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Abstract

In this article we approach gradually the compeggtiess. Thus we
present in the introduction some definitions ofthoncept, although there
isn't a widely accepted definition for this termhéeh, we present how this
indicator can be measured and used to achieve #i®mal or European
strategies. Taking into account the current ecomoarid financial crisis, we
presented the measures approved by the Romaniaer@oegnt for this stage
and their effects on the productivity and competitiess.
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Introduction

Taking into account the current context of the glalconomic and financial
crisis, we intend to capture some elements abautctmcept of competitiveness
measuring and the evolution of this indicator.

The concept of competitiveness has the frequenfraaation of the
divergent views, so that, until now, there is natidely accepted definition of the
competitiveness and has not yet developed a compsele model for the
formalization of its content. The current statustte# research in this field leaves
the disputes of the competitive concept open.

To achieve the purpose objectives we conductechalysis and a synthesis
of the information presented in the literature amdhe various reports issued by
organizations that monitoring and analyzing theiomal or international
competitiveness evolutions, such as the World Egoaé-orum, Group of Applied
Economics and the Lisbon Agenda.

The concept of the competitiveness

In terms of the reference levels, the approachekmefcompetence concept
are multiple.

The focus can be on the firm level, the industsidtor, on the industry as a
whole, a region, national, international (economiocs) and worldwide. At the
national leveltreating the issue of competitiveness is basetherPorter's model,
which has many interpretative meanings and defifoes determinants of a
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country’s competitive advantages: the resource wnumt, the business

environment, related and supporting industries démaand of the intern goods and
services. The novelty and the strength of the madekist in the simultaneous
coverage of the firm specific to the factors, intdgand country.

The main definition of the competitiveness at thacrmeconomic level
affirms that it is/means:

* an accumulation of the economic, social and palititactors, which
contribute to the welfare of a count'World Economic ForumLopez-Claros et
al., 2007 International Institute for Management Developm&urelli, 2006);

» balance of the surplus trade and the economic gré@CDE, 1992);

» higher standard of living, lower level of the inuwatary unemployment
and the balance of the surplus trade (European Gssion, 1998);

» productivity (Dollar & Wolff, 1993, WEF);

» productivity, higher living standards, high levefsexport (Burnet, 1999);

 the ability tosell, the ability toattract, the ability toadaptand the ability
towin (Trabold, 1995);

» the surplus trade balance (Popescu, 2001), trangsices, of the unit
costs with the labour, high rates of the economamh, while successful in the
social and environmental areas (Aiginger, 19986200

» the performance amount at the microeconomic leéRelljan et al., 2000);

» the term is meaningless (Krugman, 1994, 1996).

One of the simplest definitions is recommended Hxy World Economic
Forum, which describes competitiveness as “the abilitaro economy to achieve
and maintain high growth rates of GDP per inhaltitafy similar definition, but
more detailed, is given by th®@CDE, according to which competitiveness is a
result when a country can, under free trade andeft market, produce goods and
services that can stand to the test of the intienmat market, on the background of
the continuing and even growth of the real incoimeke long term.

From the perspective of thhésbon Agenda, the competitiveness refers to the
ability of the countries to maintain at least thighhrates in the medium term for
both employment growth and labour, which resultmareasing the welfare, in the
long term. From this perspective, the competitigsndepends primarily on the
institutional and economic capacity of the coumstrito help increase the
productivity and innovation.

Lisbon Agenda and competitiveness problem

Lisbon Agenda is the most important European deweént project that
reflects the strategic thinking for the economy andiety, at the community level.
This document aims: to promote the economic grawabed on knowledge and
innovation, to make Europe a more attractive ptacevest and work, to provide
more and better jobs.

The pact on the competitiveness for the EU, in 2010, another objective of
the Lisbon Agenda. In its main lines, it has begpraved by the European Council
in October last year and aims to strengthen thealffidiscipline, with a strong
reflection of thepublic debt criterion, which must not exceed 60% of the gross
domestic product and, at the same time, creatgstans of sanctions for countries
that do not fit the criteria of the Stability Pamtthe Maastricht criteria. A second
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important element of competitiveness of the pactoisextend the economic
surveillance, the macroeconomic imbalances and competitivergssthrough the
Commission, the Council intends to pass and wilspa we shall see how — to
expand the economic surveillancghe macroeconomic imbalances and
competitiveness. For example, when we refer to the competitive dlabces, the
European Commission withonitor imbalances between the productivity and the
wage increasesThere is a type of competitive imbalance, in otdeprevent crises
within the EU and the European single market. Atsthis competitiveness pact, a
robust framework for managing the crisis in theoearea and for creating a
mechanism for stability is needed. At the Euro zBaemit on 11 March 2011, the
Member States of the Euro area have adoptedttine Pact, which sets a closer
coordination of the economic policies designed toncreasing the competitiveness
and convergence. The Pact is basically an exercise to coordinhaée économic
policies of the euro area countries, but Romanidiriectly interested, given its
objective of joining the Euro zone. The decisiookiinto account the broad reform
program promoted by agreement with the InternatiM@netary Fund, European
Commission and World Bank. The Government of Romaadopted on
23.03.2011 the Romanian participation at the Radhie Euro.

Evaluation of the competitiveness at the macroecondac level

Evaluations so far over the competitiveness ofrthiional economies were
done either in a wide framework for the assessmemta large number of WEF
(World Economic Forum — the annual reports on thapetitiveness, IMD World
Competitiveness Yearbook) economjesr in the context of the EU economies
assessments, including the new members and theidesadcountries (EU
Commission, EU Sectoral Competitiveness Indicatbishon Review, CER, The
Lisbon Scorecard I...VI1) or by the direct natioaasessment on the achievement of
the Lisbon objectives especially in the NationafdR@ Programmes drawn up by
all the EU countries. In the case of Romania, tlaeectaken into consideration the
GEA reports (Group of Applied Economics) and theidial Reform Programmes
— Lisbon Strategy 2006.

Of course, not all the included items in these smwents are fully
comparable, because indicators do not follow idai.

World Economic Forum captures the factors compyekiyy which the
competitiveness depends in the current conditiespectively the productivity
which expressed it. It is taken into account, ididn to the previous assessments,
the labour efficiency factor, the labour marketxitbéity, otherwise considered
very important in the Lisbon Strategy.

The global competitiveness factors are includedl groupé. Although these
are common factors of competitiveness, it is assuthat their importance is not

! Number of economies took in the assessment amadarttee latest Report of WEF,
is 172, and in case of IMD, World Competitivenessarook, 60 national and regional
economies.

The 9 pillars of competitiveness: 1. Institutior®. Infrastructure; 3.
Macroeconomics; 4. Health and primary educatiorHifher education and qualifications;
6. Market efficiency; 7. Technological preparattegree; 8. The level of complexity of the
business; 9. Innovation in WEF Global Competitivenindex, 2006.
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the same in all countries in a given period, duditierent levels of development.
As a result, the weight factors in the final outeoin a given time vary from one
country to another, from one group of countriesatmther. Depending on the
contribution of the productivity factors, in the WEeport were identified three
stages (Porter M., 1993) in which the countries ane those are the following:

Stage I: Competitiveness due to factors of product{anskilled or poorly
qualified labour; the natural resources). The enonis competitive, mainly due to
the lower prices, but the products are less complexvever, there is assumed the
presence of the essential basic conditions (inistite, infrastructure,
macroeconomics, health and primary education).

Stage Il: Competitiveness determined by efficiency factilre more
efficient production is; the better quality produetre). The competitive conditions
related to a higher education and continuous trgiind ability to benefit from
existing technologies.

Stage lIl: Competitiveness based on innovat{oew products obtained from
the innovative, complex production processes).

The importance of the individual factors, expresbgdweight in the total
contribution of the three “pillars” of competitivess, depends on the stage in
which the respective country is in. In other wordsenhance the competitiveness
of each country will prioritize according to wharcbest contribute to enhancing
competitiveness/productivity, beside the stage whbey are. Putting first, the
inconsistent priorities with the country’s econoroanditions can mean a waste of
resources. There is obviously a logical sequendbasfe stages, and a logical link
between competitive conditions.

Although Romania is far from the final stage of #monomic development
based on the innovation, it is not unimportantahalysis of such economic germs.
This is because studies confirm the importancegifdr research and development
is the activity leading to innovation, beside thapital accumulation or labour.
Economics shows that sustainable growth cannot dmdyachieved through
investment and macroeconomic conditions, unlesg #re accompanied by the
technical progress, which enhances the value afdp#al and labour.

Therefore, the change from the resource exploitato the knowledge
exploitation is the touchstone, the jump from tbenpetitiveness based on the cost
to that based on the final value. Stimulating thaowvation, the research and
development activities is therefore an instrumdrthe jump to other growth tracks
of the Romanian economy.

Evolution of the global competitiveness index in Rmania

Analysis of the global economic competitivenessindhows the significant
differences in the performance between RomanialasieCE.

The index of the global competitiveness in Roman@eases to 3.85 in
2004, decreases to 3.67 in 2005, increasing toi4.2009. Romania’s position in
the competitiveness ranking (the"6w 2005, the 68in 2006, the 74in 2007, the
68" in 2008 and the 70in 2009) is mainly explained by the poor quality o
institutions (business environment, perceptionhef ¢corruption), by the relatively
low access to technology and by the poor innovatapacity of the economy.
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Government’s fiscal strategy has consisted of a series of steps which
produce long-term savings and improve the qualitthe public finances through
the reforms in the seven areas of the public sector

»the public sector restructuring, meaning to redube number of
employees, combined with a reform of the wage syste

» pension reform;

»implementing of a fiscal responsibility law and theedium-term
budgetary;

» reform of the state enterprises;

» financial relations restructuring with the locattzarities and self-financing
institutions to ensure a greater financial respmlits;

» improvements of the tax administration;

» the flexible social assistance programs;

The effects of these measures on the change obtheetitiveness level will
be discussed below

Recently, Word Economic Forumpublished the annual repofElobal
Competitivenes§2010-2011). This report shows the index of coitipehess for
the countries of the world, providing a worldwidefarence report and is
considered by companies in the international imaest plans, especially in the
context of globalization, which leads to a sigrafit acceleration of the
competition between the economies worldwide.

Studying this report is very important, becausecléarly expresses the
weaknesses and strengths of the economy. MoretiverReport constitutes a
reference point for the authorities responsibletf@ macroeconomic policies. In
order to increase the national economic competigss, the authorities may adopt
the appropriate mitigation measures of the econwagkness.

In the Annual Global Competitiveness Report (200269 Romania ranks 64
out of 139 countries with a score of 4.11 p. (oscale of 1 p. to 7 p.) and in the
Annual Global Competitiveness Report (2010-2011¢, ihdex of competitiveness
for Romania is 4.16 p. what makes our country tadeked on the 67 position
(table 1), then it lost three positions in thebglbcompetitiveness rankings.

The first 5 worldwide positions are occupied byit3erland (5.63 p.),
Sweden (5.56 p.), Singapore (5.48 p.), United Stdte43 p.) and Germany
(5.39 p.).

As regards the Romanian economy, it ranks on tfep@gition on the pillar
, with 4.36 p. In terms of the Pillar II, the eaony ranks the 5% position with
4.18 p. The worst situation is represented by tHarRIl (innovation), where we
occuped the Fiposition with 3.24 p.

Within the European Union Member States, the damesbnomy ranks the
24" position with 4.16 p., outpacing the economied afvia (4.14 p.), Bulgaria
(4.13 p.) and Greece (3.99 p.) (table 1). In miniop, on the one hand, this
situation is due to the worldwide economic crisisd other issues that affect the
business environment in Romania, such as:

— adifficult access to the financing sources;

— the infrastructure quality;
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— the government bureaucracy;

— the taxation and regulation in the taxatiordfiel

— lack of transparency of the government decisions

| believe that Romania’'s economy has the advanthgecan promote the
competitiveness, such as: reduced trade tarifesntimber of procedures and the
time required for starting a business, the marizet s

But in order to be competitive, the economic esditshould have both the
internal and the external conditions that deterntiveeachievement of the products
and services at the lower cost. Or, the benefitwigahave to produce cheap is the
cheaper labour, which it began not to be cheapusecaf the social contributions.

Table 1

Rankings of the EU27 in the Global Competitivenesihdex 2010-2011

Ezonomy Rank Scor
Swoden 1 556
Gemany § 5.39
Finland 7 5.37
Matherdands & 5.33
Denmark 9 532
IUnited Kingdom 12 5.25
France 15 5.13
Austria 18 5.09
Belgium 19 5.07
Luxembaurg 1] 5.05
Ireland 9 474
Estonia B 4.61
Czach Republic » 457
Paland = 451
Cyprus 40 4.50
Spain L] 4.49
Slovenia 45 442
Partugal 6 4.38
Lithuania Ly 438
[taly 48 4.37
Malta 50 434
Hungary 52 4.33
Slovak Republic B0 425
Romania &7 416
Latvia 70 414
Bulgaria T 413
Greace a3 3.99

Source: The Global Competitiveness Report 2010-2011
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We will present below the effect of the employeamher decreasing.

According to the National Statistics Institute, tfiRomanian economy
recorded a labour productivity growth in the fitgto quarters of 2010, compared
to the same period of 2009. In order to obtain & walue of the labour
productivity throughout the economy, the ratio ofgs value added to the number
of employees, respectively to the number of workedrs has been calculated. In
fig. 1 andtable 2,it can be observed the labour productivity, maeitbin the
quarterly series on the sectors since 2007.

There is a pronounced cyclical productivity, nostjin construction and
agriculture, where it would be normal, but also industry or in financial
intermediation, which is no longer justified, imres of the business seasonality.

The average yield for the 14 quarters, following talues:

— agriculture — 5.86 lei/hour;
industry — 26.97 euro/hour;
construction — 31.21 lei/hour;
commercially — 28.79 lei/hour;

— in the banking sector — 85.77 lei/hour;

— other activities and services — 21.41 lei/hour.

Based on the data from table 2 and figure 1, theeedrawn the following
conclusions:

— The highest productivity in both the average #v& nominal values are
recorded in the financial sector and the real edianking, however, this indicator
decreased by approx. 19% in the first half of 2ah@ approx. 33% in the second
half of 2010 compared to the fourth semester of92@flie to the diminished
consumption, wages and the changed credit condition

This high rate of the productivity in the bankingndces reflects the high
costs of financing from the bank loans; it is nairting the rest of the economy,
increase the exports and imports, it just increfflsesndebtedness, and further, the
bankruptcy risk.

— The lowest indicator of the labour productivityrescorded in agriculture,
an average of 5.86 lei/hour, which is primarily doelack of investment in the
technological equipment justified by the difficaltcess to the financing sources.

— Paradoxically, the productivity in the servicedeiss than in the industrial
field, which means that any change in the employns#ructure from industry
towards services has not increased the productivity

— The labour productivity in construction increasaceivery quarter, so that,
in the fourth quarter of 2008 reachied the maximafr63.1 lei/hour. | believe that
this happend due to increasing the turnover indres as a result of increasing the
demand for tourist services, facilities providedthg state for ,the acquisition by
the young of the first home” and the possibility aintracting the bank loans.
Restricting the possibility of the contracting dtethe low wages but also the other
effects of the economic crisis caused a drastiaatieh in productivity for this
sector, of 2010 reaching in the second quarteft020 24.3 lei/hour.
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Table 2

The hourly labour productivity, quarterly series, lei/hour

TOTAL Agriculture, Industry, Construction
hunting, forestry including the
fishing and fishery| electrical energy
and thermal,
gas and water
200771 15.4 1.7 18.1 134
200772 18.3 3 23.3 21
200773 22 8 24.9 28
200774 27.9 6.6 28 50.4
200871 18.6 1.8 22.6 17.3
200872 23.5 4.2 29.8 30.4
2008T3 28.4 12.2 30.3 39.3
200874 33.8 10.3 30.1 63.1
200971 20.6 2.1 22.9 20
200972 23.0 4.3 28.8 26.5
200973 26.6 11.4 29.7 32.0
200974 324 9.5 31.9 54.7
201071 21.0 2.3 25.0 16.6
201072 24.3 4.7 32.3 24.3
Commerce, hotels and Financial intermediation Other
restaurants and the activities and
and transport real estate transactions services

200771 23 74.2 11
200772 25.6 70.9 14.1
200773 26.2 78.2 20.7
200774 33.9 88.8 29.3
200871 25.8 80 29.3
200872 29.4 82 18.5
2008T3 314 83.7 27.3
200874 40 93.8 17.6
200971 26.3 93.8 17.6
200972 27.0 81.0 19.3
200973 26.9 94.0 25.5
200974 34.7 108.2 33.8
201071 26.0 91. 16.8
201072 26.9 81.3 19.0

Source processed by the INSSE data.
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Fig. 1. The dynamics of hourly labour productivity, leiAked hour

In the first ten months of 2010, the number of empes was reduced in the
public sector, with 88,300 (-6%) and in the privaextor, with 83,000 (-2.9%).
The net average monthly wage at the national lieeéased in November 2009 —
November 2010 with 11 lei (0.8%). This means a e@®e in purchasing power
with 7% (taking into account the inflation of 7.9%he wages in the private sector
has come to exceed the average of that in thegwslitutions.

According to the productivity Barometer, the desiag of the employee’s
number did not make the Romanian economy competibut it adjusted the cost
of production. But the gross added value does mpedd on the number of
employees in the first place, but the degree ohrielbgy and quality of the
equipment, the organization and management effigiethe corporate governance,
the productivity vs. wages, the level of sophidtara of the products (which
influences the price). Romania is bad in all thelsspters, and the mass dismissals,
both in public and private sectors, does not stiteegproblem of the productivity.

The comparative analysis of the productivity

Although there is an increase in the labour pradlifgtin the nominal terms,
when compared to the other EU countries, we firad ihless than half the average
productivity of the EU countries. Currently, onlylBaria has a lower productivity
than Romania (see table 3). Figure 2 comparestte &nd evolution of the labour
productivity of the economies against which Romaisiacompeting in Europe.
There are a range of interesting aspects:

1. The labour productivity growth in Romania betwe&®00 and 2008 was
not unique; all the countries Romania directly cetap with, recorded the positive
dynamics.

2. Romania, whose productivity is at 48% of the EUrage, is ranking
significantly after Croatia, Macedonia and Turkélye non-EU countries. With
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such low productivity, Romania cannot find in theerts the main engine of the
economic recovery.

3. The only EU countries that have experienced inkeslin the labour
productivity in 2009 were Romania, Lithuania and:&re (see table 3), practically,
the European countries have applied the most simingnti-crisis measures. As for
Romania, these measures culminated in 2010, anelkpect the negative growth
in the productivity to continue.

Romania’s transition, but also other former sostatobuntries of Central and
Eastern Europe to a market economy more or lesstifunal, occurred due to
expansion of FDI in the region. This was conside¢hedonly solution with the best
chance of success to reduce the enormous handicapetitiveness of developed
economies and economies of new EU Member States.

Note that the FDI recipe works successfully onlycountries that direct
foreign capital into sectors oriented towards irat@n and high technology, such
as Denmark, Finland, Germany, Sweden and the UHKuntlies like Austria,
Belgium, France, Ireland, Luxembourg and the Nddinels are part of the EU27
Member echelon two innovative economies. The twaugs of countries are also
the ones whose citizens have the highest livingdstals in the EU, but also those
that invest most in training employees, anotherilfeshheel for Romania. In this
regard, even Bulgarians are not worse. Of the &taknditure on labor market,
Romania spend only 11.8% on training the employeets Bulgaria — 15.2%, in
marked contrast to spending on innovation and pmdace in countries with high
levels of labour productivity, such as Germany 480), France (43.4%) and
Ireland (44.2%).

High values of labour productivity are associatedhwhigh innovation
performance, and differences between countriehigregard is reflected in the
welfare of their citizens.

The situation is not singular. The other new Memli$tates, also attractive
markets for FDI, managed a small developmentalbdigaable to recover what
separates them from the advanced European econocoiesidered as standard
functionality and performance.

Also note that the highest productivity in the pdr2001-2009 is registered
in Luxembourg, so | will present below some of tblearacteristics of this
economy:

» is a very small state and has a wide opening tegmtion and trade
(exports of goods and services is 85% and imptudsita’5-85% of GDP);

= structural changes in economy were very fast (&trat developments in
the production, use of labor and foreign exchamgjlecet scope changes over the
last two decades);

» there is a policy of economic diversification (madten 100 industries
attract more expanding range of services offereddnyks, insurance companies
and reinsurance emergence of agri-food sectortecnmare efficient entities in
trade and crafts);

» have a very high standard of living (this situatie explained by different
factors: the existence of highly productive sectéirancial activities — banking, a
relatively large active population due to migratiamd an important contribution
to that);

» add to moderate density of population, absenceargfel cities, very low
rate of unemployment, etc.;

» the financial market is an important segment ofrthiéonal economy;
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* and the Luxembourg Government provides a rangenoéntives for
foreign investors and locals, consisting of sulesiditax breaks, legislation that
promotes the rights of investors and a coheremat lstgucture and transparency.

Table 3
The labour productivity per person employed, EU27 =100

2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
European Union (27 countries) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
European Union (25 countries) 104.6 | 1045 | 1044 | 104.2 | 104 103.8 | 103.6 [ 103.3 | 104.4
European Union (15 countries) 112.7 | 112 111.6 | 111 110.8 | 110.6 | 110.2 | 109.8 | 109.6
Euro area (16 countries) 112 111.2 | 110.5 | 109.5 | 109.7 | 109.6 | 109.6 | 109.4 | 109.6
Euro area (15 countries) 112.8 | 111.9 | 111.2 | 110.1 | 110.3 | 110.1 | 110.1 | 109.9 | 110
Belgium 1135 | 136.2 | 1345 | 131.7 | 129.7 | 1283 | 126.9 | 125.5 | 125.5
Bulgaria 32 33.8 345 34.6 35.6 36.2 373 393 40
Czech Republic 63.2 63 66.5 68 68.5 69.3 71.4 72.1 72.9
Denmark 107.5 | 1084 | 106.1 | 108.6 | 106.6 | 106.4 | 104.3 | 103.8 | 103.3
Germany 106.7 | 106.3 | 108.5 | 108.1 | 109.2 | 109.1 | 108.4 | 107.2 | 105.1
Estonia 48.1 50.9 54.5 57.4 60.5 62.1 65.4 64.4 65.5
Ireland 128.1 | 133.7 | 136.1 | 1354 | 1343 | 135.1 | 136.9 | 127.8 | 130.5
Greece 97.2 99.5 101.2 | 100.6 | 98.3 98 96.5 99.3 98
Spain 103.1 | 104.7 | 103.7 | 102 101.1 | 102.6 | 103.1 | 104.2 | 109.8
France 102.9 | 1254 | 121.5 | 120.6 | 122.1 | 121.1 | 121.3 | 120 120.9
Italy 1254 | 117.6 | 1154 | 112.1 | 1109 | 109.9 | 110.5 | 111.5 | 111.8
Cyprus 86.6 84.5 82.4 82.8 82.8 83.7 853 88.5 89
Latvia 41.8 43 44 457 | 479 48.8 51.4 51.5 53.2
Lithuania 46.9 48 52 53.3 54.4 56.2 59 61.3 57.3
Luxembourg 162.2 | 163.2 | 167.1 | 169.6 | 1693 | 178.6 | 179 177.7 | 170.3
Hungary 62 64.9 65.9 67.5 67.4 67.8 68 71.4 72.3
Malta 89.8 91.9 90.2 90 91.4 91 89.4 88.9 90.7
Netherlands 113.2 | 1132 | 110.7 | 112.2 | 1139 | 113.8 | 113.9 | 1143 | 111.1
Austria 1152 | 117.1 | 118.1 | 117.5 | 115 1159 | 1139 | 1142 | 113.2
Poland 56 58.6 60 61.5 61.3 60.7 61.9 61.9 65
Portugal 70.4 70.2 70.5 69.2 722 72.5 73.4 72.9 75.3
Romania 25.5 29.3 31.1 344 | 359 39.5 | 432 48.7 48
Slovenia 76.3 77.8 79.2 82 83.8 83.9 83.9 84.6 82.4
Slovakia 60.5 62.5 63.3 65.4 68.6 71.5 76.2 79.5 80.7
Finland 1123 | 1114 | 1093 | 1129 | 1105 | 110 113 112.5 | 109.1
Sweden 108.5 | 108.6 | 111.2 | 114.9 | 111.4 | 1125 | 1143 | 112.8 | 109.9
United Kingdom 111.6 | 112.1 | 112.5 | 113.8 | 112.3 | 112 109.5 | 108.6 | 106.6
Iceland 103.6 | 104.2 | 101.1 | 107.6 | 1054 | 98.7 96 98.8 99.5
Norway 136.5 | 1314 | 1348 | 1423 | 152.5 | 156.5 | 150.1 | 156.3 | 146.8
Switzerland 106.8 | 107.3 | 1054 | 105 104 105.5 | 108.5 | 110.5 | 108.1
Croatia 67.1 66.8 69.2 70 71 73.3 75.3 71.5 78.1
Macedonia 46.3 46.5 49.4 52.8 56 56.7 56.4 58.9 58.4
Turkey 49 489 | 49.6 53.8 58 61.3 63.4 65 61.6
US.A. 140.2 | 140 141.8 | 1429 | 144 1403 | 139.2 | 136.8 | 140.6
Japan 97.6 97.9 98.5 99.3 99.4 97.4 97.7 94.5 92

Source Eurostat.
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Fig. 2.The labour productivity in the different Europeatoromies,
EU27 = 100

Conclusions

At micro, mezzo, macro and mega-economic levets niw appearance that
influences the competitiveness in the'2kntury is the intensity of competition,
both domestic and international, diverted by theoneenic globalisation
phenomena, the rapid technological change, especial computing and
telecommunications and the progressive liberabmatif the international trade,
etc.

Regarding the competitiveness definition, we ndteat there is no widely
accepted definition and we consider the appropridgiie OECD definition,
according to which competitiveness is the resulenvia country can, under free
trade and efficient market, produce goods and sesvihat can stand the test of the
international market, on the background of contigiand even growing of the real
incomes in the long term.

Competitiveness at the macroeconomic level is bs@asessed through a
mix of indicators. Nowadays, one of the best knowaools for
evaluation/monitoring of the competitiveness i tiiged by the World Economic
Forum, which are linked to the Porter’s theory.

The index of the global competitiveness in Romamdaeases from the 3.85
in 2004 to 4.16 in 2010. In 2010, although thergemaken several measures,
which must have the immediate effect on the prddiigtand competitiveness
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increasing, their level was not increased, butpating to the WEF Report, the
domestic economy has lost three places in the witl competitiveness rankings
(comparative with the previous year), being nowttan 67" position, with a score

of 4.16 p. (on a scale from 1 p. to 7 p.).

Foreign direct investment in Romania caused maimtyeased imports and
increased current account deficit. Therefore, margerts believe that foreign
direct investment recipe works with success onlygoenntries that direct foreign
capital into sectors and high technology orientetwyation

Finally, we consider that Romania’s economic growtigines require a
redirection in the medium term, from the consumptio the growth based on the
investment and export.
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