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[bookmark: _Toc482282498]INTRODUCTION
Football has come through serious metamorphosis within last three decades, which had a great influence on the identity of the game itself. Football clubs, in their turn, made it all the way from sporting organizations to highly commercialized firms. Increased attention from new stakeholders, such as investors, sponsors, financial institutions, etc., contributed to the raising ambiguity regarding the primary goal of football clubs’ performance. Historically, football teams’ owners were concerned mainly with on-field success, especially in traditional markets as England, where the game presumably origins from. However, continuously increasing value of the industry – European football market was worth €22,1 bln in 2015 – brought profit-maximizing concepts to football clubs’ management, which earlier was considered a specific feature of North American professional sports.
As a business football remains an industry with several significant specifics, which add complexity to both academic and practical understanding of it. For instance, football clubs have always had a complex stakeholder network, where even outsiders, namely supporters, can have a significant influence on decision-making processes. It is evident, that all new stakeholders, mainly considering football clubs as business units and subjects to investment, contributed to further complication of organizational network. Moreover, these newcomers were the ones adding to the ambiguity of the primary goal of football clubs’ performance.
Given that current football clubs should be considered as business units as much as simply sporting organizations, surprisingly few efforts were made to determine multidimensional means of success achievement in this industry and contribute to strategic understanding of how to be the best football club. Academics and practitioners usually distinguish on- and off-field performances, and devote their works to their separate assessments. On the one hand relationship between characteristics of players and results in head-to-head games is analyzed (Carmichael and Ward, 2000), significant technical actions explaining team on-field performance are defined (Oberstone, 2009), coach dismissals’ impact on sporting results is determined (Paola and Scoppa, 2012), etc., while on the other influence of on-field successes on financial conditions is investigated (Szymanski and Kuypers, 1999) as well as no relationship between sporting and financial results is found (Barros and Santos, 2004), and so on. Nevertheless, there are hardly any attempts of understanding what defines overall success of football clubs, especially, considering both on- and off-field resources teams’ management has at hand.
Thus, the research objective of this paper is to identify multidimensional factors that contribute to achievement and/or sustainment of football clubs’ competitive advantages.
For the purpose of the stated problem resolution, Top 50 European football clubs, according to the UEFA club coefficient rankings, are taken, and their resources and capabilities are investigated in accordance with the resource-based view framework. There also is made a conscious division of resources and capabilities of football clubs in order to identify if academically proven superiority of capabilities over resources is applicable to European football industry. Thus, the following research questions were raised:
· Which resources of football clubs define their overall success?
· Which capabilities of football clubs define their overall success?
· Do any of resources and capabilities have a greater influence on overall success of football clubs than others?
In order to identify resources and capabilities of football clubs the literature review on the football management and resource-based view as well as qualitative analysis were conducted. Further, the relevant methodology was applied to collected secondary data, and statistical analysis aimed at determination of relationship between football clubs’ resources and capabilities and their success was executed.
The paper is structured in the following way. Firstly, attention is drawn to football management and specifics of football industry. Secondly, academic works dedicated to performance assessment of football clubs are illustrated. Finally, the resource-based view is described. The relevance of the chosen framework to competitive advantage achievement is explained, and the evolution of the concept is presented. 
Afterwards, methodology and data description are introduced, fully explaining the process of sample selection, variables identification, secondary data collection and hypotheses statement.
Next, empirical research is presented and its results are overviewed. Further, findings are interpreted in the context of the paper’s research objective, limitations are underlined, and further research directions are suggested.
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Sport has come through stage of commercialization, evolving from simple sporting events into an entertainment industry with various groups of stakeholders highly concerned with the outcome of each game. Mason (1999) proposed four groups of stakeholders, to whom sport is now being sold:
1) fans, attending games on stadiums and following them on media, and purchasing team-related merchandize;
2) communities which build facilities for local clubs and support them;
3) media organizations purchasing right on sports games and broadcasting them;
4) corporations, supporting teams through sponsorship or other revenue generating activities.
Some researchers argue that further development of sport towards commercialization might have a critical impact on the way how clubs treat their stakeholders and vice-versa. Adcroft and Teckman (2009) assume, for example, that sport clubs might change their perception of their support base and exploit them solely as a revenue source through ticket and team merchandise sales. On the other hand, sport organizations themselves are now more often considered being a potential investment rather than just a sports entity competing for the sake of a victory (Gomes et al., 2015).
Overall, the process of sport industry becoming more and more business-like has not remained unnoticed by managements academics. Adcroft and Teckman (2009) stress two main reasons for a continuously raising interest to sport management. Sport with its endless rivalries and constant seeking for victory might be seen as a metaphor of business world and examined from this perspective. At the same time, specific context of sport industry might be favorable for trying out new business approaches and techniques, while their effect might be assessed in so-called laboratory conditions of simplified sporting contests. In other words, it is precisely the multidimensionality of both sports and business that leads to growing amount of sport management related literature.
Football has also come through a metamorphosis in the last decades, which to a certain level has changed the identity of the game itself (Thrassou et al., 2012). Football clubs have come through a transition from sports organizations to firms, mostly due to the necessity dictated by the external environment (Kartakoullis et al., 2013).
Intensified media coverage brought much more attention to football from external stakeholders, who were and are eager to invest their money in football clubs (Samuels, 2008).  Prior to this shift, football clubs have already constituted a diverse stakeholder network, including players, coached, team management, fans, sponsors, etc., and joining of business sharks has not made club management any easier (Gammelsaeter, 2010).  Besides that, they are involved in a continuous and close interaction with higher-level football organizations.
There are two dimensions of football business systems as identified by Grundy (2004): horizontal and vertical. Horizontal represents such structures as leagues, associations and federations, which are conceptually football clubs joined into incorporative structures. Vertical one implies clubs’ participating in regional, continental or global football structures. Szymanski and Kuypers (2000) argue that football industry is mainly based on horizontal interaction level, as it reflects the natural identity of the sport – competition between different football clubs, each of which is striving to achieve better sport results.
Football clubs, as in the majority of sports, represent firms, which are incorporated in the aggregation of other enterprises called leagues. Leagues, in their turn, are independent business units mainly responsible for the organization of, most commonly, national championships (Rossi et al., 2013). The most renown national top division leagues are English Premier-League, Spanish La Liga, Italian Seria A, German Bundesliga, and French Ligue 1, which constitute 54% of the European football market value worth €22,1 bln in 2015.
Regional and national federations are next structural stages of the football business ladder. While national leagues execute a controlling function towards related football clubs, national federations are considered disciplinary authorities for both clubs and leagues.
There is also a three-way link between football clubs, national leagues and national federations, which all are associated to the Union of European Football Associations (UEFA). This is an organizational body playing administrative and controlling role for the above-mentioned structures it is related to. Best football clubs of UEFA accredited national leagues compete in the UEFA Champions’ League, victory in which is considered the most significant in the European football. Teams finishing near the top of respective national leagues also compete in UEFA Europa League, which is treated as the second most prestigious European cup.
UEFA as well is one of six continental associations that constitute the Federation of International Football Associations (FIFA). The latter has been established in 1956 and has contributed substantially to the grown world popularity of football and its evolvement towards a well-organized and commercialized sport. The visual structure of football business model is represented on the Figure 1.
Figure 1 Football business model
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As mentioned before, football clubs must deal with a complicated network of stakeholders. Several groups of them surely have convergence in their interests: for example, coaches, team players and fans have a goal of sport success as a primary one. However, divergence in interests might take place as well, considering team management and numerous sponsors, for instance, who put financial performance of clubs ahead of everything else. Thus, the crucial question arises, if maximization of sport success or financial performance is more important.
Owners of North American professional sport teams are considered mainly as profit maximizers (Fort and Quirk, 1995), while in Europe such an approach is perceived at least with a skepticism. Football clubs’ owners are believed to be “utility maximizers” with budget limitations as a constraint, where utility is referred to as success on the field. Several decades ago researchers argued that professional sports clubs cannot identify a linear objective, proposing a complex one, which included sports performances, financial profits, customer retention (estimated on the basis of supporters’ number), etc. (Arnold and Webb, 1986; Cairns et al., 1986). More recently, papers devoted to football management mostly agree on the notion, that football clubs are to find a trade-off between sports and financial performances (Baroncelli et al., 2004). Before getting into details of literature review related to respective issue, it is essential to clarify what sources can have an impact on football clubs’ financial performance.
Deloitte Sports Business Group, which issues annual edition of Football Money League report, states there are three main revenue streams of football clubs. The first one is so-called Matchday revenue, accounting for 18% of total revenue gained by Top 20 European clubs in season 2015/2016 (Deloitte, 2017). Considering watching football matches a core product of football clubs, this revenue stream includes any inflows connected with it: seasonal and match-day tickets, corporate and VIP boxes, food, drinks and merchandise sold on the stadium ground on the day of the match, etc. Matchday revenues are, therefore, highly affected by football clubs’ facilities, in particular, stadium capacity and development of the ground around it. Attendance of matches is vital as well, and is hard to forecast as it is highly dependent on such variables as team performance, relationships with supporters, weather, etc. (Henderson, 2010).
Second revenue stream, constituting 39% of compound revenue (Deloitte, 2017), is Broadcast, or cash gained from selling rights on football matches broadcast. This source of revenue has rocketed in terms of its value in the last two decades. In season 2014/2015, Premier League football clubs have received almost €1,8 bln from Broadcast, which accounted for 53% of their total revenues that season (Deloitte, 2016). Latter technological advancement now allows supporters to follow their beloved teams on TV, PC, tablets and mobile phones, which provides established networks with an opportunity to make more money on the passion to football. Football clubs, in turn, can charge respective organizations with even higher paychecks for showing the matches they participate in.
Last but not least attractive revenue source is Commercial. This revenue stream includes two main components: merchandise and sponsorship. Merchandise consists of selling football kits, scarves, toys, cups and any other items, which can be stamped with a football club logo or pictures of club related staff on it. Sponsorship is based on desire of various enterprises to get an access to a global customer base football clubs are now having. Grounds on which sponsorship deals are set might vary from advertisement banner on the stadium to being presented on the kits of the players. Football clubs commonly are associated with two main sponsors: the title one, logo of which is centered on players’ shirts, and the technical one, which is specialized in the provision of professional sport teams with athletic clothes.
There is also one another activity that all the football clubs are involved in and which has a substantial impact on their financial performance – transfer of football players. This activity most often is reported in losses or zero at respective accounts, which is why football business practitioners normally do not take it into account when measuring football clubs’ financial performance.
Nevertheless, substantial amount of research has been devoted to exploring the unique nature of labor conditions in football industry. In the end of 1970’s the “freedom of contract” rule took place, claiming that from then on football players could leave their clubs at the end of their contracts with no transfer fee. However, if current club offered new contract terms not worse than existing ones, transfer fee should have been paid by the club football players were willing to move to. Status quo remained unchanged until Bosman case, which took place in 1995, and resulted in cancellation of the above-mentioned transfer fee. Thus, football players could start negotiations with owners of other clubs as soon as their contracts approached expiration. Such a ground-breaking ruling has shortly resulted into increased free movement of football players between European football clubs, and, consequently between football teams worldwide. This historic note on football transfer rules plays an important role in understanding a specific nature of football regarding labor conditions. Football, although being a labor-intensive industry, represents a business, where employees are highly geographically mobile, while their employers are based in permanent locations (Boon, 2000; Maguire and Stead, 1998).
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Szymanski and Kuypers (2000) propose there are two essential variables upon which football clubs’ performance is dependent. The first one is referred to as sporting, or, in other words, on-field performance. This aspect depends on such variables as football players’ skills (Gerrard, 2005), coaches and their turnover (Dawson and Dobson, 2002; Hope, 2003), game itself (Carmichael et al., 2000), etc. The other variable, financial performance, is dependent on club management (Ozawa et al., 2004), number of supporters and their global presence (Buraimo et al., 2007), and several other factors, including sporting performance of football clubs as well. Such an interconnection between the above-mentioned variables has drawn attention of numerous researchers, making attempts to explain the nature of football business.
Kuper and Szymanski (2011) stress there is still a strong perception present among football clubs’ owners that the primary objective of their teams is to achieve victories on field. Thus, it is assumed that as long as seasonal goals in terms of sporting performance are achieved, and yearly financial indicators are kept within accepted level, board members of the clubs might claim everything is going well. In case management is facing the opposite conditions, the above-mentioned perception commonly leads to two options to choose between.
The first one is coach dismissal (Gammelsaeter, 2013). Several football clubs can be characterized as the ones implementing this strategy much more often than their rivals (Paola and Scoppa, 2012). Such a fact turns out to be quite buzzard since coach dismissals mainly are proven to be ineffective regarding achieving more victories (Heuer et al., 2011). Consequently, several researches are now devoted to understanding of underlying reasons for high coaches’ turnover rates in European football clubs (Nissen, 2015).     
Another option of dealing with unsatisfying results is investing in the squad, in an attempt to attract the best players in order to beat competitors on the field next season. Several issues, however, arise from this “solution”. Firstly, numerous football clubs have put themselves into critical financial conditions due to the execution of this strategy (Gammelsaeter, 2010). In constant urge to acquire star players, clubs borrowed more and more money from banks, slowly but steadily creating a bubble (Carmichael et al., 2001). Szymanski (2010) once compared the Premier League to the failed during the economic crisis of 2008 banking industry. He claimed that football clubs were weakly regulated, driven by short term gains, and managed by team owners, who thought the business is too big to fail. Financial Fair Play concept introduced by UEFA in 2009 has forced clubs to balance their incomes and expenses more carefully, and overall has contributed to implementation of better management practices in football business.
One another specific feature of football industry is its transparency regarding individual contribution of football players to overall team performance. Even without thorough statistical reports provided by respective organizations, any human being, from local supporter to team owner of a competing football club, can look up players’ demographics, physics, appearances, goals, assists, etc. over, basically, all the years this or that player is present on the football field. It goes without saying, that professional scouts have access to a much deeper analysis of football players, and, supposedly, can find a perfect fit for any missing position in the team’s squad. However, there is a limited ability to forecast if the current star player will remain his status in a new club or new national league (Stinchcombe, 1990). Many variables might have a critical influence on potential performance of a newly coming player, thus, there are literally no guarantees there will be positive return on investment, which team owners so often tend to make in an urge to achieve better sporting performance.
As mentioned before, numerous researchers devoted their work to focusing on financial performance of football clubs as the primary determinant of their success. For example, Szymanski and Kuypers (2000) in their book “Winners and Losers: the Business Strategy of Football” analyze the impact of wage expenditure on league performance, and conclude than in almost 90% of the cases the final team standings are dependent on the amount of money spent on players’ salaries. Barajas et al. (2007) examined the interdependence of league results with revenues and net profits of Spanish La Liga’s clubs, claiming that higher revenues allow football clubs to acquire better players, and achieve even better results. Nevertheless, Szymanski (2001) in his earlier work on example of English Premier League proves that developed financial advantage of one clubs over another does not impact the probability of winning and losing of these teams in their face-to-face competition.
While trying to clarify the nature of interdependence between sporting and financial results, various researchers focused on interpretation of performance causal ambiguity that is present in football industry. This notion here means that it is highly problematic to clearly determine cause-effect relationship between on-field and off-field results of football clubs. Szymanski and Kuypers (2000) in their above-mentioned book, for instance, not only conclude that higher wage expenditure leads to better league performance, but also underline that improved sporting results consequently provide football clubs with bigger revenue streams. Arnold (1991) in his earlier studies claims there is a strong positive relationship between sporting results of English clubs and their incomes, emphasizing the primary role of on-field performance. Kringstad and Olsen (2015) refer to previous academic papers, that state larger budgeted teams perform better in sports, and successfully attempt to prove the opposite on the case of Norwegian football league. According to their judgement, adequate financial conditions are necessary, yet not sufficient for better sporting results. Albeit admitting the importance of off-field management of football clubs, Kringstad and Olsen (2015) lean to the conclusion, that the main contributor to teams’ success lies in the game itself. However, Barros and Santos (2004), for instance, conclude there might be no positive correlation between sporting and financial results. At the same time, football industry knows several stories when great financial support did not lead to any sustained improvement in on-field performance: case of Anji 2011-2014 in Russia, Malaga 2010-2015 in Spain, etc.
Overall, it is fair to say, that although the causal ambiguity of football clubs’ performance is still a controversial issue for both academics and practitioners, majority of specialists of the industry agree greater on-field results are more likely to determine better overall performance of football clubs as business units. Given that, it is worth paying attention to research papers focused on the investigation of underlying causes of differences between various teams’ sporting performance. Usually, academics determine two groups of contributing factors: strictly gaming indicators, such as possession, shots, tackles, injuries, etc., and managerial ones, which may include financial results, staff rotation, supporters’ management, etc.
The appearance of Opta Index, special software providing numerous statistics and evaluations of football players within the game, gave researchers an access to unseen before data, which could further be used for estimation of on-field teams’ performance. Carmichael and Ward (2000) were pioneers in this area, conducting an analysis of the relationship between skills and other characteristics of players and victories or losses in head-to-head games between football clubs of English Premier League. Karanfil (2016) also contributed to the research of single game performance assessment with his paper devoted to an empirical analysis of European football rivalries. In this work Karanfil emphasizes that in most of the analyzed cases off-field factors might have a bigger impact on the efficiency of rivals’ sporting performance than on-field ones. Another research by Pollard (1986) suggests that the location where the game is held has a significant influence on its results as well. The author claims there is a statistical proof of existing home stadium advantage, estimating that teams gain 75% less points when playing away. However, these researches are mainly concerned with the analysis of elements that contribute to individual games’ outcome, and thus might not be applied to the study of season-long performance.
Oberstone (2009) focused his attention on precisely the estimation of football teams’ results over season. Having identified 24 game actions, he defined 6 statistically significant factors that explain teams’ performance in the English Premier League football year. Barros and Leach (2006), in their turn, took off-field input variables, namely number of players, wages, net assets, and stadium facilities expenditure, and investigated their impact on the number of points gained in the season. Paola and Scoppa (2012) attempted to identify effects of managerial turnover on gaming results based on the case of Italian football teams, and found no statistically significant impact of coaches’ dismissals on teams’ performance. Trequattrini et al. (2015) conducted an unconventional research devoted to the analysis of networking influence on on-field indicators and overall sporting performance. According to their judgement, networking investigation has a great potential of becoming a useful tool for football tactics’ analysis.
There is, however, hardly any research papers devoted to the analysis of multidimensional causes of football clubs’ sporting performance. In other words, academics stick to the division of on- and off-field indicators, and investigate their effect on teams’ results separately. Rare exception from current status quo is a paper by Gerrard (2010), where he proposes a win cost indicator, defining sporting efficiency as on-field performance per unit of financial input, or amount of victories per wages. The research is traditionally based on the English Premier League data, and concludes that, although financial resources are the main contributor to on-field results, there is a possibility of football teams with budget constraints outperforming their wealthier competitors due to higher sporting efficiency. Besides the limited attention paid to analysis of simultaneous effects of on- and off-field factors on sporting performance, the international approach toward the respective investigation is lacking. Most of the times academics focus either on the data wealthy national leagues (i.e., English Premier League), or on championships of the countries of their origin.
Taking a step back, it is essential to note, that most of the researchers in this academic area lack a holistic approach in their studies. In other words, some of the crucial variables are missing in different papers, be it because of on- and off-field factors’ division, limitation of market under investigation, or, most notably, focus on several distinct factors and their impact on football clubs’ performance instead of looking at all the means management teams have at hand and can use to succeed. Given the nature of football management development, most frequently implying analysis of application of proved to be effective business practices to football industry, there is no surprise in this fact. However, although academic works claim to have significant findings, they often fail to explain the reality. While Szymanski and Kuypers (2000) state that wage expenditure of football teams defines final standings in English Premier League, Leicester FC, albeit having an astonishing gap in salaries’ budget compared to Top-6 clubs, last year left them all behind in precisely the same tournament. When Paola and Scoppa (2012) conclude coaches’ dismissals have no influence on teams’ performance, FC Chelsea fires head coach Andre Villas-Boas after defeat in first leg of round of 16 in UEFA Champions League, and wins the same Cup with a new manager three months later. Such an ambiguity is not an exception of the rule, but rather a systematic proof that academics and practitioners are missing something important in their studies.
Thus, when such unexplained cases become evident, the question arises: what exactly identifies football clubs’ success? If money spent on players’ salaries cannot define teams’ superiority, maybe, the way these players are trained and instructed to play on the match day can? If consequences of managerial turnover, namely changed approach to trainings, squad formation, choice of tactics, etc., are unable to determine an improvement of teams’ performance, maybe, the rotation of a head coach per se and subsequent changes in players’ mentality due to renovation of a leader are? If and when resources of football clubs themselves fail to explain the nature of the happening, it is crucial to turn to the investigation of the way they are used, on- and off-field and from an international perspective.
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The resource-based view of the firm (RBV) has developed as a complementary theoretical framework to the Industrial Organization (IO) view described by Bain (1968) and Porter (2004) in their respective works. In the latter years of the 20th century the RBV has risen as a popular theory of competitive advantage, which by that time constituted the core of progressive strategic management literature (Coyne, 1986; Williams, 1992).
The core proposition of existing management theory heavily relies on the notion that superior performance of companies arises from competitive advantage (CA) they obtain (Durand and Vaara, 2009). Yet, unified academic definition of CA is lacking, and various interpretations of it often imply different meanings (Rumelt, 2003; O’Shannassy, 2008).
Sigalas and Pekka-Economou (2013) define two principal ways competitive advantage is conceptualized in academic papers. The first one is devoted to identification of CA sources, while another is concerned with the indicators of CA exploitation.
The book “Competitive advantage: creating and sustaining superior performance” by Porter (2004) has become the main contributor to the first conceptual framework. Porter (2004) claims there are only two possible sources of competitive advantage, namely cost leadership and differentiation. Although not providing explicit definition of CA, he introduces the notion of superior value, which, in his opinion, leads to competitive advantage if the firm either provides same benefits as competitors but for lower prices or offers unique benefits that outweigh their high price.
Other academics, defining competitive advantage in terms of performance, tie it with continuous creation of above-average or superior financial returns (Ghemawat and Rivkin, 1999), consider it as the degree to which firm’s benefit-cost gap is excelling the rivals’ one (Ghemawat, 2006), and see it as the firm’s outperformance of its competitors in the industry (Oster, 1999). Barney (2002) in a way sums up the above-mentioned stating that competitive advantage is achieved when the firm is creating economic value, and other players of the market or industry are engaged in this process as well.
In his earlier work, Barney (1991) claims the firm experiences sustained competitive advantage (SCA) when “it is implementing a value creating strategy not simultaneously being implemented by any current or potential competitors and when these other firms are unable to duplicate the benefits of this strategy”. He further adds the dynamics constituent to his concept, emphasizing that “sustained” does not mean competitive advantage would last forever - sudden shifts in the industry might make sources of CA irrelevant and invaluable in new market conditions. 
The resource-based view, as many other preceding leading management theories, assumes that sustainable competitive advantage is the desired ultimate outcome of managerial efforts within the company. Considering Sigalas and Pekka-Economou (2013) classification, the RBV refers to the first type of conceptual frameworks, as it draws attention to the ways SCA can be achieved.
In their earliest works, Chamberlin (1935) and Robinson (1936) recognize the potential importance of firm-specific resources, highlighting heterogeneity of companies regarding their internal structure and capacity. They further assume that these resources and their subsets are essentially the basis of imperfect competition and lead to super-normal profits for the companies having them at hand. Hofer and Schendel (1996), in turn, suggest that resources possessed by firms are the primary determinants of its performance contributing to a sustainable competitive advantage.
Latter researches devoted to the RBV provided the academic society with a variety of terms regarding firm’s resources. Wernerfelt (1984) defines resource as “anything which could be thought of as a strength or weakness of a given firm”, while Barney (1991) referred all assets, capabilities, organizational processes, knowledge, etc. to the resources helping to conceive and implement strategies which improve firms’ efficiency and effectiveness. For the sake of parsimony further in this work the following definition of the resource by Teece et al. (1997) will be used:
“Resources are firm-specific assets that are difficult if not impossible to imitate. … Such assets are difficult to transfer among firms because of transaction costs and transfer costs, and because the assets may contain tacit knowledge”.
Numerous attempts of resource categorization took place, resulting, however, in quite similar classifications. Probably, the most renown is the one used by Grant (1991) in his work, where he refers to the categorization presented by Hofer and Schendel (1996). According to their research, six major categories of resource can be identified: financial, physical, human, technological, organizational, and reputational. Latter works on the same topic do not present a breakthrough in the respective area of research, being rather reflections of various approaches towards the same issue. Thus, the classification by Hofer and Schendel (1996) is taken as a primary for further use in this work.   
There is a simple idea at heart of the RBV, however, that not all resources are equally important and can potentially be a source of sustainable competitive advantage. Thus, it is the functionality of resources and their employment is what matters the most (Penrose, 1959; Wernerfelt, 1984). Lockett et al. (2009) emphasize that resources might be multifunctional and can be applied to various markets over time, therefore, management of the firm plays critical role of determining the most important resources, while their usage further is highly dependent on personal perceptions of managers. Therefore, the RBV emphasizes the importance of fundamental processes, all executed by management of the organization, which presumably are a key to gaining the sustainable competitive advantage of the firm: identification of crucial resources possessed by the organization, their development, protection and deployment. Several researchers state that there are numerous barriers preventing the firm’s management from executing their above-mentioned functions: lack of time and attention, bounded rationality, cognitive biases, framing limitations, etc. (Peteraf and Bergen, 2003; Williamson, 1983; Amit and Schomaker, 1993).   
Rashidirad et al. (2015) underline that two main approaches to the resource-based view theorizing and application are present in numerous research papers devoted to this framework. The traditional one is referred to by Meyer et al. (1993) as the reductionistic one, which they define as “an approach whereby researchers seek to understand the behavior of a social entity separately analyzing its constituent parts”. The reductionistic approach has been used continuously in the RBV devoted research papers, however, Rashidirad et al. (2015) argue it is substantially limited, especially in comparison to its alternative – the holistic approach. This concept was based on configuration theory (Miles et al., 2008), and implies that superior performance may be achieved if the match between firm’s resources and its competitive strategy is present (Brik et al., 2011).
	Lockett et al. (2009) in their work also discuss the interconnection between the firm’s resource base and its executed strategies. According to their research, the reasons for firms’ heterogeneity regarding resources might lie in both exogenous and endogenous natures. Firm might possess superior resources due to its unique historical evolution, which is considered being an exogenous reason. Endogenous one, on the contrary, refers to a conscious strategic decision of the company’s management, which has led to the possession of certain resources. 
It is worth repeating, that value creation is a centric element of gaining competitive advantage. Consequently, a resource might be a source of competitive advantage, if it is valuable by itself or contributes to the value creation process within the organization. Hunt and Derozier (2004) state that “the resource is “valuable” when it contributes to firm’s ability to efficiently and/or effectively produce a marketplace offering that has value for some market segment or segments”. In other words, value creation is a primary condition for resources to be perceived as a source of competitive advantage.
As well at the core of the resource based view is the inability of competitors to duplicate resource. Barriers to duplication might be summarized into three main conditions of the resource: inimitable, immobile, and non-substitutable. Inimitability might be reached due to lack of resource clear identification or unclear definition of its responsibility for superior performance generation. Immobility implies the idea of preventing key individuals or groups of them, contributing to creation of competitive advantage or representing it themselves, from being hired away by rivals. Non-substitutability refers to a similar idea of key resources not being easily substituted.   
Several classifications and frameworks were designed by researchers highlighting the idea of firms’ resource unequal importance and potential, summary of which is presented in the Table 1. One of the most renowned ones is the VRIN framework proposed by Barney (1991), who claims that advantage-creating resources must be valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable. Grant (1991) in his work describes four tests, which resources yielding competitive advantage must meet, as durability, transparency, transferability and replicability. Peteraf (1993) further developed four resource conditions, which enable them to become SCA providers: heterogeneity of resource, ex post limits to competition, imperfect mobility of resource, and ex ante limits to competition. Building on previous works, Collis and Montgomery (1995) assume resources must meet five criteria: inimitability, durability, appropriability, substitutability, and competitive superiority. Finally, Amit and Schoemaker (1993) come up with eight deciding principles, namely, complementarity, scarcity, low tradability, inimitability, limited substitutability, appropriability, durability, and overlap with strategic industry factors.
Table 1 Criteria for critical resource identification 
	Author
	Barney (1991)
	Grant (1991)
	Peteraf (1993)
	Amit and Schoemaker (1993)
	Collis and Montgomery (1995)

	Criteria for critical resource identification
	Valuable;
Rare;
Inimitable;
Non-substitutable
	Durable;
Transparent;
Transferrable;
Replicable
	Heterogeneity of resource;
Ex post limits to competition;
Imperfect mobility of resource;
Ex ante limits to competition
	Complementarity;
Scarcity
Low tradability;
Inimitability;
Limited substitutability;
Appropriability;
Durability;
Overlap with strategic industry factors
	Inimitability;
Durability;
Appropriability;
Substitutability;
Competitive superiority



Rising interest towards the resource-based view has resulted in another type of resources’ classification, according to which they constitute three groups: tangible assets, intangible assets, and capabilities.
Wernerfelt (1989) refers to tangible assets as to “the fixed and current assets of an organization which have a fixed long-run capacity”, giving plant, equipment, capital goods and stocks as examples. The value of tangible assets is easy to measure (Hall, 1989) through traditional accounting mechanisms and is usually presented in the balance sheet of the firm.  Nevertheless, the utility of such assets is limited due to their transparency (Grant, 1991) and weak resistance towards duplication.
Hall (1992) and Williams (1992) claim that intangible assets may include brand, company reputation, intellectual property, company networks, etc. According to Grant (1991), the differences between balance sheet and stock market valuation of the firm signal precisely of the presence of intangible assets. They have relatively unlimited capacity and might be exploited in several ways (in-house, licensing, selling, etc.). The value of intangible assets is supposedly much higher than of tangible ones due to their natural tacitness, which leads to some researchers arguing these resources are the most strategically important of the firm (Itami and Roehl, 2009).
The earlier works devoted to the resource-based view were mostly concerned with identification of the characteristics of resources that are not subject to imitation by competitors. However, it soon was recognized, that such resources would not lead to sustainable competitive advantage due to their vulnerability to competitive replication. Grant (1991) later argued that only few resources are productive on their own, pushing further researches towards the idea of distinction between resources and capabilities. Grant (1991) claimed that precisely cooperation of teams of resources, and individual or group skills, organizational routines and interactions, through which resources are coordinated, is what brings firms to effective performance. Hence capabilities refer to firms’ capacity to deploy possessed resources in order to gain sustainable competitive advantage. Capabilities are often referred to as invisible assets (Itami and Roehl, 2009), their capacity is limited in the short run due to learning and change difficulties, however, their capacity in the long run can be estimated as relatively unlimited (Wernerfelt, 1989). Although some of capabilities, tied on individual skills, might be hired away by competitors, in general they are highly tacit, which results in the tendency of the RBV devoted literature to assess capabilities as the most likely source of SCA (Collis, 1994).
Penrose (1959) stresses the role of managers in maintaining markets’ condition in the state of imperfect competition, which they play using internal firm’s resource base, their perception of resources available to competitors, decisions they make in order to achieve competitive advantage, and the way they shape the markets along with the execution of their strategies. Prahalad (2000) stresses the importance of the cross-sectional use of the firm’s resource base, claiming that managers’ focus to discrete organizational units might not be enough for gaining competitive advantage of the company as a whole. Lockett et al. (2009) develop this idea even further, proposing that managers are responsible for identification of resource capacity on a scale of different markets. They give an example of such an intangible resource as knowledge, and state there is hardly any limit to which it could be shared, emphasizing rather how significant management comprehension of where and how resources could be used is.
Based on fundamental works devoted to the RBV, it becomes clear, that critical resources and capabilities (Wernerfelt, 1989) are the ones providing the firm with an opportunity to implement a strategy leading to the SCA (Barney, 1991). This strategy, in other words, allows the organization to be an efficient (more operationally) as well as an effective (in terms of customer satisfaction) player of a product-market (Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993). According to the RBV, competitive advantage is gained due to efficient use of resources, which allows the firm to provide customers with greater perceived benefits for the same cost, or same perceived benefits for a lower cost. Consequently, Conner (1991) concludes there are two practical ways of competing in the product-market: offering differentiated products or gaining low cost position regarding other players of the market.   
It soon was understood by researchers’ community that the RBV is overly static. It assumes uniform and static product markets, where customer preferences are constant (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000), which is, obviously, far from the economic reality, which implies constantly changing both internal firm’s environment and external market conditions and customers’ requirements. Hence, static resources and capabilities might arguably be considered sources of competitive advantage (Priem and Butler, 2001). Quite on the contrary, strategic resources and capabilities are to evolve along with ever-changing external environment. Firms should therefore incorporate a dynamic approach towards their resource base in order to adjust better to the market. (McKelvie and Davidsson, 2009). Such a twist in theoretical works devoted to the RBV has resulted in the introduction of the notion of dynamic capabilities. Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) define them as following:
“The firm’s processes that use resources – specifically the processes to integrate, reconfigure, gain and release resources – to match and even create market change. Dynamic capabilities thus are the organizational and strategic routines by which firms achieve new resource configurations as markets emerge, collide, split, evolve, and die”.
In comparison to the traditional RBV, which mostly underlines the importance of the right choice of resource combination, the concept of dynamic capabilities emphasizes the constant resource and capabilities renewal due to their constant recombination. Thus, with the introduction of dynamic capabilities, new managers’ challenge was uncovered. Now, instead of only identifying the right resources and deploying them appropriately to the static market, they became responsible for coming up with ideas on how to renew resources and capabilities in order to match continuously changing external environment (Pavlou and El Sawy, 2011).
Teece et al. (1997) and Teece (2007) claim that dynamic capabilities should be regarded as one of the main sources of creation and development of competitive advantage. He further develops that although advantages might result from hard-to-imitate and rare dynamic assets, constantly changing nature of the external environment substantially diminishes the value of such assets, giving an example of knowledge, which has a tendency of becoming outdated. It is the dynamic capabilities used for continuous creation, extension, updating, protecting, and maintaining unique resource base, Teece (2007) stresses, that are of the most crucial importance.
In the same paper Teece (2007) presents his classification of dynamic capabilities regarding their functionality. In his words, the first group is intended for sensing and shaping opportunities and threats, the second one is designed for seizing opportunities, and the third one – for maintaining competitiveness through enhancing, combining, protecting and reconfiguring the firm’s intangible and tangible assets. Pavlou and El Sawy (2011) claim another categorization of dynamic capabilities expressed in four processes: sensing, learning, integrating, and coordinating.
Wang and Ahmed (2007), in their turn, propose conceptually different typology, and identify adaptive, absorption, and innovative dynamic capabilities, which constitute the basis for dynamic processes’ execution when combined with each other. They describe adaptive capabilities as the ones carrying out the function of the firm’s adaptation to current environmental conditions due to the presence of flexible resources, being available internally, and functional ability to adjust them to changes, taking place externally. Absorptive capabilities are referred to as the ones responsible for exploiting the combination of external and internal knowledge for the sake of internal use. Innovative capabilities require an innovative approach from the firm’s management as their main function is to seek for possible alignment of internal resource base with the opportunities constantly changing environment provides.
When it comes to an assessment of the resource base of the firm, several issues might come across its management. There are numerous ways of estimating the value of tangible resources of the organization, which is why managers are often prone to spend quite a substantial amount of time doing so. However, as mentioned above, the utility of such assets is limited (Grant, 1991), therefore, an audit of tangible resources is necessary for maintaining position in the market, yet it is insufficient for gaining competitive advantage.
Intangible assets and capabilities are, on the contrary, considered being the most strategically important for achieving sustainable competitive advantage (Itami and Roehl, 2009; Collis, 1994). Nevertheless, natural tacitness of these assets is a substantial barrier for their decent assessment. Both researchers and practitioners made effort to solve this problem, and have come up with various approaches to intangibles’ measurement presented in Table 2.
Table 2 Approaches to intangible assets' measurement
	Approach
	Direct Intellectual Capital
	Scorecard
	Market Capitalization
	Return on Assets

	Tools
	Citation-Weighted Patents (Bontis, 1998)
	Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan and Norton, 1996)
	Market-to-Book Value (Stewart, 1998)
	Value Added Intellectual Coefficient (Pulic, 2000)

	
	The Value Explorer (Andriessen, 2011)
	Intangible Asset Monitor (Sveiby, 1998)
	Tobin’s q (Stewart, 1998; Bontis, 1998)
	Knowledge Capital Earnings (Lev, 2001)

	
	-
	Skandia Navigator (Edvinsson and Malone, 1999)
	-
	-

	
	-
	IC-Index (Roos, 2000)
	-
	-

	
	-
	Value Chain Scorecard (Lev, 2001)
	-
	-

	
	-
	Intellectual Capital Statement (Danish Ministry, 2003) 
	-
	-



The most renown one of the above-mentioned is the Balanced Scorecard Concept by Kaplan and Norton (1996). The proposed concept was designed not only for intangibles’ measurement, but also for assessment of the firm’s strategic output in general, and includes five prospects: financing, customers, internal activities, knowledge, and growth. Critics of the theory stress that it still does not provide management with a clear understanding of how the intangibles should be applied to performance measures. Ittner and Larcker (2003) also bring to the surface the presence of a managerial bias inherent to the use of this framework, which lies in either executives emphasizing the most fashionable in the business press indicators or assessing indicators’ importance solely on their subjective perceptions.
	However, right assessment of the firm’s resource base is insufficient for gaining sustainable competitive advantage (Lavie, 2006), as even the presence of resources themselves might be putting the company on the wrong track and preventing management from implementing the right strategy at the right time (Barney, 1991).  The right use of the right firm’s assets, that goes well along with the appropriate firm’s strategy, which, in turn, generates unique and hard-to-imitate value, is something that might provide the organization with competitive advantage over time (Kay, 1993).
There is no doubt that in the last 30 years the resource-based view has evolved into one of the outstanding theories in strategy research. It enables both researchers and practitioners with an opportunity to understand the nature and determinants of sustainable competitive advantage. Several researches devoted to the RBV now have a fundamental value for various strategically important topics, and play a substantial role for an understanding of the interconnection between the resource base of the firm, strategic behavior to be implemented, dynamism of opportunities confronting the company, and capacity of consequences regarding potential advantages to be gained (Barney, 1991; Collis, 1994; Peteraf, 1993; Wernerfelt, 1984). Overall, the resource-based view constitutes an effective tool for internal analysis of the firm and implementation of appropriate strategy based on it.


[bookmark: _Toc482282503]3. HYPOTHESES STATEMENT
The literature review conducted significantly contributed to the process of football clubs’ resources and capabilities identification. Primary analysis allowed to discover 33 initial variables: Matchday, Broadcast, Commercial, Financial strength (sum of previous three), Net debt, Debt/Revenue ratio, Net transfers, Players’ on-field results, Squad rotation, Players' market value, Players' average market value, Wage level, Players' contracts management, Foreign/local players ratio, Average players age, Manager 10 years trophies, Head coach skills, Head coach motivation, Head coach rotation, Stadium facilities, Training facilities, Brand value, Supporters' base, Organizational culture, Networking skills, Academy efficiency, Scouting efficiency, Medical staff efficiency, Team 10 years trophies, Team motivation, Discipline, Prosperity of owners, Stadium attendance.
In order to do determine which of these football clubs’ resources and capabilities are more likely to have an impact on their organizational performance a well-recognized in France and worldwide sports and football journalist of Canal+, Geoffroy Garétier, was invited to get involved. With his assistance, the number of variables was reduced to 18, leaving Financial strength, Debt/Revenue ratio, Players’ on-field results, Squad rotation, Players’ market value, Wage level, Head coach skills, Head coach rotation, Stadium facilities, Brand value, Communication with supporters, Organizational culture, Networking skills, Academy efficiency, Scouting efficiency, Medical staff efficiency, Discipline, Stadium attendance.
On the next step the it was attempted to determine indicators for the above-mentioned variables, when the complexity of estimation of several of them came across. For instance, it is hard to find an indicator of the Organizational culture level of development, which would be representative and consistent throughout the whole sample. Thus, due to unavailability of information and/or indicators’ inability to explain the nature of football clubs’ resources or capabilities, some of the variables were left out, namely Wage level, Organizational culture, Networking skills, Academy efficiency, and Scouting efficiency. As such, the final list of football clubs’ resources and capabilities included 13 variables, namely Financial strength, Debt/Revenue ratio, Players’ market value, Head coach skills, Discipline, Players’ on-field results, Squad rotation, Head coach rotation, Brand value, Communication with supporters, Stadium capacity, Stadium attendance, Medical staff efficiency.
Having identified resources and capabilities of football clubs, it was essential to determine the measure of success. For the research purposes the UEFA rankings for club competitions were chosen, and their coefficients were considered dependent variable in further regression model building. The club coefficient rankings are based on the clubs’ on-pitch performance in UEFA Champions League and UEFA Europe League within 5 consecutive years. Teams are awarded with various amount of points if they win or draw matches depending on the stage of the tournament. For example, victories in qualifying rounds of UEFA Champions League will bring a club 0,5 or 1 points, while winning on a group-stage will add 2 points to its ranking. The choice of on-field performance indicator as the fundamental one of the research goes well along with the conclusion made in the literature review, stating that success on the field is more likely to define the overall prosperity of football clubs as business units than vice versa.
In their work, Hofer and Schendel (1996) identify six types of resources: financial, physical, human, technological, organizational, and reputational. Out of 13 independent variables identified, 5 might be attributed to different types of resources. However, it is of much higher importance how they are used, and which capabilities they constitute. With the assistance of Mr. Garétier the link between the determined resources and the rest of the independent variables has been pointed out and is described in the Table 3.
Table 3 Resources and capabilities of football clubs
	Type
	Resources
	Capabilities

	Financial
	Financial strength
	Debt/Revenue ratio

	Organizational
	Players’ market value
Head coach skills
	Discipline

	Human
	Players’ market value
Head coach skills
	Players’ on-field results Squad rotation
Head coach rotation

	Reputational
	Brand value
	Communication with supporters

	Physical
	Stadium capacity
	Stadium attendance

	Technological
	Players’ market value
	Medical staff efficiency



The established connection between above-mentioned resources and capabilities is worth a detailed description. Financial strength on its own shows how clubs’ performance resulted in the revenue streams within one year, while Debt/Revenue ratio brings a wider perspective to the table, representing how football organizations manage not only their income but credit as well and whether they are capable of balancing them.
Players and head coaches are the main contributors to the on-pitch performance of the club, the organization of which is presumably much more complicated than it might appear. Discipline and players’ on-field results express the head coaches’ plan for the game, including formation, motivation, individual tasks, etc., all of which have a direct impact on these variables. Squad rotation and head coach rotation, in their turn, represent how management of clubs approaches their main assets from the human resources perspective. Medical staff efficiency carries a similar meaning in this sense, demonstrating how these specialists deal with fragile physical conditions of professional sportsmen.
Brand value indicates the accumulated clubs’ brand strength, which has yet to be exploited. Communication with supporters, therefore, shows how corresponding management teams have communicated clubs’ values to their existing and potential supporters. Stadium attendance are basically the results of the same efforts presenting how successfully the above-mentioned supporters have been attracted to attend their favorite clubs’ matches.
Based on the literature review and expert interview conducted, several hypotheses were stated to be tested further in the research by regression model building. It was crucial to firstly analyze if the identified resources of football clubs have a statistically significant impact on the UEFA rankings:
	H1.1: financial strength has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H1.2: players’ market value has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H1.3: head coach skills have a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H1.4: stadium capacity has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H1.5: brand value has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings.
As mentioned before, Grant (1991) and numerous latter researchers have proved that only few resources on their own could lead to the sustainable competitive advantage. It is rather capabilities, which are referring to firms’ capacity to deploy possessed resources, are the ones gaining the SCA. Hence, it was essential for the research to test if capabilities of football clubs have a statistically significant impact on the UEFA rankings:
H2.1: debt/revenue ratio has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H2.2: discipline has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H2.3: players’ on-field results have a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H2.4: squad rotation has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H2.5: head coach rotation has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H2.6: communication with supporters has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H2.7: stadium attendance has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings;
H2.8: medical staff efficiency has a positive impact on football clubs’ positions in the UEFA club coefficient rankings.
Having stated the hypotheses for future research, it is essential to emphasize their link to the resource-based view framework, which serves as an academic basis of this paper. One of the greatest contributors to the RBV, Grant (1991) introduced the strategy formulation process, based on identification of resources and capabilities of the firm, appraising their rent-generating potential, selecting a strategy that best exploits firm’s resources and capabilities, and identifying resource gaps that need to be filled.
As long as the paper is mainly concerned with identification of factors, which contribute to the achievement and/or sustainment of football clubs’ competitive advantages, the three first stages of the present strategy formulation process are of highest interest. Given the identified resources and capabilities of football clubs as well hypotheses stated, the first three stages of Grant’s process were adapted in accordance with current research, as presented on Figure 2. The rest of the stages remain untouched, as the main goal of this paper is to identify resources and capabilities of football clubs contributing to their success achievement, while selecting strategies based on the findings and determining ways to update resource bases are left upon management teams of respective sporting organizations.
4. Select a strategy which best exploits the firm’s resources and capabilities relative to external opportunities.
3. Appraise the rent-generating potential of resources and capabilities:

H1 and H2 testing

2. Identify capabilities:

debt/revenue ratio, discipline, players’ on-field results, squad rotation, head coach rotation, communication with supporters, stadium attendance, medical staff efficiency

1. Identify resources:
 
financial strength, players’ market value, head coach skills, stadium capacity, brand value.

5. Identify resource gaps which need to be filled.
Invest in replenishing, augmenting and upgrading the firm’s resource base. 
Strategy
Capabilities
Competitive Advantage
Resources


Figure 2 Strategy formulation process by Grant (1991) adapted to current research
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For the research purposes of the paper Top 50 European football clubs according to UEFA rankings for club competitions were chosen. The choice of sample might be justified by following reasons. Firstly, it is convenient to choose Top European football clubs in terms of data collections. Due to certain restrictions of UEFA, clubs are required to provide the association with annual reports on their organizational performance, which gives an access to a wide range of information. Secondly, same UEFA restrictions guarantee the multidimensional assessment of the clubs’ performance due to specifics of association’s requirements. Thirdly, European football clubs are considered more proficient in terms of both on-pitch and off-pitch performance, which means the research would provide managerial implications based on best practices in the industry. The use of a particular quantitative application, namely regression analysis, determined the size of the sample used in the research.
UEFA rankings are continuously updated in accordance with the progress in the association’s competitions and clubs’ performance in it, hence it is worth mentioning that the coefficients’ indexes, which are further used in the research, were retrieved from the UEFA website on the 12th of February 2017. At that moment, the list of Top 50 European football clubs included the following teams in this particular order: Real Madrid CF, FC Bayern Munich, FC Barcelona, Club Atletico de Madrid, Juventus, Paris Saint-Germain, Borussia Dortmund, Sevilla FC, SL Benfica, Chelsea FC, Arsenal FC, Manchester City FC, FC Porto, FC Shalke 04, Bayer 04 Leverkusen, SSC Napoli, FC Shakhtar Donetsk, FC Zenit, Manchester United FC, Tottenham Hotspur FC, Valencia FC, FC Basel 1893, ACF Fiorentina, FC Dynamo Kyiv, Villarreal CF, Olympiacos FC, Olympique Lyonnais, Athletic Club, Galatasaray AS, AFC Ajax, SS Lazio, Liverpool FC, VfL Wolfsburg, AS Monaco FC, FC Dnipro Dnipropetrovsk, RSC Anderlecht, Fenerbahce SK, VfL Borussia Mönchengladbach, AS Roma, AC Sparta Praha, AC Milan, PSV Eindhoven, FC Internazionale Milano, FC Rubin, Celtic FC, Malaga CF, FC Viktoria Plzeň, FC Salzburg, PFC CSKA Moskva, Club Brugge KV.
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On the next step, secondary data collection for each of the variables was executed. The four main types of information sources were most commonly used within this process:
· annual reports of UEFA and football clubs;
· annual reports of consulting firms devoted to football clubs’ performance evaluation;
· websites devoted to statistical analysis of teams’ performance and overall football industry;
· academic literature devoted to football management and football teams’ performance evaluation.
Although one of the criteria of a choice of Top 50 European football clubs was convenience of data collection, it is worth mentioning that access to information of 20 clubs positioned the lowest in the rankings was essentially limited due to insufficient openness of organizations and/or publications made only in native languages of countries the clubs come from (ex. Fenerbahce SK having its annual report in Turkish).
The final list of football clubs’ resources and capabilities, which would be further used in the regression model building, and more detailed information concerning their indicators and information sources used to retrieve these indicators are presented in the Table 4.


Table 4 Indexes of resources and capabilities and information sources
	Resources and capabilities
	Index
	Information sources

	Financial strength
	Sum of Matchday, Broadcast and Commercial revenues
	Annual reports of UEFA and football clubs, 2016
Deloitte Football Money League, 2017

	Players’ market value
	Total market value of the football squad (mln €) 
	www.transfermarkt.co.uk

	Head coach skills
	% of victories throughout the manager’s career
	www.transfermarkt.co.uk

	Stadium capacity
	UEFA rating of stadium facilities
	Annual reports of UEFA, 2016
www.uefa.com

	Brand value
	Brand equity estimation (mln €)
	Brand Finance, Football 50 report, 2016

	Debt/Revenue ratio
	Net debt to total revenue of the football club ratio
	Annual reports of UEFA and football clubs, 2016
Deloitte Football Money League, 2017

	Players’ on-field results
	Football squad estimation throughout the season
	www.whoscored.com

	Squad rotation
	% of football squad remained this season in comparison to the previous one
	www.transfermarkt.co.uk

	Head coach rotation
	Number of different head coaches within last 5 consecutive seasons
	www.transfermarkt.co.uk

	Communication with supporters
	Millions of followers on official social media accounts of football clubs 
	www.facebook.com
www.instagram.com

	Medical staff efficiency
	Number of games missed by injured players per games in the season
	www.transfermarkt.co.uk

	Discipline
	Number of yellow and red cards received by football squad per games in the season
	www.transfermarkt.co.uk

	Stadium attendance
	Number of visitors throughout the season to stadium’s capacity ratio
	www.transfermarkt.co.uk
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For further use in the SPSS Statistics all independent variables were labeled in a way presented in the Table 5.
Table 5 Independent variables and their labels in SPSS
	Variables
	Label

	Financial strength
	FS

	Players’ market value
	PMV

	Head coach skills
	HCS

	Stadium capacity
	SC

	Brand value
	BV

	Debt/Revenue ratio
	DRR

	Players’ on-field results
	POR

	Squad rotation
	SR

	Head coach rotation
	HCR

	Communication with supporters
	CWS

	Medical staff efficiency
	MSE

	Discipline
	D

	Stadium attendance
	SA


 
In order to test first hypotheses, the following regression model was built, taking the UEFA club coefficient rankings as a dependent variable, and 5 identified resources as independent ones:
Ranking=b1(FS) + b2(PMV) + b3(HCS) + b4(SC) + b5(BV) + c1
Primarily, the Collinearity Analysis was conducted with the aim of sorting out highly correlated between each other independent variables. Table 6 shows, that Financial strength and Brand value have a variance inflation factor exceeding 10, which leaves them out from further model building.


Table 6 Collinearity analysis
	Model
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	
	

	
	FS
	,044
	22,809

	
	PMV
	,146
	6,836

	
	HCS
	,750
	1,333

	
	SC
	,497
	2,014

	
	BV
	,058
	17,111


	 
With the three remaining independent variables the first regression model was built, the results of which are presented on Tables 7, 8 and 9.
Table 7 Model summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,820
	,672
	,651
	,1196



Table 8 ANOVA
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1,350
	3
	,450
	31,453
	,000

	
	Residual
	,658
	46
	,014
	
	

	
	Total
	2,008
	49
	
	
	





Table 9 Coefficients
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,047
	,112
	
	,422
	,675

	
	PMV
	,559
	,097
	,677
	5,778
	,010

	
	HCS
	,266
	,142
	,178
	1,873
	,067

	
	SC
	,083
	,138
	,070
	,598
	,552



Thus, the first regression model is significant, and explains 65,1% of the dependent variable variance. Only Players’ market value has a statistically significant impact on club rankings, which might lead to a flawed conclusion, that the purchase of the most expensive football players on the market should result in the improved on-field and overall football club performance. 
Therefore, it was crucial to proceed with the research, adding identified capabilities to the model and figuring out if any of them have a statistically significant impact on the club rankings. Taking the UEFA club coefficient rankings as a dependent variable, and identified resources and capabilities as independent ones, another regression model was built:
Ranking=b1(FS) + b2(PMV) + b3(HCS) + b4(SC) + b5(BV) + b6(DRR) + b7(POR) + b8(SR) + b9(HCR) + b10(CWS) + b11(MSE) + b12(D) + b13(SA) + c
Firstly, factor analysis is conducted in order to reduces the number of independent variables and identify if there is an opportunity to group them in similar dimensions.
Table of Communalities shows how much of the variance in the variables was accounted for by extracted factors. As seen from Table 10, Debt/Revenue ratio and Squad rotation variables are explained less than 50% of total variance, hence, they are irrelevant for further factors’ configuration, and are excluded.


Table 10 Communalities
	
	Initial
	Extraction

	FS
	1,000
	,881

	PMV
	1,000
	,901

	HCS
	1,000
	,625

	SC
	1,000
	,689

	BV
	1,000
	,837

	DRR
	1,000
	,493

	POR
	1,000
	,588

	SR
	1,000
	,285

	HCR
	1,000
	,519

	CWS
	1,000
	,842

	MSE
	1,000
	,603

	D
	1,000
	,739

	SA
	1,000
	,597



With the use of Rotated Component Matrix three factors are identified as presented in Table 11.


Table 11 Rotated component matrix
	
	Components

	
	1
	2
	3

	FS
	,913
	,226
	,030

	PMV
	,907
	,277
	,050

	CWS
	,892
	,209
	,058

	BV
	,883
	,243
	-,005

	SC
	,739
	,206
	,296

	POR
	,734
	-,226
	-,002

	HCS
	,666
	-,318
	-,243

	MSE
	,084
	,790
	,106

	SA
	,496
	,554
	-,262

	D
	,093
	,212
	,850

	HCR
	-,019
	-,478
	,680



Further second Regression Model is built in order to determine the impact of the obtained factors on dependent variable. Its overview is illustrated on Tables 12, 13 and 14.
Table 12 Model summary (2)
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,825
	,681
	,660
	,1180



Table 13 ANOVA (2)
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1,368
	3
	,456
	32,765
	,000

	
	Residual
	,640
	46
	,014
	
	

	
	Total
	2,008
	49
	
	
	



Table 14 Coefficients (2)
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,467
	,017
	
	28,016
	,000

	
	REGR factor score 1 for analysis 1
	,164
	,017
	,809
	9,716
	,000

	
	REGR factor score 2 for analysis 1
	,032
	,017
	,159
	1,914
	,062

	
	REGR factor score 3 for analysis 1
	-,008
	,017
	-,039
	-,474
	,638



ANOVA analysis shows that the model is significant, and, according to Adjusted R Square, 66% of the variance of dependent variable is explained by it. Among derived factors only the first one has a statistically significant influence on the dependent variable, therefore, only this factor is further used in the research.
The first factor consists of the following independent variables: financial strength, players’ market value, communication with supporters, brand value, stadium capacity, players’ on-field results, head coach skills. Thus, it is unclear which of the above-mentioned variables have an influence on the dependent one, and third Regression Model needs to be built in order to clarify it.
Before that Collinearity Analysis is performed with the purpose of eliminating independent variables that are highly correlated between each other. As seen from Table 15, Financial strength and Brand value have a variance inflation factor higher than 10, which leads to their elimination from further research.


Table 15 Collinearity analysis (3)
	Model
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	
	

	
	FS
	,043
	23,394

	
	PMV
	,107
	9,356

	
	CWS
	,160
	6,237

	
	BV
	,058
	17,261

	
	SC
	,472
	2,119

	
	POR
	,556
	1,797

	
	HCS
	,647
	1,546


	
With the five initial independent variables remaining, third Regression Model is built, the results of which are described on Table 16, 17 and 18.
Table 16 Model summary (3)
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,869
	,756
	,728
	,1056



Table 17 ANOVA (3)
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1,518
	5
	,304
	27,226
	,000

	
	Residual
	,491
	44
	,011
	
	

	
	Total
	2,008
	49
	
	
	





Table 18 Coefficients (3)
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,644
	,255
	
	-2,531
	,015

	
	PMV
	,195
	,151
	,236
	1,294
	,202

	
	CWS
	,313
	,140
	,397
	2,238
	,030

	
	SC
	-,011
	,125
	-,009
	-,089
	,930

	
	POR
	1,025
	,310
	,326
	3,307
	,002

	
	HCS
	,088
	,134
	,059
	,659
	,513



The third regression model is significant as well, and Adjusted R Square shows that 72,8% of the dependent variable, which is clubs’ coefficient ranking, can be explained by the following independent variables: Players’ market value, Communication with supporters, Stadium capacity, Players’ on-field results, and Head coach skills. However, only Communication with supporters and Players’ on-field results variables have statistically significant influence on the clubs’ rankings, and B coefficient shows Players’ on-field results variable has a bigger impact on the rankings than Communication with supporters one.
Thus, all three proposed null hypotheses were confirmed, although the acceptance of the first one was found insufficient for overall research results, and it was further rejected in the final regression model.


[bookmark: _Toc482282509]5.2 Managerial implications
Initial list of 33 identified resources and capabilities was primarily shortened with the assistance of football industry expert to 17, and further reduced to 13 of them due to unavailability of information and/or indicators’ inability to explain the nature of football clubs’ resources and capabilities.
First regression model built, including only resources as independent variables, showed that total players’ market value has a significant impact on football clubs’ performance. Having such a result on their hands, management teams could direct clubs’ strategy toward substantial spending on acquisition of most valuable, according to market estimation, football players. Such strategy appears to be flawed in European football industry and its current conditions. At the times of UEFA Financial Fair Play restrictions and booming market prices on most valuable players, it is hard to imagine that any of the clubs might execute such a strategy. Moreover, football industry has shown numerous examples when such an approach is neither necessary, nor sufficient. The unprecedented success of Leicester City FC in the last season proves that moderately evaluated squad might achieve extraordinary results, while cases of Manchester City FC and Paris Saint-Germain FC demonstrate that teams packed with expensive players might still struggle with acquiring prestigious trophies.
Further research, including both resources and capabilities in one regression model, demonstrated that players’ on-field results and communication with supporters are the factors that have a great influence on football clubs’ success, and, thus, should be considered main contributors to the sustainable competitive advantage achievement by football clubs in European football industry.
Indeed, the importance of players’ on-field results was underlined by already mentioned in literature review numerous researches devoted to on-field results assessment. In these works, researchers were focused on the analysis of technical indicators of football players’ performance, such as possession, tackles won, shot on target, etc., implying that players’ successful actions within the game are the ones defining overall success of football clubs. In this paper, the compound indicator of players’ on-field results was taken, and the same conclusion was reached.
Besides that, the acquisition of most skillful players might have a positive impact on the off-field performance of football clubs. Gladden and Funk (2001) define the presence of star players in teams as one of the attributes having a significant influence on organizations’ brand value. Costly signings might also have an immediate positive return, as in case with Manchester United purchasing Paul Pogba for £89 mln (Independent, 2016), and receiving almost £200 in sales of kits with his name and number within just a month of deal closing (TalkingBaws, 2016).
Nevertheless, players’ on-field results can hardly be considered a durable source of competitive advantage, as players’ adherence to injuries and evident matter of aging decreases the value of skillful workforce over time. Moreover, players’ on-field results are heterogeneous, and their value depends heavily on external conditions, be it a tactical squad formation or a climate of the country the championship is held in. Thus, different functional teams within football clubs play an important role in identifying the right players for the right team as well as implementing newcomers in team’s strategy and making them compatible with present workforce.
Effective exploitation of supporters' base appears to be a crucial source of competitive advantage for football clubs as well. Given that the main revenue streams of football clubs are Matchday, Broadcasting and Commercial, teams’ management are aimed at creating a continuously growing group of loyal fans, as they are proved to attend more matches, watch more games on TV or follow the coverage of teams in general as well as purchasing more clubs’ merchandize (Bauer et al., 2008). Maderer et al. (2016) underline that nowadays most developed football clubs indeed are concerned with expansion of their communication with supporters, specifically in emerging countries and the USA, as European market is already incredibly saturated.
 Besides the opportunities for performance improvements the effective use of communication with supporters is offering, there are as well possible negative consequences that can occur if loyal fans’ preferences toward clubs’ policies are disregarded. For instance, Woisetschlager et al. (2014) discuss fans’ resistance to naming right sponsorship, claiming that commercial partnerships established against supporters’ will influences negatively both sponsor’s and club’s performances. Thus, as long as football clubs are aimed at achieving high level of involvement of their supporters, their management should clearly understand that fans’ perceptions should be taken into account within the decision-making process.
The results obtained in this paper, namely identification of players’ on-field results and communication with supporters as sources of sustainable competitive advantage of football clubs in European football industry, carry additional practical value due to provided guidance for multidimensional performance improvement as well as complementarity of these capabilities. players’ on-field results are a capability having a direct influence on on-field results, while communication with supporters clearly impacts off-field performance, and managerial measures focused on their separate development, supposedly, should contribute to the SCA achievement on their own. However, both capabilities appear to be complementary, as on-field success eases supporters’ attraction and loyal fans’ base formation, which, considering main revenue sources of football clubs and given its correct exploitation, consequently leads to financial resources’ enrichment, which, in its turn, expands opportunities for skillful workforce acquisition. Thus, effective functioning of such a loop bears an additional source of competitive advantage for football clubs.


[bookmark: _Toc482282510]5.3 Limitations and suggestions for future research
Despite high statistical significance of the results obtained and their substantial contribution to identified research gap elimination, there are several limitations of the present research, which should be taken into consideration for further academic works.
The research in this paper was focused on European football industry, which was justified mainly by the presence of best practices in this market and convenience in terms of data collection due to UEFA reporting system. Nevertheless, wider geographical coverage could be of academic and practical interest. As much as European football clubs are proficient with implementation of innovative sporting practices and detailed on-field performance analysis, considering the US market might contribute to more in-depth analysis of managerial or off-field practices, which they have deeper knowledge of.
Indicators of identified resources and capabilities of football clubs were proposed by and agreed on with the industry expert taking part in the research. However, most of resources and capabilities have several indicators that could explain their nature and could be used for regression model building. Thus, there is an inevitable ambiguity of indicators’ definition, which might have a significant influence on overall results of research.
Moreover, there are several resources and capabilities, namely Organizational culture, Networking skills, Academy efficiency, and Scouting efficiency, which were left out due to unavailability of information and/or indicators’ inability to explain the nature of respective resources and capabilities. Therefore, an access to this information could enrich the model and bring more thorough results.


[bookmark: _Toc482282511]CONCLUSION
Recent metamorphosis of football from sporting event to business industry has invited numerous researches to its investigation. The specifics of football are thoroughly described in current paper, emphasizing the duality in understanding what principal success of football clubs is. On the one hand, some researchers claim sporting achievements are superior to business ones and focus their papers on the analysis of underlying reasons of some teams winning the others. On the other hand, academics and practitioners are mainly concerned with off-field performance of football clubs and devote their researches to the determination of success factors in business area. 
Nevertheless, literature review conducted makes it evident that present academic works lack multidimensionality in their essence, as their authors tend to separate on- and off-field performance of football clubs, while only few of them acknowledge a crucial link between them and try to investigate it. Moreover, often scientific findings fail to explain the reality of football, which leaves a question of what actually defines football clubs’ success open.
Given numerous UEFA restrictions aimed at setting necessary conditions for participation in the market and unpredictable nature of the game and its surroundings themselves, both defining instability in external environment of football clubs, it is precisely the “inside-out” approach that appears to be the most applicable for determining the sources of competitive advantage in football business. Further analysis of academic literature has exposed relevance of the resource-based view in these regards. Not only this theoretical framework has been a great contributor to the theory concerned with competitive advantage achievement in the last decades, but also it seemed to have an explanation why football clubs with advantages in resources are far from undisputed superiority in football industry.   
Based on the analysis of existing works devoted to football management and football clubs’ performance assessment as well as with the assistance of the industry expert, the supremacy of on-field results was defined and football clubs’ resources and capabilities were identified. The final list included 5 resources, namely financial strength, players’ market value, head coach skills, stadium capacity and brand value, and 8 capabilities, such as debt/revenue ratio, players’ on-field results, squad rotation, head coach rotation, communication with supporters, medical staff efficiency, discipline and stadium attendance. With the expert’s help relationships between defined resources and capabilities were determined.
Primary regression model aimed at the investigation of relationship between solely resources and football clubs’ success resulted into the conclusion that players’ market value has a statistically significant impact on clubs’ standings in the UEFA rating. However, such a result was considered to possibly have a flawed influence on teams’ management. UEFA’s Financial Fair Play restrictions strictly limit the execution of a strategy focused on continuous acquisition of most valued players on the market, while history of the industry has numerous examples of insufficient return on investment in case of this strategy’s implementation.
Further empirical research included both resources and capabilities and showed that no identified resources on their own have a statistically significant impact on clubs’ rankings, while such capabilities as players’ on-field results and communication with supporters do have a great contribution to overall football clubs’ success.
Considering football industry is labor-intensive, there is no surprise that players’ on-field results appeared to have a significant influence on clubs’ performance. On-field results are proven by various researches to be the main contributor to overall success of football clubs, and effective players’ on-field results, given their effective exploitation, are the ones bringing positive sporting results.
The nature of revenue streams in football industry implies the crucial importance of effective use of communication with supporters by football clubs. Fans are the main consumers of the principal product football clubs are offering, and high level of their involvement potentially results in higher matches’ attendance, increased following of teams’ coverage on TV and in social media as well as elevated sales of clubs’ merchandize. At the same time, actions leading to worsening of relationships with supporters might have immediate negative consequences for football clubs and their partners.
Interestingly, there is also a potential connection between these two capabilities. Effectively used skillful workforce should result in continuously improving on-field results, which presumably attract more fans and strengthen the links with existing supporters. Increased supporters’ and loyal fans’ base, in case of correct utilization of relationships with them, bring increased financial streams to teams’ management, which can be further used for acquisition of new skillful players or improvement of conditions for the present squad aimed at the development of the effective skills’ exploitation.
Results presented in this paper significantly contribute to the defined research gap elimination, and provide several possibilities for further research. Firstly, the extension of the research geography might bring new findings, which are missed in current paper. Secondly, trying out different indicators for the same resources and capabilities might influence the results obtained and enrich the model in general. Thirdly, if given an access to data on currently immeasurable indicators, researchers could investigate impact on success of essential capabilities that were left out in present work. Finally, deeper analysis of effective communication with supporters exploitation is needed in order to clarify what the right use of clubs’ fans stands for. 
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