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Abstract

Research background:A lot of companies in the market create a varidtgituations in
which they compete with one another. At the same ttompanies crave for the same pool
of demand, and in fact the money held by the buystempts to define the notion of com-
petitiveness of the company appear frequently iensific publications and in the research
conducted by various institutions in different ctries. The concept of competitiveness is
used to determine the ratio of enterprise charnatites to these of its competitors, resulting
from many internal features and the ability to deigh an external environment.

Purpose of the article: The purpose of this article is to present resultshe Company
CompetitivenesBarometer, conducted in 2014, 2015 and 2016 oowapgof more than 600
Polish companies. The Barometer is a theoreticsikldar the integrated model of competi-
tiveness designed by the authors of the article. §gecific objectives of this article are: to
provide an overview of the research methodologyrésent the results of empirical studies
of more than 600 Polish companies, to create alineudf the future direction of the re-
search on competitiveness of enterprises by mehtiseoCompany Competitiveness Ba-
rometer.
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M ethods: The questionnaire used in the Company Competits@Barometer is built of 48
questions. 45 of them are related to the charattesiof the company that are affecting its
competitiveness, and 3 questions are metric questibhe questionnaire can be found on
the www.sensorium24.com website.

Findings & Value added: The research carried out from the point of viewhaf company’s
employees, offer an opportunity to reflect and khébout the competitiveness of their own
organization and factors that are shaping it. Théobl used makes it possible to compare
own results with other companies participatinghia survey.

I ntroduction

In the beginning of XXI century the concept of catifveness has be-
come particularly important for companies and ajsite popular among
entrepreneurs, managers and business organizgfomzastha & Moma-
ya, 2004). It is widely believed that in the markebnomy the improve-
ment of the competitiveness of enterprises in amginegion of the country
in the long term effects in raising the level ofnqetitiveness of the na-
tional economy as a whole (Blair, 2004).

The concept of competitiveness is used to deterthi@eatio of the en-
terprise characteristics to those of its competjtoesulting from many
internal features and the ability to deal with theternal environment
(Lombana, 2011). An assessment of competitivertessld be done in all
areas of the company’s activity which determine éttractiveness of the
offer, the economic condition of the company, itgamizational and tech-
nical efficiency (Donno, 2013). The ability to coetp defined in such
a way may be relative, which means you can comparganies in pairs.

Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to preflamtanalysis of the
competitiveness of companies in Poland in the peoio2014-2016. The
data comes from the annual Company CompetitiveBesemeter, con-
ducted in that period on a group of several hunételish companies. The
analysis includes aspects of a competitive potendiacompetitive ad-
vantage, a platform of competition and competipesitioning.

The specific objectives of this article are:

— to provide an overview of the research methodology,

— to present the results of empirical studies ofiddhatompanies in chosen
areas of competitiveness,

— to create an outline of the future direction of tesearch on competi-
tiveness of enterprises by means of the Companyp€btiveness Ba-
rometer.

This paper consists of a short literature revieewufed on the main
trends in company competitiveness research, aiggeorof the original

602



Oeconomiaopernicanad(4), 601-49

research methodology, characteristics of the reBesample, a presentation
of chosen aspects of examined companies compettbee and closing
conclusions on the next research in the future.

Related works

There are several trends related to the reseafgbacsiand conducting the
research itself that are possible to be distingadsin the research into the
competitiveness of the enterprise.

Three main areas of research can be identifieddrstibject area of the
study. Firstly, in recent years, attempts are nadissess the international
competitiveness of enterprises (Pefa-Vireteal, 2014) and in the case of
the countries from the European Union, attempesstess the impact of the
EU aid on increasing the competitiveness of enisgpr(Martinez &otlu-
ka, 2015). Secondly, from the point of view of tmmpetitiveness of en-
terprises or regions, the analysis of the competitéss of clusters is be-
coming more and more popular (Aguetr al, 2017). Thirdly, studies on
the research results discuss the impact of theeimghtation of corporate
social responsibility on competitiveness (Magh al, 2017; Patrisia &
Dastgir, 2017) and on the competitive potentidiaohily businesses (Miko-
las, 2016).

As far as the methods of conducting the researchusiness competi-
tiveness are concerned, the importance of asset@ncpmpetitiveness of
the company from the perspective of its managedsamers is evident
(Borowiecki & Siuta-Tokarska, 2016). This is mairihe case for cyclical
study into the competitiveness of small and medsimed enterprises in
different countries (Setyawaat al, 2015) and in selected branches of the
industry (Koroteevat al, 2016).

It is worth mentioning an increasing role of conijpet advantage as
a dominating element of company competitivenesthénlast years, espe-
cially in family enterprises (Bednaet al, 2017) and multinational enter-
prises (Bugador, 2016). On the contrary, the coitipetadvantage is less
important in smaller companies (Aripin, 2017).

Another approach distinguished a special relatietwbeen competitive
potential and competitive position (Trapczynekal, 2016). There are also
some traits of focusing the company competitivermeske environment in
which the company operates (Kuznetseval, 2017).

Within this trend, the authors of the article hémgen conducting annual
surveys on the competitiveness of enterprises landpthe Czech Repub-
lic and Slovakia since 2012. Longer time perspectud a uniform meth-
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odology of research allow for some analyses indtoss-sections of the
years in which the research was conducted.

Research methodology

In order to remind the essence of the cyclicallpdiacted research within
the framework of the Barometer of Business Competiess, the main
assumptions of the presented approach will be egintd. Detailed meth-
odological solutions are provided in previous pedtions of the authors
(Flak, 2014; Flak & Gtod, 2015; Flak & Gtéd, 2015).

The authors have attempted to systematize concdefmitions and
models related to the subject of enterprise cortipetiess in their previous
publications (Flak & Gtéd, 2009). The original t®mpetitiveness Inte-
grated Model has been refined and operationaliaed, with the use of
research tools, also tailored for practical use\mluating individual as-
pects of the company's competitiveness (Flak & GH@ll2). The devel-
opment of an integrated model of enterprise cortipetiess was aimed at
generalizing most of the business cases and iglergithe most important
links between the different aspects of competitbgn The integrated mod-
el of enterprise competitiveness and its situati@meatext, which deter-
mines the competitiveness of enterprises, are predeén Figure 1.

The integrated competitiveness model has 7 assonptFirst of all,
competition between companies is carried out withansector. Secondly,
the competitiveness of the company is influenceddayors that are de-
pendent and independent of the company. Thirdey ptatform of competi-
tion includes the features of the closer and théhén environment; the
features of the further environment are fixed at@anent and are the same
for all competing businesses; the characteristfcth® close environment
may vary for each one. Fourthly, the features efglatform of competition
do not depend on an individual company. Fifthly tharacteristics of the
companies included in the concept of competitiveepiial, strategy, ad-
vantage and a competitive position are differenefich company. Sixthly,
the characteristics of an enterprise, embodiedhénconcepts of the com-
petitive potential, strategy, and a competitive aadage, depend on the
company. Seventh, the characteristics of an engerprcluded in the con-
cept of competitive position are independent ofah&erprise.

Table 1 provides definitions of concepts used i Tdompetitiveness
Integrated Model. Components of the Competitiverlagsgrated Model
are temporally and causally interrelated. Themtiehships have been veri-
fied in previous publications of the authors.
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Based on the above assumptions and effects ofoileeptualization of
existing approaches to the phenomenon of compampettiveness and
the methods of its research, the authors of theledeveloped 2 methods
of testing the competitiveness of enterprises — 2UBE and NEXT2USE
(Flak & Gt4d, 2012, pp. 219-230). One of them — ARUSE — was the
basis for creating the annual Company Competitisearometer, namely
a research tool for assessing the competitivenefiseosurveyed compa-
nies.

The ALL2USE method assumes the measurement obalponents of
the competitiveness model, shown in Figure 1, ia simort period of time.
Because of the shifting in time the effects of, éaample, the elements of
competitive potential in the competition strategibés method is appropri-
ate for the static measurement of enterprise catiyegtess.

The Company Competitiveness Barometer uses theoshethquestion-
naire in all 5 areas of the research on competiése shown in Figure 1.
The questionnaire used in the Company Competits®Barometer con-
tains 45 questions, 12 of which concern competitiotential, 10 competi-
tion strategies, 8 competitive advantage, 6 coripetposition and 9 plat-
form of competition. The questionnaire includeseBndgraphic questions.
The survey can be found on the website konkureimygetrwaja.pl or
sensorium24.com.

The Company Competitiveness Barometer has two emtgmt algo-
rithms for calculating results. The first one iseddor statistical calcula-
tions using the collected data — respondents' arss\utevas used to verify
the Competitiveness Integrated Model. The secogdrighm is used to
indicate to the respondent, after filling in theegtionnaire, the degree of
competitiveness of the company they represent (R@k4).

Characteristics of theresear ch sample

During 2014-2016 The Company Competitiveness Batemweas attended
by 708 companies which were located in the SileSlagion. The survey
was always carried out from March 1st to Septendf#h. In 2014 252
companies took part in the Barometer, in 2015 thegse 178 companies
and in 2016 even more 278 companies. In the prevédlitions of the Ba-
rometer there were 173 companies in 2013 and 19@anies in 2012. The
results of the Company Competitiveness Barometen fall past editions
can be found on the website konkurencyjniprzetryphjar sensori-

um24.com. The structure of the research samplechmvuok part in the
Company Competitiveness Barometer 2014—-2016 arerslio Table 2.
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The companies belonged to a wide industry and Idtose There were
changes in the participated companies in every, yeawever, about 80%
of companies attended the Barometer year by year.

Chosen aspectsinfluencing the competitiveness of the company

Due to the editing limitations of this article, taealytical part presents the
results of empirical studies which are the mostdrtgnt and interesting
according to the authors. The analysis shows diffeaspects of the func-
tioning of the companies, which include the follogielements of the
competitiveness model: competitive potential, cotitipe advantage, plat-
form of competition and competitive positioning.

Table 3 shows the responses of the respondents Himteturns from
the company’s core business. First of all, it canseen that in micro-
companies, a significant proportion of companiepoaded that they were
profitable (48.7%, 70.4% and 67% in subsequentsye&econd, as time
went by, more and more small-business companigmnegd "definitely
yes". Third, regardless of the size of the compar016, in comparison to
2015, the percentage of companies that respondefinitdly yes" in-
creased significantly. Fourth, among companiesaijrey for more than 50
years, the crisis year was 2015. There is a snlii@re of companies with
the answer "definitely yes" in 2015 (10%) than 012 (23.1%) and 2016
(26.7%).

Table 4 shows the answers on how enterprises doduimar business
activities. One can read that in 3 years microcarigzadid not change the
degree to which knowledge of the functioning of toenpany is "kept" in
employees' heads (22.2 to 26.3% of answers). SBgoonkr the years,
both in the companies functioning for 6 to 25 yemng 26 to 50 years in
the market, the importance of storing employeesvrdge increased.
Thirdly, in large enterprises there was an oppds#ed: the share of unre-
lated electronic documents about the functioninghefcompany increased
(from 10% to 25% over 3 years). Fourthly, it isweuzzling that in 2016,
compared to 2015, all business groups decreasaasthef complete elec-
tronic files due to operating time.

Over the past 3 years, it has been hard to sedicign changes in the
extent to which an employee is allowed to implenmmnall improvements
at work. Table 5 shows no prevailing trends in @mea, although one can
notice a certain phenomenon. Firstly, mid-size canigs limit the oppor-
tunity to introduce changes — from 0% in 2014 t4%%.in 2016 for "low"
responses and from 9.1% to 0% for "high" respomsdebke same period.
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Secondly, employees' initiative was also limitecctmpanies with a mar-
ket placement of 26 to 50 years - 28.6% in 20180% in 2016 for re-
sponses of "quite low".

Table 6 shows the assessment of the creativitynpi@yees by the re-
spondents taking part in the survey of the compamgpetitiveness in the
period of 2014-2016. As can be read from the dat@able 6, firstly, re-
gardless of the company's size the creativity efaimployees in the period
2014-2016 has grown or remained unchanged. Secotlting this peri-
od, creativity decreased significantly in microc@njes — from 93% in
2014 to 20.9% in 2016. Thirdly, proportionally teetgrowth of the em-
ployees’ creativity in all companies in these yedine number of "low"
responses for microcompanies fell drastically —mr8.2% in 2014 to
1.1% in 2016. This may mean a real increase inntipertance of the crea-
tivity of employees in the operation ,especiallyttog type of entities.

As for documenting the ongoing projects, operatiansl production
processes, some persistent tendencies may be elséiw shown in Table
7, the degree of documentation of a company's tipagis increasing in
particular in microcompanies and the youngest congsa This trend sup-
ports the following arguments. Firstly, the numb&micro-businesses that
do not document activity decreased from 10.5% it42® 3.2% in 2016.
Secondly, only 9.3% of startups documented thdiviacin 2014, and in
2016 it was already 20.9%. Thirdly, there is a ifitwdtion over the period
between 2014-2016 with regard to the number of eanéerd small compa-
nies, in which such activities are commonplace.

The company strategy seems to be an importaniodgertise, neces-
sary for work even for the company's regular empésy However, Table 8
does not confirm this stereotyped view. Firstlycan be said that the num-
ber of "cannot” responses increased in 2016 cordpar@015, regardless
of the history on the market of the company. Thég/reuggest that strategy
becomes a key element of market competition. Sdgphdwever, if the
strategy is already announced, the role of thernateelectronic website
decreases for the benefit of attending periodiciirmative events. Third-
ly, there is a stable role of the meetings with aggrs, which shows that
communicating the strategy still requires the ineohent of direct manag-
ers and their contact with employees.

In terms of competitive advantage, an assessedeatewas the main
objective of the pricing strategy used. As candmnsn Table 9, companies
of all sizes decisively put priority on increasawffis in a long period in
2016, especially as compared to 2015. For exarttpdegrowth of this atti-
tude was 9.8% higher in microcompanies and 18.6§@dviin large com-
panies. This trend is confirmed by the results @hpanies with a market
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history from 6 to 25 years — on the one hand, #wrd to increase profits
in a short period decreased, and on the othend®ase profits in a long
period increased. In addition, in all groups of pamies, the attitude to get
a maximum market share have fallen a few percergaggs in 2016 com-

pared to 2015. However, one can notice the oppphg@omenon in medi-
um-sized companies — in 2016 as much as 25.9%ropanies strived for

surviving difficulties, which was a significant irease of this attitude com-
pared to 2014 (6.8% of companies).

Respondents answering questions in the Company €titimpness Ba-
rometer highly appreciated the capabilities of nthaigtribution systems.
Every year these ratings were higher. In Table did gan find the follow-
ing arguments behind this thesis. First of alltygbles of companies divided
by their size, apart from large ones, rated th&idigion system to be able
to keep the supply of goods or services supplyljiras better in 2016 than
in 2015. Secondly, more companies, except of therabompanies, re-
sponded “quite high” in 2016 than in 2015. Thirdiggardless of the length
of the market existence of companies, the percerdhgompanies express-
ing their opinion that their ability of distributiosystem is quite high has
increased over the two years.

In terms of competitive positioning, it is worth ¢onsider the responses
of respondents to the level of a cash flow. As sedrable 11, the financial
liquidity of the surveyed companies in 2016 wasisigantly higher than
in 2015. However, comparing 2015 and 2014, thedtrgas reversed. It is
worth noting that this phenomenon took place relgasdof the size of the
company and their length of market existence. Tha&y indicate some
temporary breakdown in running a business in 2015.

Two phenomena are worth mentioning in terms ofitheact of plat-
form of competition on companies. The first is tlee of flexible forms of
employment. Table 12 shows the following trendsrahe period 2014-
2016. Firstly, in all types of companies in ternissize, there was a slow
increase in the importance of flexible forms of émgment. It was not a
significant and sudden growth, but slow and ste&#®condly, there were
two exceptions to this rule. The first one — thiswth was much faster
than in other companies among the oldest compaimiethe market
— 23.1% of companies rated flexible forms of empleyt as the average
in 2014 and in 2016 it was already 44.2%. The sg@xteption was for
micro- and small companies. In such entities, thportance of flexible
forms of employment was higher in 2014 than in sgbent years.

The second factor in the platform of competition affecting the func-
tioning of the surveyed companies was a technabgitcange. In Table 13
you can find the answers of the respondents tqytilestion to which extent
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in the last 5 years the technology that they ustheéir company was pre-
served. It can be concluded that 2015 was the érogp year. This year
most companies, regardless of the number of eme#ydeclared that their
technology was not much changed. The changes wegistered in 2014
and 2016. Although the Company Competitiveness fater does not
gather hard data, such as investment in new tegbiaeal, respondents’' re-
sponses may point to some cyclicality of technaabichange in their
companies.

Conclusions

The research carried out in Company CompetitiveBasemeter offers an
opportunity to reflect and think about the compegitess of their own
organization and factors that are shaping it iorglperiod of time. The IT
tool used on the websites konkurencyjniprzetrwhgnp sensorium24.com
makes it possible to compare own results with ottmenpanies that have
participated in the survey in several years of\tud

The most important conclusions from the analysithefdata collected
in 2014-2016 are as follows. First of all, from theint of view of the
competitive potential of a company in those yetirs,companies recorded
fairly stable returns from their core business. phaecess of documenting
processes, tasks and projects was quite variedaldraligh the importance
of electronic data carriers could be expectedjrtiportance of "heads" of
the staff continued to be quite large. Alongsids,th rather strange phe-
nomenon occurred. On the one hand, employees \eited the oppor-
tunity to introduce small innovations at work ard, the other hand, the
creativity of the staff was assessed positivelyofely, from the perspec-
tive of the competition strategy, its role in thaétioning of the company
has increased. However, more and more often, theegy remained secret
and unknown to the employees.

Thirdly, from the standpoint of a competitive adizage, the companies
focused more on generating long-term than shomt-tgains. At the same
time, less importance was attached to increasiagstfare of the market.
Fourthly, in terms of competitive position, one lwibtice an increase in
financial liquidity of companies in 2016 compareax 2015. Fifthly, the
platform of competition has not forced companiegapidly change the
way they employ employees, but the role of flexidaeployment has grad-
ually increased. At the same time companies chatiggdtechnology, but
2015 was a year of stabilization in this matter.
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The methodology used to test the competitiveneghefcompany al-
lows longitudinal studies, quite rare in managenssiences. Therefore,
the authors of the article aim to continue the aeseinto the competitive-
ness of companies by the means of the Company Gitivgreess Barome-
ter in the years to come. The Barometer has besthtosmeasure company
competitiveness from 2014 in Slovakia and the CZeepublic (Flak &
Gtéd, 2015; Flak & Gtéd, 2016). However, coopenatigithin a research
platform called sensorium24.com with other partnerSinland, Germany,
Cyprus and Spain is planned as well.

References

Aguiar, H., Pereira, C., Donaire, D., & Nascimero(2017). Analysis of compet-
itiveness in retail business clusters: adjustménhetrics through an applica-
tion at the bom retiro retail fashion clust®EGE - Revista de Gestadoi:
10.1016/j.rege.2017.03.003.

Ambastha, A., & Momaya, K. (2004). Competitivenessirms: review of theory,
frameworks and modelSingapore Management Revie&@(1).

Aripin, I. A. A. (2017). The effect of entreprensbip and regulation policy on
competitive advantag&uropean Research Studies Jourr?a(4A).

Bednarz, J., Bielinski, T., Nikodemska-Wolowik, A& Otukoya, A. (2017).
Sources of the competitive advantage of family gmiges: an international ap-
proach focusing on China, Nigeria and PolaBdtrepreneurial Business and
Economics Revievi(2). doi: 10.15678/EBER.2017.050207.

Blair, J. P. (2004). How local competition for ecamc activity effects national
competitivenessCompetitiveness Reviet(2).

Borowiecki, R., & Siuta-Tokarska, B. (2016). Thenguetitiveness of the SME
enterprises in Poland in the view of self assesswfetheir owners and manag-
ers.Przeghd Organizacjj 10.

Bugador, R. (2015). The competitive advantagesimednationalization of emerg-
ing economy business grou@lish Journal of Management Studig®(1).

Donno, A. (2013). Multidimensional measures of fiommpetitiveness: a model-
based approactGennaio: Dipartimento di Scienze Statistiche “Padlortu-
nati”.

Flak, O., & Gldd, G. (2015). Features of Polish pamies. Results of the company
competitiveness barometer 201@economia Copernicana6(3). doi: 10.
12775/0eC.2015.024

Flak, O. (2014). A method of estimating the deteamt of enterprise competitive-
ness. In A. Nalepka & A. Ujwary-Gil (EdsBusiness and non-profit organiza-
tions fading increased competition and growing oosrs' demandsNowy
Sacz: Wyzsza Szkota Biznesu.

610



Oeconomiaopernicanad(4), 601-49

Flak, O., & Gtéd, G. (2009 Company Competitiveness. Terms, models and defini-
tions Katowice: Wydawnictwo AE Katowice.

Flak, O., & Gtdd, G. (2012)The competitive will survivéVarszawa: Difin.

Flak, O., & Gtdd, G. (2015). Results of the compammpetitiveness barometr
2014 in Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Repullata Universitatis Nicolai
Copernici 42(2). doi: 10.12775/AUNC_ZARZ.2015.023.

Flak, O., & Gt6d, G. (2015). Verification of thelationships between the elements
of an integrated model of competitiveness of thengany. Procedia -Social
and Behavioral Sciencg®07. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.10.132.

Flak, O., & Gl6d, G. (2016). Factors of competitiess in Polish and Czech com-
panies in the Silesian-Moravian region in 20R&ceedings of the internation-
al scientific conference “Current problems of thergorate sector 2017"De-
partment of Business, Faculty of Business Managgnuiiversity of Econom-
ics in Bratislava.

Koroteeva, N., Hasanov, E., Mushrub, V., Klochko, Bakharev, V., & Shi-
chiyakh, R. (2016). The conditions of economicadfincy and competitiveness
of tourism enterprisednternational Journal of Economics and Financiat Is
sues 6(8).

Kuznetsova, N. V., Rahimova, L. M., Gafurova, V.,Meimakov, D. B., Zino-
vyeva, E. G., & Ivanova, L. A. (2017). External @onment as a factor of en-
suring the competitiveness of organizations inrégional market of medical
servicesEuropean Research Studies Jourr2d(4A).

Lombana, J. (2011). Looking for a distinctive modéth which to analyze com-
petitivenessACR 19(3-4).

Marin, L., Martin, P. J., Rubio, A. (2017). Doingag and different! The media-
tion effect of innovation and investment on thduahce of CSR on competi-
tiveness.Corporate Social Responsibility Environmental Masagnt 24(2).
doi: 10.1002/csr.1412.

Martinez F., & Potluka O. (2015). Does the EU funglincrease competitiveness
of firms by supporting organizational changekfurnal of Competitiveness
7(2). doi: 10.7441/joc.2015.02.02

Mikolas, Z. (2016). Potenciél rodinného podnikdni.S. Majtan (Ed.) Aktualne
problemy podnikovej sfery: zbornak vedeckych pBaatislava: Vydavate stvo
EKONOM.

Patrisia, D., & Dastgir, S. (2017). Diversificatiand corporate social performance
in manufacturing companiesEurasian Business Review7(1). doi:
10.1007/s40821-016-0052-6

Pefia-Vinces, J. C., Acedo, F. J. & Roldan, J. D1@. Model of the international
competitiveness of SMNEs for Latin American devabgpcountriesEuropean
Business Revie\6(6).

611



Oeconomiaopernicanad(4), 601-49

Setyawan, A., Isa, M., Muhammad, F., & Nugroho(Z15). An assessment of
SME competitiveness in Indonesidournal of Competitiveness(2). doi:
10.7441/j0c.2015.02.04.

Trapczynski, P., Jankowska, B., Dzikowska, M., &@uoa, M. (2016). Identifica-
tion of linkages between the competitive poterdial competitive position of
SMEs related to their internationalization patteshertly after the economic

crisis. Entrepreneurial Business and Economics Reyied(4). doi:
10.15678/EBER.2016.040403.

612



Annex

Table 1. Definitions of the terms used in the Competitivenitegrated Model

Element on the Model

Definition

Competitive potential

Resources, which the compzey or should have to be able to use
them to build, maintain and strengthen its competitess. These are,
in a broad sense, business opportunities arisomg fswned tangible
and intangible capital. Competitive potential of tpmpany is at the
same time a relative, multidimensional concept.

Strategy of competition

Adopted program of actioimiag to achieve a competitive
advantage against other subjects of the competiivéironment
(microenvironment), serving the basic objectivethef company.

Competitive advantage

The company's ability tov@eltangible and intangible assets to the
buyer through the market. The competitive advantighe company
is a relative, multidimensional concept.

Competitive positioning

Synthetic market and ecoiomesults of the company, resulting
from the degree of the use of capacity of the enitee to compete
now and in the future. The competitive positionafghe company is
a relative, multidimensional concept.

Platform of competition

Group of macro- and micr@geonment’'s features in which the
company operates. Features of the macroenvironarenthe same
for each company operating in the sector, while the
microenvironment characteristics may be differemtdach company
in the sector.

Source: Flak & Gtod (2015, p. 123).

Table 2. Structure of the research sample in 2014-2016

Number and percentage of the companies with a diffent time of operation in the market

2014 2015 2016
Up to 5 years 43 (15,41%) 43 (24,16%) 86 (30,82%)
From 6 to 25 years 175 (62,72%) 106 (59,55%) 7B2B)
From 26 to 50 years 21 (7,53%) 19 (10,67%) 28 @’
More than 50 13 (4,66%) 10 (5,62%) 86 (30,82%)
Number and percentage of the companies with a diffent number of employees
2014 2015 2016
Up to 9 employees 76 (30,15%) 54 (30,34%) 94 (38)69
From 10 to 49 employees 72 (28,57%) 46 (25,84%) (23(¥6%)
From 50 to 249 employees 44 (17,46%) 27 (15,17%) (988%)

250 employees and more 60 (23,80%) 51 (23,65%) 8 (2,87%)




Table 3.Profit from the core business

Size of the company Number of years of existence
Are you obtaining profit from (number of employees) in the market
- from more
your core business? from from6 from more
UP10944 15 49 520420 tgjg UP105 45 25 26 to 50than 50

2014 26 00 00 17 00 17 00 0,0
Definitely not 2015 000 00 37 00 00 00 53 0,0
2006 1,1 07 37 00 12 00 00 2,3
2014 145 42 23 50 140 57 48 7.7
No 2015 56 87 148 255 7,0 132 263 200
2016 64 33 37 250 35 51 71 5,8
2014 22,4 16,7 182 150 279 17,1 143 77
It's hard to say 2015 185 26,1 259 137 326 189 105 0,0
2016 74 127 296 00 58 101 214 174
2014 487 583 432 56,7 535 509 571 615
Yes 2015 70,4 500 481 431 488 557 474 70,0
2016 670 660 333 500 756 646 643 477
2014 11,8 20,8 36,4 217 47 246 238 231
Definitely yes 2015 56 152 74 176 116 123 10,5 10,0
2016 181 17,3 29,6 250 140203 71 267

Table 4. Collection of knowledge in the company

Size of the company Number of years of existence
In which way is knowledge (number of irrr;)?:]oyeisc,))re in the market
collected in the company? un 10 9 from 50to than upto5 from6 from  more
P10Z101049 P10 40 25 26 to 50than 50

249 249
2014 171 208 11,4 133 209 149 238 7,7

complete paper files 2015 204 21,7 148 59 186 142 263 0,0
2016 170 22,7 148 125 186 24,1 357 11,6
2014 10,5 4,2 2,3 1,7 4,7 6,3 0,0 0,0
unrelated paper files 2015 111 2,2 7,4 3,9 7,0 57 10,5 0,0
2016 11,7 40 74 00 128 51 7,1 2,3
2014 276 264 47,7 700 326 406 47,6 61,5
complete electronic files 2015 333 47,8 48,1 66,7442 491 421 80,0
2016 340 31,3 556 375302 26,6 14,3 53,5
2014 184 208 27,3 10,0 186 18,9 19,0 15,4
unrelated electronic files 2015 130 65 74 13,7 93 104 158 10,0
2016 11,7 15,3 74 250 105 114 250 15,1
2014 263 278 11,4 50 233 194 95 154
in employees' heads 2015 22,2 21,7 2272 9,8 20,9 20,8 53 10,0
2016 255 26,7 148 250 279 329 179 174




Table 5. Introduction of facilitation at work

To what extend is an employee

Size of the company
(number of employees)

in the market

Number of years of existence

al_lowed to implement small from from more from6 from  more
improvements at work? up to 910 t0 49 50to than upto5 t0 25 26 to 50than 50
249 249
2014 39 28 0,0 8,3 2,3 4,0 9,5 0,0
low 2015 37 43 37 3,9 0,0 57 0,0 10,0
2016 1,1 13 74 0,0 1,2 0,0 0,0 4,7
2014 22,4 194 182 36,7 233 229286 385
quite low 2015 9,3 109 296 314 4,7 23,631,6 10,0
2016 160 273 370 250 174 22,8500 244
2014 26,3 43,1 455 333 163 411 381 30,8
average 2015 40,7 435 296 431 395 396 316 70,0
2016 277 353 370 375 233 316 250 46,5
2014 355 292 273 20,0 488 257 19,0 15,4
quite high 2015 40,7 391 333 157 488 274 316 10,0
2016 436 30,0 185 375 453 418 179 19,8
2014 11,8 56 91 1,7 9,3 6,3 4,8 154
high 2015 5,6 22 37 59 7,0 3,8 53 0,0
2016 11,7 6,0 0,0 0,0 12,8 3,8 7,1 4,7

Table 6. Creativity of the key employees

Size of the company

(number of employees)

Number of years of existence
in the market

How do you assess the creativity

from more
of the company’s key employees? from from6 from  more
P Y POV i 1019 510 4 5010 than upto5 0 o 50
249 249
2014 53 1,4 0,0 1,7 4,7 1,7 4,8 0,0
very low 2015 0,0 2,2 3,7 0,0 0,0 19 0,0 0,0
2016 0,0 1,3 3,7 12,5 1,2 1,3 0,0 2,3
2014 9,2 153 13,6 6,7 47 12,6 14,3 7,7
low 2015 5,6 2,2 14,8 5,9 4.7 75 53 0,0
2016 1,1 8,7 148 250 35 6,3 3,6 12,8
2014 35,5 27,8 38,6 450 32,6 36,6 42,9 30,8
average 2015 37,0 370 444 451 302 434 421 50,0
2016 330 360 333 125 349 291 50,0 32,6
2014 40,8 45,8 40,9 40,0 48,8 41,1 28,6 53,8
high 2015 426 50,0 296 353 465 37,7 474 30,0
2016 46,8 447 37,0 375 39,5 51,9 39,3 44,2
2014 9,2 9,7 6,8 6,7 9,3 8,0 9,5 7,7
very high 2015 14,8 8,7 7,4 13,7 18,6 94 53 20,0
2016 19,1 9,3 11,1 125 209 114 7,1 8,1




Table 7.Documenting the projects in the company

To which extent are the ongoing

projects, operations and

Size of the company
(number of employees)

in the market

Number of years of existence

production processes upto 9 from ggrt'; r:;‘c;rr? upto’5 from6 from  more
documented in the company? 10 to 49 249 249 to 25 26 to 50than 50
2014 105 56 2,3 0,0 7,0 57 0,0 0,0
none 2015 7.4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,8 0,0 0,0
2016 3,2 4,7 0,0 0,0 4,7 6,3 0,0 1,2
2014 145 181 6,8 1,7 116 11,4 143 0,0
quite few 2015 20,4 10,9 7,4 7,8 16,3 12,3 5,3 10,0
2016 128 113 37 00 128 139 143 4,7
2014 434 29,2 341 30,0 465 314 429 23,1
a few 2015 315 304 481 314 372 330 368 20,0
2016 351 333 333 375 419 241 429 32,6
2014 250 29,2 31,8 41,7 256 33,7 238 30,8
quite many 2015 204 50,0 37,0 490 279 415 368 60,0
2016 319 34,7 519 375 198 443 286 45,3
2014 6,6 181 250 26,7 93 17,7 19,0 46,2
all of them 2015 204 87 74 11,8186 94 211 10,0
2016 170 16,0 11,1 250209 114 143 16,3

Table 8. Awareness of the company’s strategy

In which way can the employees
get to know the strategy of the

Size of the company
(number of employees)

in the market

Number of years of existence

from more

from from6 from more
company? UP 109,415 49 3010 than upto 5 o0 o615 50 than 50
249 249
2014 66 42 23 17 47 40 48 00
they cannot 2015 1,85 2,2 7,4 59 47 3,8 5,3 0,0
206 53 27 37 00 23 25 107 35
during meetings with 2014 474 556 568 417465 520 476 385
g 2015 667 565 593 353512 566 579 30,0
2016 56,4 600 370 625651 658 571 395
eadngspecial 2014 289 07 205 233 233 217 143 77
g shoc 2015 185 217 11,1 157 209 198 00 10,0
2016 21,3 11,3 29,6 125 140 152 71 233
- ol 2014 39 111 45 150 47 86 143 154
using '“\f\f’ég;t;’ea“’”'c 2015 56 65 11,1 21,6 47 104 211 30,0
2006 32 87 74 125 23 51 36 14,0
attonding periodical 2024 132 194 159 183 209 137 190 385
ot 2015 74 130 111 216 186 94 158 300
2016 138 173 222 125 163 114 214 19,8




Table 9. The aim of the pricing strategy

What is the main objective of the
currently used pricing strategy

Size of the company
(number of employees)

Number of years of existence

in the market

for all the products or services upto 9 from ggrt'; r:;‘c;rr? upto’5 from6 from  more
altogether? 10to 49 249 249 to 25 26 to 50than 50
2014 145 16,7 6,8 6,7 11,6 10,9 23,8 7,7
to survive difficulties 2015 185 19,6 185 5,9 11,6 17,9 15,8 0,0
2016 10,6 16,7 25,9 125 16,3 16,5 14,3 14,0
o increase profits in a 2014 250 194 20,5 250 256211 28,6 23,1
short period 2015 16,7 17,4 259 157 23,316,0 21,1 10,0
2016 191 16,7 148 00 17,4152 17,9 17,4
to increase profits in a 2014 36,8 33,3 432 283 419349 238 30,8
long period 2015 259 391 222 31,4279 340 105 40,0
2016 45,7 40,7 259 50,0 3834 494 464 34,9
. 2014 23,7 306 295 400 20,9 331 23,8 38,5
(000 8 MAIMUM 2015 389 239 333 471372 321 526 500
2016 245 260 333 375279 190 214 33,7

Table 10.Ability of distribution system

To what extent does your
distribution system keep the

Size of the company
(number of employees)

Number of years of existence
in the market

from more

. e : from from6 from more
goods' or service's supply timely2ip to 910 t0 49 5204t90 tgzg upto5 t0 25 26 to 50than 50
2014 1,3 0,0 2,3 1,7 2,3 0,6 0,0 7,7
low 2015 1,8 2,2 0,0 3,9 2,3 2,8 0,0 0,0
2016 1,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,2 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 2,6 4,2 2,3 5,0 2,3 4,6 0,0 0,0
quite low 2015 1,8 2,2 11,1 3,9 9,3 1,9 53 0,0
2016 2,1 2,7 3,7 0,0 1,2 2,5 7,1 2,3
2014 21,1 264 136 21,7 233 21,7 190 15,4
average 2015 27,8 413 296 275 233 321 36,8 50,0
2016 234 16,7 185 250 174 215 179 19,8
2014 44,7 458 47,7 40,0 488 451 429 23,1
quite high 2015 40,7 34,8 296 353 326 396 316 20,0
2016 33,0 540 40,7 750 395 443 50,0 53,5
2014 30,3 236 34,1 31,7 233 280 381 53,8
high 2015 27,8 19,6 296 294 326 236 263 30,0
2016 404 26,7 37,0 0,0 40,7 31,6 25,0 24,4




Table 11.Level of a cash flow

. . Size of the company Number of years of existence
What is the Ieve! of a cash flow i (number of employees) in the market
your company (is your company: from _more

able to pay short-term upto 9 from 50to than upto5 from6 from  more

Lo »
obligations)? 10 to 49 249 249 to 25 26 to 50than 50

2014 2,6 0,0 2,3 1,7 4,7 0,6 4,8 0,0
very low 2015 3,7 0,0 0,0 3,9 2,3 1,9 53 0,0
2016 3,2 2,7 7,4 0,0 2,3 1,3 7,1 4,7
2014 13,2 153 2,3 0,0 14,0 7,4 14,3 0,0
low 2015 0,00 8,7 111 3,9 7,0 4,7 53 0,0
2016 6,4 3,3 0,0 0,0 4,7 2,5 7,1 35
2014 368 208 18,2 26,7 349 263 143 23,1
average 2015 370 391 333 11,8 488 264 105 20,0
2016 319 273 259 375 349 329 393 16,3
2014 26,3 486 523 41,7 256 446 429 38,5
high 2015 46,3 348 444 549 30,2 481 632 50,0
2016 372 440 370 375 372 443 321 44,2
2014 21,1 153 250 30,0 209 211 238 38,5
very high 2015 130 174 11,1 255 116 189 158 30,0
2016 21,3 22,7 296 250 209 190 143 31,4

Table 12.Flexible forms of employment in the company

Size of the company Number of years of existence
To which extent can your (number of employees) in the market
company use the flexible forms ¢ from more
employment? upto9 from 50to than upto5 from6 from  more

10 to 49 249 249 to 25 26 to 50than 50

2014 53 11,1 45 83 23 97 48 0,0
no possibility 2015 37 6,5 74 196 47 123 53 10,0
2016 21 53 111 00 35 25 00 9,3
2014 21,1 236 250 183 16,3 206 429 231
2015 259 21,7 29,6 157 20,9 245 263 0,0
2016 128 180 222 125 17,4 190 143 140
2014 263 34,7 227 267 209 29,7 333 231
average 2015 296 39,1 296 294 279 349 26,3 30,0
2016 394 42,0 370 375 337 418 464 442
2014 289 236 40,9 40,0395 303 190 538
2015 259 239 333 216302 208 263 500
2016 298 253 185 50,0314 215 286 267
2014 184 69 68 6,7 209 97 00 0,0
no limits 2015 259 239 333 216 30,2 208 263 500
2016 160 93 11,1 00 14,0 152 107 5,8

low

high




Table 13 Extent of preserving the technology in the conypan

To which extent in the last 5

Size of the company
(number of employees)

Number of years of existence
in the market

years was the technology that yc from from more from6 from  more
use in your company preserved?up to 910 t0 49 5204tgo 1223 upto 5 t0 25 26 to 50than 50
2014 3,9 2,8 0,0 3,3 4,7 29 00 0,0
no changes 2015 24,1 152 259 31,4 116 255 47,4 20,0
2016 9,6 4,7 0,0 00 81 10,1 0,0 1,2
2014 32,9 347 205 16,7 256 286 28,6 15,4
little changes 2015 352 283 2272 98 395 208 158 10,0
2016 30,9 320 296 125 40,7 253 464 20,9
2014 28,9 43,1 47,7 550 326 446 429 46,2
average changes 2015 185 348 259 13,7 186 255 21,1 10,0
2016 34,0 433 40,7 625 326 430 357 47,7
2014 276 16,7 29,5 250 30,2 21,7 238 38,5
big changes 2015 13,0 109 185 37,3 14,0 21,7 105 50,0
2016 18,1 193 22,2 250 140 17,7 179 26,7
2014 6,6 2,8 2,3 0,0 7,0 2,3 4,8 0,0
radical changes 2015 9.3 10,9 7,4 7,8 16,3 6,6 5,3 10,0
2016 74 0,7 74 0,0 4,7 3,8 0,0 3,5

Figure 1. Integrated model of competitiveness of the company

(company dependent elem ents)

com petitive potential
>

strategy of competition

com petitive advantage

platform of competition

H — l — (com pany independent
com petitive positioning elem ent)

(conditions of com petitions:
m arket economy, a market, a market sector and a market segment)

short-term relations:

long-term relations: ———=P

Source: Flak & Gtod (2012, p. 57).





