capturing symbols, names, and images
used in commerce (e.g., Barthélemy, 2008), organizational culture (e.g., Powell & Dent-
Micallef, 1997), and characteristics of a firm's structure (e.g., interfunctional coordination—
Hult et al., 2005; informal organizational structure—Fultz & Hmieleski, 2021).

Relational resources involve affiliations with other firms (Dyer & Singh, 1998). Examples
include links with important external stakeholder groups (e.g., Stam & Elfring, 2008), the dura-
tion of a buyer–supplier relationship (e.g., Weigelt, 2013), characteristics of a firm's interfirm
network (e.g., Andrevski & Ferrier, 2019;), board interlocks (e.g., Ruigrok et al., 2006), and
entrepreneurs' social ties (e.g., Hmieleski et al., 2015).

3.2.3 | Firm performance

Competitive advantages are reflected in a firm's performance, which were captured on three
dimensions: stock market, financial performance, and growth performance (Combs
et al., 2005). We operationalized stock market performance as including stock market returns,
Tobin's Q, and cumulative abnormal returns. Financial performance encompassed return on
assets, investment, and sales. Finally, growth performance was captured using year-over-year
changes in sales, total assets, and employees.

3.2.4 | Controls

We controlled for firm age based on observations by Barney (1991) that a firm's history shapes
its ability to acquire and exploit resources. This included measures of the number of years since
a firm's founding. We controlled for firm size because more recent RBV-based research revealed
that smaller firms can use their resources to grow at faster rates than larger firms (Nason &

8Barney (1991) includes relational resources within the organizational (i.e., intangible) resource category. Following
Penrose's (1959) suggestion to refine resources to identify the origin of their value, we separated relational resources.
Considerable research depicts relational resources as an independent resource type (e.g., Dyer & Singh, 1998), thus
leaving them within intangible resources could obscure their overall meaning of how they create value.
9Later, Barney (2007) explicitly recognized financial resources as a separate resource category. Thus, in a post hoc
analysis, we examine if the effects differ between physical and financial resources. From a practical standpoint, we
combined financial and physical resources as there were only 18 studies reporting an effect between purely physical
resources and our outcomes. In some cases, there were only three effects among physical resources and other
constructs. Schmidt and Hunter (2015) caution against using fewer than three studies when conducting meta-analysis.

8 BERGH ET AL.
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Wiklund, 2018). Measures such as the average number of employees and total revenues were
used to capture size. Because managerial discretion is constrained, in part, by a firm's amount
of debt, we controlled for financial leverage using measures such as a firm's debt-to-equity ratio.
The Online Supplement reports our coding, example studies, and measures.

3.3 | Data analysis and results

Due to the heterogeneity of measures (e.g., various strategic resource types), we coded all effect
sizes following best practice recommendations in the methodological literature (Aguinis
et al., 2011) and implemented in other domains, including strategic management (e.g., Bergh
et al., 2016). We used a two-step theory testing approach described by Viswesvaran and Ones
(1995). In the first step, we used a meta-analytic procedure following the analytical guidelines
and formulae of Hunter and Schmidt (2004) and the meta-analytical best reporting practices
recommended by Aytug et al. (2012). We conducted random effects meta-analyses for all
pairwise combinations to produce meta-analytically derived correlations (i.e., r

(
) and we used a

correction factor value of .80 to address measurement error (cf. Aguinis et al., 2011; Dalton &
Dalton, 2005).10

Second, we tested the meta-analysis findings using structural equations modeling
(MASEM). We did so because MASEM allows for testing the relative effects of different strategic
resources in a simultaneous manner, for capturing variance shared among knowledge as a
foundational resource with other strategic resources, and for construct validation tests of
unobservable (latent) constructs (e.g., knowledge resources) and their corresponding measures.
The interrelationships between knowledge and other strategic resources can be modeled within
structural equations modeling (SEM) as covariances (e.g., joint variance).

Our procedure involves SEM rather than path analysis because it included measurement
error-corrected latent scores based on multiple observable indicators similar to other MASEM
procedures.11 We followed Bergh et al.'s (2016) and Kepes et al. (2013) recommended best prac-
tices for implementing and reporting an MASEM study. We chose the harmonic mean (6859)
because it gives less weight to substantially large individual study sample sizes and is therefore
more conservative. The SEM procedure used the maximum likelihood estimation approach
within Amos 28.

The bivariate meta-analysis findings are reported in Table 1. The effect sizes and the respec-
tive 95% confidence intervals are reported in the lower half of the diagonal in the table, and the
number of samples and the summed sample sizes are reported in the upper half.12

For the measurement model, we followed Lambert and Newman's (2023) recommendation
for assessing construct validity for our latent construct (i.e., knowledge resources comprised of
indicators for tacit and explicit knowledge) The factor loadings for the tacit (.435) and explicit

10We also examined the strategic resource-outcome relationships in Comprehensive Meta Analysis software, which is
based on the Hedges and Olkin (1985) approach. The estimates do not substantively change; out of the 15 resource-
outcome relationships, 8 do not differ across analyses. For the 7 that do, differences are below the third decimal point.
11The SEM models permit testing both latent and observable variables in the same model. When models include only
observable variables, they are analyzed as a path model rather than MASEM (see Bergh et al., 2016, p. 483).
12The counts of primary study samples having one or more of our study's variables include: 39 samples with at least one
measure of explicit knowledge, 128 samples with at least one measure of tacit knowledge, 69 samples with at least one
measure of tangible resources, 59 samples with at least one measure of other intangible resources, and 76 samples with
at least one measure of relational resources.
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TABLE 2 MASEM results.

Model 1

Relationship β p SE

Size-Financial Performance .125 .000 .014

Size-Stock Market Performance −.199 .000 .015

Size-Growth −.117 .000 .019

Age-Financial Performance −.035 .005 .013

Age-Stock Market Performance −.169 .000 .014

Age-Growth −.169 .000 .016

Leverage-Financial Performance −.272 .000 .012

Leverage-Stock Market Performance .011 .406 .014

Leverage-Growth .073 .000 .016

Tangible Resources-Financial Performance .101 .000 .012

Tangible Resources-Stock Market Performance −.004 .740 .013

Tangible Resources-Growth −.015 .311 .014

Intangible Resources-Financial Performance .062 .000 .013

Intangible Resources-Stock Market Performance .058 .000 .015

Intangible Resources-Growth −.009 .611 .018

Relational Resources-Financial Performance −.051 .000 .012

Relational Resources-Stock Market Performance .002 .911 .013

Relational Resources-Growth −.022 .152 .015

Knowledge Resources-Financial Performance .154 .000 .059

Knowledge Resources-Stock Market Performance .270 .000 .069

Knowledge Resources-Growth .463 .000 .099

Chi-square 936.67 .000

Df 19

GFI .976

CFI .804

NFI .802

RMR .048

AIC 1030.67

BIC 1351.84

R2 (Financial Performance) .151

R2 (Stock Market Performance) .095

R2 (Growth) .171

Note: Harmonic mean = 6859. Standardized coefficients shown with standard errors in parentheses. AMOS reports p values

except when below p < .001, which we report as .000.
Abbreviations: CFI, comparative fit index; GFI, goodness-of-fit index; MASEM, meta-analytic structural equation modeling;
NFI, normative fit index; RMR, root square mean.
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(.437) indicants exceed the 0.40 levels needed for convergent validity (Lambert & New-
man, 2023) and were higher with knowledge resources than other constructs. These findings
indicate that the model meets construct validity standards.

The structural model is depicted in Figure 1 and the results are presented in Table 2. Model
1 examines relationships among strategic resources and financial, market, and growth perfor-
mance outcomes. We find that knowledge resources are positively related to all outcomes
(β = .154, .270, and .463 for financial, market, and growth performance, respectively). We then
test the differences between the resource coefficients with respect to the performance measures,
finding that the knowledge coefficients are significantly higher than all other resource coeffi-
cients for each performance measure (z-score relative to tangible: 4.48, p = .000; intangible:
4.80, p = .000; relational: 6.82, p = .000 for financial performance; z-score relative to tangible:
9.22, p = .000; intangible: 7.85, p = .000; relational: 8.97, p = .000 for stock market performance;
and z-score relative to tangible: 11.14, p = .000; intangible: 10.39, p = .000; relational: 10.99,
p = .000 for growth performance). Taken together, these findings support Hypothesis 1. In addi-
tion, knowledge covaries with tangible (0.037, p = .000), intangible (0.134, p = .000), and rela-
tional resources (0.084, p = .000), supporting its bundling relationships with these other
strategic resources. Including covariances also controls for shared variance between knowledge
and the other resources, allowing each resource's unique relationship with performance to be
identified.

3.4 | Post hoc analyses

We conducted several post hoc tests to verify the robustness of our findings (Kepes et al., 2013).
First, to determine whether heterogeneity in effect sizes within the primary studies affected our
results, we identified potential outliers by examining sample-adjusted meta-analytic deviancy
(Huffcutt & Arthur, 1995). Next, we followed Geyskens et al. (2009) suggestion to eliminate
such outliers and reexamine the results. We found no evidence that heterogeneity substantively
affects our results. Second, to address the possibility of publication bias (i.e., file drawer prob-
lem—see Aguinis et al., 2011), we use Duval and Tweedie's (2000) Trim and Fill approach. Of
the 55 pairwise relationships in our meta-analyses, 14 were re-estimated. We then used these
estimates as input in our MASEM models; our results did not substantively change.

Third, we investigate whether physical and financial resources (i.e., our primary tangible
resources) have differential effects on each outcome. Here, we created subgroups of those mea-
sures and estimated the effects (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). We found no statistical differences.
Finally, we examined whether results may be shaped by a potentially important source of endo-
geneity: study design type. We created subgroups of studies based upon whether an outcome
measure was lagged relative to resource measures or if the two were observed at the same time
point. Then, we reanalyzed all strategic resource–performance relationships and compared the
effects between groups. Again, we found no statistical differences.

4 | DISCUSSION

We examine a distinguishing assertion of the KBV that provides its unique identity, namely,
that knowledge is the most important strategic resource. Our meta-analysis reveals that knowl-
edge matters more than other resources to all three performance dimensions and is also related

BERGH ET AL. 13

 10970266, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/sm

j.3645 by C
ochrane U

ruguay, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [26/02/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



to other strategic resources, lending support to Grant's claim that “[k]nowledge is the over-
whelmingly important productive resource” (2003, p. 201). In addition, when the findings are
averaged across the performance outcomes, knowledge has 8 times more influence, and by far,
the highest average positive effects ([.154 + .270 + .463]/3 = .296) relative to the next closest
resource (i.e., other intangible resources [.062 + .058–.009]/3 = .037). No other resource helps
firms consistently realize such strong performance. These findings support the KBV's key pre-
mise, identify the differential value of resources, and serve as a reference point for further devel-
opment of the perspective itself.

To begin, our findings provide strong evidence that “knowledge is the most important
resource” (Grant, 1996b, p. 110). This outcome offers both empirical support for the KBV as a
core theory within the field of strategic management and provides an answer to the question of
whether “certain strategic resources [are] superior to others” in shaping performance (Crook
et al., 2008, p. 1152). While previous research documents that strategic resources are related to
performance (e.g., Crook et al., 2008; D'Oria et al., 2021), knowledge is superior to other
resource types because it is the strongest single driver of, and its links with other resources con-
tribute most to making firms different. Knowledge resources appear to produce stronger and
more difficult to imitate competitive advantages.

Our findings also help clarify boundaries between the KBV and the RBV. In part, the KBV
is a “special case” or “outgrowth” of the RBV (e.g., Eisenhardt & Santos, 2000; Grant, 1996a)
because it relies on the perspective's theoretical reasoning. However, the KBV differs from the
RBV by adding theoretical explanations for which resources matter more in driving advantage
and performance. The RBV does not differentiate the relative value of resources as drivers of
firm performance differentials while the KBV does. Ironically, the KBV's unique identity as a
theory of strategy arises through applying the RBV's theoretical mechanisms to explain why
knowledge matters more for competitive advantage and performance. Collectively, the two
views serve as complementary perspectives.

Further, the findings highlight areas for further research. First, of all the strategic resource
types, knowledge has the only positive association with firm growth. To the extent that growth
shapes firm boundaries, there is a need to better understand and clarify the KBV's boundaries
within the set of theories that explain firm growth (e.g., Penrose's theory, transaction cost eco-
nomics). Second, resources have both interrelationships with one another and direct associa-
tions with performance differentials. Knowledge, as a foundational resource, will be embedded
in, but might also be influenced by other resources. We direct future attention to further exam-
ine how these interdependencies impact competitive advantage, meaningful firm differences,
and firm performance within both the RBV and the KBV perspectives. Finally, we examine the
KBV as a theory of strategy. However, the KBV also serves as a theory of the firm (e.g., why
firms exist). Future research that examines the KBV from this other viewpoint would help con-
tribute toward producing a more comprehensive understanding of the theory's role within the
field of strategic management. We do not know whether knowledge is the most important
resource for firm boundaries and the actions that impact them, such as those associated with
growth and decline.

Our findings are subject to several limitations. One concern within the RBV literature is that
some measures are distant proxies for the resources they are intended to represent (Ketchen
et al., 2013). In response, we attempted to maximize the validity of our approach by applying
the purification process developed by Crook et al. (2008), found by those authors to enhance
measurement validity and reliability (cf. Dalton & Aguinis, 2013), and confirmed via construct
validity tests (Lambert & Newman, 2023). In addition, our primary studies did not differentiate
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knowledge creation from utilization. We therefore assumed that firms use their knowledge
resources as fully as possible. Research into the relationships between knowledge creation and
utilization could illuminate theoretical mechanisms for how this resource impacts competitive
advantage and performance. Finally, the article search process could produce selection effects,
as published articles may be biased toward those reporting significant findings. Although the
Trim and Fill method was used to help remedy this concern, selection effects and publication
bias are possible limitations to our findings.

5 | CONCLUSION

Since its origins, the field of strategic management has sought to understand the determinants
of why some firms outperform others. The evidence that we offer supports the KBV's core pre-
diction about the role of knowledge resources in such outcomes—and shows that such
resources are at least a—if not the—key determinant. As the field of strategy continues to build
a “wall” of understanding, knowledge resources appear to be both foundational bricks as well
as the glue that binds other strategic resources together to help explain why firms have differ-
ences in their performances.
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