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Abstract:

The contemporary world is characterized by quick changes and the propagation of knowledge-based
economies, and consequently, the necessity to constantly introduce innovations by the enterprise.
However, this process involves numerous dangers, as the features of innovative processes are high
costs and high level of risk. While implementing innovations, enterprises set goals which are to be
achieved thanks to them. In the case of small entities it seems that the essential aim for the
introduction of changes is the reduction of costs connected with the activity, which is often
indicated as the factor for the formation of the competitive position. Therefore, the primary goal of
the compilation was the identification of changes in the area of determining the aim of innovation
introduction by small enterprises functioning in the Southern Region of Poland. The analysis
included the level of innovativeness and competitiveness of the examined companies. The
conclusions were based on the results of two original studies concerning innovativeness and
competitiveness of small enterprises, conducted in years 2006/07 and 2013.
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1. Introduction

The contemporary world is characterised by fast, often unpredictable changes,
promoting knowledge-based economies and enterprises’ striving to achieve competitive
advantage by using various methods and tools. Enterprises’ struggle to survive on the
market is especially visible at the time of an economic crisis, when only the strongest
companies stand a chance to survive - and not necessarily the biggest concerns.
Achieving a stable market position by enterprises requires competing simultaneously in
many areas (Norio, Radford, 1995; Sipa, Gorzen-Mitka&Skibiniski, 2015). Determinants
of success or failure may belong to a number of areas of an organisation, such as:
strategies, I'T technologies, skills, knowledge, or organisational culture, etc. (Lemanska,
Okreglicka, 2015).

In the case of Polish enterprises, there is the necessity to think in the long term, so as to
build the competitive advantage on the basis of sustainable (key) determinants, among
which innovation is counted (Drucker, 2004; Hamel, Prahalad, 1999; Kay, 1996; Porter,
1985). This concerns above all a very numerous group of small enterprises which
account for nearly 99.2% of business entities in Poland (GUS, 2015).They are are
deemed to be the driver of the economic growth as well as the most dynamic and
flexible form of activity (Stock, Greis, Fischer, 2002; Targalski, 1999). One should also
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stress that drawing conclusions regarding the activities of small enterprises is difficult due
to the fact that this group is very heterogenous, also in the case of such areas as
competitiveness and innovation. The group of small entrepreneurs comprises both firms
with a strong market position as well as companies with low competitiveness
(Pierscionek, 2003). Similarly in the case of innovation level: the group of small
enterprises covers strongly innovative companies, (such as e.g. FONT), companies with
poor innovation level as well as such which are not interested in implementing
innovations - for various reasons. (Rizzoni, 1991; Verhees, Meulenberg, 2004).

For enterprises of this scale, the environment in which they function, which determines
their innovativeness and competitiveness, is very important. The global financial crisis of
2008 and the changes it caused also influenced the functioning of small enterprises in a
special way. The occurrences that took place at that time as well as the turbulence in the
economic environment may have led to a change in the attitudes of small entrepreneurs
as far as the objectives adopted in terms of introducing innovations are concerned and,
consequently, also the building of competitive position on the market.

Taking into account the above, the study aimed at identifying the innovation
implementation objectives of small enterprises with varying level of innovativeness and
competitiveness. An attempt has also been made at indicating the direction of changes in
this area in the context of two studies, conducted before the financial crisis, around the
turn of 2006 and 2007 (study I) and realised in 2013 (study II).

2. Some theoretical remarks

The study of literature allows to conclude that innovations occupy a special
position among factors which determine enterprises’ competitiveness. They may concern
both a product/setvice, the production process as well as the management system. By
introducing new management techniques, a company may improve its efficiency, reduce
costs or raise quality which, as a result, means benefits also for the company’s clients in
terms of better and cheaper products/services (Hammer, 2006). Achieving and
maintaining competitive advantage requires constant introducing of innovations in
various spheres of a company’s functioning (Hunt, 2000; Miles, Paul&Wilhite, 2003).
Also the pace as well as the scope of creating and implementing innovations is important
(Burns, Stalker, 1993; Besanko, Dranove, Shanley&Schaefer, 2007).

Innovations are deemed to increase efficiency as well as improve living conditions.
Innovative measures create jobs, generate revenues and improve people’s lives by
creating useful products and services (Dodgson, 1993; Laforet, 2013). While introducing
innovations and building one’s market position, one must not forget, however,
sustainable development. In the contemporary world, it is very important for enterprises
to take into account social and environmental aspects. An enterprise’s efforts aimed at
maximising profits or increasing the market share should be realised in line with the
sustainable development rules.

A processual take on innovations facilitates the analysis of activities which constitute
innovation as well as the sequence of activities which are components of this process.
(Damanpour, 1991; Holmes, Moir, 2007). The concept of innovation contains both the
effect and the process that is performed to achieve the effect. However, regardless of the
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direction of competitive activities chosen by an enterprise, for innovations to bring an
intended effect, it is important to be able to manage the process of implementing
innovations, as well as analysing the market on which the company is operating.
(Gorzen-Mitka, 2016)

While implementing innovation, it is also important to define the objectives which are to
be realised via the innovation. According to the Oslo Manual, innovations may be
introduced at enterprises for various reasons. These objectives may be related to: a
product, markets, efficiency, quality or increasing the know-how (OSLO 2005) In
particular, they may concern: raising the quality of a company’s current products,
offering new products or winning new markets or client groups. According to Gadomski
(2004) innovations may also influence a company’s costs, e.g. via a reduction of unit
labour costs, purchases, distribution or transaction costs.

The adopted objective determines the type and scope of innovations being implemented;
consequently, e.g. implementing processual innovations may aim to reduce unit labour
costs or supply costs, while organisational innovations may aim to help achieve better
results thanks to a reduction in administrative or transaction costs or else reducing
supply costs. Thus, innovation may be a source of a cost advantage or an advantage
linked to the differentiation of a company’s offer. Focusing on cost reduction may be the
key for small enterprises, especially at the time of the threat of economic recession. But
many authors underline that over a longer period, innovations aimed exclusively at
obtaining a cost advantage on the market are less significant than those which allow to
achieve advantage related to differentiaion (Best, 2009; Dosi, Pavitt&Soete, 1990;
Hausman, 2005).

3. Obijectives of innovations implementation at small enterprises with varying
levels of innovativeness and competitiveness - results of own studies
3.1. Method

The results presented and the conclusions are based on two surveys conducted
around the turn of 2006/07 among small Silesian firms (study I) as well as in the first
quarter of 2013 among small enterprises from the Malopolskie region (study II) The
studies concerned innovativeness and competitiveness of small enterprises!. Both study I
and study Il were conducted by a mail survey. In order to ensure a better rate of
returning surveys sent out, phone conversations were conducted to attempt to provide
more information about the objective of the studies and to request sending back
questionnaires filled in. For the purpose of the analysis, 216 questionnaires that had been
completely and propetly filled in were accepted for study I and 105 for study 1I. In order
to diagnose the changes in the perception of the issues raised, both studies made use of
similar survey questionnaires comprising 36 open-end, semi-open-end and closed
dichotomous questions as well as multiple-choice (“cafetetia”) questions.
In the paper presented, the analysis and conclusions regard only innovative small
enterprises, ie. such which introduced innovations over the 5 years prior to the
conducting of the study. These enterprises were divided into four subgroups,

1 The categorisation adopted by the EU, based on the number of employees was used as the criteria of
classifying the enterprises to the given survey group, i.e. small enterprises.
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differentiated in terms of innovativeness and competitiveness level. Based on the
assumptions adopted?, there were selected enterprises characterised by:

1. a strong competitive position on the market and high innovativeness level;
2. a strong competitive position on the market and low innovativeness levely

3. a weak competitive position on the market and high innovativeness level;

4. a weak competitive position on the market and low innovativeness level.

Based on the division presented above, a comparative analysis was conducted, aimed at
identifying the hierarchy of objectives which were supposed to be realised thanks to the
innovations implemented in small enterprises with varying level of innovativeness and
competitiveness. An attempt was also made at pinpointing the changes in this respect,
over the 2006-2013 period.

Two fundamental issues were formulated:

- Whether objectives which are to be realised by the innovations implemented by
enterprises vary depending on the innovativeness and market competitiveness levels?

- Whether the global financial crisis in 2008 and its effects resulted in any special
changes in terms of setting objectives regarding innovation implementation by
enterprises as well as building their competitive position on the market?

2.2. Selected results of the analysis

Based on the analysis of data regarding the studies conducted around the turn of
2006/2007, over a half of small enterprises (65.74%) wete included in the innovative
firms’ group, while in the case of the study of 2013, this share increased to the level of
92.38%. The innovations introduced concerned mainly modernisation of current
products, services or/and production processes as well as introducing new products,
services or/and production processes (more: Skibifski, Sipa, 2015). It is a positive
direction, considering the time of conducting study II, when the effects of the global
crisis were tangible in the background.
Based on the categorisation adopted earlier, regarding the innovativeness and
competitiveness level of companies studied, the structure of the analysed group of
entities was defined. In the case of the study conducted around the turn of 2006/2007,
companies characterised by a very good market position and a high level of
innovativeness were the most numerous (34.5%). The least numerous subgroup were
strongly innovative enterprises with a weak market position (14.1%). Following the
application of the assumptions adopted, the study conducted in 2013 showed no such

2 The classification takes into account the level of novelty applied in various areas. While determining the
type of changes, the respondents assessed also the level of novelty (1-new for the company, 2-new for the
local market, 3-new for the domestic market, 4-new for foreign market). In total, between 1 and 16 points
could be obtained. In order to achieve at least 4 points, entrepreneurs had to at least introduce new and
modernised products to the market as well as apply new and modernised production technologies. Entities
were assessed as having a low innovativeness level if they had up to 3 points in total (they failed to introduce
anything new on foreign market in the period studied or, in the case of implementations on other markets -
there were only minor implementations).

Verification was conducted on the basis of entrepreneurs’ subjective opinions. “Strongly competitive”
enterprises assessed their market position as good or very good; “poorly competitive” were those who
defined their competitive position as: average, weak, very weak or were unable to define their position.
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significant differences in the number of companies among the four specified groups.
Individual subgroups accounted for between 20.6% (strongly innovative and competitive) and
28.9% (strongly competitive and with a low innovativeness level) of the group studied. (fig.1) The
biggest changes over the years concern the following subgroups: with a strong market
position and bigh level of innovativeness - the decline in the subgroup structure by nearly 14%
as well as strongly innovative companies with a weak market position which increased
their share by 11.7%.

a stro1lg coLupetitiie position on the
warket and low inneiativeness level

a strong competitive position on the
muarket sud high innovativeness level

aweak compehitive position on the
market and low innevativenesslevel

aweak comipetitive pesition on the
market and high inneorativeness level

Figure 2. Structure of the enterprises group stndied in study I and 11
Source: own work based on survey.

The table number 1, below, comprises the key data from both studies, concerning the
objectives of innovation implementation in individual subgroups of small enterprises. In
the literature of the subject, it is underlined that companies should build their market
position based on sustainable competitive advantages. In the case of small enterprises, it
is often mentioned that they focus on reducing costs and lowering prices rather than on
seeking more lasting advantages such as e.g. high quality of products or services offered.
By focusing on offering cheaper products or services, entrepreneurs are seeking methods
and tools for lowering the operating costs, in particular costs of production or providing
services. Hence, also in the case of introducing innovations, the basic objective of such
initiative may be linked to the willingness to reduce costs.

The data analysis has shown that the reduction of costs as an objective of introducing
innovations applies in the case of nearly all subgroups of entities, in both studies. In the
case of the study conducted around the turn of 2006/2007, it could be observed that
three of the four subgroups mentioned the following three objectives most frequently:

- modification of current products/services (apart the subgroup of strongly competitive,
strongly innovative firms) and

- cost reduction (apart from the companies with a good market position and low innovativeness
level).
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Table 1. Data on objectives of implementing innovations at small enterprises with varying levels

of innovativeness and competitiveness
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Cost reduction, as an objective of implementing innovation, was indicated especially
frequently by companies with a weak competitive position on the market, regardless of their
innovativeness level. Interestingly, taking into account only the objectives indicated as a the
most important?, only in the case of enterprises with a strong market position and bigh level of
innovativeness - cost reduction - made it to the top three (8.2% indications with rank 1).
Such distribution of responses may result from the fact that in this subgroup, one could
observe a high concentration of responses on the first two objectives, i.e.: introducing
new products (51.0% indications with rank 1) and modification of current
products/services (18.4% indications with rank 1).

3 The main objectives of implementing innovations (respondents could choose 3 objectives, indicating the
level of importance: most important — rank 1, important — rank 2, least important — rank 3)
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While continuing the analysis concerning the most important objectives of implementing
innovation (with rank 1), one can see that modification of cutrent products/services is
indicated as:

- the top objective in the case of enterprises with a weak market position and varying
innovativeness level,

- the second most important objective in the case of companies with a strong
marfket position and varying innovativeness level.

For companies with a strong market position and low innovativeness level, the most important
objective was to raise the share in sales on the current market (41.0% indications with
rank 1). One should also stress that only enterprises with @ strong market position and a high
innovativeness level saw introducing new  products/services as a significant objective of
implementing innovations - it took the first place, both among all indications of this
subgroup (23.1%) as well as among the most important ones.

A comparative analysis concerning study I and study II has showed that sets of most
frequently selected objectives to be realised at small enterprises via innovations are quite
similar in both studies. In contrast, a change could be observed in terms of their
hierarchy. (tab.2)

The results of the study conducted in 2013, show a lower concentration of indicated
objectives in individual subgroups which was reflected in a greater number of objectives,
in the case of three most frequently selected objectives. In two extreme subgroups of
small enterprises: strongly competitive and strongly innovative and poorly competitive and poorly
innovative ones, objectives which received the biggest number of indications did not
change over the years, despite the turbulence in the economic environment. In the case
of the former subgroup, it is still introducing new products/setvices (21.7%), and in the
case of poorly competitive and poorly innovative enterprises - cost reduction (15.3%).

Changes are apparent in the case of poorly innovative enterprises. The most frequently
indicated objectives included - maintaining market share, whereas for the companies with «
poor market position it was 13.9% of all indications, while for those with a strong competitive
position - 14.3%.

Taking into account the turbulence which took place on the market at the time, the
higher number of indications concerning the introduction of new products/services is a
positive change. In the results of the study conducted in 2013, this objective appeared 7%
all subgroups, both among the three most frequently indicated answers as well as in the
first place among the most important objectives of implementing innovations (rank 1).
Moreover, one should stress that a positive change could be observed also in the
subgroup of companies with a good market position and high innovativeness level. Cost
reduction as an objective to be achieved via innovations constituted only 3.3% of all
indications (a result which is almost the lowest) and was not included among the most
important objectives (rank 1).

Referring to sustainable development, one should stress that social and environmental
aspects, as an objective of introducing innovations, were indicated by small
entrepreneurs, in both studies only occasionally. Environment protection was included
among objectives of implementing innovation only in study II. This objective was,
however, completely disregarded by companies with a good market position and high
innovativeness level. Within sustainable development, one can consider also such objectives
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as: adjusting to the European Union standards/norms or improving labour conditions.
In the case of adjusting to the European standards, general indications (in both studies)
are low, at up to 3.9% of all responses. Among the most important - also in both studies
- this objective was considered only by companies with a strong competitive position and low
innovativeness.

Table 2. Map of most frequently indicated objectives of implementing innovations in individual

subgroups

selected Study
enterprises 2006/07 2013
b3 1. increasing the share of sales | 1. maintaining market share;
é lo on current market; introduction of new products/setvices;
& innov 2. modification  of  existing | increasing the main product/services
2 . products/ services; range;
= | ativen . . . . .
S | ess 3. improving product quality. 2. increasing the share of sales
°© on current market;
g level .
.2 3. cost reduction;
"g improving labour conditions.
o 1. introduction of new | 1. introduction of new
9] . .
2 | hioh products/services; products/setvices;
g . g 2. cost reduction; 2. increasing the main
0 |innov . . . .
gq ativen 3. increasing the main | product/services range
S |ess product/services range. 3. modification ~ of  existing
3] .
50 products/ setvices
o level : :
&g increasing the share of sales on current
g market.
OE low 1. cost reduction; 1. cost reduction;
‘= . . . . . . . .
- innov | 2. modification  of  existing | 2. maintaining market share;
& ativen | products/ setvices; 3. introduction of new
o ess 3. increasing the main product | products/setvices.
% level | range.
b 1. modification ~ of  existing | 1. introduction of new
g" . |high | products/ services; . products/ services;
3 2 |innov |2. cost reduction; cost reduction;
3= . . . . .
» g ativen | 3. increasing the share of sales | 2. increasing the share of sales
S o |ess on current market. on current market;
B < |level 3. increasing the main product
< 5 range.

Source: own work based on survey.

Interestingly, improving labour conditions, as an objective indicated to be realised thanks
to the implementation of innovations, was considered above all by enterprises with «
weak market position and low innovativeness. Under the study conducted in 2013, this
objective was among the three most frequently indicated by those firms (11.1% of all
indications).

Looking at the structure of all responses, under the two studies conducted, quite
significant changes are apparent. (tab. 3) In the case of enterprises with a strong market
position and low innovativeness level, the biggest declines concern: the modification of
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the current products/services (-11.7%) as well as increasing the share in sales on the
current market (-10.7%), while the biggest increases took place in the case of maintaining
market share (+10.9) and increasing the key range of products/services (+7.4%). One
should also stress that in this subgroup, among objectives indicated before the global
economic crisis, entering foreign markets was mentioned. Unfortunately, in the results of
the study conducted in 2013, this objective was not recorded.

In the case of companies with a weak competitive position, the biggest declines in the
structure regard the modification of current products; in the case of enterprises with a
low innovativeness level, the decrease in the number of indications amounted to 11.7%,
while for strongly innovative enterprises - to 17.3%. The increases concern -
maintaining market share (+12.9%) - poorly competitive and poorly innovative companies - as well
as - introducing new products (+12.3%) in the subgroup of poorly competitive and strongly
innovative comparnies.

Table 3. Changes in frequency of indicating objectives of innovation implementation in
individual subgroups of small firms

selected enterprises

a strong competitive position | a weak competitive position on
objectives on the market and the market and

low high low high

Innovativeness | innovativeness | innovativeness | innovativeness

level level level level
modification of existing| 4, 4, 0.8% A1.7% 17.3%
products ' ' ' )
introduction of - new | oo, 1.5% 0.7% 12.3%
products
increasing  the - maln| ; 40, 6.8% -4.6% 6.7%
product range
obtaining a partner for 0.2% 11% 0.0% 279,
a joint venture ) ' ) )
increasing the share of 10.7% 0.8% 44% 0.3%
sales on current market ' ' ) )
maintaining - market | ;) 90, 2.4% 12.9% 6.3%
share
entering new domestic 1.6% 3.9% 250 0.7%
markets ) ' ) )
entering foreign | 4 30, -0.4% 2.8% 1.3%
markets
cost reduction -0.2% -11.6% -4.3% -7.7%
TRprovIng fabour | 4 o 5.3% 7.2% 1.7%
conditions
environmental 3.6% 0.0% 4.2% 1.3%
reqmrements
diversification by, 4o, -0.7% 0.0% 0.0%
launching activities
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related to current

business

improving  product| 5, 2.9% 1.3% 77%
quality : : : :
preparing -~ for  EU| 4 50/ 2.7% 2.5% 1.3%
standards/norms ’ ) ) )
satisfaction of maker-1 ) »,, 0.3% 3.6% 0.0%
entrepreneur

Source: own work based on survey.

The subgroup of strongly competitive and strongly innovative companies, as mentioned
above, recorded no very radical changes in the structure of responses. The biggest
decline concerns introducing innovations in order to reduce costs (-11.6%), while the
biggest increase, of 6.8%, could be observed in the case of objective: increasing the key
products/setrvices range. One should also note that in all subgroups increases were
recorded in the case of - improving labour conditions (of between +1.4% and 5.0%),
while in three subgroups of small enterprises - in the case of environment protection.

Summary

To sum up, the small size of the sample does not allow to draw far-reaching
generalisations, but the summary of results shows the hierarchy of objectives which small
Polish enterprises want to achieve by implementing innovations, which may constitute
the basis for further analyses. Moreover, the cyclicity of the studies showed in which
direction the objectives of innovation implementation evolved in the case of companies
of this size, as a result of other changes which took place in the economic environment
in connection with the financial crisis in 2008.

As shown by the data analysis, the turbulence which occurred in the economy, prompted
changes as far as the scope of objectives set by entrepreneurs and regarding the
innovation implemented at the companies is concerned. Taking into consideration the
most frequently indicated innovation implementation objectives, one can conclude that a
positive change in all subgroups is a greater tendency of small innovative entrepreneurs
to introduce new products or services rather than, as was the case before 2008, to
modernise their current offer. This is confirmed both by the high number of all
indications as well as the first place among objectives indicated as the most important -
in all subgroups. All subgroups increased their interest in improving labour conditions -
this is especially visible among objectives indicated by companies with a weak
competitive position and low innovativeness level (11.1% of all indications; 12.5% of
indications with rank 1). Nearly all subgroups took into consideration the environment
protection objective - in study I it was disregarded completely, while in the case of
strongly competitive and strongly innovative enterprises it was disregarded - in both
studies.

In individual subgroups, one can note the following:
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1. In the case of companies with a weak market position and low innovativeness
level, cost reduction was the most frequently indicated objective of implementing
innovations, in both studies. No change in this respect.

2. In both subgroups of poorly innovative enterprises - among objectives most
frequently indicated - “maintaining market share” appeared, whereas in the case of
companies with a strong market position they were more frequently assigned a lower
weight (weighted average at 1.75; tied assessment 0.75) than in the case of companies
with a worse competitive position (weighted average of 2.20; tied assessment 0.92).

3. Strongly innovative and strongly competitive enterprises show a stability in
terms of objectives which set the direction of implementing innovations; a positive
change over the years studied is the clearly lower drive to reduce costs: of all indications,
this objective constitutes as little as 3.3%; it was not indicated among the most important
objectives. This a significant changes versus the previous period of the study, especially
as these enterprises were operating on a market affected by the global economic crisis.

References

Besanko, C.A., Dranove, D., Shanley, M.&Schaefer, S. (2007). Economics of Strategy. New York: ]. Wiley.

Best, R.J. (2009). Market-based Management. Strategies for Growing Customer Value and Profitability. Upper Saddle
River: Pearson Education.

Burns, T., Stalker, G.M. (1961). The Management of Innovation. London: Tavistock.

Damanpour, F. (1991). Organizational Innovation: A Meta-analysis of Effects of Determinants and
Moderators. Acadeny of Management Journal, 34, pp.555-590.

Dodgson, M. (1993). Organizational learning: a review of some literature. Organization Studies, May 1993, 14
no. 3, pp. 375-394.

Dosi, G., Pavitt, K.&Soete, L. (1990). The Economics of Technological Change and International Trade. London:
Harvester.

Drucker, P.F. (2004). Natchnienie i fart cxyli innowaga i pryedsighiorczosé. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Studio
EMKA.

Gadomski, R. (2004). Innowacyjnos$¢ a konkurencyjnos¢ przedsiebiorstw, Problemy Zarzadzania — Innowage,
1/2004 (3), pp. 20-32.

Gorzen-Mitka, 1. (2016). Leading Risk Management Determinants of Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises
(SMEs): An Exploratory Study in Poland, Eurasian Studies in Business and Economics, 3(1), pp.289-
298.

GUS (2015). Podmioty gospodarcze i przeksztalcenia wlasnosciowe i strukturalne. Available at
https://bdlstat.gov.pl/BDL/dane/podgrup/tablica

Hamel, G. & Prahalad, C.K. (1999). Przewaga konkurencyjna jutra. Business Press: Warszawa.

Hammer M. (2000). Sztuka konkurowania w gospodarce XXI wiekn. Plan dziatania. Warszawa: HELION
Onepress.

Hausman, A. (2005). Innovativeness Among Small Businesses: Theory and Propositions for Future
Research. Industrial Marketing Management, vol. 34(5), Issue 8, November, pp. 77-782. Available at
http:/ /www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0019850105000039

Holmes, S., Moir, L. (2007). Developing a Conceptual Framework to Identify Corporate Innovations
through Engagement with Non-profit Stakeholders.Corporate Governance, 7 (4), pp.414-422.

Hunt, S.D. (2000). A General Theory of Competition. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Kay, J. (1996). Podstawy sukcesu firmy. Warszawa: PWE.

Laforet, S. (2013). Organizational innovation outcomes in SMEs: Effects of age, size, and sector., Journal of
World Business, vol. 48, pp. 490-502.

© 2017 The Author. Journal Compilation © 2017 European Center of Sustainable Development.



356 European Journal of Sustainable Develgpment (2017), 6, 1, 344-356

Lemanska-Majdzik, A. & Okreglicka, M. (2015). Business process management in an enterprise -
determinants of the implementation and expected advantages. Proceedings of the 12th International
Conference, Liberec Economic Forum 2015, pp. 305-314.

Miles, M.P., Paul, CW. i Wilhite, A. (2003). Modeling Corporate Entreprencurship as Rent-Seeking
Competition. Technovation, 23, (5), pp. 393—400.

Norio, H., Radford, R. (1995). Production and Operations Management. Total Quality and Responsiveness, McGraw-
Hill, Inc.

OSLO, 2005. Oslo Manual. The Measurement of Scientific and Technological Activities. Proposed
Guidelines for Collecting and Interpreting Technological Innovation Data. Third Edition, OECD
Eurostat.

Pierscionek, Z. (2003). Strategie konkurengi i rozmwoju predsi¢biorstwa. Warszawa: PWN.

Porter M.E (1985) The Competitive Advantage of Nation, , London: The Macmillan Press Ltd.

Rizzoni, A. (1991) Technological Innovation and Small Firms: A Taxonomy, International Small Business Journal
1991, vol.9, s. 32-36.

Sipa, M., Gorzen-Mitka, 1., Skibinski, A. (2015). Determinants of Competitiveness of Small Enterprises:
Polish Perspective. 22nd International Economic Conference — IECS 2015 “Economic Prospects in the
Context  of  Growing  Global — and  Regional — Interdependencies”. 1ECS  2015. Available at
http:/ /www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/ $2212567115010199.  doi:10.1016/S2212-
5671(15)01019-9

Skibiniski, A,. Sipa, M. (2015) Innovative Strategies of Small Enterprises in Poland. 72#h International Conference
Liberec Economic Forum 2015. Liberec, Web of Science Core Collection, Technical University of
Liberec, pp. 342-352.

Stock G.N., Greis N.P., Fischer W.A., Firm size and dynamic technological innovation, Technovation, 2002,
22,'s. 540.

Targalski, J. (1999). Przedsigbiorczosé i rozwdj firmy. Krakéw: Wydawnictwo AE w Krakowie.

Verhees, F. J. H. M. and Meulenberg, M. T. G. (2004), Market Orientation, Innovativeness, Product
Innovation, and Performance in Small Firms. Journal of Small Business Management, 42, pp.134—
154. doi:10.1111/§.1540-627X.2004.00102.x

Published by ECSDEV, Via dei Fiori, 34, 00172, Rome, Italy http://ecsdev.org



