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In thefirst part ofthis paper the concept and the basie
components of competitiveness itself are investigaled.
Then, in order to evaluate the competitiveness of Polish
firms as Poland draws closer to its goal of being
accepted asfuli member ofthe European Union (EU), the
analysis is structured in three dimensions: the domestic
market, foreign markets and the unified market of the
European Union. In each of these dimensions the
competitiveness of Polish ownedfirms is viewedfrom the
point of view of internat strengths and weaknesses of
these firms, and then the opportunities and threats
appearing in their external environment. The last section
presents the results of empirical research on the
competitive potential ofPolishfirms.

The Principal Dimensions of
Competitiveness

According to received theory there are many ways of
analysing and understanding firm competitiveness. In this
paper attempt is made to present a relatively comprehcnsive
and multi-dimensional concept of firm competitiveness,
reflecting the complexity of behaviour of the competing
firms. At the same time, the approach used here includes
the most important aspects of competitive enterprise
behaviour.

Formulating the concept of competitiveness and later on
an analytical scheme to understand it calls for the following
differentiation: a) competitiveness ex ante  versus
competitiveness ex post, and b) competitiveness on the
home market versus, competitiveness on different foreign
markets and competitiveness on an integrated regional
market (in this case that of the European Union).
Competitiveness ex post is understood as the current
competitive position. The competitive position achieved is
the outeome of the firm’s competitive strategy and
competitive strategies of its rivals.

Competitiveness ex ante is the future (prospective)
competitive position. It is defined by the firm’s relative (to
'ts competitors) capability to compete in the future through
its competitive potential. In other words this is the level of
competitiveness that is possible to be achieved. The
structure and use of competitive potential is described by
competitive strategy: planned or intended. Thus the firm’s
competitive strategy is an analytical category facilitating
transition from competitive potential, i.e. potential

competitiveness ex ante to the real competitiveness, i.e.
executed ex post.

In order to reach a desired competitive position a
company must have a distinct competitive advantage.
Having competitive advantage is a sine qua non
condition to achieve a desired competitive position. The
competitive advantage can be of a cost-price and/or
qualitative (differential) character. It is achieved through
instruments of competition that are at the same time
elements of competitive strategy. The instruments of
competition include (see Hafer, 1999) in essence all
those used in modem marketing management decisions.

It is also necessary to define the concepts of
competitive  potential and competitive  position.
Competitive potential of an enterprise can have a narrow
and a broad meaning. In the narrow meaning of the term
competitive potential embraces all resources used or
available for use by an enterprise (Godziszewski, 1999;
Grabowski, 1994). Resources can be classified into three
groups (Godziszewski, 1999):

1 primary resources,
2. secondary resources,
3. performance resources.

Primary resources consist of the entrepreneur’s
philosophy and the capacity to assemble and combine in
an enterprise the necessary tangible and intangible assets.
Secondary resources include materiat factors of
production (fixed assets, raw materials, intermediate
goods, equipment etc.), human resources, innovations,
distribution  channels, enterprise organisation and
information resources. Performance resources include
concepts such as image (particularly brand awareness)
and customer loyalty.

In a wider meaning of the term, the firm’s competitive
potential consists of the following elements (Gorynia,
1998):

1 corporate culture,
firm’s resources (broadly conceived),
organisational structure,
strategie vision,
unique behaviour (implementing company strategy).
Corporate culture identifies economic behaviour
preferred by owners,managers and employees. In somc
enterprises priority may be given, for example, to the
delivery of superior value through innovations, in others
through efficient distribution systems. Some firms may
take risks willingly, other - with extreme reluctance.
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Generally speaking, corporate culture may be a factor
strongly stimulating competitive and entrepreneurial
behaviour.

Company resources usually determine the scope of its
activities in the economic and social environment.
Scarcity of some resources may limit such scale and
scope of activities. Their flexibility and mobility may
change the firm’s position in its environment. Broadly
conceived, firm’s resources include human, technological,
materiat and fmancial resources as well as intangibles
(e.g. reputation). Resources available to an enterprise
reduce the set of behaviours possible under given
environmental conditions to a set of feasible behaviours.
The volume, character and allocation of the firm’s
resources also influence its capacity to gain competitive
advantage.

Organisation of an enterprise detenmines whose
preferences will be of greater or smaller significance in
the firm. The organisational structure of the firm includes
such concepts as division of authority, divison of labour
and the communication network.

Enterprise behaviour is moreover influenced by its
strategie vision which determines its objectives, mission
and their execution. The importance of this vision
depends on whether it is elear, supported by interna! and
extemal authority, based on experience and feasible.

The process of strategy creation in a company consists
of two components: the process of formulating a strategie
vision (plan) and the process of implementing the vision
(plan) in practise. Each company has its own research,
planning and performance procedures. Extemal and
intemal factors are responsible for the fact that enterprises
will be more or less inclined to change the set of
procedures used. Moreover, extemal and intemal factors
are also responsible for the fact that the firm’s behaviour
will either come closer to the planned course of action
(effective implementation of a elear strategie vision) or
drift away from it due to the lack of a elear strategie
vision or the inability to implement it.

Competitive position of an enterprise emerges ffom
the assessment of what the firm has to offer to the market
and is reflected by the firm’s market share and its
fmancial situation. Standard indicators of fmancial
standing include profitability relative to that of
competitors ffom the same branch or industry and relative
cost level.

If by competitive gap one understands for the purposes
of this paper the differences in competitiveness between
the Polish and the European Union firms, then in the light
of the above-mentioned terminology, the said concept of
competitive gap can also be understood in the ex post
sense (gap as a difference in competitive position) and in
the ex ante sense (gap as a difference in competitive
potential). Furthermore, it is also sensible to differentiate
between a competitive gap understood as a State at a
given moment (static competitive gap) and a competitive
gap in a dynamie approach, meaning the process of
change in the initial competitive gap, i.e. the sequence of
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States of competitive gap at different points in time
(dynamie competitive gap).

Four further competitive gap dimensions can be
established:

1 Competitive gap as a difference in the current
competitive position of a firm compared with that of its
rivals. Detailed variables describing the competitive gap
in this sense include measures of competitive position
(market share and profitability) referred to the current
situation.

2. Competitive gap as a difference in the future
competitive position of a firm compared with that of its
rival. It is described by a similar set of competitive
position measures referred to some future moment.

3. Competitive gap as a difference in the current (initial)
competitive potential of a firm compared with that of its
rivals. Competitive potential determines the firm’s ability
to compete and the range of plausible competitive
strategies.

4. Competitive gap as a difference in the competitive
strategy, within the studied period, of a firm compared
with that of its rivals.

There is also a feedback effect between the different
aspects of competitiveness. Competitive potential partly
determines the management process but the management
process in tum influences the extent and quality of the
competitive potential. The results achieved also influence
the volume and quality of competitive potential and have
a further impact on the management process. These
observations reinforce the conclusion that
competitiveness and competitive gap cannot be treated as
static concept.

Factors of Competitiveness of Polish
Firms

The average size of Polish firms, measured by their
total annual tumover, is relatively smali when compared
with their EU counterparts. Another important aspect
related to size, strategy and structure of Polish firms is
that they are predominantly focused on the domestic
market and have little foreign presence going beyond
exports as the first stage of the intemationalization
process. This is evident in the fact that there are but a few
Polish owned companies that can be classified as
multinational in the sense of having invested in foreign
production in many foreign markets. Thus three elements
influencing a company’s competitiveness: size, structure
and strategy create at the outset a handicap for Polish
firms when compared to their foreign competitors
operating on the market of the EU and/or the domestic
market ofPoland.

Focusing first on the domestic market it is easy to
observe that there is a marked asymmetry in the
competitive position of Polish and foreign firms in favor,
of course, of the latter. The subsidiaries of foreign
multinational companies (MNC’s) operating in Poland are



by themselves equal in size to the medium or large Polish
fiims. The foreign subsidiaries’ structure and strategy
drawing on and intemally connected with the resources of
their parent companies provide them with a tremendous
competitive advantage vis a vis their drastically weaker
and smaller Polish competitors.

It may be argued that Polish firms have the advantage
of better knowledge and access to information on the
domestic market, including the country specific formal
and, egually if not more important, informal and tacit
knowledge of doing business in Poland. But this
advantage is very much time constrained in that most of
the foreign rivals and certainly all subsidiaries of MNC’s
can easily acauire, after a relatively short presence on the
Polish market, the same or superior knowledge and
expertise due to their larger financial resources and ability
to capture prime managerial talent as well as the capacity
to utilize superior support services (legat, consulting,
accounting and marketing firms and agencies). The same
is true with respect to supplier relationships with one
modification - foreign firms bring along their own
suppliers ffom abroad who in tum acauire their local
competitors thus often putting the Polish customers of
those acguired suppliers in a situation of competitive
disadvantage.

R&D outlays and the resulting product innovations are
a basie source of competitive advantage. Polish firms do
allocate fimds for this activity. However the absolute and
relative (to total spending or to total sales) expenditures
of domestic firms are considerably smaller when
compared with those of MNC’s. It is noteworthy to
observe in this context that most MNC subsidiaries in
Poland spend marginal amounts on R&D sirice the core of
this activity is carried outside Poland and the Polish
market is still considered as being suitable for placing
products that are relatively obsolete or in the maturity
stage of their life cycles (Wolniak, 1998).

Attitudes of management towards competitiveness,
entrepreneurial spirit and a drive to challenge competitors
on domestic and foreign markets all constitute a
psychological layer of managerial motivations to
compete. In this respect research described below points
to a high degree of confidence of managers in Polish
firms in being able to compete successfully in the EU
market Such motivation, if indeed it is deeply embedded
in the minds of Polish managers, may to some extent
compensate for the weaknesses and deficiencies in the
real competitive position of domestic Polish companies.
But it also points out to the historie and cultural drawback
typical to so many Poles that having a drive to win and
combat your adversaries with little materiat, financial and
intangible resources behind you will inevitably lead to a
path with a high risk of failure.

In enhancing their competitiveness Polish companies
expect support ffom the govemment and/or the local
authorities. This is a rational if not obvious expectation
ffom the business sector, especially in the case of an
emerging economy in the process of transformation ffom
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a centrally planned to a market led system. It is
augmented by the sad fact that in most key sectors and
industries major and/or dominant market shares are
already held by subsidiaries of foreign MNC’s. Domestic
Polish firms have not been able to effectively match the
competitive advantages possessed by foreign entrants
although they are continuing to implement strategies
designed to redress this imbalancel

Surprising in the sphere of govemment support for
domestic Polish firms is the fact that the approach and
measures so far adopted have been predominantly neo-
liberal and laissez faire in character. This in no smali
degree can be considered as one of the principal causes of
the low competitive position of Polish versus foreign
owned firms on the Polish market. All the more so when
this tendency is coupled with intensive but incoherent
attempts to attract foreign investment to Poland. Foreign
firms investing in  Poland have throughout the
transformation period enjoyed tax and other fiscal
privileges that were unavailable for domestic competitors.
The underlying assumption behind this line of thinking
was the conviction that foreign firms, especially large
MNC'’s, would by investing in Poland bring in the much
sought new products and superior technologies,
management and marketing Systems, and thus contribute
to the upgrading and development of the whole economy.

It was further assumed at the start of the economic and
social transformation process that the existing domestic
assets, most of them State owned, would be more
effectively privatized and restructured if they were sold to
foreign companies that had a proven track record of

success in intemational business. This however
necessitated a radical improvement in the existing
institutional, materiat, technical, sernice and social

infrastructure which was highly inadeguate to the needs of
foreign investors or completely absent. The achievements
and improvements in many of these elements of
infrastructure have so far been guite outstanding. In this
sense they have benefited the competitiveness of all firms
operating on the Polish market: foreign as well as locally
owned. But in other aspects building the competitive
position and potential of domestic firms was left to the
entrepreneurship, creativity and invention of their
management and owners. The net effect today is that all
those and other assets being at the disposal of Polish
owned firms cannot match in key sectors those of their
foreign owned counterparts. This is compounded by the
still existing barriers in the form of govemment
bureaucracy and red tape that also inhibit the fiinctioning
and expansion ofboth domestic and foreign businesses.
Domestic Polish firms have managed to stay abreast of
competition in segments and/or market niches that by
foreign MNC’s were considered as relatively unimportant
or less attractive. The inherent danger here is that as with
time foreign firms experience a slowdown in sales or
saturation of their principal markets they will be tempted
to move into these previously neglected segments and



niches eroding and possibly eliminating the dominance of
local Polish competitors.

This possibility is all the more real once the Polish
market is fully opened to competition from the EU as
Poland becomes its fuli member. Negotiated interim
periods for adjustment for Polish firms will change little if
there is no concerted action on the side of govemment
policy active]y enhancing their competitive potential and
position. But so far there are no elear signs of this
happening. Thus there are symptoms that if the Polish
authorities will institute such measures later on it might
prove to be “too little and too late”.

The above observations apply to the competitive
situation on the Polish domestic market. If attention tums
to the competitiveness of Polish owned firms on foreign
markets the situation can be unfortunately judged as much
less favorable. It is difficult to identify Polish firms
operating on foreign markets in which these firms hotd
dominant or major market shares. This is because Polish
firms are smali and weak in terms of their firm specific
ownership advantages2 The market of the EU attests to
this conclusion as well.

There is however a further important cause for the
competitive weakness of most Polish firms operating on
foreign markets. It stems from the conviction that
exporting is a sufficient method of serving foreign
markets. Polish owned firms venture very rarely beyond
this stage into licensing, franchising or various forms of
foreign direct investment. Business alliance formation to
enter or operate on foreign markets is also primarily a
theoretical concept. The relative absence of all those
methods and forms is less due to insufficient perception
of how foreign competitors have been entering and
operating on the Polish market and much more to the
consequences of insufficient materiat, financial and
intangible assets.

In many industries moreover successful exporting is
seen as a very difficult stage to reach anyway. For many
Polish products meeting accepted quality standards is a
problem and even if it has been solved there still lingers
the negative country of origin or country of manufacture
effect which, in order to be eliminated, requires massive
advertising or other forms of promotion. In this sphere
govemment funding of campaigns promoting Polish
products is inadequate or only in its infancy stage.

Looking at the problems of competitiveness of Polish
owned firms from a conceptual point of view the
following pattem can be detected. These firms are
perceived as competing with foreign owned companies
firstly on the domestic Polish market, then on specific
foreign markets and eventually to a wider extent also on
the single market of the EU. In such a cross section
analysis the competitive situation of Polish firms tends to
evolve from a weak position on the domestic Polish
market to a weaker position on foreign markets to a
perceived weakest position on the EU market. This
means that in practice Polish firms are and will continue
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to be an easy target for acquisitions from EU companies
and/or will simply drop out of the market.

If (in a limited number of cases) Polish owned firms
manage to dcmonstrate superior competitive performance
on the domestic market their position on specific foreign
markets will in the long run remain weaker if they refrain
from going beyond cxporting on the path of
intemationalizing their activities. This will lead to a
relatively weakest position on the market of the EU if
exporting continues to persist. On the other hand if Polish
firms do undertake direct investment abroad and/or form
strategie alliances with other domestic or foreign
companies their competitive position is likely to improve
on specific foreign markets. It should therefore become
strongest on the EU market but this however does not
mean that it will be strong enough to resist a takeover or
merger attempt by a still stronger EU rival.

At the same time the situation of foreign owned
competitors can also be projected using the same cross
section framework. In Poland they have the strongest
possible competitive position and potential due to
dominant or major maTket shares, weak local and
moderate intemational competition. Since in the majority
of cases they are subsidiaries of large MNC’s such
position of strength is also evident in other non-EU
national markets where they operate. In the EU, where
competition is much more intense, their position can be
considered as being weakest although this is a relative
term and always implies a dramatically stronger position
than that attainable by the most highly competitive Polish
owned firms after Poland’s entry into the EU.

Polish owned firms in order to survive and take
advantage of the EU market have practically one two
stage option open to them if they do not intend to loose
their national identity: focus on improving their
competitive position on the Polish market and embarking
on the intemationalization process. The key to the first
part seems to lie in stimulating domestic rivalry3 Besides
the firms themselves the principal actor here is the State
which should allocate more funds for implementing
measures designed to eliminate the asymmetry between
the terms and conditions of doing business in Poland open
to and favoring foreign firms, and those available to
domestic competitors. This should not in any case mean
sheltering or outwardly intervening in the functioning of
Polish owned firms. What is expected is a more
facilitating, guiding and stimulating role, providing them
with resources and showing them the instruments to
innovate and upgrade their competitive potential.

Another sphere of economic policy measures should
focus on supporting foreign direct investment by Polish
owned firms. This also in no smali measure should
include an educational campaign designed to show the
rationale for and advantages of investing abroad and/or
cooperating through the formation of business alliances.

If the imbalance and asymmetry between the
competitive position of Polish owned and foreign firms in
Poland is not redressed in the near future then what can



be expected upon Poland’s entry into the EU will be a
large scale expansion of companies from Poland to the
EU market with only one distinctive feature: most of them
will be subsidiaries of non Polish MNC’s. The recurring
question may be asked at this moment as to what
difference does the national ownership of a company’s
eguity make and what are its long term strategie
conseguences. But those are issues for further research
falling beyond the scope of this paper.

Measuring Competitiveness of Polish
Firms. An Empirical Study

The research was conducted in 2000 on a sample of 68
Polish firms under the following assumptions:

A. data collection was conducted through direct
interviews, on the basis of a guestionnaire, with
representatives of top management of the selected firms
(one representative from each firm),

B. questions covered managers’ opinions conceming
three aspects of competitiveness - competitive position,
competitive potential and instruments of competitive
strategy,

C. sample firms were chosen
branches of the manufacturing sector,

D. the sample covered mainly medium-size and large
enterpnses,

Enterprises of different legat status participated in the
study: 29 were limited liability companies, 27 joint stock
companies, 4 civil companies, 3 one-man companies, 4
co-operatives and 1 State enterprise. As for the number of
employees in the studied firms, the situation was as
follows:

from different

- up to 50 employees 4 firms
- 50-100 employees 10 firms
- 101-500 employees 38 firms
- over 500 employees 16 firms

In 1999 the sales recorded by those firms were as
follows:

- up to 5 min PLN 3 firms
- 5-10 min PLN 9 firms

- 10-50 min PLN 25 firms
- 50-100 min PLN 13 firms
- over 100 min PLN 14 firms

In 1999 the share of exports in total sales was 35% on
average with exports to the three largest EU markets
constituting on average 26% of the total sales. The largest
EU markets for the firms under consideration were
Germany, France and Holland. The firms’ forecasts for
the years 2000, 2003 and 2005 anticipated that these
markets would continue to play the most important role
for their export sales in the future.

The results of the study on competitive potential are
presented in Table 1 (in this paper we do not present the
results conceming competitive position and competitive
strategy). Respondents were given a set of 39 measures
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of competitive potential. The highest weighs were

attributed to the following measures:

- knowledge ofthe current and future needs of the
customers (M=4.88),

- quality of the managerial Staff- top management
(M=4.76),

- reputation (image, recognition) ofthe firm (M=4.70),

- importance of guality assurance (M=4.69),

- technology development (M=4.67).

Results also showed that the following measures of
competitive potential were ofthe least significance:

- quality ofresearch and development staff (M=3.64),
- outlays for R&D (M=3.67),

- level of marketing technigues (M=3.67),

- employee attitude to change (M=3.69),

- employee approval of managerial staff (M=3.79),

- guality of the motivating system (M=3.79).

It was somewhat surprising that factors relating to
R&D and to corporate culture were assessed as
unimportant. As for evaluation of the current competitive
potential of the studied firms on the home market, the
highest measures were attributed to the following factors:
- importance of guality assurance (M=4.16),

- guality ofthe management system (M=4.11),
- guality of managerial staff- top management(M=4.09)

Thus, broadly understood guality seemed to be the
most important asset of the studied firms as compared
with their home rivals. Relative weaknesses of the studied
firms on the home market included:

- R&D outlays (M=3.14),
- relative level of outlays for marketing (M=3.22),
- employee attitude to changes (M=3.23).

It should be underlined that low competitive potential
appeared in those areas that were regarded by the
respondents as less significant. Attention must also be
paid to the fact that the assessment of the competitive
potential of the studied firms in the future (3 years) was
more optimistic than the current one. This concems all
factors of competitive potential. It may be a sign of an
active and aggressive, and at the same time optimistic,
approach of the studied firms to competition on the home
market. Generally, it can be argued that in the opinion of
the sample firm management both their current and future
competitive potential on the home market looks good.
Each of the factors of competitive potential obtained an
average score above 3.00, which means that the studied
firms performed better than their average home rival.

The situation looks different with respect to the three
EU markets. As for 11 out of 39 measures of competitive
potential referring to the current competitive situation, it
was assessed that the Polish firms had lower competitive
potential than their average rival on the EU markets
(average score below 3.00). The lowest assessment
concemed:

- relative level of outlays for marketing (M=2.40),
- level of marketing technology (M=2.48),
- R&D outlays (M= 2.56).



It is also significant that in none ofthe 39 measures the
mean assessment of the current situation did not exceed
4.00 that indicated a slightly higher competitive potential
than that of the average rivals on the EU markets. This
means that the studied Polish enterprises seemed to have
a competitive potential similar to that of their average
competitors on the EU markets. The highest assessment
related to:

- quality of corporate finance management (M=3.86),
- quality of managerial staff- top management (M=3.61)
- importance of quality assurance (M=3.50).

Evaluations conceming the future are more optimistic.
In 38 out of 39 measures these evaluations were higher
for the future (3 years) than for the current period (the
quality of corporate finance management which is quite
highly assessed at present is an exception). The following
measures achieved the highest score:

- reputation (image, recognition ofthe firm) (M=4.03)
- quality of managerial staff top management (M=4.00)
- importance of quality assurance (M=4.00).

Finat Remarks

The results of the empirical research sample confirm
the existence of a competitive gap between Polish and
EU enterprises in the sphere of competitive potential.
Bearing in mind the limitations connected with the
research method applied (gathering managers’ opinions
on the competitiveness of their companies) it should be
underlined that although the above-mcntioned gap exists
there are also grounds for optimism because:

AJ the gap is not perceived as enormous —i.e. average
competitors operating on the EU market are perceived as
rivals with whom the Polish firms can compete
effectively,

B/ forecasts conceming competitive potential indicate
that Polish firms assume an aggressive attitude and intend
to reduce the currently existing competitive gap. If this is
to be successful, it is necessary to reformulate competitive
strategies of many Polish owned firms and obtain the
much needed assistance from the State as outlined earlier.

Notes

IFor an extensive presentation of the competitive
strategies of Polish firms see Gorynia, Wolniak, 2000.
"These advantages are conceptualized according to J. H
Dunning’s eclectic paradigm of international production.
See Dunning, 1988.

3 A similar solution for Japanese firms is advocated by M.
Porter and M. Sakakibara although its implications and
premises are different. See Porter, Sakakibara, 2000.
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Table 1.

Competitive potential of Polish firms

Weight of factor:

DU WN = O

NI - number of indications
M - arithmetic mean

- no significance

- very smali significance
- smali significance

- average significance

- big significance

- very big significance

- enormous significance

SD - standard deviation

© oo ~NO Ok WD R

A
N O

[
w

Measures of competitive potential

Possibilities offinancing current activity

Possibilities of financing development from own funds
Possibilities of financing development from extemal sources
Quality of corporate finance management

Ouality of corporate finance management technology
Quality of production equipment

Development of new technologies

Flexibility of production system
Technical culture ofemployees

R&D outlays

Quality of R&D Staff

Possibilities of purchasing modem construction and technological

Solutions
Quality of management system

oo WN R O

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

we are (will be) the worst

we are (will be) much worse
we are (will be) slightly worse
we are (will be) average

-we are (will be) slightly better

- we are (will be) much better

- we are (will be) the best

Weight of measure

NI
68
67
67
67
67
67
67
67
67
67

67

67

67

M
452
4,06
3,79
4,46
4,16
4,63
4,67
4,28
4,15
3,67
3,64

4,10

4,52

SD
0,75
0,54
0,81
0,82
0,77
0,64
0,81
0,87
0,71
1,14
1,09

0,94

0,79

NI
65
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63

63

63

63

ACP

3,74
3,56
3,57
3,94
3,84
3,91
3,83
3,86
3,74
3,14
3,37

3,50

4,11

Home market

SD
0,86
0,91
111
0,68
0,75
0,77
0,74
0,73
0,72
0,74
0,84

0,88

0,78

NI
65
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63

63

63

63

AAP

4,26
4,08
4,11
4,44
4,35
4,51
4,38
4,32
4,31
3,70
373

4,11
4,52

SD
0,79
0,75
0,85
0,82
0,84
0,82
0,78
0,74
0,74
0,83
0,86

0,92

0,84

NI
47
46
44
46
46
46
46
46
46
46

46

46

46

Scale of possibilities (as compared with average competitor):

3 largest EU markets

ACP
M
3,03
2,87
2,80
3,86
3,17
3,09
3,07
3,28
3.20
2.56

2,81
2,89

3,38

SD
0,72
0,81
0,92
0,96
1,00
0,84
0,81
0,87
0,85
1,05
0,85

0,92

0,94

NI
48
47
45
47
47
47
47
47
47
47

47

47

47

AAP
M
3,52
3,36
3,34
3,85
3,66
3,73
3,70
3,68
3,74
3,37
3,22

3,32

3,79

SD
0,97
1,00
0,99
0,95
1,06
0,90
0,86
0,90
0,90
0,92
0,92

1,16

0,89



14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

Quality assurance

Access to key resources

Quality of supply- logistic staff

Knowledge of prescnt and future customers needs
Knowledge ofcompetitors

Marketing activity

Expansion on foreign markets

Ouality of marketing Staff

Quality of export-sales staff

Relative level of for marketing outlays

Level of marketing technology

Level of operational managemcnt

Level of strategie management

Ouality of motivation system

Quality of managerial staff- top management
Ouality of middle management

Degree of employee identification with company goals

Employee attitude to change

General professional level of employees

Level of innovativeness of employees
Employee willingness to improve qualifications
Employee approval of managerial staff
Employee willingness to co-operate

Working out a elear vision of company growth

Knowledge of the firm and its products on the market

Reputation (image, recognition) of the firm

67
65
67
67
67
67
67
66
65
67
67
66
66
66
66
67
67
67
67
66
67
67
67
67
67
67

4,69
4,32
4,00
4,88
4,46
4,19
4,10
4,17
4,09
3,82
3,67
4,24
4,14
3,79
4,76
4,54
3,96
3,69
4,30
3,83
4,00
3,79
4,05
4,37
4,49
4,70

288

0,70
0,79
0,60
0,62
0,91
1,03
0,88
1,04
0,86
0,83
0,93
0,82
0,90
0,82
0,74
0,78
0,93
0,81
0,69
0,75
0,66
0,79
0,69
0,82
0,84
0,79

63
61
63
63
63
63
61
64
61
63
63
62
62
64
62
63
63
63
63
62
63
63
63
63
63
63

4,16
3,82
3,60
3,90
3,92
3,60
3,86
3,51
3,65
3,22
3,29
3,54
3,56
3,31
4,09
3,89
3,58
3,23
3,65
3,52
3,62
3,64
3,60
3,65
3,90
4,03

0,81
0,76
0,71
0,67
0,71
0,86
0,80
0,80
0,73
0,75
0,73
0,69
0,76
0,75
0,62
0,70
0,75
0,61
0,63
0,75
0,85
0,74
0,72
0,73
0,79
0,76

63
61
63
63
63
63
61
63
61
63
63
62
62
64
62
63
63
63
63
62
63
63
63
63
63
63

4,60
4,26
4,00
4,48
4,47
4,27
4,43
4,13
4,19
3,89
3,90
4,08
4,14
3,94
4,46
4,32
4,11
3,80
4,16
3,87
4,16
4,10
4,07
4,16
4,55
4,67

0,81
0,83
0,68
0,90
0.82
0,84
0,86
0,74
0,70
0,77
0,74
0,86
0,81
0,68
0,74
0,73
0,78
0,63
0,59
0,71
0,91
0,75
0,70
0,80
0,91
0,87

46
45
45
45
45
45
46
47
46
46
46
45
44
47
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
42
45
45
45
44

3,50
3,12
3,12
3,29
3,24
2,80
3,25
3,00
3,10
2,40
2,48
2,96
3,00
2,88
3,61
3,38
3,14
3,00
3,24
3,02
3,29
3,33
3,32
3,27
2,96
3,32

0,96
0,88
0,84
0,84
0.86
0,93
0,81
0,96
0,86
1,00
1,02
0,56
0,76
0,77
0,84
0,96
0,86
0,56
0,71
0,66
0,99
0,78
0,70
0,71
0,87
1,07

47
46
46
46
46
46
47
47
47
47
47
46
45
48
46
46
46
46
46
46
46

46
46
46
45

4,00
3,56
3,60
3,83
3,89
3,48
3,78
3,55
3,60
3,25
3,33
3,52
3,50
3,41
4,00
3,89
3,71
3,58
3,69
3,50
3,77
391
3,77
3,81
3,77
4,03

0,93
0,95
0,91
0,92
0,89
0,96
1,04
0,98
1,00
0,91
0,95
0,97
0,93
0,85
0,79
0,91
0,90
0,69
0,70
0,75
0,92
0,74
0,69
0,69
0,94
1,00



