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COMPETIT! VENESS OF POLISH 
FIRMS AND THE EL1ROPEAN 
UNION ENLARGEMENT

by Marian Gorynia

INTRODIICTION

The paper han iwo aims. The first one is to present 
a three-di mens tonoI concept o f competitiyeness o f 
on Enterprise. The concept o f firm competitiyeness 
discussed in the paper covers tliree dimensions:
• competitive position o f an enterprise,
• competitiye potential o f an enterprise,
• competitive strateg} o f an enterprise.
Each o f the ahove-mentioned dimensions was 
subject to operationahzation sers o f  variah!es 
describing porticular dimensions o f  firm  
competitiyeness were suggested.
The second aim o f the paper is to present the 
resuits o f  empirical studies on the competitiyeness 
o f Polish firms in comparison willi the European 
Union firms in the light o f Poland s anticipated 
entry into the El The research is based on the 
concept o f  firm competitiyeness developed in the 
first part o f  the paper The studies were carried out 
in the year 2000 and included 68 firms o f the 
manufacturing industry registered in Poland. The 
resuits obtained indicate that aceording to 
managers from those 68 enterprises. there is a 
significant competitive gap hetween the Polish 
firms and their rivals from the EU. This gap 
concerns alt the three dimensions o f firm  
competitiveness, competitiye position, competitiye 
patent i al and competitiye strategy

THEORETICAL-CONCEPTUAL BASIS OF 
RESEARCH INTO FIRM 

COMPETITIVENESS

In the related literaturę there are many ways in 
which the firm competitiyeness can be understood 
(Casson, 1991; Rugnian, Hodgetts.2000; Faulkner, 
Bowman, 1995; Porter, 1998; Hamel, 
Prahalad.1990; Stalk.Evans, Schulman, 1992; Hill, 
Jones, 1992). Some of them are fragmentary and 
one-sided. There is a lack of precise definitions of 
this nolion. In the received literaturę it is difficult 
to fltid the concept of firm competitiveness which 
could be operationalized and used in the empirical 
research. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct 
further work. the aim o f which is to work out a 
comprehensive and multi-aspect concept of firm 
competitiyeness, reflecting the complexity of

behavior of enterprises rivaling on the compelitive 
market.

The aim of the first part of the paper is to 
suggest a possible comprehensive approach to the 
problem of firm competiliveness. At the same time, 
this approach should include the most important 
aspects of competitiye behavior of enterprises. As a 
result. it should be possible to suggest such a wny 
of evaluating firm competitiveness which would be 
free from the ahove-mentioned drawbacks 
(fragmentary naturę and one-sidedness).

Formulating the concept of eompelitiveness 
and. later on. an analytical schemc to undersland it 
ealls for the following differentialion:
1. competitiveness ex antę versus 

competitiyeness ex post.
2. competitiveness on the home market versus 

competitiyeness on the foreign market.
Further on. a way of the concepEs 
operationalization should be suggested which 
would lacilitate the measurement of 
competitiveness of real enterprises.

The author assumes that differences in 
competitiveness between firms may be defined as a 
competitive gap, For example, the statement that 
there exists a competitive gap between 1’oland’s 
and European Union's enterprises is justified in 
view of Poland's entry into the Union.

Competitiyeness Ex Antę and Ex Post, 
Competitiye Position, Competitiye Polential, 

Competitive Strategy, Competitiye Gap,
Competing on the Home and Foreign Markets

The following terminology is suggested:
1. competitiveness ex post is the current 

competitive position. The competitiye 
position achieved is a result of the realised 
competitiye strategy and competitiye 
slrategies of the rivals,

2. competitiyeness ex antę is the futurę 
(prospective) eompetitive position. It is 
defined. among olhers, by the enterprise’s 
relatiye (i.e. referred to its rivals‘ abilities) 
capabiiily to compete in the futurę, namely 
through its competitiye potential: in other 
words this is competitiyeness possible to be 
achieved. The structure and use of 
competitiye potential is described by a 
competitiye strategy. planned or intended. 
Therefore, a firm‘s competitiye strategy is an 
analytical category facilitaling transition 
from competitiye polential. i.e. potential 
competitiyeness (ex antę) to the real 
competitiyeness. i.e. realized (ex post). 
Competing strategies are used so that the firm 
could achieve possibly the best competitiye 
position. lf a firm wants to obtain the desired 
competitiye position. it must haye 
competitiye adyantage. Having the 
competitiye advaniage is the sine qua non
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condition to achieve a good compctitive 
position. The competime adeamage can be 
of cost-price or/and qualitative (differential) 
eharacter. Competiiive advanlage results 
from using the set of Instruments of 
compctition uh ich are the clemcnts of a 
eompetiiive strategy. The Instruments of 
compctition include (Mafer, 1900):

• product qualily,
• price,
• distinetiee naturę of the products oITcred,
• flesihitity in adjusling the products to the 

needs ofcustomers,
• laimching of new products onto the market 

morę often than others.
• assuring polenlial customers an easy access 

to the products (a well-developed network of 
distrihution. information. and the like).

• wide assortment.
• adeertising,
• sules promotion,
• rangę of pre-sales sersices.
• rangę of alter-sales ser\ iccs,
• prices of alter-sales sers ices,
• quality of alter-sales services.
• terms and period ofguarantee.
• firm’s image,
• produet's brand,
• terms ofpayment,
• generating needs unknoun so far (crealing 

needs).

In the light ol the above-mentioned. lor 
the needs of thts paper ii is nccessary to deline the 
conccpts of competime potential and competitivc 
position. Competilise potential of an enterprise ean 
have a narrow and hroad meaning. In the narrou 
meaning o f the term the competime potential is atl 
the resourecs used or availahle to be used by an 
enterprise (Godziszewski, 1999; Graborsski. 1994). 
Resources ean be classified into three groups 
(Godziszewski. 1999):
1. primarj resourees,
2. seeondary resourees.
3. performance resourees.

Primary resourees is the entrepreneur‘s 
philosophy and the possibilities to gather in an 
enterprise the knou-hou and other resourees 
(indispensable Capital). Seeondary resourees 
include: materiał factors of produetion (fixed 
assets. rau materials, semi-producis and 
exploitation means). human resourees, innovations, 
distribution channels, enterprise organization and 
information resourees. Performance resourees are 
understood as : image (particularly brand
awareness), customer loyalty and customers’ 
unwillingness to switch to other brands.

In a wider meaning of the term. the firnTs 
competime potential includes the follouing 
elements (Gorynia, Otta. 1998):
1. corporate culture,
2. frrm's resourees (broadly understood).
3. organizational slructure.
4. strategie vision of an enterprise,
5. unii)ue behav ior (process of creating strategy).

Corporate culture defines which forms of 
economic beha\ior are preferred by the owners. 
managers and employees. In some enterprises 
priority is gtven to novelties. In others, 
conservative behavior dominates. Some enterprises 
take risks uillingly. others extremely reluctanily. 
tienerally speaking. corporate culture in some 
firms favors competitive (e.g. entreprcneurial) 
bchavior uhile in others such culture does not 
exist.

The firms' resourees determine the scope 
of iis activiiies in the economic and social 
environmeni . The \otume of resourees may limit 
the scalę of operalion. Their Desibility and 
mobilily may change the lirm’s position in iis 
environmenl. Broadly understood. a firm's 
resourees include human resourees, technologieal. 
materiał, and ITnancial resourees as well as 
intangiblcs (e.g. reputation). Resources a\ailablc 
for an enterprise reduce the set of behaviors 
possible under given environmental conditions to 
the set of feasihle behaviors, The \olume. 
eharacter. and allocation of the firm‘s resourees 
also influence iis possibilities to gain competilive 
advantage.

Organization of an enterprise determines 
whose prelercnces will be of greater or smallcr 
signilkancc in the llnn. The organizational 
structure of the limi includes: div ision o f authority. 
di\ision oflahorand communication network.

Morcoeer, the real behavior of an 
enterprise is inlluenced hy its strategie vision 
(sometimes the formal strategie plan) which 
determines its objectivcs, mission and hehavior, 
The importance of thts vision depends on whether 
it is elear, supported by internal and external 
authorities, based on experience, and possible to be 
implemented

The strategy of an enterprise emerges from 
the strategy-crealing process. It consists of iwo 
sub-processes -  the process of formulating a 
strategie vision (plan) and the proeess of putling 
the vision (plan) into practice. Particular enterprises 
have their own research. planning and performance 
routines. Extemal and interna! factors are 
responsible for the fact that enterprises are morę or 
less willing to change the set of routines used. 
Moreover, the external and rnlemal factors are 
responsible for the fact that the firnTs behavior gets 
closer lo the pianned course (efTective 
implementation of a elear strategie v ision) or drifts
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away (either due to the lack of a elear strategie 
visiort or inability to implement it).

A very complex, detailed structure of the 
competitive potential (competitiveness) is 
suggested in the studies supervised by M.J. 
Stankiewicz (Godziszewski, 1999, pp.79-82).
Eleven functional-resource spheres and 91 
eiements constituting those spheres were 
differentiated within the competitive potential.

Competitive position of an enterprise 
results from the assessment of what the firm offers 
by the market (particulariy by the buyers). The 
basie and synthetie measures of the competitive 
position of each enterprise are its share in the 
market and its financial situation. However, to 
quantify the competitive position one can use a 
wider set of the following measures:

1. proiltabi lity (relative, i.e, compared with 
competitors from the same branch),

2. cost level (relative),
3. market share,
4. features of a product (service) compared with 

the features of products (services) provided by 
competitors,

5. awareness of the firm and its products' 
existence on the market, pereeption of the firm 
by the environment,

6. cuslomer loyalty. brand loyalty,
7. costs of shifting to other suppliers,
8. exislence or likelihood of substitutes.

Attention should be paid to sonie similarity 
between the category of instruments of competition 
and the measures of competitive position -  for 
example in both cases there appear definitions of 
product quality (features) and costs (prices). In 
both cases, however, the content o f those 
definitions is different. For examp!e, product 
quality as an instrument of competition means 
making attempts for the product of a given firm to 
be distinctive from the rival products (functional or 
process aspect of the concept ofąuality dominates 
herc). On the other hand. product quality as a 
nteasure of competitive position ,means the 
obtained effect o f the positive differentiation 
between a given product and the rivals’ products 
(the result aspect o f the concept of qualily 
dominates in this case).

For example, if by a competitive gap one 
understands the differences in competitiveness 
between the Polish and the European Union‘s 
firms, then in the light of the above-menlioned 
terminology, the concept of compctitive gap can 
atso be understood in the ex post sense (gap as a 
difference in competitive position) and in the ex 
antę sense (gap as a difference in competitive 
potential). Moreover, it is also sensible to 
differentiate between a competitive gap understood 
as a State al a given moment (slalic competitive

gap) and a competitive gap in a dynamie approach, 
meaning the process of changes in the initial 
competitive gap, i.e. the sequence of the States of 
competilive gap at different moments (dynamie 
competitive gap).

It is also important to differentiate 
between competition on the home market and 
competition on the foreign market. The tac! łhal 
some manufacturer does not export his products 
does not mean that he cannot eompete with foreign 
rivals. lf  his domestic market is an open market, 
there is an opporlunity to eompete with foreign 
rivals on the home market (competing with imports 
on the internal market). The differentiation between 
competing on the home market and on the foreign 
market is particulariy important when shaping an 
economic policy as there arises a question whether 
exports should be supported with special means of 
the economic policy or treated in the same way as 
the outpui meant for the home market.

In this paper, where it is justified, we shall 
differentiate between competition and 
competiliveness on the home market and on the 
foreign market and, respećtively, between the 
competitive gap on the home market and the 
foreign market.

Anaiyticał schetne of competitive gap
The considerations presented so far can 

serve as a starfing point to concretise the anaiyticał 
schemc of a competilive gap. Taking into account 
the previous!y estahlished terminology, four 
dimensions (aspects) of a compelitive gap can be 
differentiated:
1. Competitive gap as differences in the currcnt 

competitive position of a givcn firm compared 
with its rivals; detailed variables describing the 
competitive gap understood in this way are the 
above-mentioned measures of the competitive 
position (market share, profitability, etc.) 
referred to the actual situation.

2. Competitice gap as differences in the futurę 
compctitive position of a given firm as 
compared with its rivals; it is described by a 
simifar set of the measures of competitive 
position, however, referred to some moment in 
the futurę,

3. Competitive gap as differences in the current 
(initial) competitive potential; the competitive 
potential is one of the determinants of the 
firm’s ability to eompete: it also determines 
the rangę of plausible competitive strategies; 
moreover, we assume that differences in the 
futurę competilive potential (referTed to some 
moment in the futurę) will be significant for 
competing in the period after that moment,

4. Competitive gap as differences in the 
competition strategy within the studied period; 
the differences in the competition strategy can 
be reduced to the differences in instruments of
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competition which have already been 
mentioned.

For example, when speaking about the 
competitiye gap between Ihe Polish enterprises and 
the EU firms in the context of Po!and's entry into 
the Union, we shall simultaneously keep in mind 
four of the above-menłioned dimensions of that 
gap. The measuremem o f this gap will have to 
include detailed variables (measures) referring to 
all the four dimensions. Formally the gap (CG) can 
be presented as a vector:

CG

DCCPS
DFCPS
DCCPL
DCS

lead to a conclusion that competiliyeness and 
competitive gap cannot be treated as static 
concepts.

Further on in the paper there are three 
Tables where the concepts of compelitive position, 
competitive potential and competitive strategy 
(instruments of competing) are operationalized. 
Each of those concepts is described by a set of 
variables which can be measured, using the 
suggested scales. While constructing tables- 
queslions it was assumed that an enterprise 
operates on seyeral markets and ils competitiye 
situation on particular markets can be different.

EMPIRICAL STUDIES ON 
COMPETITIVENESS OF POL1SH 

FIRMS

Where:
DCCPS -  differences in current eompelilive 

position
DFCPS - differences in futurę competitive 

position
DCCPL -  differences in current competitive 

potential
DCS - differences in eompetitive strategy

For the nceds of the studies presented 
below, particular dimensions of the competitive 
gap were formulated as questions in the 
ąuestionnaire. Operationalization has led to 
determination of detailed variab!es which are 
measurable variables (See Tables 1,2, 3).

The above concept of classifying the 
measures of competiliveness which are a lool to 
measure the competitive gap corresponds with the 
concept of three aspects of competitiveness 
suggested by Iłuckley, Pass and Prescott (1998). 
They distinguish three aspects of competitiveness 
or three groups of the measures ofcompetitiveness:
1. competitiye performance,
2. competitiye potential,
3. management process.

The above-mentioned three Ps describe 
different stages of competitiye process. A starting 
point is the potential which is a certain input or 
outlay in the process of competing. An impact on 
the competitiye potential during the management 
process leads to some defined results of 
competition. There is a feedback between the 
differentiated aspects of competitiveness. The 
competitiye potential partly delermines the way of 
management process, but the management process 
in tum influences the extent and quality of the 
competitiye potential. The results achieyed also 
influence the volume and ąuality of competitiye 
potential and moreoyer, have an impact on the 
management process. These remarks once again

Concept of research and research sample
In the middle of the year 2000 studies were carried 
out on the competitiveness of 68 Potish lirms. 
Assumptions of the research were as follows:
1. studies were based on the method of direct 

interview -  trained guestioners (students) held 
interviews, using a special questionnaire, with 
representatives of top management of the 
studied firms (one representatice ffom each of 
the studied firms),

2. studies consisted of gathering the managers" 
opinions as regards three aspects of 
competilivcness -  competitiye position, 
competitiye potential, instruments of 
competing(competitive strategy),

3. studies covered enterprises 1'rom different 
branehes of the manufacturing industry,

4. studies included the enterprises registered in 
Poland, irrespective of the origin of their 
Capital,

5. studies concerned mainly medium-size and 
large enterprises,

6. main criterion of selecting the enterprises for 
research (apart from its size and belonging to 
the manufacturing industry sector) was the 
wiliingness to co-operate on the part of the 
firm.

Enterprises of different legał status participated in 
the studies: 29 limited liability companies, 27 joint 
stock companies, 4 civil companies, 3 one-man 
companies, 4 co-operatives and I State enterprise. 
Nineteen of the studied firms are enterprises with 
the share of foreign capital, including 5 firms with 
100 percent o f foreign capital; in 12 firms Ibreign 
Capital had a major share and in one firm the share 
of foreign capital was minor.

As concems the number of employees in 
the studied firms, the situation was as follows:
• up to 50 - 4 firms
• 50-100 - 10 firms
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• 101-500 -38 firms
• over 500 -16 firms

In 1999 the value of sales in those firms was as 
follows:
• up to 5 trt. PLN -3 firms
• 5-10 m. PLN -9 firms
• 10-50 m. PLN -  25 firms
• 50-100 m. P L N - 13 firms
• over 100 m PLN-14 firms

In 1999 ihe share oi'exports in lotal sales 
amounted, on average, to about 35 percent (data 
were provided by 63 firms), with exports to the 
three largest RU markets constituting on average 26 
percent o f ihe lota! sales (data provided by 46 
firms). The largest LU markets for the firms under 
consideration were Germany, France and Holland. 
The firms' forecasts for the years 2000, 2003 and 
2005 anticipate that the same markets will play the 
most importanl role for their export sales in the 
futurę.

Competitive position
At the beginning, the respondents 

espressed their views on the weights of the critcria 
(measures) in detcrmining a ftrm‘s competitive 
position. Assessment was madę according to a 
seven-grade scalę presented below. The results are 
presented in l abie 1. The data show that in the 
opinion of the firms considered, two of the listed 
criteria of evaluating competitive position are morę 
or less etjtsally important, with the financial 
situation being slightly morę significanl. This is 
convergent with the view that the best measures of 
the competitive position of a firm are profitability 
measures. Moreover. it seems that those opinions 
are sensible -  a firm with a good competitive 
position shouid liave a good financial situation. The 
research. however. madc no attempt to determine 
which indicators - in the respondents' opinion - 
descrihe the firm‘s financial situation in the best 
way.

Further on, Table 1 prcscnts the mean 
evaluations of Ihe managers from the studied firms 
as regards their position on the Polish market and 
on the 3 iargest EU markets. In the eyes of the 
managers their firms’ competitive position on the 
home market is a little better than the average. both 
as regards market share (M=4.03), and financial 
situation (M=3.77). Those managers are optimistic 
about the futurę ■ ihey anticipate that their firms’ 
competitive position wilhin the coming three years 
will improve. both as regards the home market 
share (M=4.45), and the financial situation 
(M=4.26). The current competitive position on the 
3 EU markets was assessed as being worse than on 
the home market, both as regards market share 
(M=3.25), and financial situation (M=2.73). The 
managers anticipate that in the futurę they will

mainlain their competitive position as regards 
market share and the financial situation of their 
firms will slightly improve.

Competitivr potentiał
The results ot' studies on competitive 

potentiał are presented in Table 2. The respondents 
were given a set of 39 measures of Ihe competitive 
potentiał. The highest weights were atirihuted to 
the following measures:
• knowledge of the current and futurę needs of 

the customers (M=4.88),
• quality of the managerial Staff -  top 

management (M=4.76),
• reputation (image, good recognilion) of the 

firm (M=4.70),
• importance of quality assurance (tvf=4.69),
• advaneement of produclion technolog) 

(M=4.67).

According to the respondents, the 
following measures of competitive potentiał are of 
the leasl signiilcanee:
• quality of the research-development Staff 

(M=3.64),
• outlays for R&D (M=3.67),
• level of marketing lechnology (M=3,67),
• emptoyees* attitude to changes (M=3.69),
• employees" approval of the managerial Staff 

(M=3.79),
• qual ity of the motivating system (M=3.79).

Generally, ii may be surprising that ihe 
significance of factors front the spheres of research 
and developmeru and corporate culture w'as 
estimated as relatively Iow. Interprelation of 
opinions on research and deeelopment seems to be 
particularly difficult. According to the respondents. 
this factor is not especially important and -  as can 
be seen from the data below -  the situation in this 
respect does not iook too encouraging. Perhaps the 
managers who were surveyed, realizing a huge 
technological gap, are of the opinion that it is not 
the best solution to carry out research and 
developmenl work on their own. Acquiring the 
already existing technologies through the purchase 
of licences, establishing joint ventures and the like 
seems to bc better.

It is surprising that the factors relating to 
R&I) and those relating to corporate culture were 
assessed as unimportant.

As regards eva)ualion of the current 
competitive potentiał of the studied firms on the 
home market, the highest measures were attributed 
to the following factors:
• importance of quality assurance matters 

(M=4.16),
• level o f quality management system (M=4.11),
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• quality of managerial s ta f f - top management 
(M=4.09).

Thus, broadly understood. ąuality seems 
to be the most important assel ofthe studied firms 
as compared with their liome rivals.

Ors the home market basie. reiative 
weaknesses of the studied firms include:
• ouliays for R&l) (M=3. i 4),
• relative levd of outiays for marketing 

(M=3.22),
• employees* attitude to changes (M=3.23).
It should be underiined that Iow competitive 
potenlial appears in those areas which were 
regarded by the respondents as less signitlcant.

Atlention must also be paid to the fact that 
the assessment of the competitiee potemiai of the 
studied firms for the futurę (in 3 years' time) is 
morę optimistic than the current one. This coneerns 
all factors ofthe oompetitive potentiai, without any 
e\ception. It may be a sign o f an active and 
aggrcssive, and at the same time optimistic 
approach ofthe studied firms to competition on the 
home market. General!), it can be staled that in the 
opinion ofthe studied firms both their current and 
futurę competitive potentiai on the home market 
looks good. bach of the factors of competilive 
potentiai obtained avcrage score above 3.00. which 
means that the studied firms are better front their 
average home rival in all respeets.

The simation looks ditTereiit as regards the 
three largest EU markets. As regards 11 out of 39 
measures of the competitive potentiai referring to 
the eurrent competitive situation. it was assessed 
that the Polish firms had lower competitive 
potentiai than their average rival on the EU markets 
(aterage score helów 3.00). fhe lowest assessmenl 
concerned:
• relative level of outiays for marketing 

(M=2.40),
• !evel of marketing technolog) (M=2.48),
• outiays for R&D (M= 2.56).

It is also signitlcant that in nonę ofthe 39 
measures the mean assessmenl of the current 
situation did not exceed 4.00 which indicaled a 
siightly higher competitive potentiai than that of 
the average rivals on the EU markets. This means 
that the studied Polish enterprises tend to have the 
competilive potentiai similar to the potenlial of 
their average competitors on the EU markets. The 
highest assessmenl refers to:
• ąuality of corporale finance management 

(M=3i86),
• ąuality of managerial Staff- top management 

(M=3.6I),
• importance of ąuality assurance (M=3.50).

Attention should be paid to the faet that 
the managerial staff estimate themselves very 
highly. Therefore, the following hypotheses emerge 
here:

* this eslimatton may not be justifted -  qualily 
of the managerial staff which is higher than 
that of the rwals should ensure competitwe 
advantage, however this is not the case,

• this esiimation is justifted and the problems 
with achieving eompetitive advaniage are 
also influenced by factors olher than the 
quality o f management.

Eyaluations concerning the futurę are 
morę optimistic. In 38 out of 39 measures these 
eva!uaiions are higher for the futurę (in 3 years 
time) than for the present (the quaiity of corporale 
finance management which is quite highly assessed 
at present is an exception). The following measures 
achieved the highest score:
• reputation (image, good recognition ofthe 

firm) (M=4.03),
• quality o f managerial stafT top management 

<M=4.00),
• importance of ąuality assurance (M=4,00).

Instruments of competing (competitive strateg))
Evaluation of the factors describing the 

competitwe strateg) applied (instruments of 
competing) is presented in l abie 3. The highest 
weights are attrihuted to the following instruments:
• ąuality (M=5.09),
• price (M=4.88).
• promptness ofdclisery (M*4.69).

At the same time it was stated that 
instruments relaied to after-sales services (price. 
rangę and ąuality) seem to be the leasi signitlcant 
for achieving success on the EU markets. It can bc 
assumed that such Iow weigts attrihuted to aller- 
sales services may result front the fact that not all 
products of the analyzed firms reąuire such 
services.

Evaluation of the current situation as 
regards the application o f Instruments of competing 
tends to be similar to assessmenl of the factors of 
competitwe potentiai -  the Polish enterprises rank 
as avcrage and the mean assessmenl referring to all 
the instruments are contained in the inlerval 3.00
4.00. The besl situation seems to bc in the 
following areas:
• promptness o f delweries (M=3.83),
• ąuality (M=3.79),
• product brand (M=3.52).

It must be admitted that the above- 
mentioned evaluation is a bit surpristng. Those 
areas are usually regarded as weaknesses o f the 
Polish exporters. However, it can be assumed that 
problems with selling the outpul (saturation ofthe 
home market) were responstble for the fact that 
those firms which managed to eonciude export 
agreemenls make everv effort to meet their 
obligations towards foreign partners.
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The situation looks relatively bad as regards:
• advertising and saics promotiuns (M=3.06),
• servieing (M = 3 .I6 -3.39),
« frequency o f  launching new products 

(M=3.21).

The analyzed firms are moderatciy 
optimislic about the fulurc. Wiihin three years they 
anticipate improvement of thc situation -  as 
compared wilh ihe preseni time -  as regards all the 
instrumcnis ot’ competition. li is anłicipated that 
wiihin the area of each instrument of competition 
ihe studied firms will tend to be hetter than iheir 
average rival on thc EU market. The most 
optimislic foreeasis refer to:
• cjuality (M=4.30),
• promptness ofdeliveries (M=4.23),
• product hrand (M=4.13).

This means ihat the studied firms intend to 
continue iheir present competitise strategy because 
ihey currently have competitice advantage as 
regards the same instruments of competition.

FINAŁ RE MARKS

Studies on the competitive gap earried out 
by Ihe aulhor al ttie level o f a firm prove that the 
suggested coneeptuali/ation and operationalization 
of the idea ot firm competiliyeness are useful in 
practice. firm competiliyeness eonsisls o f three 
elements: competitive position, competitive
potential and instruments of competition 
(competitivc sirategies).

Ihe results of the studies confirm the 
esistenee of intuitively anłicipated competitiee gap 
between the Polish and the EU enterprises in the 
sphcre of the three above-meniioned elements of 
firm competiliyeness.

Itearing in mind the iimiiaiions conncetcd 
with the research method appiied (gathering 
managers’ opinions on the competiliyeness of tlieir 
companies) it should he underlined that allhough 
the abuve-mentioned eompetitive gap cxists, there 
also e.sists some premises to be optimistic, namely:
• the gap is not perceived as enormous -  i.e. 

average cotnpetitors operating on the EU 
market are perceieed as rivals with whom the 
Polish firms eart compete effectively,

• foreeasis coneerning competitivc position, 
eompeiifiye potential and instruments of 
competition indicate that the Potish 
enterprises assume an aggressiee attitude and 
intend to reduee ihe currently existing 
competitive gap. if this is to be successful, it 
is fiecessary to reformulate competitive 
sirategies of many of the analyzed firms and 
to obtain support from the economic policy 
(Gorynia, 1998).

Finally, it should be undertined that 
aggregated studies o f the situation and of the 
competitive gap (coveriiig a defined population 
of enterprises) ean merely he a starting point for 
the formutalion o f normaiive recommendalions 
addressed to concrete indieidual enterprises. 
While fornuitaling generał eonelusions and the 
morę so generał recommendalions for 
enterprises, attention should be paid to the 
specificily of their indiyidual situation and 
strategie identity. Inler-seetor. seelor and brane h 
studies should be folio wed by precise. 
individualized studies of competitiveness 
tailored to partieular enterprises. Among the 
premises which seem to he sufticient arguments 
for earrying out independent studies of 
competiliscness, the following ones ean be 
menttoned:
• measurements make it possible to evaluate 

the significance of partieular elements ot the 
Competitive potential and instruments of 
competition if an enterprise strises to 
achieve competitive advantage - to 
determine eritical factors/sphcres of success;

• this enables an enterprise to diagnose the 
spheres and esieni of its own maladjustmenl, 
i.e. to estimate the size of a gaj) within 
partieular elements of the potential and 
Instruments of competition as well as their 
arrangement againsl the background of the 
rivals. and also to esaluate the significance 
of gaps, in partieular spheres for the futurę 
of an enterprise and to assess their impact:

• measurcment of the competitive position 
facilitates making operational and strategie 
decisions the aim of which is to etiminate or 
to limit the sizo of ihe competitive gap:

• regular studies necessilate selectisc 
correeiive measures -  in lhose areas of the 
gap where they are most needed;

• these studies are aiso a basis for regular 
monitoring of these prohiems in an 
enterprise, for raising the auareness o f how 
important such monitoring is and acquiring 
the necessary researcb-anaJytica) skills, 
experience indispensable for continuous 
purposeful creation of adeąuately flexible 
competitive potential and selection of 
competitive instruments which would 
skilfully use this potential.

It seems that thc enterprises which take 
competition on the open EU market seriously 
should conduct regular and professiona! studies 
on competitiveness. This is a sine qua non 
condition to reducing a competitive gap 
separating ihem from other rivals who operate on 
this market.
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Table i
Competitise position of a firm against the rirals

Measures of competitive position
Wright of * g*ven

measur?
Home market 3 largest EU markets

ACMP AAMP ACMP AAMP
NI M SD NI M SD NI M SD NI M SD NI M SD

1. Market share of the studied firm 65 4,14 0,80 54 4,03 0,97 54 4,45 0,93 43 3.25 1.53 43 3,21 0,99

2. Financial situation ofthe studied 
firm 64 4,41 0,78 50 3,77 0,86 50 4,26 0,82 41 2,73 0,84 42 3,26 0,88

Ni -  number of indications ACMP -  asscssmem of our current position on the market
M -  arilhmetic mean AAMP -  assessment of our anticipated position on ihe market
SD -  standard dev>ation

Weight of measure: Scalę of possibilitics to assessment competitive position:

0 - no significance 0
l - very smali significance
2 - smali significance 2
3 - avcrage significance 3
4 - big significance 4
5 - vcry big significance 5
6 - enormous significance 6

-  we are (will be) the worst on the market (Iow market share. bad ftnancial situation)
-  we have (will have) a much worse than avcrage compeiitivc position
-  we havc (will have) a sfightly worse than average competitive position
-  wc have (will have) average compctitive position (iń a given respect)
-  we have (will have) a slighlly better than average competilivc position 
-w e  have (will have) a much better than average competitive position
-  we are (will be) market leader (the besi)
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Table 2
Competitire potential

Weight or factor: Scalę of possibilities (as compared with a\erage competitor):

0 -  no significance
1 -  very smali significance
2 -sm ali significance
3 -  average significance
4 -  big significance
5 -  very big significance
6 -  enormous significance

0 -  we are (will be) the worsl
-  we are (will be) much worse

2 -  we are (wilt be) slighlly worse
3 -  we are (will be) average
4 -  we are (will be) slighlly betler
5 -  we are (will be) much better
6 -  we are (will be) ihe bcst

NI -  numbcr of indications 
M -  arithmelic mean 
SD -  standard deviation

ACP -  assessment of our current potential 
AAP -  assessment of our anticipated potential

, Home market 3 lar gest EU markets

Measures of competitive potential measurt
ACP AAP ACP AAP

NI M SD NI M SD NI M SD NI M SD NI M SD
1. Possibilities of financing current activity 68 4,52 0,75 65 3,74 0,86 65 4,26 0,79 47 3,03 0,72 48 3,52 0,97
2. Possibilities of financing development from own funds 67 4,06 0,54 63 3,56 0,91 63 4,08 0,75 46 2.87 0,8! 47 3,36 1,00
3. Possibilities of financing development from exiemal means 67 3,79 0.81 63 3,57 1,11 63 4,11 0,85 44 2,80 0,92 45 3,34 0,99
4. Qua!ity of corporale finance management 67 4,46 0,82 63 3,94 0,68 63 4.44 0,82 46 3,86 0,96 47 3,85 0,95
5. Quality of corporate finance management technolog) 67 4,16 0.77 63 3,84 0.75 63 4,35 0,84 46 3,17 1,00 47 3,66 1,06
6. Qualily of production equipment 67 4,63 0,64 63 3,91 0,77 63 4,51 0,82 46 3,09 0,84 47 3,73 0,90
7. Advancement of production technolog)- 67 4,67 0,81 63 3,83 0,74 63 4,38 0,78 46 3,07 0.81 47 3,70 0,86
8. Flexibility of production system 67 4,28 0,87 63 3,86 0,73 63 4.32 0,74 46 3,28 0,87 47 3,68 0,90
9. Technical culture of employees 67 4,15 0,7! 63 3,74 0,72 63 4,31 0,74 46 3,20 0,85 47 3,74 0,90
10. Outlays for R&D 67 3,67 1.14 63 3,14 0,74 63 3,70 0,83 46 2,56 1,05 47 3.37 0,92
11. Quality of R&D Staff 67 3,64 1,09 63 3.37 0,84 63 3,73 0,86 46 2,81 0,85 47 3.22 0,92
12. Possibilities of purchasing modem construction and technological 

Solutions 67 4,10 0,94 63 3,50 0,88 63 4,11 0,92 46 2,89 0,92 47 3,32 1,16
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Table 2 CONT1NUED

13. I.evel ofquality managemem sjstem 67 4,52 0.79 63 4.11 0,78 63 4,52 0,84 46 3.38 0.94 47 3.79 0,89
14 Rank given toqua!ily assurance problems 67 4.69 0.70 63 4,16 0.81 63 4,60 0.81 46 3.50 0.96 47 4.00 0.93
15. Access w key resources 65 4.32 0.79 61 3.82 0,76 61 4.26 0,83 45 3,12 0,88 46 3.56 0.95
16. Qua!ity of supph -  louistie Staff 67 4.00 0.6U 63 3,60 0,71 63 4.00 0.68 45 3.12 0.84 46 3.60 0.91
17. Knowledge of prcscnt and futurę needs of eustomers 67 4.88 0.62 63 3.90 0.67 63 4.48 0.90 45 3.29 0.84 46 3.83 0,92
18. Knowledge ofcompetitors 67 4.46 0.91 63 3,92 0.71 63 4.47 0.82 45 3,24 0.86 46 3.89 0.89
19. Rank given to marketing activity 67 4.19 1.03 63 3.60 0,86 63 4.27 0.84 45 2.80 0.93 46 3.48 0.96
20. Rank git en to espansicm on forcign inarkeis 67 4.10 0.88 61 3.86 0.80 61 4.43 0.86 46 3.25 0,81 47 3.78 1,04
21. Quaiil) of marketing statT 66 4.17 1.04 64 3.51 0.80 63 4,13 0.74 47 3,00 0.96 47 3.55 0.98
22, Uualiiy ol'e\pon-saies staft 65 4,09 0,86 61 3.65 0.73 61 4,19 0.70 46 3,10 0.86 47 3,60 1.00
23. Relatite lcvcl ofOUtlays for marketing 67 3.82 0.83 63 3.22 0.75 63 3.89 0,77 46 2,40 1.00 47 3.25 0.91
24. Level of marketing technolog) 67 3.67 0.93 63 3.29 0.73 63 3.90 0.74 46 2.48 1,02 47 3.33 0.95
25. Leve! of operational management technolog) 66 4,24 0,82 62 3.54 0.69 62 4,08 0.86 45 2,96 0.56 46 3.52 0.97
26. Level of strategie management lechnologt 66 4,14 0,90 62 3,56 0,76 62 4,14 0.81 44 3.00 0.76 45 3.50 0.93
27. Quatiiv of motivation system 66 3,79 0.82 64 3.31 0.75 64 3,94 0.68 47 2,88 0.77 48 3.41 0.85
28. (Juality of manageria! Staff -  top management 66 4.76 0.74 62 4,09 0,62 62 4,46 0.74 45 3.61 0.84 46 4,00 0,79
29. Qua!in of middle management 67 4.54 0,78 63 3.89 0,70 63 4.32 0.73 45 3.38 0.96 46 3.89 0,91
30. Degree of identification of the erett ttith company‘s goals 67 3.96 0.93 63 3,58 0,75 63 4.11 0,78 45 3.14 0.86 46 3.71 0.90
31. tmplotees’ attitude to changcs 67 3.69 0.81 63 3,23 0.61 63 3.80 0.63 45 3.00 0.56 46 3.58 0.69
32. General Professional level of thc creo 67 4.30 0,69 63 3.65 0,63 63 4.16 0.59 45 3.24 0.71 46 3.69 0.70
33, Lcvei ol'innovativeness of the erett 66 3.83 0.75 62 3.52 0,75 62 3,87 0,71 45 3,02 0.66 46 3.50 0.75
34. Willingness to improte qualificalions 67 4,00 0.66 63 3.62 0,85 63 4.16 0.91 45 3.29 0.99 46 3,77 0.92
35. kmpióyces approt ai of the managerial staff 67 3.79 0,79 63 3.64 0,74 63 4.10 0,75 42 3.33 0.78 43 3.91 0,74
36. Lmployccs wLIlirtgness to eo-operate 67 4.05 0,69 63 3,60 0.72 63 4.07 0,70 45 3.32 0,70 46 3.77 0,69
37. Working out a elear tision of company growth 67 4.37 0.82 63 3.65 0.73 63 4,16 0.80 45 3,27 0,71 46 3.81 0,69
38. Knottledge of the firm and its products on the market 67 4.49 0.84 63 3,90 0,79 63 4.55 0.91 45 2.96 0.87 46 3,77 0,94
39. Reputation (image, good rccognition) of the firm 67 4.70 0.79 63 4.03 0,76 63 4,67 0.87 44 3.32 1,07 45 4.03 1.00
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Tabie3
Situation of a firm at regards application of Instruments of competition (competitive strategy)

Weight of instrument: Scalę of possibilities of evaluating situation as regards application of instrument* 
of competition (compared with average competitor):

0 -  no significance
-  very smali significance

0 -  we are (will be) the worst
1 -  we arc (will be) much worse

2 — smali significance 2 -  we are (will be) slightly worse
3 -  average significance 3 -  we are (will be) average
4 -  big significance 4 -  we are (will be) slightly better
5 -  very big significance 5 -  we are (will be) much better
6 -  enormous significance 6 -  we are (will be) the best

NI -  number of indications W1 -  weight of instrument
M - arithmetic mean ACSF -  assessment of current situation of our firm
SD -  standard devialion AASF -  assessment of anticipaled situation of our firm - in 3 years

Instruments of competition
3 largest EU markets

WI ACSF AASF
NI M SD NI M SD NI M SD

1. Price 56 4,88 0,63 54 3.50 0,84 54 3,74 0,95
56 5,09 0,55 54 3,79 0,97 54 4,30 1,02

3. Technoiogical advancement 55 4,02 0,93 53 3,42 0,89 53 3,89 0.92
4. Complewity of ofter 56 4,02 0,81 54 3,46 0.96 54 3,84 0,95

55 2,96 1,18 51 3.40 0,86 51 3,87 0,87
55 4,69 0,75 53 3,83 0,86 53 4,23 1,01

7, Tenns of payment 55 4,06 0,84 53 3,45 0,80 53 3,90 0,93
8. Advertising and sales promotion 56 3,79 1,28 54 3,06 0,93 54 3,67 U l
9. Frequency of launching new products 56 3,18 1.23 52 3,21 0,94 52 3,76 0,97
10. Customer-niendly distribution network 55 3,24 1,33 53 3,43 0,90 53 3,99 1,10
11. Rangę ofservices 50 2,84 1,56 45 3,16 0,91 45 3,70 1,03
12. Quality of services 50 2,92 !.5l 45 3,39 0,88 45 3,80 0,92
13. Price of services 50 2,68 1,47 44 3,20 0,89 44 3,46 0,94
14. Tcrms of guarantee ] 52 3,25 1,16 48 3,45 0,80 48 3,72 0,86
15. Product brand 1 54 3.85 1,09 51 3,52 1,02 51 4,13 0,99
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