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Abstract

In 2009, a survey focused on barriers to entrepreneurship among managers and/or owners of
companies in the hospitality industry in the South Moravian Region was carried out (Klapal-
ova, 2011) at the College of Business and Hotel Management in Brno. Results of this survey
revealed that knowledge together with skills and competencies was considered to be the biggest
barrier to sustainable successful entrepreneurship of these companies and this perception was
also confirmed by Spearman’s correlations analysis with statistically significant coefficient at the
0.05 level (Spearman’s tho=0.214, p=0.18), when analyzing the relation to financial performance
of companies. The issue of knowledge was not investigated deeper in the survey but it raised
several questions for further research. This paper offers preliminary and partial results of an
inquiry done during the autumn and winter 2011 and spring and summer 2012 which takes
up the previous survey from 2009 with the aim to explore the types of knowledge, skills and
competencies perceived as the most important for company success and as the most missing in
nowadays entrepreneurship of inquired companies. Three relationships of knowledge categories
were analysed: relation to the age and size of companies and relation to the indicators of financial
performance. The findings have several managerial implications, both for business practice and

educational organisations.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The current marketplace is undoubtedly extremely knowledge-based. Knowledge is one of the
most — if not the most important both building stones and mortar for the existence of organiza-
tions. Knowledge and knowledge integration throughout the organizations is leading critical
source of success (Kiessling et al., 2009) and basic source of competitive advantage and com-
petitiveness (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Grant, 1996; Conner and Prahalad, 1996). Knowledge
is a vague concept and due to the nearly absolutely connection to human beings, content of
knowledge depends on individual person and their processing of the perceived information and
contextualization based on individual experiences (Greiner et al., 2007) and individual capabili-
ties, skills and competences, that in organisational life should lead to the planned and desired
actions and/or reactions. This is co called tacit knowledge that is difficult to catch, formalize,
codified, store and communicate and disseminate (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). But companies
as well as all other organisations must be a bundle of special knowledge that helps to achieve
stated goals and given purpose. For business knowledge referring to marketplace and perform-
ance of companies belongs to the mostly essential one. Such types of knowledge are more or less

categorized, the content is more or less standardised and the expectation of the results of such
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knowledge “working” is more or less clear. It is the case of a combination of tacit and so called
explicit knowledge, that can be expressed verbally (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).

The paper is aimed at the investigation of potential differences among several hospitality busi-
ness companies characteristics (size, age and financial performance) related to several types of
knowledge, skills and competencies that are considered by managers of companies as: a) the
most important for the sustainable success and competitiveness and b) the most missing in their
business. Seven types of knowledge, skills and competences were evaluated by the respondents

in the questionnaire survey.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Region of South Moravia occupies relative stabile position of the second and third most attrac-
tive tourism destination of the Czech Republic for both domestic and foreign toutists accord-
ing the number of tourists (after Prague and Karlsbad Region) in 2010 (Czech statistical office:
Statistical Yearbook of the Jihomoravsky Region, Tourism, 2010). The business in the hospitality
sector is extremely dependent on very high heterogeneity of customer demand and offer must be
quite flexible to react to changing needs and wants. Relative lower capital intensity and require-
ments of entry capital together with other relatively very small entry barriers covering manpower
number or special education and knowledge offer many opportunities to start and continue busi-
ness (Jaafar et al., 2010).

Although not every entrepreneur wants to do business in large scale (and some even notin middle
scale) (Bartlett and Bukvic, 2001), there probably would not be many owners who prefer to have
their business be unsuccessful. Pasanen citing Simon (1996) stresses that “the most important
and the most challenging business goal is long-term survival (Pasanen, 2005). Success in entre-
prencurship can mean stability (after reaching some level of development) or growth, both usu-
ally measured with financial measures of performance, e.g. profit maximization, profit growth,
turnover growth etc. Success can be seen also in such measures like customer satisfaction and
loyalty or growth of customers’ number (not necessarily connected to financial performance).
Hospitality is highly human-resource-dependent industry and its success and competitiveness
depends on quality of people — not only managers but staff as well (Jones, 2005). Lower level
of professionalism and problems with qualified personnel recruitment represent the most often
cited barriers for competitiveness, growth and sustainability of entrepreneurship in this industry
(Pasanen, 2005; Yilmaz, 2009). Aidis and Sauka’s (2005) survey results of small enterprises in
23 transition countries show that human resources and skills are typical constraints for develop-
ment during the later transition stages of economy. Lack of qualified employees and expertise,
financial problems, and lack of innovation or innovativeness are the most intensive perceived
internal barriers of Turkish managers of small and middle tourism companies. In the survey also
marketing problems and difficulties of preparing a strategic plan — internal barrier - and quality
deficiencies, high costs and uncertainty in business environment that can be taken as barriers
coming both from the internal as well as from external environment were also introduced (Yil-
maz, 2009). Both factors can be viewed from two perspective — external — lack of skilled and
quality work force on market and internal — inability(or low competence) to get and retain good
staff.
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Concerning the point of qualified human resources we can also mention the results of the UK
Federation of Small Business survey in 2004 when one of the biggest barriers to training is cost
(Carter et al, 2004). If we add also the factor of time (in the sense of effort to employ less than
more employees that is typical feature of many enterprises in hospitality), many small enterprises
do not spend much on training, if anything at all. Entrepreneur’s personality (education, mana-
gerial experience, lack of motivation and commitment and skills), bad staff with wrong attitudes,
age and size of company (the younger and smaller are more vulnerable, weak business concept,
lack of strategy and vision belong to those list of issues are most often reasons of SMEs failures
in general (Pasanen, 2005). Owner motivation (in case of many small and most of middle enter-
prises in hospitality owners usually manage these companies) and lack of strategic planning be-
cause of lack of time, lack of expertise, inadequate knowledge of planning processes, reluctance
to share strategic ideas with employees and others, size of business, business life cycle stage and
other internal implementation barriers were assigned as the strategic planning barriers of SMEs
also by Wang, Walker and Redmond according their research (2007).

Knowledge are one of the strategically important resources of organisations (and companies)
(Zack, 1999), creating base for innovation activities and flexible adaptation to the environmental
changes and so stand for the primary driver of development and ability to compete successfully
(Gupta et Govindarajan, 2000; Jiménez-Jimenez et al, 2008). There is no solely existing defini-
tion of knowledge. According Davenport and Prusak (1998) “Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed
experience, values, contextual information, and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluating and
incorporating new experiences and information” (Davenport et Prusak, 1998, s. 5).

Knowledge contains know-how, information, practices, skills, competencies (Keupp et al, 2011)
and they can be divided into several categories ot types, e.g. technical, entrepreneurial, organi-
sational (Adenfelt and Lagerstrém, 2008) or production — functional (marketing, distribution,
product and process design, purchasing and knowledge concerning managerial system and man-
agement practices (Gupta and Govindarajan, 2000). If we stay with competencies, several types
can be recognized, among all two are fundamental for company survival, concretely work man-
agement competency and interpersonal management competency. Management competencies
are connected to the special skills of managers to provide specific task in the frame of manage-
ment (Sudsakorn and Swierczek, 2009).

Every organisation or company has its own individual mix or bundle of knowledge, skills and
practices. Unfortunately not always this existing mix corresponds with the need of practice
and everyday business due to various circumstances and reasons. But managers should be at
least conscious which knowledge is fundamental for their business, which are important but
not indispensable at the moment and which knowledge can be even excessive or useless. Only
consciousness or knowledge of this kind of resources enables managers to manage knowledge
propetly and effectively. For the question of knowledge management see for instance Quintas

et al (1997).

3. SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The survey presented in this paper follow up the survey realized in the year 2009 focused at

barriers of entrepreneurship of companies in hospitality (accommodation services) localized
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in the Region of South Moravia. From 13 barriers (from the internal as well as from external
environment) lack of needed and desired knowledge, skills and competencies of employees and
managers was ascertained as the most problematic barrier for surveyed companies. This find-
ing spurred the formulation of new questions proper for to continue in the research. Among all
those questions also the type of knowledge, skills and competencies has been considered worth
of investigation.

All companies from the survey in 2009 were contacted with the request for being again the
respondents in the survey which took place during the autumn and winter 2011 and spring and
beginning of summer 2012 and the new questionnaire was accompanying the request. From 123
in the year 2009 109 responses were acquired. 37 new respondents through random sampling
were after gained to have bigger sample, so finally the answers from 134 companies were ana-
lyzed. This number does not enable to generalize the results but offers the ability to formulate
some tendencies at least.

From the “old questionnaire” seven questions were used repeatedly, concretely:

a) age of the companies, where three categories of the length of existence were involved —
companies established before the year 1990, between the year 1990 and 2000 and after the
year 2000;

b) size of companies measured in this case by number of beds for guests in companies and
again divided into three groups — small — up to 10 beds, middle — 10 to 50 beds and big
— more than fifty beds;

¢) measure of financial performance — three measure were used after the analysis to the opened
question — respondents were asked to state if their company was profitable or in loss in the
last three years. These three categories of responses are: profit, no profit/no loss and in
loss;

d) share of foreign clients — in this case respondents should choose from two possibilities — up
to 50% more than 50% foreign clients in average;

e) degree of customer impact on success and competitiveness (5-point scale)

f) degree of impact of financial resources on success and competitiveness (5-point scale)

@) degree of impact of knowledge, skills and competencies on success and competitiveness
(5-point scale).

The last three questions originate from the 13 barriers and for the first two question the reason
to use them again was the economic situation in tourism and hospitality in the country and
globally. These criteria can be critical for survival and they are closely connected to the types of
knowledge surveyed. In this paper results for the points d), ¢) and f) are not presented.

Six new questions were created to find out the types of knowledge, skills and competencies which
managers are interested in and worried with in their everyday practice. The types of knowledge,
skills and competencies were formulated during the personal interviews with 5 managers from
this field of entrepreneurship prior to survey. Two questions were open — respondents were
asked to introduce types of knowledge, skills and competencies that: 1. are the most important
for the success and competitiveness and 2. are the most missing in their contemporary business.
Two questions have character of scale and are multi-items — seven types of knowledge, skills and

competences were introduced and respondents ticked the proper point on the 5-points scale for:
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1. impact evaluation of each type from “pivotal impact” to “absolutely no impact” and 2. lack of
type of knowledge from “not missing at all” to “absolutely missing”. Results of these four ques-
tions are not introduced in this paper except some references. The last two questions were very
simple — respondents should choose from the list of seven types of knowledge which one (the
only one) is: 1. the most important for the success and 2. the most missing one as resource.

For this paper only very simple statistics was employed — frequencies, relative frequencies and
crosstabulation. The primary goal was to get the answer to the research question if there are any
differences in frequencies of types of knowledge, skills and competencies and if yes, if and how

these frequencies are related to the size, age and financial performance of companies.

4. RESULTS

Tab.1 presents summary results of descriptive statistics.

Tab. 1 — Descriptive statistics results for 134 companies in sample. Source: authors ‘analysis

Age of companies Size of companies Financial performance

more no
before 9000 after up to 10 | 10-50

han 50 f f 1
1990 | 2000 | 2000 | beds | beds | profic | profit/ | loss

beds no loss

11 47 76 44 62 28 50 65 19

As can be seen be seen from the table, the smallest number of companies concerns those that
were established before the year 1990, the highest those established in the last 11 years. Majority
of companies belong to smaller and middle-sized companies and more than one third is profit-
able as well as nearly half of companies is not in loss but their financial performance can be
assigned as relatively not bad.

In the following text individual types of knowledge, skills and competencies that were intro-
duced as the most missing and considered as the most important are analysed. In Tables and
Graphs abbreviations are used. Legend for them is in the next paragraph:

CRM - customer relationship management- knowledge, skills — if possible and competencies to handle with
customers and/or to create and promote relations with them;

MKT — marketing knowledge, skills and competencies of methods, techniques especially for the marketing
mix practice;

FIN — knowledge, skills and competencies of financial management and of methods and techniques applied
for financial performance;

MNG-in — knowledge, skills and competencies to manage internal issues of companies, e.g. organising, lea-
dership, control etc.;

MNG-ex — knowledge, skills and competencies to manage external issues of companies, e.g. suppliers relations,
destination relations, legislation etc.;

Lang — knowledge of foreign languages and skills and competence for the use of languages;

ICT — knowledge, skills and competencies to use information and communication (ICT) facilities.

Summarizing the results for the types of knowledge for all respondents, marketing and external
managerial knowledge, skills and competencies are two the most frequently mentioned missing
with the share of 25,4% from all types of knowledge and financial knowledge as the third most

often mentioned missing type. This type is recognized as the most often introduced from the




most important ones for success and competitiveness (29,1%) followed by marketing and cus-
tomer relations (both 24,6%). Languages and ICT knowledge were not perceived so important
at all.

4.1 Age of companies

Results of crosstabulation of companies” age and the most missing knowledge types show that
the biggest difference can be found between oldest and youngest companies with customer rela-
tions and financial followed by marketing while nearly no or no differences among all three age
groups are revealed with internal managerial knowledge. This can be probably explained by the
fact that long practice can be very helpful for learning and understanding various circumstances
and situations that can be connected with the customers, market and finance. These three types
together with external managerial knowledge and languages that have common results also show
time tendency that is in favour for older companies. No tendency is clear with internal manage-
rial knowledge. This is maybe for the fact of human resource management that is very sensitive

and individual, even much more than customer relationships.

Tab. 2 — Age and type of the most missing knowledge, skills and competences within the types.

Source: authors ‘analysis

before 1990 | 1990-2000 | after 2000
CRM (N=9) 0,0% 11,1% 88,9%
MKT (N=34) 5,9% 29,4% 64.7%
FIN (N=25) 4,0% 32,0% 64,0%
MNG-in (N=18) | 27,8% 44.4% 27,8%
MNG-ex (N=34) | 5,9% 41,2% 52,9%
Lang (N=7) 0,0% 42,9% 57,1%
ICT (N=7) 14,3% 42,9% 42,9%

Managers of companies that were established before the year 1990 feel that internal manage-
rial knowledge, skills and competencies are those that miss the most (45,5% from total number
of companies in this age group). This is just on contrary to the youngest companies for which
marketing knowledge (28,9%) lacks the most often, followed by external managerial knowledge
(23,7%). External managerial knowledge is perceived with the highest share also by “middle-

aged” companies (29,8%) as can be seen in Tab. 3.

Tab. 3 — Age and type of the most missing knowledge, skills and competences within the age

groups. Source: authors ‘analysis

bef. 1990 1990-2000 after 2000 share in %
(N=11) (N=47) (N=76) (N=134)
CRM 0,0% 2,1% 10,5% 6,7%
MKT 18,2% 21,3% 28,9% 254%
FIN 9,1% 17,0% 21,1% 18,7%
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MNG-in 45.5% 17,0% 6,6% 13,4%
MNG-ex 18,2% 29,8% 23.7% 25 4%
Lang 0,0% 6,4% 5,3% 5,2%
ICT 9,1% 6,4% 3,9% 5,2%
total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Financial knowledge, skills and competencies are those that are regarded as the most important
for success and competitiveness by the youngest companies (71,8%), while for nearly all of the
oldest companies this type of knowledge is not on the top of the list. Similar situation is with
internal managerial knowledge (youngest — 66,7% in comparison to the oldest — 0,0%), as well
as external managerial knowledge and customer relationship (see Tab. 4). On the contrary there
are only small differences between frequencies in the case of marketing knowledge. Although
the total number of responses is very small — only seven — with language knowledge, it is the
middle-aged and oldest companies that rank this type for the most important one. Nevertheless,

this fact can be just the random phenomenon of individual cases.

Tab. 4 — Age and type of the most important knowledge, skills and competences within the

types. Source: authors ‘analysis

before 1990 1990-2000 after 2000
CRM (N=33) 6,1% 39,4% 54,5%
MKT (N=33) 21,2% 30,3% 48,5%
FIN (N=39) 2,6% 25,6% 71,8%
MNG-in (N=3) 0,0% 33,3% 66,7%
MNG-ex (N=23) 0,0% 47,8% 52,2%
Lang (N=3) 33,3% 66,7% 0,0%
ICT (N=0) 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

Marketing is the most important knowledge for the oldest companies (63,6%), while for the mid-
dle-aged it is external managerial knowledge (23,4%) and for the youngest companies the finan-
cial knowledge (36,8%). The focus of the knowledge type’s importance of the oldest companies
is almost solely on market whereas focus of both other age groups is more spread to other types
(Tab. 5). This can be explained by being aware of the impact and force that market can have over

the existence of companies.

Tab. 5 — Age and type of the most important knowledge, skills and competences within the age

groups. Source: authors ‘analysis

before 1990 1990-2000 after 2000 .
share in total
(N=11) (N=47) (N=76)
CRM 18,2% 27,7% 23.7% 24.6%
MKT 63,6% 21,3% 21,1% 24.6%
FIN 9,1% 21,3% 36,8% 29,1%
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MNG-in 0,0% 2,1% 2,6% 2,2%
MNG-ex 0,0% 23 4% 15,8% 17,2%
Lang 9,1% 4,3% 0,0% 2,2%
ICT 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

The results for measurement of the degree of knowledge, skills and competencies impact on
success and competitiveness in the case of age of companies are as following. For the oldest
company average impact is 4,09 for the middle —aged companies it is 3,61 and for youngest com-
panies 3,25. It seems, that the consciousness of the linkage knowledge, skills and competencies

and company’s success relates with the age of the companies.

4.2 Size of companies

Also the size of companies brings marked differences. The biggest one in the case of missing
knowledge (Tab. 6) is found with internal managerial knowledge when the smallest companies
do not perceived it so often as lacking (only 5,6%) compared to the biggest companies for major-
ity of which it seems like a problem (72,2%). The smallest companies in hospitality are very often
family-owned what can be one explanation of these findings, or the managers of such small enti-
ties believe they have everything under control.

Nearly the opposite situation is with customer relations where the managers of smallest com-
panies introduced more often this knowledge as missing as opposed to the biggest companies
(55,6% compared to 11,1%). The question is if this missing knowledge presents a barrier for
development and growth.

If we omit knowledge of languages and ICT, for more than a half of middle-sized companies
marketing and financial knowledge are the most missing. Again at this point the question of

barrier for growth can be raised.

Tab. 6 — Size and the most missing knowledge, skills and competencies within the types. Source:

authors ‘analysis

upto10beds | 10-50 beds mor;zin >0

CRM (N=9) 55,6% 33,3% 1.1%
MKT (N=34) 35,3% 52,9% 11,8%
FIN (N=25) 32,0% 56,0% 12,0%
MNG-in (N=18) 5,6% 22.2% 72.2%
MNG-ex (N=34) 38,2% 44.1% 17,6%
Lang (N=7) 42,9% 57.1% 0,0%
ICT (N=7) 28,6% 57.1% 14,3%

When analysing the results of missing knowledge within the size groups (Tab. 7), it is obvious
that the biggest companies lack most often both managerial types of knowledge and as it was

mentioned before, substantially more often internal managerial knowledge. With the other types
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of knowledge the frequencies are below 15%. For more than 20% of middle-sized companies
three types of knowledge are perceived as the most missing — marketing (29,0%), external mana-
gerial (24,2% and financial (22,6%) unlike the smallest companies when just marketing (23,7%)
and external managerial knowledge (29,5%) is the most missing knowledge for more than 20%

of respondents.

Tab. 7 — Size and the most missing knowledge, skills and competencies within the size groups.

Source: authors ‘analysis

up to 10 beds 10 - 50 beds more than 50 share in total

(N=44) (N=62) beds (N=28) (N=134)
CRM 11,4% 4,86% 3,6% 6,7%
MKT 23,7% 29,0% 14,3% 25,4%
FIN 18,2% 22,6% 10,7% 18,7%
MNG-in 2,3% 6,5% 46,4% 13,4%
MNG-ex 29,5% 24,2% 21,4% 25,4%
Lang 6,8% 6,5% 0,0% 5,2%
ICT 4,5% 6,5% 3,6% 5,2%
total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Companies do not differ very much in size categories in the case of frequencies of responses
investigating the most important knowledge as it is obvious in the findings from Tab. 8. Except
languages the only marked difference is with financial knowledge that are much more often ap-
preciated as the most important by managers of middle-sized companies(59,0%) in contrast to
number of managers from biggest companies (15,4%). The same percentage was detected with
internal managerial knowledge — in every size group just the third of managers introduced this
type. Another difference, but less considerable, is with external managerial knowledge where
again respondents from middle-sized companies stated this knowledge more often as the most

important in comparison to both other groups.

Tab. 8 — Size and type of the most important knowledge, skills and competences within the

types. Source: authors ‘analysis

up to 10 beds 10 - 50 beds more than 50 beds
CRM (N=33) 42,4% 30,3% 27,3%
MKT (N=33) 39,4% 42,4% 18,2%
FIN (N=39) 25,6% 59,0% 15,4%
MNG-in (N=3) 33,3% 33,3% 33,3%
MNG-ex (N=23) 26,1% 52,2% 21,7%
Lang (N=3) 0,0% 66,7% 33,3%
ICT (N=0) 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

There are nearly no differences among the types of knowledge and two size groups of compa-




nies — for small and big companies three same types of knowledge are assigned as the most
important — customer relations, marketing and financial. What differs is just the rank depended
on slight difference in percentages. Middle-sized companies are distinct — external managerial
knowledge is the type that is mentioned more often than customer relations by managers as op-
posed to other two groups. And difference with number of responses with financial knowledge

is higher as well as it can be seen in Tab. 9.

Tab. 9 — Size and type of the most important knowledge, skills and competences within the size

groups. Source: authors ‘analysis

up to 10 beds 10 - 50 beds more than 50 share in total

(N=44) (N=62) beds (N=28) (N=134)
CRM 31,8% 16,1% 32,1% 24,6%
MKT 29,5% 22,6% 21,4% 24,6%
FIN 22.7% 37,1% 21,4% 29,1%
MNG-in 2,3% 1,6% 3,6% 2,2%
MNG-ex 13,6% 19,4% 17,9% 17,2%
Lang 0,0% 3,2% 3,6% 2,2%
ICT 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Perceived degree of impact of knowledge, skills and competencies on business success and com-
petitiveness is the highest with middle-sized companies (3,91) and the lowest with big companies
(3,82), but as the figures together with small companies (3,85) show, the differences are very
small. We can conclude that size of the enterprise is not related to the perception of impact of

surveyed issues on success of companies.

4.3 Financial performance

Tab. 10 shows findings of differences among companies according their financial performance
and views of managers about the most missing types of knowledge and offers results worth of
discussion. Managers of companies that are profitable in the last few years believe that the most
missing type of knowledge — except languages — are the internal managerial (66,7%) unlike com-
panies in loss, where managers of only 5,6% of companies mentioned this type. Loss is maybe
the reason why for this group of companies financial knowledge is the most often introduced
as the missing one (60,0%). What is not clear is the percentage of 12% in the case of this type
of missing knowledge by the companies with profit. In survey there was no question surveying
the satisfaction with financial performance and financial management, so it is not possible to
formulate any probable explanation.

On the other hand, managers from companies in loss do not mention external managerial knowl-
edge as missing at all and nearly no manager referred to the internal managerial knowledge and

to marketing. Such narrow focus is maybe understandable but not the only best one in practice.
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Tab. 10 — Profit/loss and the most missing knowledge, skills and competencies within the types.

Source: authors ‘analysis

profit no profit/no loss loss
CRM (N=9) 33,3% 55,6% 11,1%
MKT (N=34) 26,5% 67,6% 5.9%
FIN (N=25) 12,0% 28,0% 60,0%
MNG-in (N=18) 66,7% 27,8% 5,6%
MNG-ex (N=34) | 353% 64.7% 0,0%
Lang (N=7) 85,7% 14,3% 0,0%
ICT (N=7) 71,4% 28,6% 0,0%

Analysis of types of missing knowledge within profit/loss groups shows similar findings as the
analysis within types of knowledge. Just the dominance of missing financial knowledge with
companies in loss is even mote pronounced (78,9%). Results of profitable companies are much
more diversified to various types of missing knowledge (see Tab. 11) and for companies with
no profit but not in loss marketing and external managerial knowledge are introduced more
often than the other types (round one third of companies). Despite their financial performance
financial knowledge is mentioned as missing only by very few companies (10,8%). This can be
explain either by the good knowledge of market forces impact when financial knowledge are
not so helpful or by the low level of general knowledge and competencies for management and

environment.

Tab. 11 — Profit/loss and the most missing knowledge, skills and competencies within the finan-

cial performance groups. Source: authors ‘analysis

Profit (N=50) no profit/no loss Loss (N=19) share in total
(N=65) (N=134)
CRM 6,0% 7,7% 5,3% 6,7%
MKT 18,0% 35,4% 10,5% 25,4%
FIN 6,0% 10,8% 78,9% 18,7%
MNG-in 24,0% 7,7% 5,3% 13,4%
MNG-ex 24,0% 33,8% 0,0% 25,4%
Lang 12,0% 1,5% 0,0% 5,2%
ICT 10,0% 3,1% 0,0% 5,2%
total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Tab. 12 shows that whereas no (or nearly no) company that is in loss does not consider customer
relations, internal managerial and marketing knowledge as the most important ones (0,0% or
3,0%), profitable companies, or companies with relative balanced financial performance evaluate
these types of knowledge just for the most important (frequencies are around 50 or more than
50% of answers). Result worth of discussion was found with internal managerial knowledge
when all managers in the sample from companies that have gained no profit but they have not

been in loss in the last several years indicate this type. This could also mean that internal prob-
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lems with management issues stand for the main reason of such financial performance. Unfortu-

nately, answers do not provide any concrete explanation for such finding.

Tab. 12 — Profit/loss and type of the most important knowledge, skills and competences within

the types. Source: authors ‘analysis

profit no profit/no loss loss
CRM (N=33) 51,5% 48,5% 0,0%
MKT (N=33) 48,5% 48,5% 3,0%
FIN (N=39) 17,9% 38,5% 43,6%
MNG-in (N=3) 0,0% 100,0% 0,0%
MNG-ex (N=23) 30,4% 65,2% 4,3%
Lang (N=3) 100,0% 0,0% 0,0%
ICT (N=0) 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

The results in the last Tab. 13 presents differences among three groups of companies divided ac-
cording their financial performance and type of knowledge. For companies with profit two types
of knowledge are the most often mentioned: customer relations and marketing (34% and 32%)
while for the majority of companies in loss (89,5%) it is financial type of knowledge. For the last
group of companies the shares of various types of knowledge, namely customer relations, mar-
keting, financial and managerial external, are almost the same — around 23 to 24%. The above

introduced internal managerial knowledge is not so distinct from this approach to analysis.

Tab. 13 — Profit/loss and type of the most important knowledge, skills and competences within

the financial performance groups. Source: authors ‘analysis

Profit (N=50) no profit/no loss Loss (N=19) share in total
(N=65) (N=134)
CRM 34,0% 24,6% 0,0% 24,6%
MKT 32,0% 24,6% 5,3% 24,6%
FIN 14,0% 23,1% 89,5% 29,1%
MNG-in 0,0% 4,6% 0,0% 2,2%
MNG-ex 14,0% 23,1% 5,3% 17,2%
Lang 6,0% 0,0% 0,0% 2,2%
ICT 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 5,2%
total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Analysis of answer measuring the degree of impact of knowledge, skills and competencies im-
pact on success and competitiveness revealed that financial performance probably can be factor
that distinguishes companies substantially. The highest impact was found with the profitable
companies (4,63), while only 3,72 with the companies that are not in loss but not profitable as
well and the lowest impact (3,46) with the companies in a loss. This is result that could and
should be surveyed more deeply because this survey does not offer any explanation. We can just

hypothesize from the analysis of other answers that less successful managers perceive other bar-
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riers as more important and negatively or positively influencing their business.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Although only several types of knowledge, skills and competencies from all the possible in gen-
eral were analysed in the presented survey, results indicate that different knowledge management
strategies and practices are and should be applied when managing various types of companies in
hospitality according their age, size and financial performance. Several important differences were
found among companies that can have some managerial implications. For instance managers of
companies that are not profitable and that are in loss introduced mostly financial knowledge as
the most important knowledge and in the same time as the most missing one type while managers
of profitable companies mentioned the most often customer relationship followed by marketing
knowledge, skills and competencies as the most important one and both managerial knowledge
(internal and external) as the most missing, nevertheless with just 24% share of companies in this
group. With the first group of companies with financial performance problem (companies in loss)
it would be interesting to know what are the individual reasons behind this perception (e.g. wrong
decision in the past concerning some investment and/or loans; inability to calculate the prices that
would ensure needed profit; knowledge and skills related to taxes etc.) and if the managers try to
solve the lack of financial knowledge, skills and competencies and how do they try to solve it. The
almost 90,0% share of companies in this financial performance group that introduced this type of
knowledge is also worth of more detailed investigation. What can be the special issue is why they
do not feel the mutual relationship among various types of knowledge, skills and competencies and
the impact of various knowledge on financial performance. Although this is not exact finding from
the survey, results indicate the probability of such reality.

For the oldest companies marketing knowledge is the most important while the managers of
the youngest companies assigned again the financial knowledge, skills and competencies as the
most important. The oldest companies miss the most internal managerial knowledge, skills and
competencies and the youngest companies the marketing knowledge, skills and competencies.
This findings can have their reasoning for instance in the fact that almost all oldest companies
belong to the biggest ones in the sample and big companies can have problems with hierarchy,
human resources management, organization, formalization as the typical examples of manage-
ment barriers in big enterprises. On the contrary, the length of practice (and sustainable practice)
can be associated with the very sensitive perception of market trends and their impacts on the
company’s existence; this is why marketing capability is appreciated so much.

The managerial knowledge, skills and competencies for managing the external environment was
the most often introduced as missing by managers of the smallest companies in comparison to
such knowledge but for the internal environment mentioned by the biggest companies. Manag-
ers of small (or in this sector more typically micro) companies have to deal with many distinct
tasks in everyday business and monitoring and analysing the situation in the environment can
be too exhaustive for them. The size of company does not enable to employ specialists in the
distinct fields and relative turbulence of the environment can be evaluated as the very demand-
ing for management.

The rank (frequencies of answers in total) of the four most important knowledge is: financial
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(1st), customer relation and marketing (2nd) and “external managerial” (3rd) and the rank for
the most missing knowledge is: marketing and “external managerial” (Ist), financial (2nd) and
“internal managerial” (3rd).

The results for measurement of the degree of knowledge, skills and competencies impact on
success and competitiveness indicate that in the case of age of companies there is direct linkage
and association between these two variables - the older companies are the degree is higher. The
same we can conclude with the variable of financial performance when the companies with profit
perceive this impact higher compared to companies that are not in profit but not in loss as well
and substantially higher in comparison to the companies in loss with There is no such relation-
ship in the case of size of companies. These findings should be surveyed more deeply because
this survey does not offer any explanation. We can just hypothesize from the analysis of other
answers that less successful managers (in term of financial measures) perceive other barriers as
more important and negatively or positively influencing their business and do not understand
the importance of knowledge, skills and competencies or they do not understand mutual influ-
ence and relationship of different forces not only from the external but also from the internal
environment and the role of human resources in the entrepreneurship and business.

Age, size and financial performance are, although not the only, indicators of quality or level of
a complex general type of knowledge, skills and competences, which can be named as “general
managerial”. In other words, if managers’ goal is the sustainable growth of company (age and
size) and profitability, results for companies that were the oldest, the biggest and profitable in
the survey sample, can present the benchmark for other two groups of companies. Findings can
serve as the information suitable for comparison and for understanding the needs and lacks of
other companies and for some changes in knowledge management.

The results offer several areas, both for next research and for reflections. Ideas for the investi-
gation can be linked to other types of knowledge, skills and competencies, to go deeper to the
internal managerial competencies (especially in the case of the higher involvement of owners
into the entrepreneurship and management of companies in this industry), to the processes of
searching for, staffing, training and remuneration of employees, or to commitment and motiva-
tion stimuli of both staff and managers. These last points can serve as an impetus for thinking
and evaluation of concrete managerial approach to human resources. But some of the results can
also serve for educational institutions and to the evaluation of their offer on the market. Some
other results could be found if using more sophisticated statistics methods. This can be consid-

ered as one of the limitations of the research.
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