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Abstract 

Research on competitiveness reveals significant gaps in identifying the determining factors at a specific level within particular 

sectors. Recent studies indicate that various factors can influence a company's competitiveness independently, complicating the 

establishment of an effective long-term corporate strategy. The objective of our study is to develop a comprehensive understanding 

of the key factors that enhance corporate performance at a microeconomic level in industrial sector. Based on a literature review of 

approaches, theories, and models of competitiveness, a semi-structured interview was conducted with potential firms in the agri-

food industry worldwide. The survey was divided into two theories (internal capacities and market-facing strategies), and the 

interviewers were asked to respond to open-ended questions regarding the organizational and operational factors of their competitive 

advantage in both national and international markets. The analysis of the responses allowed us to conclude a conceptual model of 

competitiveness factors of industrial firm, which demonstrated that the competitive advantage is more associated with large firms 

than with smaller ones. The findings indicate that the factors in internal capacities and in market-facing strategies of a firm pointedly 

influences its competitive advantage. Therefore, we recommend micro and VSEs in industrial sector to adopt efficient operational 

methods to prioritize customer satisfaction by offering good services at a competitive price for a high-quality product. 
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1. Introduction 

Company’s competitiveness refers to a central question in 

several studies on the determining factors of competitiveness. 

Although this concept is often discussed in economic, strate-

gic, and managerial fields, it remains difficult to define uni-

formly, because studies on competitiveness are conducted at 

different levels: microeconomic (firm or individual operation), 

meso-economic (product or sector), and macroeconomic (re-

gion or country); Capalbo and Ball [9] suggest measuring 

competitiveness at the product level to standardize the condi-

tions of analysis, although this presents challenges, particu-

larly in the collection of specific data. In this paper we will 

focus on the microeconomic dimension as defined by Dopfer, 

Foster and Potts [17], specifically competition among eco-

nomic entities in different industrials sector. 

To perform competitively, a company must possess the ability 

to adapt to the rules governing its interaction with other economic 
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agents from time to time, and various definitions of performance 

exist, these depend on context and what one cares about, that is, 

Bourguignon [6] views performance in the context of achievement 

relative to organizational objectives, while Lebas [30] emphasized 

it concerning the company’s potential for future success, Pfeffer 

and Salancik [38] highlighted the importance of stakeholder satis-

faction, while others theorists differentiate efficiency and effective-

ness in performance measurement. All these different definitions 

indicate that measuring and understanding performance becomes 

complex, especially in the wider context of organizational compet-

itiveness, such as the export context; United Nations Conference 

on Trade and Development [56] confirmed on competitiveness is 

quite tied with the responsiveness of an organization towards mar-

ket demand, upholding certain standards of quality, and strategic 

innovation. For Gaigne [21], productivity, product choice, com-

pany size, and vertical integration, are the aspects of competitive-

ness which affect the export potential, the international positioning 

of the company and the extent to which it can withstand the pres-

sure of low production costs. Hence, competitiveness is not merely 

lowering costs; it also needs strategic, operational, organizational, 

and contextual aspects that join hands to achieve stakeholder satis-

faction. This problematization allows us to question: What is the 

role of firm’s scale in its industrial competitiveness? And what are 

the strategic factors that most affect a firm's competitiveness? 

This paper aims to address those questions by adopting a 

strategic methodology based on the firm's competitive ad-

vantage on market, which primarily falls within the field of 

strategic management and focuses on the determining both 

factors of competitiveness, operational and organizational, 

through a qualitative approach that establishes a link between 

theory and practice in order to construct a model of relation-

ships between these factors. This model could be applied to 

concrete cases to assist leaders and managers in better under-

standing their internal and external environment. 

This article is divided into two sections. The first introduces 

the concept of competitiveness, its typology and approaches, 

emphasizing cost management systems and organizational 

structure, particularly its size, which are considered essential 

for maintaining competitiveness. The second section presents 

the qualitative study, exploring the competitive advantages of 

companies through key factors that determine their competi-

tiveness, based on a set of hypotheses aimed at constructing a 

conceptual model intended to describe the relationships be-

tween these factors. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. The Emergence of the Concept 

"Competitiveness" and Company’s 

Competitiveness 

The concept of competitiveness gained importance in the 

1960s, particularly in France with indicative plans that empha-

sized the necessity of having competitive prices to support ex-

ports. This concept has evolved significantly, becoming a cru-

cial area of interest for researchers focused on growth and 

stimulation of economic performance. 

Competitiveness broadly refers to a country's ability to cre-

ate and maintain an economic environment that promotes 

rapid production and added value. Such as Walsh et al. [59] 

and Porter [41-45] defined it as the capacity to produce, dis-

tribute, and sell goods and services profitably on the global 

stage, enhancing the standard of living. Krugman [29] initially 

viewed competitiveness as a "dangerous obsession," but after 

evolved by the World Economic Forum [62] to signify a na-

tion's performance in providing high living standards. For Por-

ter [42] in his book “the competitive advantage of nations”, 

emphasized national productivity as a key indicator of com-

petitiveness, depending on quality product, perceived value 

and efficiency for determine its order price. 

The European commission [20] described competitiveness 

as an economy's ability to sustain high living standards and 

employment without compromising future generations' well-

being, also consider it as “a sustained rise in the standards of 

living of a nation or region and a level of involuntary unem-

ployment as low as possible” (European competitiveness re-

port, [20], p. 9); for Aiginger [1], simplified it to mean creat-

ing well-being, and the WEF [62] defined it as the set of insti-

tutions, policies, and factors determining a country's produc-

tivity and sustainable prosperity. 

Company's competitiveness is a concept that expresses its 

long-term performance, primarily its growth. It is often related 

to elements such as its products, prices, and positioning, and 

is characterized by the triptych of price/quality/cost. This no-

tion of competitiveness originates from the company itself and 

is used to compare its performance with that of other firms in 

the same sector. 

Muchielli [37] had defined a company’s competitiveness in 

two terms, in relative term, by its ability to exceed the average 

performance of the sector, in the short term, it is often meas-

ured by market share and growth. For example, Dell experi-

enced a sales growth of 15% in 2001, while the global PC 

market declined by 5%, increasing its market share in the 

United States and worldwide. Another example is PSA, which, 

in a market growing by 5.7% in France, saw its market share 

increase by 16%, surpassing Renault. According to Elkhorchi 

H., Elkhourchi B. and Boujdid [19], competitiveness defined 

as the ability to face competition and to develop in a compet-

itive environment, for Kowalska [28], relates to competitive 

factors that provide company an advantage to maintain its 

competitive position and develop its potential in a competitive 

environment, and according to European commission [20], in 

the context of the industrial sector, competitiveness for a com-

pany means improving and maintaining its position in the 

global market. 

Therefor various approaches exist for measurement the com-

petitive advantage of company, it encompasses economic sus-

tainability, short and long-term performance, value creation, 
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and adaptation to national and international markets. The same 

for strategic analysis, can be at different levels within the com-

pany, particularly for specific products, product ranges, or mar-

ket segments, based on many tools, such as the Boston Consult-

ing Group matrices (BCG, [5])1, focusing on cost reduction to 

define a company's competitiveness, Porter’s Five Forces 

Model2 [41] which set forth trends by which firms position 

themselves among different industries, or others…etc. 

2.2. Types of Competitiveness 

A company can gain its competitive advantage over its 

competitors by focusing on one or both types of competitive-

ness; price or hors-price competitiveness. 

2.2.1. Price Competitiveness 

The price competitiveness of a company as defined by 

Yesfi [63] is its ability to maintain sustainable competition 

with its counterparts while achieving high profit margins, 

without compromising the competitiveness of its selling 

prices and by controlling its production costs compared to for-

eign competitors. This competitiveness, based on reducing 

production costs and product prices, is supported by econo-

mies of scale policies and experience effects. It primarily con-

cerns interchangeable products. 

The price competitiveness of a company is assessed accord-

ing to two distinct approaches, as highlighted by Bienayme [4], 

through prices and costs, depending on the competitive factors 

involved. Price competitiveness is primarily achieved through 

productivity gains, often obtained through economies of scale 

or the development of technical advancements aimed at in-

creasing efficiency. In contrast, cost competitiveness involves 

reducing production costs, including lowering labor costs and 

those of raw materials. 

Example of Cost Competitiveness 

Distribution costs represent a major challenge for firms, af-

fecting both their price competitiveness and non-price com-

petitiveness. High costs often translate into higher selling 

prices for consumers, making products less competitive com-

pared to those from other countries where distribution costs 

are lower. Consequently, even if the quality and productivity 

of the products are comparable, higher prices can lead to a loss 

of market share. In addition to the impacts on prices, distribu-

tion costs can also influence the perception of product quality. 

For example, if a product is difficult to find due to distribution 

issues, it can harm its reputation, even if its quality is high, 

which can affect consumers' purchasing decisions. 

The distribution costs can vary significantly from one mar-

ket to another depending on various factors, such as distance, 

available infrastructure, and local regulations. This variability 

can make planning and distribution strategy difficult for firms 

                                                             
1 In 1970, the BCG created the "growth-share matrix," a strategic analysis diagram 

designed by the Boston Consulting Group, used to develop business strategy. This 

matrix helps to represent the company's portfolio of activities by its growth in the 

target market and its relative market share. 

seeking to internationalize. 

Therefore, effective cost management is essential to maintain 

a firm's competitive position in the market, which can adopt var-

ious strategies to mitigate the impact of its labor, production, and 

distribution costs, either through the automation of processes, op-

timization of the supply chain and logistics, establishing partner-

ships with local distributors, and investing in inventory manage-

ment technologies; all these strategies can help reduce overall 

costs and improve its micro-economic competitiveness. 

However, according to Storper and Walker [58] and Hud-

son [24], price competitiveness is often regarded as a form of 

weak competition, as it can be easily replicated by competitors 

and does not guarantee a sustainable advantage in the market. 

2.2.2. Hors-Price Competitiveness 

Competitiveness beyond price based on differentiation val-

ues quality, innovation, brand image, and the satisfaction of 

specific customer needs. More sustainable, it includes product 

competitiveness (technology, reliability) and structural com-

petitiveness (size, industrial, organizational and marketing 

strategy). 

Competitiveness beyond price results from specific charac-

teristics of a product that make it distinguishable from similar 

products offered by competitors. This differentiation makes 

the product less substitutable, and producers benefiting from 

these characteristics can exert a certain degree of monopoly 

power. The degree of differentiation is related to the low sub-

stitutability of products. 

Example of Structural Competitiveness (firm scale) 

The size of the firm is a central concept in strategic manage-

ment, often associated with cost competitiveness. According to 

Josef Schumpeter [49], in his book “Capitalism, Socialism, and 

Democracy “(p 82): “big business may have had more to do 

with creating that standard of life than with keeping it down”, 

to him, an increase in size would allow firms to better control 

their costs and thus improve their competitive position, how-

ever, this idea is only valid under certain conditions, as cost 

dominance is not the only path to competitiveness. Also, many 

firms of different sizes coexist and manage to be competitive by 

relying on distinct strategies. Indeed, the link between compet-

itiveness and size remains debated, and two opposing schools 

of thought exist: “big is better” vs “small is beautiful” 

The "big is better" approach argues that large firms have a 

competitive advantage over smaller ones, benefiting from 

economies of scale; according to Simon [51] and Chandler 

[10], this approach stemming from industrial economics and 

based on several arguments, such as economies of scale and 

better coordination of actions, for Williamson [60, 61] its abil-

ity to absorb market losses due to the size of firms, while 

(Pfeffer and Salancick, Mintz and Schwartz [38, 35] saw it in 

centralization of structures and connections with social elites, 

2 In 1979, Michael E. Porter introduced a tool for analyzing the competitive envi-

ronment of an industry. By threat of new entrants, bargaining power of suppliers, 

bargaining power of buyers, threat of substitute products or services and rivalry 

among existing competitors. 
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conferring strong market influence, and according to neo-in-

stitutionalist theorists, like (DiMaggio and Powell, Meyer and 

Scott [14, 34], they maintain their dominant position by im-

posing common practices and reinforcing justified structures. 

Although the explanations vary, all these theories agree on the 

fact that large firms are formidable competitors. 

The "small is beautiful" approach challenges the notion that 

large size is essential for competitiveness, positing that small 

businesses rely on agility and innovation to maintain their com-

petitive edge. Dodgson and Rothwell [15] emphasized this per-

spective by highlighting several advantages of small and me-

dium-sized enterprises (SMEs). These enterprises are generally 

more flexible and capable of quickly adapting to market fluctu-

ations, and they incur lower costs than larger firms. The special-

ization and bureaucracy inherent in large organizations often 

lead to diminished employee motivation, as well as additional 

costs associated with coordination and management. Picard [39] 

identified two theoretical streams that support this approach: the 

specificity stream, which emphasizes the unique characteristics 

of SMEs compared to large firms, indicating that behaviors and 

performance vary according to size, and the diversity stream, 

which considers the impact of size as contingent and context-

dependent, with distinct types of businesses. 

But, recent research by (Messeghem, Torrès and Julien [33, 

54] indicated that, in certain contexts, small enterprises can 

function similarly to large enterprises, thereby challenging the 

notion that small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) re-

quire fundamentally different management for SMEs. 

In summary, price competitiveness and hors-price compet-

itiveness both influence a company’s performance in the short 

and long term. While price competitiveness primarily influ-

ences short-term market shares, hors-price competitiveness is 

an advantage related to long-term structural performance, 

which is often explained by investments in research and de-

velopment, as well as in physical and human capital, which 

enable the maintenance and improvement of product differen-

tiation over the long term. 

2.3. Competitiveness Approaches 

Research on competitiveness is divided into two ap-

proaches; there are researchers who support the idea that a 

company's competitive advantage results from a single factor, 

as well as others who see multiple factors contributing to a 

company's performance relative to its competitors. 

2.3.1. One-dimensional Approach 

The one-dimensional approach to competitiveness primar-

ily focuses on a single measurable factor, often related to costs, 

prices, or market share. According to this perspective, a com-

pany's competitiveness is determined by its ability to maintain 

low costs, offer competitive prices, or increase its market 

share. 

This approach inspired by the BCG matrix focuses on cost 

reduction and efficiency gains through accumulated experi-

ence. According to Bouri [7], a competitive company is one 

that utilizes its production factors in the most efficient manner 

possible to minimize its costs, Authors such as the BCG [5], 

the unit labor cost of (Hickman, Turner and Golub, Siggel and 

Cockburn [23, 55, 50] consider the total unit cost of the prod-

uct as a key indicator, as well as (Jorgenson and Kuroda, Du-

rand and Giorno [18, 26] stress that to the price of products 

and services are crucial for outpacing competition, for Dollar 

and Wolff [16], productivity remains the fundamental indica-

tor of industrial competitiveness, while (Hatsopoulos and 

Krugman, Mandang [22, 32] underline the evolution of market 

shares as a sign of competitive progress in a given market, 

studies like those support this approach by noting these spe-

cific indicators as essential for measuring competitiveness. 

Although this approach provides clear and measurable in-

dicators of competitiveness, it is limited in its ability to cap-

ture the full complexity of modern competition, which re-

quires a broader consideration of qualitative and contextual 

factors, such as quality or product differentiation. Below you 

will find a summary table (Table 1) of these theories: 

Table 1. Summary table of theories. 

Economist Theory 

Boston Consulting Group [5] Cost reduction and efficiency 

Durand and Giorno, Jorgenson and Kuroda [18, 26] Price of products/services 

Hatsopoulos and Krugman, Mandang [22, 32] Market share evolution 

Hickman [23] Unit labor cost 

Dollar and Wolff [16] Productivity 

Siggel and Cockburn, Turner and Golub [50, 55] Total Unit Cost of the Product 

Source: Author own work 

 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/jim


Journal of Investment and Management http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/jim 

 

42 

2.3.2. Pluri-Dimensional Approach 

The pluri-dimensional approach is more comprehensive 

and realistic, considering competitiveness as a multidimen-

sional phenomenon that integrates not only costs but also non-

price elements (e.g., innovation, quality, flexibility). As noted 

by Bouri [7], it focuses, in particular, on the five competitive 

forces to analyze the industry structure, the value chain to un-

derstand how each activity contributes to competitive ad-

vantage and Porter's diamond to assess competitiveness at the 

national and regional levels. Furthermore, research on the de-

terminants of company competitiveness is often multidimen-

sional; according to Covin J. G., and Covin T. J. [13], there 

are 12 determinants that measure overall competitiveness: 

price, quality, marketing, product design, structure, culture, 

human resources, product/service innovation, etc. 

This approach encompasses several internal and external fac-

tors influencing competitiveness. However, the theories and the-

oretical models within this approach emphasize that achieving 

competitiveness necessitates a comprehensive strategy that inte-

grates price, quality, innovation, and organizational strategy. 

Among these theoretical models, we find Porter's generic com-

petitive strategy model [42], which discusses a company's compet-

itive advantage through its focus on differentiation or cost reduc-

tion. The single diamond model of Porter [43], known as the “value 

chain,” is a model for analyzing the company's activities, divided 

into primary activities and support activities, to identify areas 

where it can create value and gain a competitive edge. The double 

diamond model extends Porter's model by considering competi-

tiveness in both domestic and international markets by Rugman 

and D'Cruz [47], emphasizing that firms must excel in both areas, 

while Moon, Rugman and Verbeke [36] stress the central role of 

government—especially in small economies—in guiding invest-

ments and public policies in favor of national competitiveness. The 

nine-factor model of Cho [12] states that competitiveness is influ-

enced by physical, human, and external factors such as chance. The 

approach based on tangible and intangible resources (skills, inno-

vation) determines competitiveness. The inverse model of compet-

itiveness, as identified by Van Berkum [57], focuses on the causes 

of lack of competitiveness rather than competitiveness itself, con-

centrating on three inefficiencies: technical (quality, management, 

investments), marketing (business strategies, expertise), and mar-

ket (perception of competition, role of the state). Performed, poten-

tial, and procedural competitiveness, the model “potential – perfor-

mance - process” (PPP) by Buckley, Pass and Prescott [8] distin-

guished three dimensions: potential competitiveness (resources 

and capabilities), performed competitiveness (measurable results 

and performances), and procedural competitiveness (management 

and internal processes); this integrated approach is necessary for 

sustainable advantage. The asset, process and performance Model 

(APP) by Ajitabh and Momaya [2] considers competitiveness to 

rest on three pillars: assets (material and immaterial resources), pro-

cesses (operations management and strategies), and performance 

(quality, productivity, costs, international expansion). The model 

for SMEs focuses on entrepreneurial competencies such as innova-

tion and cost management. Additionally, there is the Pitelis model 

[40] on competitiveness, which is related to productivity, econo-

mies of scale, and the impact of macroeconomic policies. Below 

you will find a summary table (Table 2) of these models: 

Table 2. Summary table of theoretical model. 

Economist Model Theory 

Porter [42] Generic strategy Differentiation or Cost Leadership 

Porter [43] Value-chain Primarily Activities & Supports Activities 

Buckley et al. [8] PPP Model Three dimensions of competitiveness: Potential, Performance and Process. 

Rugman & D'Cruz [47] Double diamond model Competitive advantage in domestic and international markets. 

Cho [12] Nine-factor model Physical, Human and External Factors of Competitiveness 

Moon and Choo [36] Government role model Government has a central role in guiding national competitiveness. 

Pitelis [40] Competitiveness Model Focusing on productivity, economies of scale and macroeconomic policies. 

Van Berkum [57] 
Inverse Model of Compet-

itiveness 
Inefficiencies Factors 

Ajitabh & Momaya [2] APP Model Three pillars of competitiveness: Assets, Processes and Performance. 

Source: Author own work 

In this article, we will focus solely on the qualitative indi-

cators of competitiveness, as our objective of study is qualita-

tive. To this end, the second part of this article is an empirical 

study aimed to explore the key determinants concerning the 

two types and approaches of competitiveness. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1. Research Design 

This study adopts a qualitative research design using corre-

lation matrix to examine the causal relationships between in-

ternal capabilities, customer-oriented strategies and firm com-

petitiveness. Correlation matrix is chosen due to its suitability 

for analyzing complex, multi-path models involving open 

questions. 

3.2. Sample 

We conducted a semi-structured interview survey with 

firms in the agri-food industry, whose area of activity is the 

manufacturing of machines of food production and packaging 

machines, across various global industries in the world, during 

the 7th International Packaging, Machinery, and Agri-food 

Fair in Casablanca, organized by Elan Expo Morocco. During 

this event, we sought permission from dozens of firms, but 

only four of them agreed to provide us with information and 

participate in the interview. As shown in Table 3, a sample of 

4 enterprises participated in the survey, they are working with 

BtoB approach. This sample aligning with qualitative ap-

proach guidelines for systematic analysis and model stability. 

3.3. Data Collection 

The data was collected through this interview with manag-

ers and executives in services, marketing and sales depart-

ments. The survey includes open questions. 

Table 3. Information table of compagnies surveyed in study. 

Enterprise 
Place of 

residence 

Year 

founded 
Specialisation Certificats Job roles 

Size of 

firm 
Market share 

A UAE 2011 

Filling machines, packaging 

machines, deposition machines, 

conveyors, and dispensers. for 

agri-food 

- 

Customer 

service 

manager 

Micro-

Enterpris

e 

Very weak 

B Morocco 2007 

Commerce in stainless steel mate-

rials and equipment for the agri-

food industries and others 

ISO 9001 (in 

2023) 

Marketing 

manager 

Small 

Enter-

prise 

15ème in Mo-

rocco market 

industry 

C Chine 2005 

Manufactory of stainless-steel 

submersible pump bodies, used in 

agri-food industrial installations 

ISO 9001 (in 

2015) 

Sales man-

ager 

Big en-

terprise 

Top 3 in chine 

market indus-

try 

D Türkiye 1986 

Production of equipment, automa-

tion, and turnkey installations, 

particularly for milk and dairy 

products and others 

ISO 9001 (in 

1994) 

CSO (chef 

service of-

ficer) 

Big en-

terprise 

1st in Türkiye 

and famous in 

global of the 

world 

Source: Author own work 

3.4. Data Analysis 

Data will be analyzed using systematic analysis via AT-

LAS.ti software. The analysis includes: 

Code-document to determine the frequency of competitive-

ness factors (codes) and analyst those factors, with each inter-

viewer in the survey. 

Identification of Co-occurrence codes to explore direct ef-

fects through productivity, effectiveness, high quality, cus-

tomer relationship and economic price. 

And conclude by calculating the correlation matrix between 

these codes (competitiveness factors). 

4. Result 

After calculating the key concepts, we created codes for 

each document used, to link these codes to the concerned com-

pany, in order to see how compagnies respond to competitive-

ness and its factors. Using a binary matrix (Figure 1), we ob-

tained the following results: 
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Source: Author own work 

Figure 1. Code-document of codes in a binary matrix. 

All firms scored 1 according to the price and/or quality fac-

tors, which indicated competitiveness in pricing strategy and 

quality standards; meaning rather low prices, economic prices 

or suitable prices combined with high quality or medium for 

the customer. Also, B, C, and D firms score 1 in ISO certifi-

cation factor, which is important for meeting quality standards. 

But firms A and D were rated 1 in flexibility and customer 

relationship, implying that they are very adaptive, able to 

change with pressure or external situations, and they well ad-

dress their customer needs and satisfaction. While B and C 

score 0 in both factors, possibly seeming to have a more rigid 

process or less ability to adapt. 

The Micro-enterprise A and the big enterprise D stand out 

as they have a high performance in all elements of competi-

tiveness, while big enterprise C scores well on most elements, 

particularly in price, and productivity; however, she can still 

better incorporate flexibility and heightened attention to cus-

tomer. In contrast, the small-sized company “B” is strong only 

in quality and certified by ISO; thus, it must improve its 

productivity, customer relationship management and flexibil-

ity. 

Although, we cannot judge between the competitors ac-

cording to them size, if we focus only on code-document table. 

So, in parallel with the code-document, we have to organize 

these codes into a co-occurrence table of codes (as shown in 

Figure 2), to establish the links between them, and the influ-

ence of each on the other and on competitiveness as well. 

 
Source: Author own work 

Figure 2. COOC table of codes. 

In order to properly analyze this COOC table, we prefer to 

calculate the correlation matrix, using “Pearson correlation 

coefficient”, which is a method for measuring the linear rela-

tionship between two variables. This coefficient denoted as r 

ranges from -1 to +1, where +1 indicates a perfect positive 

correlation (both variables increase or decrease together), -1 

indicates a perfect negative correlation (as one variable in-

creases, the other decreases) and 0 indicates no linear relation-

ship. 

The equation of “Pearson correlation coefficient” is: 

r = 
∑(𝑋𝑖−𝑋̅)(𝑌𝑖−𝑌̅)

√∑  (𝑋𝑖−𝑋̅)2 ∑(𝑌𝑖−𝑌̅)2  

Where: 
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The point i variate from 1 to 12. 

Xi and Yi are the individual data points in two datasets, X 

and Y. 

𝑋̅ and 𝑌̅are the mean values of datasets X and Y, respec-

tively. 

Ʃ: sum of all data points of a dataset. 

The calculation of correlation of codes, using the coeffi-

cient r, yields the following results in Figure 3: 

 
Source: Author own work 

Figure 3. Correlation matrix of codes. 

1) Competitiveness and effectiveness: a presumably strong 

correlation due to value (0.74) suggests that more com-

petitive firms should be more effective in undertaking 

their operations. This might represent how competitive-

ness aligns with better organizational practices and out-

comes. 

2) Productivity and competitiveness: the correlation (0.01) 

is positive but too weak, explaining that high productiv-

ity does not necessarily translate into high competitive-

ness. 

3) Customer relationship and competitiveness: correlation 

coefficient here is moderate (0.32), which indicates that 

strong customer relationships tend to be more competi-

tive than average, which indicates that there could be im-

portance regarding customer satisfaction in better over-

all performance. 

4) Flexibility and competitiveness: A weak to a negligible 

negative correlation was found (-0.057) between com-

petitiveness and flexibility, showing that flexibility does 

not have a strong relationship with competitiveness for 

this dataset. However, because of the correlation with 

Customer Relationship (0.31), some link exists between 

a company's flexibility and its ability to maintain good 

customer relations. 

5) ISO Certification: the correlations between ISO certifi-

cation and various elements in this context, such as Com-

petitiveness and Productivity, are consistently weak. It 

indicates that certification may not be a major determi-

nant of competitiveness in this case. 

6) Small enterprise: exist a weak negative association (-

0.13) between the medium enterprise and competitive 

performance, recommending that the medium company 

under study may not perform as competitively as the 

larger ones. 

7) Big enterprises: a moderate positive correlation (0.63), 

indicating that bigger enterprises are likely to have 

higher competitiveness. This suggests that bigger firms 

probably gain economies of scale or certain advantages 

that ensure a better competitive standing. 

8) Micro-enterprise: a negative correlation value indicates 

weakness of competitiveness, although she is strong in 

majority of factors and achieve high effectiveness. Prob-

ably, this influence comes from the branding, as well as 

from the environmental factors of industrial region. 

9) Price & competitiveness: a negative correlation (-0.35) 

shows that a lower price can improve competitiveness or 

vice versa; however, this may lead compagnies to fail in 

maintaining a good level of competitiveness, and it is 

more relevant within a less competitive market. 

10) Quality & competitiveness: very high positive cor-

relation (0.75) demonstrates that quality product is one 

of the most important factors firms can use to enhance 

competence. 

5. Discussion 

Our findings coincide with those of Azriyah, Sofiah and 

Rozita [3], who connected cost management practices to com-

petitiveness as a strategic priority in entrepreneurship. They 

pointed out that continuous adoption and refinement of cost 

management practices provide the entrepreneurial competen-

cies to survive and succeed in the future. Firms proficient in 

these fields are more likely to retain a formidable position in 

the competitive market. In a saturated market, price competi-

tion leads to a downward spiral, hurting profit margins. On the 

other hand, several factors are at play, such as innovation, new 

product development, and customer services; a firm investing 

in product quality and in others factors differentiates itself and 

can attract those customers who are willing to pay more for 

better quality products. 

Particularly in the agri-food industry, competitiveness does 
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not rely solely on price, but also on the ability of firms to offer 

quality products, meet consumer expectations, and differenti-

ate themselves in the market. Non-price factors encompass all 

elements other than price that can influence demand for a 

product, either through the perceived quality of the product, 

through its attributes – the characteristics that firms must be 

able to communicate credibly to attract foreign consumers – 

or through differentiation; this allows firms to justify higher 

prices, enabling them to maintain competitiveness even with-

out being the cheapest. 

Gaigne, Latouche and Turolla [21] confirmed these results 

in their study on a saturated market; firms that focus solely on 

price competitiveness may find themselves in a race to the bot-

tom, which can harm their profit margins. As Rust, Kannan 

and Peng [48] identified three approaches, as three different 

kinds of quality (customer-oriented, cost optimization-ori-

ented and mixed approaches), where customer-oriented to 

quality will thus have a performance advantage over those 

with a cost-oriented or can damage their financial perfor-

mance through an excessively cost-oriented. 

Our results are conflated with the "bigger is better" ap-

proach for large firms that have a competitive advantage over 

smaller ones. This idea, stems from industrial economics and 

based on several arguments, including economies of scale and 

better coordination of actions by Simon [51] and Chandler 

[10], the ability to absorb market losses due to their size ac-

cording to Williamson [60-61], the centralization of structures 

and connections with social elites, conferring strong market 

influence noted by Pfeffer and Salancik [38] as well as Mintz 

and Schwartz [35]; and according to neo-institutionalist theo-

rists like (DiMaggio and Powell, Meyer and Scott [14, 34] 

have imposed common practices, allowing large firms to 

maintain their dominant position and structures. All these the-

ories agree on the idea that large firms are competitive. Also, 

for Schumpeter [49], large firms, due to their size benefit from 

economies of scale and can make costly investments in R&D, 

which promotes innovation and would be profitable in the 

long term, a strategy that is challenging for smaller entities. 

Based on the analysis of both tables and the correlation ma-

trix, effectiveness and productivity tend to arise as central fac-

tors for competitiveness. The high co-occurrence of these two 

factors presented in the second table is interpreted to mean that 

firms view them as interlinked and essentially important for 

their success, as stated by Chevassus-Lozza and Gallezot [11], 

competitiveness of intra-community markets rests upon the 

right mix of price and non-price factors; these authors empha-

size that mere low-pricing of products is not enough; differen-

tiation of products with respect to quality and specialization is 

warranted to retain one's market position. 

For flexibility factor in relation to competitiveness, it may 

not be as vital as effectiveness. Because firms in the agri-food 

industry emphasize operational efficiency and cost competi-

tiveness more than adaptability to change. So, flexibility is im-

portant, but might play a secondary role in securing efficiency 

of the operations and cost competitiveness. Flexibility be-

comes particularly critical when responding to changes in the 

global and local markets, often, in circumstances like market 

shifts or crises, flexibility gives a competitive edge. On the 

other hand, firms that lack of inflexibility could be risk to 

adapt with changes in consumer demands or internal pressures. 

And ISO 9001 certification is increasingly becoming an im-

portant factor for competitiveness in the agri-food industry. 

Certification can help firms meet industry standards, thereby 

boosting their credibility in the marketplace. Firms like “A”; 

have not been granted ISO certification are still fighting to re-

main nimble by pursuing a high-quality philosophy, with pro-

fessional services before and after sales. According to Rolland 

and Tran [46] the decision to seek ISO certification leads to 

better performance behind an internal motivation than for 

those firms forced into it; as Jones, Arndt and Kustin [25] 

showed that firms seeking certification voluntarily or those 

with varying mixed motivations (including outside pressures) 

receive much better returns than those that are obliged, also 

(Terziovski, Power and Sohal, & Singels, Ruël and Van De 

Water [53, 52] showed that firms having an inner quality cul-

ture gained the most advantage from certification. 

On the contrary results of Rolland and Tran’s [46] on certi-

fication costs, ISO 9001 certification generates the biggest 

benefits when the certification is outsourced for external ob-

jectives-the main imperatives in this case being customer sat-

isfaction and market differentiation, rather than internal pur-

poses such as process optimization and cost/time performance. 

And the evaluations of numerous studies remain to be ex-

plored; the company may already possess a competitive ad-

vantage that could hinder the commercial effect of certifica-

tion, as in the case of company A, the promotion of certifica-

tion may be insufficient, as in the case of company B, or the 

company may not prioritize commercial aspects in its certifi-

cation process, as in the case of company C. 

At this end, enterprise C and enterprise D appear to be the 

best performers, strong in price strategy, productivity, quality, 

customer relationship and effectiveness service process. They 

have great adaptability, efficiency, and retain high standing 

with respect to pricing and quality, which posits them strate-

gically in the market. Oppositely, Company A and B, exhibit 

weaknesses, respectively, akin in brand notoriety/relationship 

marketing and flexibility, thus reactive for market competi-

tiveness in a constantly dynamic environment. As well as Che-

vassus-Lozza and Galliano [11] argue this situation to the na-

tional specialization of a sector, which exerts a favorable im-

pact on the competitiveness of firms within that sector. Favor-

able comparative advantages are accorded to a sector under 

national specialization, thus improving the visibility of the 

firms that operate therein. 

Above is a logical relationship diagram for evaluating the 

elements that affect competitiveness; within the structure of 

those mentioned above, one can locate customer relationship, 

quality, price, productivity, and effectiveness as contributing 

factors to competitiveness bearing the resulted outcome as 
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demonstrated in a literature review. The main hypothesis we 

concluded from this primary study are: 

H1: Internal capabilities positively influences firm compet-

itiveness. 

H1a: Productivity positively influences firm competitive-

ness. 

H1b: Organizational effectiveness positively influences 

firm competitiveness. 

H1c: Large scale positively influences firm competitiveness. 

H2: Marketing strategies positively influences firm compet-

itiveness. 

H2a: High product quality positively influences firm com-

petitiveness. 

H2b: Economic pricing positively influences firm compet-

itiveness. 

H2c: Customer relationship quality positively influences 

firm competitiveness. 

Meanwhile, flexibility in relation with environment is less 

correlated with competitiveness while not as critical in that re-

gard. However, it plays a role in responding to the market-

development changes in production processes and customers' 

satisfaction. Additionally, ISO certification is less emphasized 

comparatively in the analysis, but could be branched further 

down with quality since it enables affirmation of a high stand-

ing rate in the industrial field. Below (Figure 4) is the model: 

 
Source: Author own work 

Figure 4. Conceptual model of competitiveness factors of industrial firm. 

Theoretical Implication 

Our results confirm previous conclusions regarding large 

enterprises that benefit from economies of scale and possess 

more substantial financial resources compared to businesses 

of different sizes, which provides them with a competitive ad-

vantage in the industrial sector, exemplified by the agri-food 

industry in this study. Thanks to their large size, they can fo-

cus on efficiency production process, big productivity, eco-

nomic price, high quality product, and customer service rela-

tionship, rather than limiting themselves solely to price, which 

does not guarantee them lasting success. Concerning flexibil-

ity, although it is less critical than efficiency, it allows firms 

to adjust in response to market changes and unforeseen crises. 

On the other hand, ISO certification, which enhances a 

company's credibility, is not a central element; it reveals its 

full potential when integrated into a comprehensive strategy 

that emphasizes quality. 

Practical Implication 

As findings, firm C and firm D outperform their competi-

tors A and B due to their strengths in pricing, productivity, and 

customer relationships. The conceptual model of the logical 

relationships between these various factors accentuates these 

interconnections. On this basis, large firms are known for their 

significant production capacity, which is related both to their 

industrial burdens and their workforce. Therefore, we recom-

mend Micro and VSEs in industrial sector to increase their 

productive capacity through the experience effect to reduce 

the unit prices of products via economies of scale, while also 

optimizing customer services through flexible relationships in 

transportation, installation and maintenance of machines, and 

the provision of spare parts, in order to retain potential cus-

tomers and attract new ones for a high-quality product in a 

competitive market. 

Limit and perspective 

However, the term "competitiveness" remains complex and 

does not reach a consensus among researchers, it is what the 

theorists (Kotler and Dubois & Lesca [27, 31] attributed to the 
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absence of unanimous definition of the indicators and factors 

that determine competitiveness, making this concept ambigu-

ous and difficult to grasp. 

For this reason, the qualitative approach and the sample de-

ployed in this article are insufficient to yield universally ac-

ceptable results across all sectors. 

Therefore, we look to a quantitative study that analyzes the 

relationships between these factors and the competitiveness of 

the conceptual model, based on hypotheses and tests on a 

larger sample than this one. 

6. Conclusion 

Competitiveness became an important topic in the 1960s of 

the last century; it is initially associated with the pricing of 

competitive exports and subsequently evolving into a compre-

hensive measure of economic success. Researchers defined 

competitiveness as the ability of a country to maintain produc-

tivity, living standards, and employment while achieving an 

advantage through differentiation or cost leadership. This con-

cept is applicable at both national and corporate levels, reflect-

ing long-term performance, growth strategies, and market po-

sition. 

Various theoretical frameworks and analytical tools are em-

ployed to effectively asses competitiveness, consider pluri-di-

mensional factors, such as quality, costs, customer relation-

ships and organizational strategies, rather than one-dimen-

sional ones that focus solely on price; and this what our study 

approve in this conceptual paper, by combines Resource 

Based View (RBV) and marketing theories to show how both 

internal capabilities (firm scale, productivity and effectiveness) 

and market-facing strategies (customer relationship, price, 

quality) determine competitive advantage for industrial firm, 

for good performance and sustainable competitiveness in both 

national and global markets. 
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