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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to develop and validate a methodology for analyzing and assessing the competitiveness
of agricultural enterprises. The process of establishing a methodology for analyzing and assessing the
competitiveness of agricultural enterprises covers two main stages — (1) identification of indicators for analyzing
and assessing the competitiveness of agricultural enterprises and (2) validation of indicators for assessing the
competitiveness of agricultural enterprises. The main methods used for designing the methodology are the multi-
criteria analysis method and the expert assessment method. The markers for diagnostics of competitiveness of the
agricultural enterprise are - competitiveness of the products produced by it; degree of adaptability towards the
changing environment; price leadership and product differentiation; availability of innovation activity, degree of

concentration of capital in the business model, etc.
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INTRODUCTION

Competitive ability is a phenomenon that
exists in every ecosystem as a core ability for
survive. It is characteristics of all living
organisms, a property that determines the
biological feature to survive in dynamic and
chaotic environment. There is a wide dispute
across researchers about the origin of
competitiveness of enterprise. Some part of
research community [29], [6], [19], [15], [16],
[10], [14] and [17] declare that
competitiveness of the enterprise should be
linked with the competitive ability of products
and services provided by the entity.

According to [28], “products are competitive
when their quality is higher at minimum
production  costs compared to the
competitors” [2]. “Product quality” means
“the set of properties that determine the
suitability of a given product to satisfy certain
needs in accordance with its purpose” [9].
The interplay between the product quality and
the level of competitive ability of the
enterprise and its business processes is
essential. The main barrier in defining the
competitiveness of provided goods and
services by agricultural enterprise is that the

quality is a strictly subjective perspective of
consumer as such there is still no reliable tool
for its measurement. The subjective aspect of
the product quality derives from the fact that
when byers consuming the product, they
attached to it different level of importance and
measure in a different way the utility that they
obtained. This specific character of product
quality sets obstacles for quantitative
assessment of quality and competitive ability
of product as second order effect.

According to Pride, the main role ,,in
assessing the competitiveness of products
should be played by the consumer” [23]. It is
the consumer who measure the success of the
efforts made by marketing managers of the
company to react to the market conditions.
The main weaknesses of the idea that product
quality determines its ability to compete on
the market is directed towards the fact that
quality management use standards that
guarantee the quality of provided good and
services. These standards are used as tools for
evaluation of deviations in business processes
in agricultural enterprise, i.e. they play role of
controllers in the production and marketing
processes. By taking quality management as
fundamental factor for achieving competitive
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ability of enterprise, managers may remain
blind to changes in market conditions and
may focus only on internal environment and
its control [17].

Some researchers [4], [20], [31], [2], [22]
associate the competitive ability of enterprise
with the efficiency of resources used in
production process. Other part of research
community such as 21], [7], [30], [33], [3]. [5]
link the competitive ability of enterprise with
the degree of adaptability to the changes in
business conditions. According to [4], [24],
[25] the competitiveness of an enterprise can
be assessed by its profitability (return on
assets and equity). Other researchers such as
[14], [12], [34] and [1] declare that
competitive ability of enterprise is in close
relationship with the size of the market share.
According to them the market share is a
reliable marker of competitive ability of
company as a whole. The market share as e
competitive factor is depending on the
management of two business processes: price
leadership and product differentiation.

Price leadership is an ability of entity to
produce goods and services at a lower
production costs compared to the main
competitors. According to [18], [28] the main
source of this competitive factor is the ability
of company to realize economies of scale.
Economies of scale is a prerogative
concerning the ability of managers to reduce
and production costs on level that main
competitors could not reach. By providing
these conditions the economies of scale play a
major role in strategic planning of product
price. Establishment of economies of scale
can lead to offer the cheapest product to the
market segment. The other important
component of good market leadership
expressed by the size of market share is the
ability to introduce an adequate product
differentiation. This is the marketing image
built in costumers that by consuming the
offered goods and/or services of company
they receive additional benefit that no one
competitor is offering at the moment in
certain market segment. With the product
differentiation the company aim to establish a
loyal demand across the consumers.
According to [32], [34], the competitive

82

ability of the enterprise is based on the
availability of innovations and process that
provide them. Other researchers, such as [35],
declare that the lack of innovations or the low
level of adoption of innovations by the
company will reduce its competitive ability in
long-term period. According to [13], [11], [5]
the innovations are a key factor for increasing
the competitive ability of the company. The
aim of adoption of these innovations is to
achieve a higher efficiency of resources
involved in production process and to reduce
the level of production costs. The competitive
ability of enterprise also depends on whish
part of the value chain it is located. Some
researchers such as [11], [27], link the
competitive ability of enterprise with the
exploitation of value generated along the
value chain.

In most of the cases, the enterprises that create
new value (innovation) fail to “retain” it and
exploit it for long-term profit in the industry.
In addition, it should be noted that a cmpany
is competitive when it generates and/or
exploits an already developed value chain so
that its market share grows steadily over time.
According to [25] and [9] conditionally
speaking, there are two types of actors in the
value chain. The first ones are those who
generate new value along the chain or create a
new value chain (inventors). The other ones
are those who focus their efforts on the
exploitation of the created value (exploiters).
The network of values thus established creates
conditions for both competition and
cooperation between these two types of
actors. That often results in establishing
strategic alliances between those generating
the value and those exploiting it, and these
alliances aim at the benefit of all participants.
It is clear from all that has been said so far
that competitiveness depends, above all, on
the relationship between the enterprises in the
value chain.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

When defining the competitive ability of the
agricultural enterprise, it is necessary to take
into account its special features. The
specificities ~ determine  the  different
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approaches to achieving competitive ability in
the sector [5]. All characteristics inherent to
competitive ability, at enterprise and sector
level, are achieved by realizing the
competitive advantages of the entities in the
industries. Therefore, when analysing the
competitive ability of the agricultural
enterprise, the impact of the processes of
specialization, concentration and integration
of the branches in the sector must be taken
into account. As a result of these processes
specific cross-sectoral links are formed and
they are the basis for sustainable development
and competitiveness of enterprises and the
sector.

The purpose of this article is to develop and
validate a methodology for analysing and
assessing the competitiveness of agricultural
enterprises.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The design of methodology is based on two
main fundaments — (1) identification of factor
for analysing and assessing the competitive
ability of agricultural enterprises and (2)
validation of those factors as assessing tools.
Multi-criteria  analysis and the expert
assessment method are used as a toolkit for
assessment of level of competitiveness.

Identification and validation of drivers,
markers and indicators for assessing the
competitiveness of agricultural enterprises.
The identification and validation of drivers,
markers and indicators - hereinafter referred
to as “indicators” - for assessing the
competitiveness is carried out through multi-
criteria analysis. There is a potential list of
indicators evaluated by experts from different
scientific and practical fields — economists,
technologists, agronomists, managers and
marketers. Based on their assessments, the
final set of indicators is formed and they are
used to assess the competitiveness of
agricultural enterprises and the sector as a
whole. The methodology is divided into
different steps, comprising literature review,
multi-criteria  assessment,  selection  of
indicators, integration of indicators, field
research, data analysis and assessment of
applicability. As a result of an extensive

literature review, a list of indicators that take
various aspects of competitiveness into
account is drawn up. A special place among
them is occupied by:

-Indicators used by national and international
institutions;

-Specific indicators (used in the scientific
literature);

-Indicators created by the authors of the
methodology presented.

Table 1. Description of the expert assessment criteria of
the proposed list of indicators for assessment of the
competitiveness of agricultural enterprises

Criteria for expert| Description
selection

1 |Distinctive power| The ability to reflect by (1)
& [y (1) time/(2)time/(2) place the differences due
2 |place to external factors and to factors
resulting from the management

3 |Analytical value |The indicator  should be
scientifically valid, i.e. to be
calculated by means of
established scientific terms

4 |Measurability The indicator should be easy to

measure.

5 [Transparency The meaning of the indicator
should be clear to understand as

well as unambiguous.

6 |Appropriateness | The indicator should help to take
into account the effect of the
management  of  competitive
factors

7 [Transferability |1t should be possible for the
indicator to be used in different

types of business structures

8 |Relevance The indicator should be as
relevant as possible in terms of
competitiveness relevant to the

database

Source: adapted model after Borisov et al (2013) [3].

In Multi-Criteria Expert Assessment (MCA),
the validation of potential indicators is carried
out by experts. They are selected based on
their competence and commitment to solving
problems related to competitiveness in the
agricultural sector. The indicators and experts
are grouped thematically into panels that form
the different aspects of competitiveness. The
assessment of potential indicators by the
experts is carried out according to eight
principles included in the criteria of expert
selection (CES) — Table 1.
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After having agreed to participate, the experts
receive the following documents: a list of
characteristics  of indicators (name,
assessment sustainability, description, source,
calculation method, information needed,
assessment and interpretation scale) and
guidance with regard to the assessment
procedure. Based on these documents, the
experts, according to their thematic affiliation,
assess each indicator in terms of these eight
principles (Table 1). The experts use a 4-point
rating scale for assessing an indicator in terms
of relevance with each of the 8 principles as
follows: 0 — not relevant, 1 — low degree of
relevance, 2 — a strong degree of relevance
and 3 — a very strong degree of relevance.
Reporting is done according to a scale where
the indicators with a score above a given
threshold are being selected. The indicator
selection criterion includes the score received
by the expert for each indicator and the
average score on the eight principles. The
different expert scores on each indicator are
synthesized into an “arithmetic mean” formed
as an expert consensus score equal to the
weighted average score obtained from the sum
of all experts’ scores on a given indicator. The
selected indicators are included in a
questionnaire to be used in a test survey in
selected agricultural enterprises.

Validation of the indicators for analysis of
the  competitiveness  of  agricultural
enterprises

The indicators used for the assessment and
diagnosis of competitive ability of agricultural
enterprises are validated by application of
multi-criteria analysis and expert assessment
method. These include the drivers, markers
and indicators for assessing the competitive
ability. A group of 33 experts took part in the
indicator validation process and they validated
the compliance of the indicators with the
principles set out in the methodological part.
Figure 1 shows the expert assessment of the
drivers used for diagnostics of enterprise
competitiveness.

The individual scores of each individual
driver are synthesized into an “arithmetic
mean” formed as an expert consensus score
(ECS) equal to the weighted average score
obtained from the sum of all experts’ scores

84

for a given driver. The drivers that have
received an ECS score above 2.5 are defined
as reliable with regard to the underlying
principles in the validation of indicators (see
the figure, green bars).
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Fig. 1. Expert assessment of the validity of the drivers
for competitiveness of agricultural enterprises.
Source: own research, 33 experts were included in it,
2020.

The drivers indicated as reliable by the
experts are the effects of: (1) market power
management - the indicator score is 3.00; (2)
the enterprise property management (with
indicator score - 2.75); (3) cost management —
the indicator score is 2.66 and (4) production
management — the indicator score is 2.55.

Figure 2 shows the summarized expert
assessment of the reliability of the markers for
the competitive ability of agricultural
enterprises. Of all 22 markers, 11 markers
have been validated as reliable by the experts.
The experts declare the that markers with high
reliability for diagnostics of agricultural
enterprises are the following: (1) market share
- with a score of 3.00; (2) profit and return -
with a score of 3.00; (3) the competitive
advantages - with a score of 3.00; (4) the
brand with a score of 3.00; (5) loyal demand
with a score of 3.00; (6) the offer of unique
value - score 2.8; (7) participation in strategic
alliances in the value chain - score 2.65; (8)
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the efficiency of the resources used - score
2.55; (9) the availability of new business
models - score 2.55, and the liquidity of the
enterprise - score 2.55.
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Fig. 2. Expert assessment of the validity of the markers
for competitiveness of agricultural enterprises.

Source: own research, 33 experts were included in it,
2020.

The next element of the analytical apparatus
for analysis and assessment of
competitiveness, subject to validation, are the
assessment indicators at agricultural enterprise
level.

Considering the presented 30 indicators, the
experts have validated that 13 of them (the
indicators with an ECS score above 2.5) can
be used with high reliability in the study
(Figure 3).
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Fig. 3. Expert assessment of the validity of the markers

for competitiveness of agr

Source: own research, 33 experts were included in it,

2020.

icultural enterprises.
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In Figure 3, the blue bars reflects: (1)
dynamics of market share; (2) gross profit; (3)
profitability of sales; (4) return on equity - the
(5) return on assets; (6) coefficient of
competitiveness; (7) dynamics of sales
revenue; (8) return on investment; (9) number
of innovative products; (10) debt ratio; (11)
liquidity ratio; (12) amount and structure of
research and development costs and (13)
labour productivity in the enterprise.

CONCLUSIONS

It can be outlined that in the theory of
competitiveness, the  management  of
competitive ability is perceived as science, art,
skill and ability to defeat the main competitor
by using one’s own and/or competitor’s
competitive advantages while taking into
account the market environment.

Competitive ability can and should be taken
into account by knowing its intrinsic
characteristics. There are specific factors that
comply with these characteristics. Some of the
factors can be used to determine the level of
competitiveness (when measuring it) that the
agricultural enterprise has achieved. The
indicators in this study are markers of
competitiveness.  Another part of the
indicators can be used to reveal the reasons
for the achievement of a certain level of
competitiveness by the agricultural enterprise.
In the present study these indicators play the
role of drivers of competitiveness. The limit
for grouping the indicators in a group of
markers or a group of drivers is conditional
and is determined by the objectives of the
study.

The markers for diagnostics of
competitiveness of the agricultural enterprise
are - competitiveness of the products produced
by it; degree of adaptability towards the
changing environment; price leadership and
product differentiation; availability  of
innovation activity, degree of concentration of
capital in the business model, etc.
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