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Abstract

Research background: The changes that took place in the late twentietitury led to the
transformation of the political system in the caoie#t of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE).
As a result, there has been an increase in the atitmpness of some of the economies
among the CEE states. Due to different prioritied goals, these countries are also charac-
terized by different levels in socio-economic deypehent.

Purpose of the article: The aim of the article is to identify the determiteaffecting the
competitiveness among the selected CEE countries.

Methods: Based on Eurostat data, a set of determinants taffecompetitiveness was
established. A number of determinants have beenirglied in relation to the variation
coefficient. At the same time, a classificatiorttod level of competitiveness among the CEE
countries has been made by using the Perkal mefiimanalysis used 14 selected indica-
tors, 10 of which are considered as stimulating, 4as deteriorating the competitiveness of
national economies. The result led to obtainingrdteetic level indicator of potential of the
CEE countries.

Findings & Value added: Following the findings of the conducted analystse highest
economic competitiveness exists in Estonia antdendzech Republic, while the lowest was
found in Romania and Bulgaria. The results of thealwation obtained with the Perkal
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method concerning the competitiveness of the CElniries that belong to the EU are

largely consistent with those presented in differglobal competitiveness rankings. How-

ever, the method applied in this article seems nsirtipler and less time-consuming, allow-

ing at the same time an optimal choice of analitiegerminants. The selected linear Pear-
son correlation’s coefficient confirmed that thésea strong positive relationship between
the designated values of the synthetic indicatazomhpetitiveness and the GDP per capita.
This confirms the validity of test method used.

I ntroduction

The changes that occurred in the late twentiethucgin Europe led to the
transformation of the political system in the coigs of Central and East-
ern Europe (CEE), the so-called Eastern bloc camtiThe processes of
globalisation associated with the liberalisationnadvement of goods and
capital and the opening of markets has led to pradcsocial and economic
transformations in these countries (Kornai, 2006, @18, 222-240).
Among them, there are former Soviet republics: wathia, Latvia, Estonia,
Belarus, Ukraine, and the Visegrad Group countrigaand, the Czech
Republic, Slovakia and Hungary. The group of caastin Central and
Eastern Europe also includes the countries fornfted the break-up of the
former Yugoslavia, including, among others, Sloge@roatia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro and Macedonia amer Balkan coun-
tries like Romania, Bulgaria and Albania. Somehai (Poland, Hungary,
the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Romania and Bulgasawell as former
Soviet republics Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia)énacceded the European
Union (EU), among which some have already adogtedsingle currency.
By doing so, they also strongly engaged in the ggses of globalisation.
Still other countries have maintained more or Essng ties with the Rus-
sian Federation (e.g. Belarus).

Generally, the transformation of the CEE countriemle it possible to
improve their competitive market positions. Howewuéis involved many
changes, not only of political but also legal, aband economic character.
The reforms that led to a market economy contribatiethe same time to
developing a more innovative economy and privataose rendering the
situation on the labour market more real and assalt leading to im-
provements of their respective competitiveness easored by the pace of
economic growth and improvement of living condigon

Competitiveness of a country is a result of a nunabalifferent factors
that affect it positively or negatively. It can @& on external variables so
that it also important for a country's economy fithatand external shocks,
which may cause economic distortions. In this cantthe processes of
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globalisation may impinge upon production, finahciavestment or other
contingencies between different countries, and oimgl so it may have
a large impact upon the competitiveness of natienahomies.

States' competitiveness has been defined numeiroas. tAt the same
time, however, one has to bear in mind that theesaoncept has also been
criticised by a number of authors, especially biXRigman (1994, pp. 31—
35). Generally, in classical understanding, thisntés understood as an
ability to effectively use all factors of produatiqPorter, 2008, pp. 178,
188; Klamut & Passella, 1999, pp. 58-59) in ordeathieve a high eco-
nomic growth rate (Kharlamova & Vertelieva, 20131f) and a production
of goods and services that meet international stasdin the free market
competition, increasing thereby the real incoméhefpopulation, improv-
ing their living conditions (Balkyt & Tvaronavtiene, 2010, pp. 343-344;
Onselet al, 2008, p. 222) and promoting domestic enterpr{dsarla-
mova & Vertelieva, 2013, p. 41).

For M. E. Porter competitiveness is associated witiductivity: 'the
principal goal of a nation is to produce a high arsing standard of living
for its citizens. The ability to do so depends loa productivity with the
nation's labor and capital are employedPorter, 2008, p. 176). K.
Aiginger, S. Barenthaler-Sieber and J. Vogel ondtieer hand claim that
competitiveness is thebility of a country (region, location) to delivéte
beyond-GDP goals for its citizens today and tomafr(2013, p. 13). Still,
other authors combine the term “competitivenes$”cmntries) with the
ability to perceive and understand the broad ecan@imenomena, instead
of only observing their effects (Klamut & Passell899, pp. 58-59).

It should be recalled at this point that, accordionghe M. E. Porter's
definition, it is the similarities rather than tt#ferences that determine the
advantages and the competitive positions of caemtind regiodslt does
not only depend upon the ability to innovate, oeative skills and learn-
ing, but also upon the cultural, historical, andtitational contingencies
and structures of a given economy (Porter, 2008 1@f, 177-178, 188—
199; Balkyt & Tvaronavtiere, 2010, pp. 347-349). Equally, the processes
of globalisation as well as all associated glolmthpetition also contribute
to the ever increasing specialisation (Huggins,7199242).

Concluding, it can be assumed that competitivemesiefined as the
ability of a country to effectively compete on tihéernational level, it is its
ability to shape the economic structures in suatag that it would con-
tribute to achieving successful and sustainableossmnomic develop-

! Regions can be understood as some isolated grass,of a state or country blocks
(Balkyte & Tvaronavtier¢, 2010, p. 347).
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ment through, among others, effective use of exgstesources and the
capacity of acquiring knowledge and innovative sohs.

Attention is increasingly drawn to the role of fmcesses of globalisa-
tion and to the processes of global competitiomdéethe concept of com-
petitiveness of countries (national competitivehésseplaced by the term
'international competitiveness' of a country. Thaer is defined by the
WEF a 'set of institutions, policies and factors that detiee the level of
productivity of an economy, which in turn sets léneel of prosperity that
the country can eafn(Schwab (Ed.), 2015, p. 4). A certain simplificat
here is the definition adopted by the OECD: contpetiess in internation-
al business isd measure of a country's advantage or disadvantagell-
ing its products in international markétghttps://stats.oecd.org/glossary/
detail.asp?ID= 399).

It is commonly accepted that globalisation is maiohderstood as
a process of economic change accompanied by sowilatultural changes.
It is largely identified with liberalisation of mlests, building more and
stronger links between national economies, and aoan integration
(Misiak, 2007, pp. 11-13, 36-38; Salvatore, 201, p2—23). Beyond
those economic and social dimensions of globatisatiR. O. Koehane and
J. S. Nye also included a political dimension (Karedh & Nye, 2000; cf.
Adamkiewicz-Drwitto, 2012, p. 1544).

Many researchers have demonstrated in their whikisthere are links
between globalisation and competitiveness of cissind regions under-
stood as groups of countries or geographical mdrtise world. G. Kharla-
mova and O. Vertelieva (2013, pp. 45-52) have sdaWat there is a clear
relationship between selected factors of globatisadnd the level of inter-
national competitiveness. The positive impact abglisation on interna-
tional competitiveness (economic growth) is alsoficmmed by the research
results presented by D. Salvatore (2010, pp. 28431%5. Adamkiewicz-
Drwilto (2012, pp. 1547-1554; 2014, pp. 113, 11®)Ffland H. Gurgul
and . Lach (2014, pp. 104-106).

The changes related to globalisation have beencplaty important
for countries with economies in transition from twaltly planned economy
to free market economy, with which they tried tatah up" with the de-
veloped countries. The CEE countries have mandgsdask in different
ways; their targets have been achieved to varyegyaks as well (Kolod-
ko, 2001, pp. 284-289, 317). The CEE countries lthfferent economic
potential resulting from historical, social andtingional factors, which

2 However, as it was found in this study, there jsoaitive effect occurring with some
delay, generally three years. There is also a iegatffect of globalisation in the case of the
level of innovation (Adamkiewicz-Drwitto, 2014, £19).
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affect their competitive positions in the world kamgs. Also, it is not
a homogeneous region.

The academic literature often provides studies conemies of the
countries that are members of the EU, or on indizily selected countries
outside this group. There are also studies on facttfecting competitive-
ness in the CEE region and on individual countinethis region, including
for instance innovation of small and medium-sizedeprises — SME
(Apanasoviclet al, 2016, pp. 33-37), on foreign direct investm&evan
& Estrin, 2004, pp. 782-785; Girowdt al, 2012, pp. 2213-2219), on key
sectors of the economy (e.g. Gurgul & Lach 2015,23-28; Swinnen &
Gow, 1999, pp. 30-37, 44-45) or on barriers in cetidg economic activ-
ities (Gorz@-Mitka, 2007, pp. 11-16).

Few studies were carried out on individual deteemts, more however
on mixes of factors at the same time (e.g. Kharlzan® Vertelieva, 2013,
pp. 45-49; Krajnydk & Zettemeyer, 1998, pp. 328)3Fhalyses were
also made concerning the processes of privatisattan changes in the
level of GDP (Gallyamova, 2015, pp. 252-255), theia inequalities in
the CEE countries (Binelit al, 2015, pp. 242—-246) and the changes in the
level of prosperity as a result of reforms (Aiduka011, pp. 212-217) or
others.

An interesting question here appears to be thd Eveompetitiveness,
however not so much in relation to other countimethe world, but rather
in relation to countries within the CEE group taragt and analyse the
differences between them. Such a comparison slpwaldde more reliable
results than the commonly used rankings of competiess, where econ-
omies of the CEE countries are compared with tiveldped economies of
the countries of Western Europe or North America.

With regard to the international rankings, the lesfeeconomic and so-
cial development existent in the analysed countni@s improved signifi-
cantly after the entry into the European Union. fitesthe EU member-
ship, however, there are still visible developmaisparities. The analysed
countries, which entered the EU in the recent ydaad by then no possi-
bility to take full advantage of the available firtdal resources available,
nor could they implement reform packages relatetied=U 2020 strategy.

For the purpose of the article, the authors deciddulst identify the de-
terminants affecting the competitiveness betweensttlected CEE coun-
tries in order to then assess the changes in traslef their respective
competitiveness potentials. To achieve this objecta set of determinants
has been defined (stimulants and destimulantsgffifett regional competi-
tiveness. To carry out such a study, the analygiaded on the academic
literature with particular emphasis on competitessrankings.
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Resear ch methodology

The analysis selected those CEE countries thaggoihe European Union,
namely: Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, BEstoLatvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and Hungare @lassification of
the level of competitiveness of these countriesehlagen established by
using the Perkal method including 14 selected atdrs, 10 of which were
considered as stimulants and 4 as destimulantthéocompetitiveness of
the chosen national economies. The analysis was fioa®014 and on the
basis of data published by Eurodtat
As stimulants to competitiveness have been included
X1 — activity rates by sex, age and citizenship @ludupopulation at the age
from 15 to 64 years),
X, — GERD — gross domestic expenditure on R&D (% GDP)
X3 — exports of high technology products as a shbretal exports,
X4 — total fertility rate (number of children per wan),
x5 — life expectancy by age (for children at the gs then year),
Xs — duration of working life,
X7 — lifelong learning (share of population at the &gpm 15 to 64 years),
xg — employment in knowledge-intensive activitiesafghof total employ-
ment),
Xg — nominal labour productivity per person (% of BUdgtal = 100),
X10— export market shares (% of world total)
Among the destimulants the following have beennaké account:
X11 — unemployment — annual average (share of populgti
X12 — general government gross debt (% GDP),
x13— HICP — inflation rate, annual average rate afrae (%),
X14 — people at risk of poverty or social exclusiondgftotal population).
Concerning the measurement of competitivenessjropertant issue is
the selection of appropriate indicators. The ingicapresented above al-
low simultaneous assessment of the economic anidlssituation in a
country. According to M. E. Porter and P. Krugmargductivity is one of
the key determinants of competitiveness (Ported820. 176; Kharlamova
& Vertelieva, 2013, p. 40). It also depends amotigiothings on the level
of education of employees and their employability.
Another factor linked to productivity is innovatias related to R&D
expenditures and the production and export of gdouts the high-tech
sector. In the era of globalisation, an importassue are also goods in-

3 Statistics for later years were not available ttien2015 the data were published only
partially in Eurostat.
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volved in world exports, which is related to coniipatness as well. On the
other hand, to the group of destimulants have besnded macroeconom-
ic factors related to state policy.

The Perkal method used in this analysis helps topape different se-
lections of stimulants and destimulants, plus #wsilt of its use allows for
obtaining a synthetic indicator for the competitiges potential in the re-
gions. It is characterised by transparency andghvid most important, by
a low information loss during data aggregation. phoepose of the use of
this method was to create a classification of dbjé€EE countries) ac-
cording to a fixed set of characteristics. The higthe value of the synthet-
ic indicator, the more favourable the situatiomigiven country in terms of
competitiveness. In this analysis, the index hasnbeonstructed on the
assumption that all the elements (features) areséimee at each level of
generalisation.

The first step in the analysis was the determimatibvariables that de-
scribe the object of the study. This was followgdthe selection of 14
variables that show a complete and comprehensiterpi of the level of
development and competitiveness of countries, diotythe value of the
variation coefficient (with the critical value assed at 5%). In addition,
one of the criteria considered by selecting theofeharacteristics was the
actuality, availability and their comparability.

A normalisation of the given stimulants was thedentaken according
to the equation (Dudzik & Gtowacki, 2010, pp. 40341

Tij = Xij = X
S

where:
Tij — value of the normalised indicafofor countryi

Xij — indicator valug for countryi
Xj— medium indicator valup

Sj - standard indicator deviatign
In the case of the destimulants, the following e¢igumahas been applied:

_Xij = Xj

Tij =
| S|
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The normalisation allowed for comparability betwesfierent indica-
tors, even though they were originally expressedifierent units (Dudzik
& Gtowacki, 2010, p. 41):

1l
PI—nZTIj

where:
Pi — indicator of competitiveness of a couritry
n - total number of determinants (stimulant and dagtnts)

Hereby, it was assumed in the analysis that edeltted determinant
has the same impact on the level of a given phenome

The next stage of the analysis calculated syntivadicators of the level
of competitiveness by summing together all thedattirs for a given coun-
try. The value of the synthetic indicator desigdaby the Perkal ranges
does not go beyond the |0;3| range. For countrigs avhigher level of
competitiveness, the indicator adopts positive @slwhile for those with
a weak level of competitiveness, negative valuesiraticated. The closer
the value of the synthetic indicator gets to thei@s, the stronger the level
of its competitiveness becomes. By contrast, wieereélre indicator has
a value closer to zero, the competitiveness patemti a country gets
smaller (Parysek & Wojtasiewicz, 1979, p. 26).

The classification of countries done accordingh® level of competi-
tiveness used two taxonomic parameters, that saliulated the average
and the standard arithmetic deviation into the 8gnaBy doing so, three
classes were distinguished (GUS, 2013, p. 24):

- | class — the most competitive countries, wheresyrghetic indicator
showed values greater and equal to the sum of ubege arithmetic
sum and half of the standard deviatlPir0,26

- Il class — countries with an average level of coipeness, where the
synthetic indicator showed values being in the eabgtween the arith-
metic average minus half of the standard deviatiod the arithmetic
average plus half of the standard deviation, thad 2&Pi>0,26

- 1l class — countries with the lowest competitivetgntial, where the
calculated synthetic indicator adopted a valuewdlre difference be-
tween the arithmetic average and the half of thedsrd deviatioi>-
0,26.
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Results and discussion

On the basis of the obtained results (Figure 1§, @EE countries were
divided into three groups:
- | class — most competitive countries: the CzechuRkp Estonia and

Slovenia,

- Il class — countries with an average level of cottipeness: Lithuania,

Poland, Slovakia, Latvia and Hungary,

- 1l class — countries with the lowest competitivetgntial: Bulgaria,

Croatia and Romania.

Categorising a country as belonging to one padicgioup was largely
dependent upon the normalised values of the destitsuand stimulants,
as shown in Table 1.

It should be noted at this point that the loweshskant values were
most often notified in the case of Romanig §&, X7, Xg) and Bulgaria (x
Xs, Xg). In the case of Poland, Hungary and Croatia, \@tee was noticed
(X4, Xs» X10, respectively). The highest stimulus value wastrir@gjuently
observed for Slovenia £xxs, X7), then Estonia (X X) and Latvia (X, X4).
Hungary, Slovakia and Poland obtained the maximataevfor individual
stimulants (respectivelygxXg, X10).

By contrast, in the case of destimulants, the lowakie was reported
for Croatia (X1, X12), Romania (x) and Bulgaria (x). Accordingly, max-
imum values destimulants were found in the casthefCzech Republic
(X121, X14), Estonia (x;) and Bulgaria (x).

The maximum and minimum values had the greatesacinpn the ob-
tained results when the Perkal method was usedfifitiags can be com-
pared with the two best known rankings of competitess published by
the IMF and the WEF as well as with the basic mesasf economic per-
formance i.e. the GDP per capita (Table 2).

The countries in Table 2 are ordered accordindh¢oresults obtained
with the Perkal method. As regards the IMD and Wdeinpetitiveness
rankings, the places in parentheses refer to thera@among the EU CEE
countries, had they only been taken into accounhénstudy. The above
table shows that the applied Perkal method allowlataining similar re-
sults to those obtained in a more complex methodésessing competi-
tiveness. All methods of evaluation confirmed titet highest competitive-
ness among these countries exists in Estonia atldeirCzech Republic.
Differences subsist in the case of the countrieagoturther down in the
rankings, which most likely results from the sdlattof variables to de-
termine the competitiveness: concerning the Gl@mhpetitiveness Index
(GCI) published by the WEF, more than 100 evaluatidteria are taken
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into account (Schwab (Ed.) 2014, pp. 9, 537-545) thie assessment of
competitiveness used in the IMD World Competitivené’earbook, one
finds more than 300 factors (https://worldcompetitiess.imd.org/).

The Perkal method strictly focuses on economimfacand selected so-
cial issues. It, however, omits political and lefgaitors, which also have an
influence on the competitiveness of national ecdeerand which are tak-
en into account by the IMD and WEF rankings.

It is worth noting here that the highest value rdoey the Perkal indica-
tor points to the countries that joined the EUdtites in 2004, which may
in turn indicate that with the EU accession, thenpetitive position of
those countries have not only increased among gearttelonging to the
Central and Eastern European region, but it alsceased their competi-
tiveness on the international level.

In the presented analysis, Poland took the fific@] which is reflected
by the IMD and WEF ranking. There, Poland was alsche fifth place.
This result may indicate the validity of the Perkadthod as to the analysis
of the level of competitiveness as well as regaydhe selected determi-
nants (stimulants and destimulants).

By contrast, countries that entered the EU strestim 2007 (Bulgaria
and Romania) or in 2013 (Croatia) ranked on thehstit indicator index
on places between 9 and 11, a fact that does n@spmnd with their posi-
tion in the comparative rankings done by the IMRI &WEF. It should be
stressed here that the position of Croatia amoagttalysed countries dif-
fers only by one position in the competitivenesskinags of the IMD and
WEF as compared with the method used in this study.

By using the Pearson's linear correlation coeffigithe relationship be-
tween the synthetic indicator obtained by Perkahod on the one and the
GDP per capita value, PPS (euros), on the othed hes also examined.
The calculation showed that the Pearson value legual8395, which indi-
cates a strong positive relationship between tladyaed variables. In con-
trast, the calculations showed a moderate postiveelation (0.5542) be-
tween the synthetic indicator and the results abthin the IMD ranking.
A similar comparative analysis of the syntheticidgatior in relation to the
results coming from the WEF ranking also provesogenate positive cor-
relation (0.5407).

Already lot of research on economic growth and mmpments of com-
petitiveness has been carried out. G. W. Kolodi®dtadied the economies
of the CEE countries and other countries that eetegdter the collapse of
the Soviet Union. The best growth rate of real GBRhe period 1989—
1999 as compared to 1989 (reference year) amorsg th@untries was in
Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia. In his forecastdHeryears 2003-2004, G.
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W. Kolodko presented a similar set of countriedeaslers. On the other
hand, concerning the aggregated GDP for the samedpef time, Poland,
Slovenia and the Czech Republic obtained the higleges. The analysis
of the GDP value per capita (PPS) in 1999, as agethe forecast prepared
for 2003—2004, indicated that the value indicatasuhe highest for Slove-
nia, Estonia and the Czech Republic (Kolodko, 2qi, 287, 294, 302—-
303).

J. Kornai conducted a similar analysis for the y##03, based however
on the actual data for the selected CEE and WeElerope countries. The
year 1989 was taken here as a reference year. ioresearch confirmed
the forecast made by G. W. Kolodko, i.e. the higl@&SP growth rate in
2003 was predicted for Poland, Slovenia and SlavaBy contrast, the
rankings of countries made on the basis of theameereal GDP per capita
growth and average labour productivity growth (asp¥ovided different
results. Concerning both indicators, the highestievavas observed for
Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania (Kornai, 2006, pp22214). In 2004-2007,
those three countries have also led in the growamalysed countries as far
as the economic performance and the level of catiyegtess were con-
cerned (Pilarska, 2010, pp. 116-119). The highd3P @er capita (PPS)
value in 2008 achieved Slovenia, the Czech Repualplit Estonia. Howev-
er, the important issue here is also the sociatiSgation and poverty. In
2009, the Gini index was the lowest for the Czeelpublic, Slovakia and
Hungary (as well as the absolute poverty rate) redmethe lowest value of
the at-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfeiss observed in the Czech
Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia (Aidukaite, 2014, 213, 215).

Assessing the analysed literature sources witheiglts obtained by us-
ing the Perkal method, it can be said that the dgsglbompetitive potential
possess the Czech Republic, Estonia and Slovenighith G. W. Kolod-
ko and J. Kornai pointed out in their earlier quotaalysis. Equally, these
countries have the highest level of GDP per cagit@ng those analysed.
Accordingly, the results based on the Perkal metredin line with other
studies, which largely confirm the validity of ustedt method.

Conclusions

Competitiveness as currently discussed in thealitee on the international
level is primarily associated with a strong andtaunsble economy and
knowledge society. These issues are discussed atational level concern-
ing development strategies, as well as are subjgatssearch in econom-
ics. In the current study of competitiveness, thalysis used simple and
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transparent synthetic indicator, which is charaster by a low loss of in-
formation associated with the aggregation of data.

The Perkal method is not only quite frequently use@valuating the
level of competitiveness and innovation, but ialso applied to analyse
other issues related to regional development. Euribre, it is commonly
used to study regional level understood as areparts of a country. How-
ever, as in the current study, it may be useddesssthe competitiveness of
regions understood as group of countries.

The results regarding the competitiveness of th& Cauntries belong-
ing to the EU and obtained with help of the Perkathod are largely con-
sistent with the results presented in the rankofgsountries’ global com-
petitiveness. However, the applied method is muipler and less time-
consuming, and it also allows for an optimal sédeciof factors for the
given assumptions, thereby determining the choidbeanalysed issue as
regards its socio-economic development. Howeves, itiethod does not
take into account political, legal or social cogéncies, which also have
a large impact on the level of competitivenesscohemies.

Following the calculations of the level of compgghess as determined
by the Perkal method, one point is still worth ngtithe earlier the Central
and Eastern European countries had joined the Earopnion structures,
the higher their international competitiveness wlohéwve been. This could
have probably resulted from a better use of theflids for restructuring
and modernisation of their economies, as well &&bavailability of funds
in recent years as compared to the earlier period.
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Annex

Table 1. Minimal and maximal values of determinants conogyrthe EU CEE

countries in year 2014

Normalised value of a country

Deter minants —
minimal

maximal

STIMULANTS

X,  activity rates by sex, age and citizenship (shal _
of population at the age from 15 to 64 years) Romania (-1,5128)

Latvia (1,1461)

X,  GERD - gross domestic expenditure on R& -
(% GDP) [homanla (-1,3576)

Slovenia (2,1655)

X3  exports of high technology products as a shal

of total exports Buigaria (1,332)

Estonia (1,717)

X4  total fertility rate (number of children per

Poland (-1,92)
woman)

Latvia (1,4797)

xs life expectancy by age (for children at the a98 |qaria (-1,138)
less then year) 9 ’

Slovenia (2,1649)

Xs  duration of working life Hungary (-1,2840)

Estor(ig9972)

X7  lifelong learning (share of population at the ag .
from 15 to 64 years) Romania (-1,1080)

Slovenia (1,8076)

Xs  employment in knowledge-intensive activitie

(share of total employment) *Romania (-2,7900)

Hungary (1,0589)

Xg  nominal labour productivity per person (% of _
EU28 total = 100) Bulgaria (-2,4010)

Slovakia (1,2404)

X1 export market shares (% of world total) Croati3g§760) Poland (2,3668)
DESTIMULANTS
X121 unemployment — annual average (share ?{roatia (-2,0970) Czech Republic

population)

(1,2918)

X1 general government gross debt (% GDP) Croatiég4D)

Estonia (1,7650)

x13 HICP — inflation rate, annual average rate o .
change (%) Igiomanla( 1,7390)

Bulgaria (2,6080)

X14 people at risk of poverty or social exclusion

(% o
of total population) %ulgana( 1,603)

Czech Republic
(1,6745)




Table 2. Competitive position of EU CEE countries in 2014

Perkal method IMD ranking WEF (.GCI) GDP
ranking per
Country capita,
ranking value ranking value ranking value  PPS,
(euro)

Czech 1 0,9026 332 62,213 372 4,53 14900
Republic
Estonia 2 0,7360 3ay 64,383 291 4,71 15000
Slovenia 3 0,5111 58] 46,245 709) 4,22 18100
Lithuania 4 0,0688 343) 62,014 413) 4,51 12500
Poland 5 -0,0399  36) 61,767 43%) 4,48 10700
Slovakia 6 -0,0435  45%) 53,302 7510 4,15 14000
Latvia 7 -0,0696 354 61,841 424 4,50 11800
Hungary 8 -0,0720 48] 52,505 608) 4,28 10600
Bulgaria 9 -0,5323  5610) 45,784 546) 4,37 5900
Croatia 10 -0,6259 5490 38,974 7711 4,13 10200
Romania 11 -0,8354  47) 52,841 597 4,30 7600
Total country
number in the does not
ranking / max. 11 3,0000 60 100 pts 144 7,00 apply

value

Source: own compilation based on research restilt#Id Competitiveness Scoreboard
(2014), Schwab (Ed.) (2014, pp. 68-69), Eurostat.

Figure 1. Competitive positions of selected CEE countriesoetiog to Perkal

method






