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ABSTRACT  7 
 8 
Improvements in technology and information systems as well as changes in climate 
and economies have resulted in an increasingly competitive environment for the 
agribusiness sector. A better understanding of firm level competitiveness of this 
sector hence provides the necessary framework for agribusiness firms to compete 
at domestic and global markets. Although prior studies have proposed many 
frameworks to illustrate competitive advantage at the firm level, their practicability 
remains a concern. This study provides a critical review of the available frameworks 
and constructs a new one for the agricultural sector. A research model along with its 
theoretical and managerial implications is presented. Besides proposing a 
methodology for future studies to assess the competitive advantage of agribusiness 
firms, this study also serves to guide practitioners to make key decisions on the 
factors to consider. 
 9 
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1. INTRODUCTION  14 
 15 
The concept of competitiveness has since taken central stage in discussions of business 16 
strategy ([1] and [2)]) which represent a major area of study in management [3] Generally, 17 
this term refers to a comparative measure between companies within an industry or its 18 
external environment [4]. As such, both competitiveness and competitive advantage 19 
represent a multidimensional concept which can be described at the national, industry and 20 
firm level ([5]; [6]). In fact, competitiveness can also be valid to regions and even individual 21 
products or services [7]. This explains why the extant literature has provided multiple 22 
definitions of the term competitive advantage by focusing on micro and macroeconomic 23 
levels [8].  24 
 25 
Amongst the many levels, firm level competitive advantage has insofar received the greatest 26 
attention from researchers and practitioners ([9]: [10]; [11]). This is not difficult to understand 27 
since in this rapid pace of competition, each firm is required to be more competitive and 28 
hostile. Competitive advantage at the firm level can be defined as the ability of firms to offer 29 
products and services that meet or exceed customer values currently offered by rivals, 30 
substitutes and possible market entrants ([12]; [13]; [2]; [11]). Accordingly, competitiveness 31 
of a firm encompasses its ability to create, innovate, produce and sell goods and services in 32 
national and international markets and at the same time maintaining or enlarging its market 33 
shares [14] and profits [1]. Regardless of the differing definitions, competitiveness is seen as 34 
a situation defined and measured against one or more competitors [15]. It can be argued 35 
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that firm level competitiveness is related to international, national and industry 36 
competitiveness. This is because, in order to achieve international and/or regional 37 
competitiveness, a nation should improve its competitiveness both at the industry and firm 38 
level [16], whereas individual products and services are represented at the firm level. 39 
 40 
Different economic and technical characteristics of an industry are decisive of the intensity of 41 
competitive pressure [17]. Depending on the industry, influencing factors on competitiveness 42 
could vary ([18]; [19]; [20]; [21]; [22]). Although industry competitiveness is analysed as a 43 
separate segment, national competitiveness is only a collective expression of the capability 44 
of its economic units [14], thus giving rise to the role of individual firms in the creation and 45 
improvements of competitive advantage. 46 
 47 
It can be observed from the literature that competitive advantage appears to be a relative 48 
term although it consists of three unique characteristics, namely long-term survival, difficult 49 
to imitate and difficult to identify [23].It is for this reason that [5] suggests that its definition 50 
still has an opportunity to be developed. Further, what constitutes measures of competitive 51 
advantage for different industries, such as agribusiness firms in the case of this paper 52 
remains scarce and fragmented. A review of literature suggests that there are only a handful 53 
of studies available on agribusiness firms [24]; [25]; [26]; [27]; [28]) with different sources of 54 
competitive advantage proposed. Therefore, exploring sources of competitive advantage of 55 
firms in the agricultural sector still provides room for further studies to be conducted.  56 
 57 
A critical review of the literature is carried out with the purpose to identify gaps, after which 58 
specific measures for competitive advantage at firm level in the agricultural sector are 59 
proposed, leading to the development of an integrated framework along with a proposed 60 
definition of competitive advantage. This paper contributes not only in terms of proposing a 61 
methodology for researchers to comprehensively examine the measurement of competitive 62 
advantage of agribusiness firms but also in guiding practitioners of this sector to make key 63 
decisions regarding the factors to consider. 64 
 65 
2. THEORIES AND SOURCES OF COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE AT  FIRM LEVEL  66 
 67 
The concept of competitive advantage is widely used in modern economic literature to 68 
evaluate the patterns of trade and specialisation of firms in commodities which have a 69 
competitive edge [29]. There are large volumes of scholarly output, both theoretical and 70 
empirical relating to sources of competitive advantage of a firm [30]. The following sub-71 
sections discuss the theoretical sources of competitive advantage based on Porter’s model 72 
and the resource-based view (RBV) theory. At the same time, empirical evidence of sources 73 
of competitive advantage at firm level is reviewed. 74 

 75 
2.1 Porter’s Model 76 
 77 
Porter [31] proposes the five forces model that determines the overall competitiveness and 78 
profitability of an industry. In the model, competitiveness of an industry depends on the 79 
strategic choices of firms. Accordingly, competition in an industry is defined by five structural 80 
parameters: (1) threat of entry of new competitors; (2) intensity of market rivalry; (3) pressure 81 
from substitute products; (4) bargaining power of buyers; and (5) bargaining power of 82 
suppliers. In order to create competitive advantage, Porter proposes that firms should 83 
pursue lower cost or product differentiation strategy. Based on the model, a firm can position 84 
itself in terms of two basic strengths, namely cost advantage and unique products. If the firm 85 
applies either cost leadership or differentiation strategy to a narrow market segment, then it 86 
is dealing with focus strategy [32]. 87 
 88 
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However, [33] argue that competitive advantage is not possible without knowledge as a 89 
source of intellectual capital. This argument is drawn from [34] who conclude that Porter’s 90 
model for strategic decision making has become obsolete due to the many changes in the 91 
competitive environment. Nonaka and Takeuchi [34] further emphasise that firms must rely 92 
on the use of its own capacities because of the changes in consumer needs and market 93 
transparency as well as increases in eventual competitors. 94 
 95 
As a result, Porter’s subsequent diamond model [11], 1990) identifies the determinants of 96 
competitive advantage of a nation, namely infrastructure and skilled labour (factor 97 
conditions), local demands for goods and services in an industry (demand conditions), 98 
existence or absence of supply industry (related and supporting industry) and managerial 99 
structure, as well as competition amongst themselves (context for firm strategy and rivalry). 100 
In other words, human resources, knowledge, natural resources, infrastructure and capital 101 
resources have been identified as factors influencing competitive advantage.  102 
 103 
However, the diamond model only explains the competitive power of a nation in general [35]. 104 
In addition, [36] highlight several other limitations. Specifically, the model does not deal with 105 
how activities are planned that create key factor endowments, which factor creates 106 
sustainable sources of advantages, how to resist imitation as well as promote coordination of 107 
supportive institutions. Lall [37] criticises the model that it is not relevant to innovation, new 108 
product and process formation tendency. Esen and Uyar [15] view the diamond model more 109 
of a description rather than facilitating the formation of alternative strategies. 110 
 111 
Hence, new sources of competitive advantage must be explored and micro and macro level 112 
determinants need to be identified. In order to answer the limitations of Porter’s diamond 113 
model, the RBV approach is used to identify the sources of competitive advantage. 114 
 115 
2.2 Resource-Based View Approach 116 

 117 
The RBV theory is based on the economic rent concept and firm as a collection of unique 118 
resources and capabilities [38]. The RBV focuses on three main categories of resources, 119 
namely material (financial, buildings, equipment and technology), non-material (brands, 120 
licenses, reputation and network) and competencies (knowledge, organisational abilities, 121 
ability of identifying market opportunities and the ability to produce innovations) [39]. Hence, 122 
the RBV describes the fundamental sources and drivers of competitive advantage of a firm 123 
[3]. 124 
 125 
The RBV is characterised by two basic maxims. First, resource endowments are 126 
heterogeneously distributed. Second, capabilities which allow the firm to sustain competitive 127 
advantage [40]. Accordingly, a firm needs to possess unique resources and exploit those 128 
resources through its capability. [12] and [2] indicate that the resources and capabilities of a 129 
firm need to be scarce to the industry but relevant to the activities of the firm in order to 130 
establish competitive advantage. Therefore, firms should be heterogeneous with respect to 131 
resources and capabilities.  132 
 133 
Lack of customer focus, lack of market positioning and highly focused on large firms are the 134 
main limitations of RBV [41]. Poernomo [42] found that whilst valuable and rare resources 135 
have positive effect on competitive advantage; valuable, rare and inimitable capabilities do 136 
not affect competitive advantage significantly. The arguments found support from [43] who 137 
assert that simple ownership of resources or capabilities is not sufficient to sustain 138 
competitive advantage, but only to achieve better performance.  139 
 140 
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In addition, the validity of the theory still remains an issue [44]. One major problem area of 141 
the RBV theory is the identification of empirical research methodologies to explain 142 
performance differences between firms. This raises the issue of sustainability of RBV as a 143 
scientific theory. As such, firms need to identify the sources that help them gain competitive 144 
advantage rather than basic resources or capabilities. 145 
 146 
2.3 Sources of Competitive Advantage at Firm Level 147 

 148 
Generally, there are two sources of competitive advantage to any firm, namely external and 149 
internal. External competitive advantage comprises flexibility, quality of staff, quality of work 150 
and know how [45]. Correspondingly, [46] states that differentiation, low cost, niche market, 151 
technology, quality, vertical integration, service, synergy and culture as well as leadership 152 
styles support to achieve competitive advantage at firm level. 153 
 154 
Firm and management characteristics accelerate the growth and profitability of firms to 155 
achieve sustained competitive advantage [47]. Firm characteristics include firm size, 156 
technology innovation, international competence as well as access to infrastructure and 157 
resources of other firms. Specifically, [48] confirm the relationship between farm 158 
characteristics and competitive advantage. Management characteristics comprise 159 
experience, commitment, attitude towards exporting, corporate social responsibility and 160 
perceived barriers. [49] emphasise that tangible assets (financial, physical, technological and 161 
organisational factors) and intangible assets (human, innovation and creativity, and 162 
reputation) determine the competitive advantage of a firm. [50] investigate the drivers of 163 
competitiveness in manufacturing firms in Greece and found that firm size, age and leverage 164 
affect competitive advantage.  165 
 166 
It can be seen from the literature that most concepts and models of firm level 167 
competitiveness behave within the framework of national environment. This is called the top-168 
down approach [32].  However, it does not help to understand the behaviour of an individual 169 
firm or the varieties of characteristics of different firms in different industries, such as in the 170 
case of the agricultural sector. There is an obvious need to determine sources of competitive 171 
advantage of the agribusiness sector and its firms. 172 
 173 
In order to develop the economies of emerging markets, it is necessary to develop the 174 
competitive ability of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) [3]. There are possibilities that 175 
the sources of competitive advantage in SMEs are different from larger firms [41]. This is 176 
because small businesses face a number of challenges in achieving competitive advantage 177 
such as achieving the aspirations of stakeholders, creating high quality products and 178 
meeting increased customer demands [51].  179 
 180 
Since most of the models on firm level competitiveness aim to investigate large and 181 
international firms, [32] create a new conceptual model that better fit SMEs. The findings 182 
indicate that networking, innovation and human resources play major roles in achieving 183 
competitive advantage for SMEs. However, several drawbacks are noted such as lack of 184 
institutional factors where the model still prefers competitive analysis of large-sized 185 
businesses. In addition, availability of variables such as administrative routines and 186 
networking limit the empirical application of the model. 187 
 188 
Simpson et al. [51] found that small scale firms could gain competitive advantage by the use 189 
of energy efficiency improvement, waste reduction, increase recycling, quality improvement, 190 
and better environmental credentials. Kadocsa [52] identifies internal and external factors 191 
that influence competitive of small and medium scale firms in Hungary. The internal factors 192 
include marketing, innovation, productivity, knowledge-based development, capital supply, 193 
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management, structure and compliance, whereas the external factors encompass 194 
employment, capital supply opportunities, business relations, alliances and networks. [53] 195 
confirm that differentiation strategy could be used to gain competitive advantage. [54] found 196 
that characteristics of entrepreneurs, characteristics of enterprises, management strategies 197 
and external environment have significant impacts on the competitiveness of SMEs in 198 
Greece. 199 
 200 
 201 
2.4 Competitive Advantage in the Agricultural Secto r 202 

The competitiveness of the global agribusiness sector has raised concerns amongst policy 203 
makers and economists on the need for competitive advantage in this sector, particularly 204 
amongst the developing countries [26].The agricultural sector has contributed significantly to 205 
improving the economic well-being of nations [27]. The growing demand for agricultural 206 
products in the world requires the sector to be competitive in the world market in order to 207 
obtain benefits of increased demand [6]. Such competition demands agricultural producers 208 
(farmers) to capture greater value based on know-how [27]. Consequently, this view creates 209 
an interesting research to explore the competitive position of the agribusiness sector. This is 210 
in view that agribusiness activities provide an opportunity to realise higher and stable income 211 
for farmers and other stakeholders. 212 
 213 
In agricultural products, the individual units of a commodity have exactly the same attributes. 214 
Hence, competitiveness is mainly driven by the price of products. Like any other industries, 215 
the agricultural sector needs to respond to environmental influences in order to preserve or 216 
improve its competitive advantage [55]. There are a considerably number of empirical 217 
evidence related to the competitive advantage of agribusiness firms (e.g. [24]; [56]; [25] ; 218 
[26]; [27]; [57]; [6]) which are explained in the following sub-sections. 219 
 220 
2.4.1 Sources of competitive advantage in the agric ultural sector  221 
 222 
According to [56], agribusiness firms should develop individual as well as organisational 223 
capabilities through appropriate strategies to achieve competitive advantage. The strategies 224 
include expect and embrace changes, understand the new agricultural industry, embrace 225 
analytical framework, be comfortable with data, demonstrate the integration of concepts and 226 
quantitative analysis, develop team work skills, take calculated risks, broaden the 227 
perspective, communicate and generate products. 228 
 229 
Dlamini et al. [25] identify the factors influencing competitiveness of agribusiness firms in 230 
Swaziland. The results suggest that unavailability of professional labours, cost of inputs, and 231 
incompetent public sector personnel are the top three constraints inhibiting competitiveness. 232 
Dziwormu [26] explore the factors affecting competitive advantage of small-scaled 233 
commercial agribusiness firms and discovered that cost, experience and capacity utilisation 234 
to be the main factors that significantly affect competitive advantage. Another study by [28] 235 
found that collective action enhances the competitiveness of agrifood firms in Greece. 236 
 237 
Interestingly, [21] determine the significant factors associated with competitiveness of 238 
agricultural products by adopting the cause and effect factor diagram. The factor diagram 239 
shows that the competitiveness of product or service depends on people, price, non-price 240 
factors, internal factors, quality and external factors.  241 
 242 
In a more recent study, [27] describe the competitive structure and dynamics of dry chili 243 
export in Mexico. The revealed export advantage (RXA) index and constant market share 244 
analysis were utilised to identify the competitive position of Mexican dry chilies. The study 245 
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found that low competitive advantage arises due to the low investment rates and insufficient 246 
government support. In order to overcome the issue of low competitiveness, policy 247 
instruments should apply to the development of management skills, organisational 248 
competencies and technological innovation process. 249 
 250 
What can be concluded from these studies is that the effects of globalisation are reflected in 251 
the changes of the entire system of agribusiness, which lead to the changes in 252 
characteristics of competitive advantage to the entire agribusiness sector and firms. If 253 
competitive advantage is still a relative concept, exploring competitive advantage of 254 
agricultural firms still provides great opportunities for future research. Further, the 255 
agribusiness sector also comprises small and medium firms. As such, it is imperative to 256 
review the sources of competitive advantage of these firms in order to provide a 257 
comprehensive view of the same. 258 
 259 
 260 
3. PROPOSED SOURCES OF COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE FOR 261 
AGRICULTURAL FIRMS 262 
 263 
Prior studies have acknowledged several sources of competitive advantage in different 264 
business sectors. Confirming [10], although many frameworks are available to illustrate firm 265 
level competitive advantage, the practicalities of those frameworks are rare. The extant 266 
literature have focused on a limited number of constructs such as demand conditions, 267 
resources, productivity, innovation, quality and the like to identify sources of competitive 268 
advantage at firm level [58]. However, other important factors such as cooperation, level of 269 
technology, firm size, hostility of environment, cultural background and firm experience are 270 
not considerably incorporated to determine the factors affecting firm level competitive 271 
advantage. In light with the isolated variables which provide the need for a comprehensive 272 
framework and to consider changes in the environment, there is a greater need to explore 273 
and combine sources of competitive advantage, particularly for the agricultural firms. The 274 
following sub-sections elaborate on sources of competitive advantage for this sector which 275 
need to be considered by future research. 276 
 277 
3.1 Farm size 278 
 279 
Firm size supports to achieve economies of scale and the ability to access to more market 280 
and investment opportunities [9]. It could also help to enhance its competitive advantage 281 
during good or bad economic conditions [50]. The size of a firm can be described in terms of 282 
the number of part- and full-time employees [59]. Similarly, it can also be defined by using 283 
total assets acquired by the firm [50]. Taking the case in point, farm size can be defined in 284 
terms of total output, labour or assets used, utilised agricultural area or the values of 285 
variables used [60].  286 
 287 
Dziwornu [26] found that farm size significantly affects the competitive advantage of 288 
agribusiness firms. Because of this, [27] suggest that small farms - in terms of cultivation 289 
area - should reduce production cost, increase returns of scale and obtain higher levels of 290 
productivity. Ismail et al. [60] point out that there is no significant interaction effect between 291 
firm size and competitive advantage. Rapid advancement in technological and information 292 
systems, product outsourcing and globalisation may have caused this insignificant impact. 293 
 294 
As such, the question of whether farm size affects competitive advantage and whether small 295 
farms perform better than their larger counterparts is still a debatable issue. Taking the cue 296 
from [54], besides firm size, other factors that influence the success of a firm include its 297 
experience, type of business and geographical location.  298 
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 299 
3.2 Farm capital 300 
 301 
Martin-de-Castro et al. [40] identify organisational culture, organisational structure and 302 
organisational learning as the main components of organisational capital. Following the 303 
identification and classification of intellectual capital, the study evaluates intangible 304 
resources and capabilities as organisational capital. In other words, besides knowledge that 305 
a firm incurs [33], the competitive strategy of a firm is constructed based on different cultures 306 
of the firm ([38]; [61]; [40]; [62]) as well as relationships in terms of authorities between 307 
people within an organisation ([59]; [40]).  308 
 309 
Santhaaraj et al. [21] emphasise that by developing a better learning environment through 310 
informal learning opportunities provided to employees, this will create a committed and 311 
skilled workforce to respond to the changes in the competitive environment. Hence, it is 312 
suggested that firms must hire minds more than hands. This is because organisational 313 
learning mechanism engages with the firm knowledge assets [63].  314 
 315 
Similar to organisational learning, any organisation that has a culture to support participative 316 
decision making will lead to competitive advantage in the marketplace [61]. However, [32] 317 
found that SMEs are lacking behind in terms of formal organizational structure. Small firms 318 
are engaging with their own ways of task fulfillment mainly to satisfy their customers. Hence, 319 
the practicality through analyzing the association between organizational structure and 320 
competitive advantage of small firms remains a question of interest. 321 
 322 
Customer relationship is a unique capability of a firm which can be considered as a source of 323 
competitive advantage [64]. Accordingly, firms should have customer-oriented organisational 324 
structure to uplift customer relationships and to fulfil their dynamic demands [65]. Hence, 325 
building and maintaining customer relationships generate an important capability for small 326 
firms [66].  327 
 328 
With respect to the agribusiness sector, [25] emphasize that competition and customer 329 
orientation have increased in the agribusiness sector where it has an obligation to engage in 330 
such an environment. Customer relationships depend highly on trust [67] and hence, 331 
keeping customers close to firms forms an intangible resource. Based on this premises, 332 
customer relation could be considered as an important component of farm capital along with 333 
organizational culture and knowledge. 334 
 335 
3.3 Collective action 336 
 337 
Collective action refers to actions of group members to share market knowledge, sell 338 
together and to develop business opportunities [27]. Collective action on the networks of 339 
firms have been studied in different contexts (e.g. [27]; [66]; [68]; [23]; [69]; [70]; [28]; [71]). 340 
Accordingly, successful collective action is materialised when local people know each other, 341 
work together and have family ties [28]). 342 
 343 
Generally, small firms operate independently and therefore they experience lack of 344 
resources which poses a major barrier to enhance competitiveness. This is the case of small 345 
scale farmers who act individually and therefore do not have an opportunity to access in new 346 
markets like supermarket chains [27]. Yang et al. [72] emphasize that collaborative 347 
commerce amongst enterprises partners will enable increased competitiveness in highly 348 
uncertain environment. Building and managing strong inter-firm relationships hence 349 
becomes an important factor to overcome resources limitation and to enhance 350 
competitiveness [66].  351 
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 352 
As a matter of fact, working collaboratively has been found to lead to increased knowledge 353 
and innovation in the agricultural sector [73]. This suggests that formal and informal 354 
knowledge and innovation must be combined in order to overcome the issues as well as to 355 
accelerate development of the sector. 356 
 357 
3.4 Government support 358 
 359 
Providing adequate government support for production, marketing and establishing 360 
infrastructure facilities have been found to be directly linked to improved competitiveness of 361 
agricultural products [74]. Government might consider policy intervention such as tax and 362 
subsidies as well as to equalise the perceived competitive advantage between older and 363 
newer firms [59]. Bhuiyan [12] reveals that financial support from government can establish 364 
competitive advantage. In this context, support is expected in terms of lower taxes or tax 365 
breaks, information, and promotional activities as well as training to support agricultural 366 
development. Further, government needs to build policy credibility to encourage successful 367 
growth of such firms [75].  368 
 369 
Local governments can create impact through expenditure, taxes and fees, legal regulations 370 
and marketing. On the other hand, assistance in searching for partners, new output markets 371 
and establishing cooperation with supporting institutions are considered as government 372 
support to small firms [76] (Kata and Zajac, 2007).  373 
 374 
Government support has been identified as important to achieve competitive position for 375 
small firms [59]. There is a connection between agricultural development with the 376 
development of rural areas [76]. [12] reveals that financial support from government can 377 
establish competitive advantage of small firms.  378 
 379 
Latruffe [60] demonstrates that government intervention becomes one of macro level 380 
determinants of competitiveness of firms. Such intervention in agricultural sector 381 
improvements include activities such as buying agricultural products, setting low interest 382 
rates for credit capital assets, imposing quality standards and offering a negotiable 383 
framework [28]. As such, the role of government in the agricultural sector is pervasive [77]. 384 
Having said so, however, there has been relatively less attention paid on investigating the 385 
impact of government support on the competitive advantage of agricultural firms, opening up 386 
possibilities for future research. 387 
 388 
3.5 Environmental practices 389 
 390 
Environmental practices could potentially emerge as a source of competitive advantage [78]. 391 
The agricultural sector is in direct covenant with environmental factors [78]. Modern 392 
agricultural development is aimed at obtaining technically and economically efficient 393 
agriculture, human and environmental friendly agriculture, family farming and integrated 394 
farming [76]. Atkin et al. [79] demonstrate the significant positive impact between 395 
environmental practices and product quality, cost reduction and subsequently position in the 396 
marketplace. 397 
 398 
A firm requires the complex coordination of human and technical skills in order to reduce 399 
environmental impact and increase competitiveness of firms [80]. Environmental 400 
management is therefore an important area to initiate changes in routines and operations in 401 
order to enhance competitive advantage. Accordingly, green innovation [81], and cost 402 
advantage [82]; [83]) will enable firms to achieve competitive advantage from the perspective 403 
of environmental practices. Sima [84] provides a more comprehensive view on the positive 404 
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impact of environmental practices which enhance competitiveness. The impacts include 405 
improved public image, new demands created, increased costs for competitors and reduced 406 
uncertainty of the importance of environmental investments. 407 
 408 
Simpson et al. [51] argue that by adopting environmental practices, small firms can gain 409 
competitive advantage via increased product quality. However, specific studies have shown 410 
that SMEs have difficulty in achieving competitive advantage directly through environmental 411 
practices ([85]; [86]). The mixed results provide opportunities for further exploration of the 412 
impact of environment practices on competitive advantage.    413 
 414 
4. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS  415 
 416 
The concept of competitive advantage has developed into a formula for growth and 417 
sustainability worldwide across all industries. The identification of the sources of competitive 418 
advantage has in fact become a major area of study in business strategy and management. 419 
The agricultural sector is no exception where growing demands for agricultural products 420 
across the world require this sector to be continuously competitive. Hence, there is a need 421 
for the sector and its firms to respond to environmental changes through the identification of 422 
sources of competitive advantage. 423 
 424 
This study contributes to knowledge for it has highlighted the limitations of traditional 425 
frameworks and identifies a comprehensive list of sources of competitive advantage, 426 
particularly for the agribusiness firms.The literature suggests that different sources of 427 
competitive advantage across large, small and medium firms have been considered. 428 
However, not all of the identified factors suit agribusiness firms specifically. In addition, 429 
besides large agribusiness firms, the sector also comprises small and medium sized firms 430 
which further challenge the practicability of the proposed models. Care must therefore be 431 
taken in the selection of variables in future studies. 432 
 433 
Besides considering variables that have been grounded empirically, there is also a need to 434 
explore the new sources of competitive advantage of agribusiness firms. This study 435 
proposes five sources of competitive advantage which can be used in combination with 436 
those that are currently available. In conjunction with this, the possibilities for future research 437 
have also been highlighted. It is imperative to pay attention on sources that have direct 438 
associations with competitive advantage as well as the meandering ones. 439 
 440 
Above all, any study undertaken must have a clear objective in mind of what constitutes 441 
competitive advantage of agribusiness firms, beginning with a clear definition. Generally, 442 
competitive advantage can be defined as specific strategies of using the resources available 443 
and other precise activities to keep the agribusiness firms separate from its competitors as 444 
well as to keep it active and growing. However, this definition should be viewed as a generic 445 
than a specific one to guide future studies.  446 
 447 
The proposed factors such as farm size, farm capital, environmental practices and product 448 
quality, cooperation and innovation, farm experience as well as roles of governments also 449 
serve to assist policy makers and practitioners to measure and make key decisions in 450 
enhancing the competitiveness of agribusiness firms at the industrial, national, regional or 451 
even at the international level. An important area of research lies in developing a validated 452 
instrument of measurement that could be used across geographical locations, opening up 453 
the possibilities of measuring competitive advantage at industrial, regional or even at 454 
international levels.  455 
 456 

UNDER PEER REVIEW



 

 457 
 458 
REFERENCES 459 
 460 
1 Arasa, R.,Kioko, M. An examination of the NGO sector competitive environment in Kenya, 461 

International Journal of Science and Research, 2014: 3(6), 219-224 462 
2 Martinez, J.A.,Bonales, J., Zamudio, A.G., J. Gaytan. Competitiveness’s Determinants in 463 

the Avocado Export Sector’s Value Chain, American Journal of Experimental Agriculture, 464 
2014: 4(3), 275-289 465 

3 Ismail, A.I., Rose, R.C., Uli, J., Abdullah, H. The relationship between organisational 466 
resources, capabilities, systems and competitive advantage, Asian Academy of 467 
Management Journal, 2012: 17(1), 151–173 468 

4 Lewis, M. A. Lean production and sustainable competitive advantage. International Journal 469 
of Operations & Production Management, 2000: 20(8), 959-978 470 

5 Anca, H.D.B. Literature review of the elution of competitiveness concept, Economic 471 
Science Series, Annals of the University of Oradea, 2012: 21(1), 41-45.  472 

6 Yercan, M., Isikli, E. International Competitiveness of Turkish Agriculture: A Case for 473 
Horticultural Products, Paper prepared for presentation at the 98th EAAE Seminar 474 
‘Marketing Dynamics within the Global Trading System: New Perspectives, 2006: 475 
June/July  476 

7 Shafaei, R. An analysis approach to assessing the competitiveness in the textile industry, 477 
Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management, 2009: 13(1), 20-35 478 

8 Grupe, C., Rose, A. China, India, and the Socioeconomic Determinants of Their 479 
Competitiveness, Journal of Economics Research International, Article ID 860425, 2010: 480 
1-15 481 

9 Anic, I.D., Rajh, E., Teodorovic. I. Firms’ characteristics, strategic factors and firms’ 482 
performance in the Croatian manufacturing industry, Ekonomski Pregled, 2009: 60(10), 483 
413-431  484 

10 Ambastha, A., Momaya, K. Competitiveness of Firms: Review of Theory, Frameworks 485 
and Models, Singapore Management Review, 2004: 26(1), 45-61.  486 

11 Porter, M.E. Competitive Advantage of Nations, New York: The Free Press;1990 487 
12 Bhuiyan, M.S.H. Tacit Sources of Competitive Advantages of the Leading Chinese 488 

Companies Extracted from the Longitudinal Analysis of Chinese Internationalization, 489 
Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2011: 24, 727–736 490 

13 Esterhuizen, D., van Rooyen, J. Determinants of competitiveness of South African 491 
Agricultural export firms, Competitiveness Review: An International Business Journal, 492 
12006: 6 (3/4), 223 – 232 493 

14 Petrovic, P., Antevski, M., Vesic, D. The international competitiveness and economic 494 
integration, Journal of Economics and Organization, 2008: 5(1), 1-8    495 

15 Esen, S., Uyar, H. Examining the competitive structure of Turkish tourism industry in 496 
comparison with diamond model, Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2012: 62, 497 
620 – 627 498 

16 Hoefter, A.F. The competitiveness of Ghana’s Industry, Msc thesis, Chinese Culture 499 
University; 2001, 500 
Taipei[online],http://verdi.unisg.ch/www/edis.nsf/SysLkpByIdentifier/2494/$FILE/dis2494.p501 
df  (Accessed 05/02/2015) 502 

17 Cernikova, R. Factors influencing intensity of competition in Czech dairy industry, Journal 503 
of Agricultural Economics - Czech, 2002: 48(7), 315-320 504 

18 Jusup, I., Hruska, D., Primorac, D. Determinants of competitive advantage in tuna 505 
farming industry in Croatia, Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the 506 
Global Economy, 2013; 7(1), 95 – 102   507 

UNDER PEER REVIEW



 

19 Nivievskyl, O., von Cramon, T.S. The Determinants of Dairy Farming Competitiveness in 508 
Ukraine, Proceeding of 12th Congress of the European Association of Agricultural 509 
Economists – EAAE 2008 510 

20 Pongpanich, C., Isarakul, P.P. Enhancing the Competitiveness of Thai Fruit Exports: an 511 
Empirical Study in China, Contemporary Management Research, 2008;4(1), 15-28 512 

21 Santhaaraj, A.S., Sreenivasan.,Loong, J.C.K. Competitive factors of semiconductor 513 
industry in Malaysia: the managers’ perspectives, Competitiveness Review: An 514 
International Business Journal, 2006; 16(¾), 197 – 211  515 

22 Shabaninejad, H., Mehralian,G., Rashidian, A., Ahmad Baratimarnani, A.,Rasekh, H.R. 516 
Identifying and prioritizing industry-level competitiveness factors: evidence from 517 
pharmaceutical market, Journal of Pharmaceutical Sciences, 2014; 22, 2-7   518 

23 Meutia, T., Ismail, T. The Development of Entrepreneurial Social Competence and 519 
Business Network to Improve Competitive Advantage and Business Performance of Small 520 
Medium Sized Enterprises: A Case Study of Batik Industry In Indonesia, Journal of 521 
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2012; 65, 46 – 51 522 

24 Baleevskikh, A.S.,Galeev, M.M. Strategy and Tactics for Improving Competitiveness of 523 
the Products of Agro-Industrial Complex, World Applied Sciences Journal, 2012; 18, 150-524 
153 525 

25 Dlamini, B.P., Kirsten, J.F., Masuku, M.B. Factors affecting the competitiveness of the 526 
agribusiness sector in Swaziland, Journal of Agricultural Studies, 2014; 2(1), 61-72 527 

26 Dziwornu, R.K.,Raymond K. Econometric analysis of factors affecting competitive 528 
advantage of broiler agribusinesses in Ghana, Journal of Development and Agricultural 529 
Economics, 2014;6(2), 87-93 530 

27 Gaytán, D., Benita, F. On the competitiveness of Mexico’s dry chili production, 531 
Economics of Agriculture, 2014;61(2), 307-317 532 

28 Tregear, C.L.A., Ness, M. Agrifood SMEs in Greece: the role of collective action, British 533 
Food Journal, 2006; 108(8), 663 – 676 534 

29 Saboniene, A. Lithuanian export competitiveness: comparison with other Baltic States, 535 
InzinerineEkonomika-Engineering Economics, 2009; 2, 49- 57  536 

30 Powell, T.C. Competitive Advantage: Logical and Philosophical Considerations, Strategic 537 
Management Journal, 2001; 22(9), 875-888   538 

31 Porter, M. E. Competitive Strategy. New York: The Free Press; 1980 539 
32 Szerb, L., Ulbert, J. The examination of the competitiveness in the Hungarian SME 540 

sector: A firm level analysis, ActaPolytechnicaHungarica, 2009; 6(3), 105-123 541 
33 Omerzel, D.G., Gulev, R.E. Knowledge Resources and Competitive Advantage, 542 

Managing Global Transitions, 2011; 9(4), 335–354 543 
34 Nonaka, I., Takeuch, H. The Knowledge Creating Company: How Japanese Companies 544 

Create the Dynamics of Innovation? Oxford University Press: New York; 1995 545 
35 Öz, Ö. Assessing Porter’s framework for national advantage: a case of Turkey, Journal of 546 

Business Research, 2002; 55(6), 509-515 547 
36 Wilk, E.O., Fensterseifer, J.E. Towards a national agribusiness system: a conceptual 548 

framework,ResearchPaper; 2012. 549 
http://www.lume.ufrgs.br/bitstream/handle/10183/579/000435805.pdf?sequence=1(01/09/2550 
014) 551 

37 Lall, S. Competitiveness indices and developing countries: an economic evaluation of the 552 
global competitiveness report, Journal of World Development, 2001; 29(9), 1510-1511 553 

38 Barney, J. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage, Journal of Management, 554 
1991; 17(1), 99-120 555 

39 Vitolina, I.B., Cals, I. Theoretical framework for using resource based view in the analysis 556 
of SME innovations, European Scientific Journal, Special Edition, 2013; 1,174-182 557 

40 Martin-de-Castro, G., Navas-López, J.E., Alama-Salazar, E. Organizational capital as 558 
competitive advantage of the firm, Journal of Intellectual Capital, 2006; 7(3), 324 – 337 559 

UNDER PEER REVIEW



 

41 Barney, J., Wright, M., Ketchen, D.J. The Resource-based View of the Firm: Ten Years 560 
after 1991, Journal of Management, 2110; 27, 625–641 561 

42 Poernomo, D., Nimran, U., Hamid, D., Almusadieq, M. The Effect of The Resources and 562 
Capabilities to Competitive Advantage and Company’s Performance of Batik Micro, 563 
European Journal of Business and Management, 2013; 5(23), 152-159  564 

43 Kraaijenbrink, J., Spened, J.C., Groen, A.J. The resource-based view: A review and 565 
assessment of its Critiques. Journal of Management, 2010; 36, 349-72 566 

44 Kortelainen  S., Karkkainen H. Dynamic model in understanding dynamics of 567 
competitiveness: system dynamics approach in mobile handset vendor business. 568 
Proceeding of Strategic Management Society SMS Annual International Conference, 569 
2011; 383-97 570 

45 Svarova, M., Vrchota, J. Influence of competitive advantage on formulation business 571 
strategy, Procedia Economics and Finance, 2014; 12, 687 – 694 572 

46 Lynch, R. Corporate Strategy, 2nd Edition, Prentice Hall, London; 2000 573 
47 Chugan, P.K., Singh, S. Taxonomy for Firm-level Determinants of Export Performance, 574 

Universal Journal of Industrial and Business Management, 2014; 2(1), 6-12  575 
48 Langemeiet, M.R., Yeager, E.A. Perceived versus Actual Competitive Advantage,   Paper 576 

prepared for Presentation at the Southern Agricultural Economics Annual Meeting, Dallas, 577 
Texas, 2014; February.  578 

49 Kraja, Y., Osmani, E. Competitive advantage and its impact in small and medium 579 
enterprises (SMEs) (Case of Albania), European Scientific Journal, 2013; 9(16), 76-85 580 

50 Voulgaris, F., Papadogonas. P., Lemonakis, C. Drivers of Competitiveness in the 581 
Manufacturing Industry: The Case of Technology Sectors in Greece, Journal of Economics 582 
and Development Studies, 2013; 1(3), 32-40  583 

51 Simpson, M., Taylor, N., Barker, K. Environmental responsibility in SMEs: does it deliver 584 
competitive advantage?.Business Strategy and the Environment, 2004; 13, 156–171 585 

52 Kadocsa, G. Research of Competitiveness Factors of SME, ActaPolytechnicaHungarica, 586 
2006; 3(4), 71-84 587 

53 Douglas,A.,Douglas, J.,Davies, J. Differentiation for competitive advantage in a small 588 
family business, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 2010, 17(3), 371 589 
– 386 590 

54 Zaridis, A.D., Mousiolis, D.T. Entrepreneurship and SME’s Organizational Structure. 591 
Elements of a Successful Business, Journal of Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 592 
2014; 148, 463 – 467 593 

55 Becvarova, V. Issues of competitiveness of the present agriculture, Journal of Agricultural 594 
Economics – Czech, 2008; 5(9), 399–405   595 

56 Boehlje, M.D., Akridge, J.T., Kalaitzandonakes, N.G. Preparing for Success in the 596 
Agribusiness Market Place, Journal of Agribusiness, 2002; 20(1), 31-39 597 

57 Kennedy,P.L., Harrison, R.W., Kalaitzandonakes, N.G., Peterson, H.C.,Rindfuss, R.P. 598 
Perspectives on Evaluating Competitiveness in Agribusiness Industries, 599 
Agribusiness,1997; 13(4), 385–392      600 

58 Sidik, I.G. Conceptual framework of factors affecting SME development: Mediating factors 601 
on the relationship of entrepreneur traits and SME performance, Procedia Economics and 602 
Finance, 2012; 4, 373 – 383 603 

59 Ismail, A.I., Rose, R.C., Abdullah, H., Uli, J. The relationship between organizational 604 
competitive advantage and performance moderated by the age and size of firms, Asian 605 
Academy of Management Journal, 2010; 15(2), 157–173 606 

60 Latruffe, L. Competitiveness, Productivity and Efficiency in the Agricultural and Agri-Food 607 
Sectors, OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, 2010; No. 30, OECD Publishing 608 

61 Genc, K.Y. Culture as a strategic resource for organizations and an assessment on 609 
cultures of Turkish large firms, Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2013; 75, 525 – 610 
531 611 

UNDER PEER REVIEW



 

62 Zheng, W., Yang, B., Mclean, Gary, N. Linking organizational culture, structure, strategy 612 
and organizational effectiveness: mediating role of knowledge management, Journal of 613 
Business Research, 2010; 63, 763-771 614 

63 Tsai, M.H., Li, S.T., Lin, C. An examination of knowledge asset dynamics for competitive 615 
advantage in a manufacturing R & D department, Asia Pacific Management Review, 2010; 616 
17(4), 343-360 617 

64 Theoharakis, V., Sajtos, L., Hooley, G. The strategic role of relational capabilities in the 618 
business-to-business service profit chain [Review], Industrial Marketing Management, 619 
2009; 38(8), 914–924 620 

65 Zakic, N., Jovanovic, A.,Stamatovic, M. External and internal factors affecting the product 621 
and business process innovation, Journal of Economics and Organization, 2008; 5(1),17-622 
29  623 

66 Ismail, M.D. Learning Orientation and Trust in Small and Medium Enterprise (SME) 624 
Export Competitive Advantage, Asian Academy of Management Journal, 2013; 18(2), 625 
153–179  626 

67 Ramstrom, J. Inter-organizational meets inter-personal: An exploratory study of social 627 
capital processes in relationships between Northern European and ethnic Chinese firms, 628 
Industrial Marketing Management, 2008; 37(5), 502–512 629 

68 Johannisson, B., Rezpasillas, M. The institutional embeddedness of local inter-networks: 630 
a leverage for business creation, Journal of Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 631 
2002; 14, 297-315 632 

69 Ojeda-Gomez. J., Simpson, M., Padmore, J. Achieving competitive advantage in the 633 
Mexican footwear industry, Benchmarking: An International Journal, 2007; 14(3), 289 – 634 
305 635 

70 Ritter, T., Gemunder, G. Inter-organizational relationships and networks: an overview, 636 
Journal of Business Research, 2003; 56, 691-97 637 

71 Wang, M.H., Lin, S.C., Yang, T.Y. Understanding the antecedents of team performance: 638 
The importance of an expertise-centered coordination, Asia Pacific Management Review, 639 
2014; 19(2), 151-172  640 

72 Yang, M.H., Chao, H.Y., Liu, S.C., Chen, H.L. Exploring the determinants and effects of 641 
relationships in collaborative commerce, Asia Pacific Management Review, 2014; 19(3), 642 
215-238 643 

73 Asenso-Okyere, K., Davis, K. Knowledge and innovation for agricultural development, 644 
International Food Policy Research Institution Policy Brief; 2009  645 

74 Kumar, N.R., Rai, M. Performance, Competitiveness and Determinants of Tomato Export 646 
from India, Agricultural Economics Research Review, 2007; 20, 551-562 647 

75 Chou, C.C. Governing state credibility: State-business coordination for economic 648 
development in Singapore, Asia Pacific Management Review, 2007; 12(4), 205-215 649 

76 Kata, R, Zajac, D. Role of territorial government in the development of agriculture and 650 
non-agricultural entrepreneurship in rural areas, 2007; 23-31 651 

77 Yee, J., Ahearn, M.C., Huffman, W. Lnkings among far productivity, off-farm work and 652 
farm size in the Southeast, Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics, 2004; 36(3), 653 
591-603  654 

78 Orsato, R.J. Competitive environmental strategies: when does it PAY to be GREEN?, 655 
California Management Review, 2006; 48(2), 127-143 656 

79 Atkin, T., Gilinsky Jr, A., Newton, S.K. Environmental strategy: does it lead to competitive 657 
advantage in the US wine industry?International Journal of Wine Business Research, 658 
2012; 24(2), 115–133 659 

80 Lopez-Gamero, M.D., Molina-Azorin, J.F., Claver-Cortes, E. The whole relationship 660 
between environmental variables and firm performance: competitive advantage and firm 661 
resources as mediator variables, Journal of environmental Management, 2009; 1-12 662 

81 Porter, M.E., van der Linde, C. Toward a New Conception of the Environment - 663 
Competitiveness Relationship, Journal of Economic Perspectives, 1995; 9(4), 97-118 664 

UNDER PEER REVIEW



 

82 Christmann, P. Effects of ‘best practices’ of environmental management on cost 665 
advantage: the role of complementary assets, Academy of Management Journal, 2000; 666 
43(4), 663-680 667 

83 Martın-Tapia, I., Aragon-Correa, J.A., Manzanares, A. Environmental strategy and 668 
exports in medium, small and micro-enterprises, Journal of World Business, 2010; 45, 669 
266-275 670 

84 Sima, V. Green Policies - Determinant Vector for Competitiveness Enhancement, 671 
Economic Insights-Trends and Challenges, 2014; 3(66), 95-106  672 

85 Russo, M.V., Fouts, P.A. A resource-based perspective on corporate environmental 673 
performance and profitability, Academy of Management Journal, 1997; 4, 534-559 674 

86 Sharma, S., Vredenburg, H. Proactive corporate environmental strategy and the 675 
development of competitively valuable organizational capabilities, Strategic Management 676 
Journal, 1998; 19, 729-753 677 

 678 

UNDER PEER REVIEW


