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HNHOBAIIMOHHN KAITAODUTETHU MAJINX
N CPEABUX ITPEAY3ERA Y CPBHIN

AncTpakT

VlHOBaTHBHO pearoBame Inpeny3elia y CaBpeMEHHM YCIOBHMa IIOCIOBaHba
TocTaje KJbYYHH IIPEIYCIIOB OCTBAapema IOCIOBHOT ycrexa U o0e3behema myropodne
KOHKYPEHTCKE HPeIHOCTH. THOBaTUBHOCT, Ka0 KJbYYHO CPEICTBO KOHKYPEHTHOCTH U
CTPATEerHjCKOr MO3UINOHUpaka, TIOCEOHO je BaXKHA 3a OICTAHAK, PACT U Pa3BOj MaIlUX U
cpenmbux npeayseha ¢ 003upoM Ha TO Aa Cy H3JI0KEHa OpPOjHUM pU3HIKMa. Y yCIOBUMA
riobanu3anyje pUsULKM Cy U3PaKEHHUjH M O]l MCHAIMEHTa OBHX mnpesy3eha ce 3axreBa
Tparame 3a HOBUM Ha4YMHHMA 3a KOHKypucame. KoMOuHOBameM CBoje (hIIeKCHOHITHO-
CTH Ca OPMjEHTALIMjOM HAa CTBApame CYNEPUOPHE BPEJHOCTH 3a IOTpOIIAYe Majia M
cpenma npeayseha Mory 06e30equTH KOHKYpeHTCKY npenHocT. Hamepa aytopa y paxy
je nma, monazehm ox mocrojehnx TEOPHjCKUX CTABOBA O 3Ha4ajy CTBapar-a HHOBATHBHUX
MOCJIOBHUX MOJIENa, HCTPaKe MHOBATUBHM KAIlallUTET MaIUX M CPEAmUX npexyseha y
Cpbuju u unentudukyjy moryhHoCTH 3a meroBo mnosehame y 1usby mo0ospliama 1mo-
CIIOBHE YCIICLITHOCTH U OpXKeT yKJbYy4HBakha y CBETCKE EKOHOMCKE TOKOBE.

Kibyune peun: wuHOBarwje, IpoMeHe, Maia U cpeba npeyseha, ITocIoBHI MOIEIH,
3Hambe, MOCTIOBHH YCIIEX

INTRODUCTION

Intense changes in the modern business environment require
companies to constantly search for new grounds of competitive
differentiation. In markets characterized by intense competition, a successful
differentiation is the one that allows for better and more profitable service to
the customers. A key factor for competitive differentiation of successful
companies is their innovation, in terms of both modifying the existing and
developing new products, services, and business processes. New products
and jobs are the backbone of ensuring long-term growth and development
of companies in times of intense competitive pressures, technological
changes, and increasingly demanding consumers. However, in a dynamic
business environment, such as the present time, their success is uncertain,
especially regarding high-risk projects that, as a rule, involve a number of
actors in the enterprise and outside of it and are based on the efficient use
of the so-called "scarce" resources. Due to a large number of products that
are experiencing market failure, there is great interest among researchers to
focus their research on identifying the reasons for such failure. The results
of numerous studies have confirmed a positive correlation between the
investment in R&D and the volume of sales and profits (Jaruzelski, Dehoff,
& Bordia, 2005, p. 4; Pervaiz, Shepherd, 2010, pp. 258-260). Comparison
of a particular enterprise with an average investment in the sector does not
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guarantee any realization of competitive advantage, as the R&D expenses
of many market leaders are lower than the average of the industry they
belong to (Gottfredson, Aspinall, 2005, p. 66). The selection of ideas,
existence of strategic orientation and innovative climate in the enterprise,
and organization and timing of the development and commercialization of
products are considered more important than financial engagement of the
enterprise (Kandybin, 2009, p. 5; Stankovi¢, Djuki¢, 2011, p. 41).

Based on the fact that innovation is the key factor of competitive
differentiation of modern enterprises, this paper explores the innovative
possibilities of small and medium-sized enterprises in Serbia and their
competitive capacity. In this sense, starting from the specificity and factual
situation in the Serbian economy, the factors of innovativeness of small and
medium-sized enterprises in the Nisava District will be identified as a basis
for improving their competitiveness. A wider interest in empirical research
coincides with the need for more intensive involvement of small and
medium-sized enterprises from Serbia in the global market trends, and thus
with the necessity of finding a competitive positioning.

INNOVATIVE BEHAVIOUR OF ENTERPRISES
IN NEW BUSINESS CONDITIONS

The key trends that marked the business environment in recent
decades have significantly changed the way enterprises conduct their
innovative activities. In times of mass production and consumption,
enterprises were trying to ensure growth and development through
sophisticated techniques of investigating the needs and demands of their
customers, business reengineering, and appropriate innovation management.
Stages of production and consumption were in a symbiotic relationship.
Innovative activities of enterprises were focused on addressing the identified
problems of customers by developing products/services with superior
performances compared to the competition and with reasonable investment.
New products/services and business processes resulted from incremental
and radical innovations. Unlike the incremental innovations that do not
provide long-term maintenance of competitive advantage in the market,
radical innovations are disruptive and have the potential for a profound
impact on the competitiveness of enterprises (Srinivasan, Lilien, &
Rangaswamy, 2002, p. 55; Tellis, Prabhu, & Rajesh, 2009, p. 3). Radical
innovations are particularly important in rapidly changing markets, due to
the impact of technology and demanding customers, short product life
cycles, and intense global competition. Therefore, radical innovations are
recognized as agents of creating economic growth of national economies
(Story, Hart, & O’Malley, 2009, p. 952).

Orientation towards meeting the needs of customers better, faster,
and more cheaply than the competition signified the dominance of the
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Structural Innovation Paradigm, i.e. connecting specialized knowledge and
skills within the enterprise and structuring business processes in order to
generate market-friendly innovations (Simanis, Hart, 2009, p. 80). This
innovative paradigm has the following characteristics: the focus on
satisfying latent needs of customers; the consumption-based value; and
transactional engagement of stakeholders. Focusing on meeting the latent
needs of customers implies that customers, or society, have many hidden
needs and desires they want to satisfy. Society legitimizes the role of
enterprises to direct their activities towards meeting these needs and
developing business models focused on the existing and latent needs.
Latent needs are often the result of hesitation and scepticism of customers
in relation to alternative products on the market. The role of marketing
stimuli in transforming the latent into actual needs was critical in view of
recognizing and understanding such needs by the consumers.

Enterprises that have adopted the structural pattern of innovative
behaviour see themselves as entities that compete in the market by
creating superior value for customers. This value is perceived by customers
as a quality that the customer receives for the price paid. Customers are
trying to establish a balance between the money they give and the quality
that is delivered to them. Enterprises attempted to achieve their business
goals by implementing cost leadership and differentiation strategies.
Their implementation often depended on finding the specific sources of
inputs and achieving operational efficiency. The interrelation of marketing
and R&D functions was critical in the creation and commercialization of
innovations.

The role of stakeholders in such conditions is crucial in bridging the
gaps of knowledge, resources, and skills that may be essential in creating
value for customers. The gaps include capabilities and tangible and intangible
resources owned not by the enterprise but by different participants in the
value chain. The knowledge gap pertains to the lack of information about the
needs and requirements of consumers. The gap of resources includes
tangible resources such as, for example, new technologies, but also
intangibles such as social capital, trust, and cooperation. The skills gap can
be internally oriented, like the efficiency of the supply chain management,
or externally oriented, like the management of different contractual
relationships with various partners. Relationship with stakeholders in the
structural form of innovative behaviour is of a transactional character,
whereby each party gives and receives value from another party, but with a
low degree of interdependence and adjustment of values. Such behaviour
results in numerous innovations that have changed the way people live and
provided a better quality of life (computers, cars, etc.).

The environment in which contemporary enterprises operate
continuously creates threats and challenges. Integration processes among the
participants in creating value for consumers are increasingly intense. The
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legislation, on the other hand, has drastically changed many markets and led
to accelerated procedure of introducing new products (e.g. food or medical
products). In order to avoid threats and challenges that the management of an
enterprise faces and convert them into opportunities, it is necessary to
continually train participants in the exchange to handle challenges in a new
way. Intense competitive pressures have increased the risk of innovation and
possible failures, particularly regarding high-risk projects based on new
technologies and implemented in unknown markets. On the other hand, the
requirements for rational use of resources and reduction of innovation risk to
acceptable limits further increased under the influence of the current
economic and financial crisis. A large number of business failures and
inadequate returns on investment in innovation projects require new ways of
enterprise behaviour and innovation management from managements of
enterprises (Sinfield, Calder, Mcconnell, & Colson, 2012, p. 85; Bessant,
Tidd, 2007, pp. 84-86; Bessant, 2003, p. 130).

Redefinition of the innovation paradigm is generated by the
development of new technologies, which have changed the way of
performing business activities and managing market relationships.
Competitive success of enterprises in many markets and sectors depends on
the development and application of new technologies (Tellis et al., 2009;
Story et al., 2009). The decisions considering the choice of technology affect
the efficiency of use of existing resources and competences, capabilities of
enterprises’ entry in new markets, conduct of new businesses, and definition
of strategic priorities. The choice of technology is connected with limits to
investment in programs regarding the development of technology that are
implemented in new products sold by enterprises in the market, as well as
with a decision whether enterprises will conduct business independently or
jointly with other enterprises, horizontally and vertically in the value chain.

Additional requirements from an enterprise are caused by criticism
from society and the active attitude of customers towards its overall
activities. Responsible behaviour of the enterprise towards society, in terms
of sustainable development and meeting ethical and environmental
requirements, is a condition for its survival in the market. Enterprises
reconfigure their business models in order to be successful in developing
next generations of products based on the use of scarce resources on the one
hand, and in order to meet environmental and ethical requirements on the
other hand. To achieve sustainable growth, enterprises are turning away
from the structural paradigm towards creating different innovation networks.
Innovations in the new millennium will be the result of interconnection of
all parts of the organization (internal networking) and connection with other
entities (external networking) (Henke, Zhang, 2010, p. 3; Huston, Sakkab,
2009, p. 62; Ulwick, 2002, p. 13; Prandelli et al., 2008, pp. 17-18).

Networking of innovation resources within an organization or
between organizations helps in sharing useful knowledge and skills, but
also reduces the risk of innovation. This is particularly important for small
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and medium-sized enterprises due to their lack of the resources needed to
independently develop and commercialize innovations. Formal and informal
innovation networks have the potential to generate a range of benefits that
cannot be obtained by individual engagement of enterprises: innovative
ideas, risk sharing, access to new technologies, lower costs, innovation
development rate, and acquisition of innovation resources (Goffin, Mitchell,
2005, p. 85; Hoffman, 2005, p. 125). Such innovation paradigm is called
the Embedded Innovation Paradigm (Simanis, Hart, 2009, p. 80). Its key
features are: the focus on latent potentials; transformational engagement of
stakeholders; and value based on relationships.

An enterprise that adapts its behaviour to new environmental
conditions is guided by the core belief that there is a huge latent potential in
today's society and economy for generating new forms and varieties of
business and creating new types of enterprises and markets. The role of
enterprises in contemporary society is reflected in ensuring economic
growth of the society and creating opportunities for a greater participation
of people in the economic activities. An important segment of these activities
are innovations whose potential lies in all aspects of human life. Access to
and release of this potential requires the exploitation of knowledge and
experience of people and the design of different situations that they can face.

The new innovation paradigm significantly changed the role of
stakeholders of enterprises. Enterprises see their chances to compete
successfully in connecting with those who are crucial and in creating
different types of business networks that are based on cooperation and
partner relationships. Such engagement is a transformational process that
creates a new behaviour of stakeholders. Effective management of
innovations in the new millennium will take the form of the so-called
"spaghetti model", which involves the construction and development of
complex networks through which knowledge flows (Goffin, Mitchell, 2005,
p- 91). The results of a survey that included world’s 750 top managers have
shown that 76% of the interviewed managers regard business partners and
cooperation with customers the most important sources of new ideas, while
internal R&D activities ranked only eighth in importance. This is
understandable considering the fact that the same survey found that 30% of
the revenue was generated by ideas from external sources (Boudreau,
Lakhani, 2009, pp. 70-72).

The practice of many successful enterprises proves that the
cooperation with different organizations and institutions contributes to the
creation of added value for consumers and enhances the synergic effects of
included enterprises. Formed knowledge networks are much more prepared
for continual innovation of products and process services. They are more
focused on consumers, react faster to their demands and market changes,
decrease the risk, and enhance operating efficiency (Hakansson et al., 1999,
p. 445). There are different forms of business networks depending on the
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characteristics of included organizations and their aims and interests. The
constituents of business networks can be in competitive relationship in the
market (horizontal networks) or can be at different levels of a value chain
(vertical networks) entering various forms of cooperation for the purpose of
creating strategic and/or operative aims. The motives of external participants
for becoming involved in the innovation process of a focal enterprise can be
external and internal. Internal motives are related to building professional and
personal identity, autonomy, intellectual challenges, entertainment and
leisure, while external motives include:

= Realization of financial benefits, i.e. achievement of desired

return on investment;

= Greater satisfaction of users' needs;

= Acquisition of skills and generation of interactive learning;

= Enhancement of reputation and generation of goodwill,

= Building of professional and personal identity;

= Intellectual challenge;

= [mprovement of market position;

= Enhancement of mutual reciprocity (Sinfield et al., 2012, p. 71).

There are numerous companies that are dominantly oriented to
external sources of innovation. One of them is the company Procter&Gamble,
which turned away from internal innovation generation and innovations, by
means of creating a strong function of R&D and the alliance with other
business functions (especially the marketing function), towards open
innovations (Huston, Sakkab, 2009, p. 62). High expenses of R&D, low
productivity of this department, and low profitability of innovations made the
management of the company focus on development and connection with
different organizations and individuals in generating innovation, and not on
mere outsourcing. This resulted in the development of numerous successful
new products. As a result of this approach to innovations, the company
currently generates more than 35% of new products from external export,
increases the productivity of R&D by 60%, doubles the rate of innovation,
and significantly reduces business expenses.

LIMITING FACTORS OF BUSINESS OPERATIONS OF SMES
IN SERBIA

The role of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the
process of restructuring the economy of Serbia and preparing for European
integrations is becoming increasingly important. Their comparative
advantage lies in the flexibility, entrepreneurship, and innovativeness, or
the ability to rapidly adapt to the changing environment. However, the
comparative advantage of SMEs is not always transformed into a
competitive advantage, due to exposure to risks. In times of business and
markets globalization, the risks are more pronounced and require that the
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management of these enterprises search for new ways of competing and
focus on creating superior value for customers. A unique, distinct, and
specific market value can be created only by innovative strategies
(Stankovi¢, Buki¢, 2008, pp. 69-71). Such a reaction requires the creation of
an organization that is ready to face two major challenges: adaptability, i.e.
capacity to adapt to unstable market conditions, and arrangement pertaining
to the organization's ability to effectively utilize its resources (Cunningham,
2008, p. 43; Siu, 2001, pp. 290-292).

A limiting factor for successful implementation of innovation
strategies of SMEs in the Republic of Serbia is the creation of a stimulating
business environment. The process of developing market infrastructure is a
strategic goal of Serbia, i.e. its organizations and institutions at all levels.
Establishment of the Agency for the Development of SMEs and
Entrepreneurship by the Government of the Republic of Serbia in 2001 was
aimed at supporting and helping their development.

Such an environment encourages enterprises to develop market
orientation, transform into market managing systems (Stankovi¢, 2004, p.
189), and contribute to counterbalancing regional development, thus
increasing the standard of living and reducing unemployment. On the other
hand, given the size of the SMEs and their inability to themselves perform
a number of innovative activities, a limiting factor to improving their
innovativeness is reflected in the existence of organizations dealing with
research. According to the data of the Statistical Office of the Republic of
Serbia, there were nearly 300 such organizations in Serbia in 2009, but
there was also a large geographic unevenness in their number (the number
is much higher in the northern than in the southern parts of Serbia) (SORS,
2011). The situation is similar with organizations that are registered as
development centres. The data on registered development innovation and
innovation centres reveal that the majority of such organizations are
situated in Belgrade and Novi Sad and that they realized the largest number
of projects funded by the state through authorized ministries; hence, the
largest part of financial assets has been directed to these two centres.

The opportunities for the development of small and medium sized
enterprises stem from different reasons. One of the most important reasons is
an intensive orientation of large enterprises towards freeing themselves of
activities (outsourcing) for which there is no key competitiveness and
towards transferring them to small and medium sized enterprises. New
business models and the Internet have reduced the imbalance in the
information and resources of small and medium-sized enterprises, as well
as in their competitiveness. The significant opportunity for the development
of these enterprises comes from the decrease in entry impediments in the
sectors that have traditionally been protected by state regulation. The
advantage in the networking and connecting of competitiveness can be
especially realized in the areas where R&D is the basic determinant of a
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business success. Networking helps obtain the resources that represent a
source of competitive advantage. A comparative advantage is reflected in
faster generation of new products, access to new markets and technology,
and reduction in expenses and risks in business, owing to the synergy of
key competences, knowledge acquisition in the global market, etc.

EMPIRICAL RESEARCH
Methodology of research and research questions

We conducted empirical research starting from the role and
importance of SMEs in increasing the competitiveness of Serbian economy
and its innovation capacities. The purpose of our empirical research is to
assess the innovation capacity of SMEs situated in the region of Nis. It is
particularly important to identify activities in the innovation of products,
services, and business processes of the surveyed SMEs, as well as to
estimate the effects of these activities on business performances. Linking
innovation activities with the achieved business performances should enable
the formulation of conclusions about the potential of SMEs in Serbia to
perform innovative activities and identification of opportunities for their
increase.

Thus conceived purpose of empirical research determined the subject
of research, which is based on relevant dimensions of innovativeness of
SMEs and their influence on business success. Starting from the defined
purpose of research and the number of limiting factors that affect the
innovativeness of SMEs in Serbia, the empirical research has focused on
the following relevant questions:

1. What type of innovation (innovation of a product, service, or
process) is most common in the surveyed SMEs?

2. Is there a correlation among the business success of surveyed
enterprises, i.e. the amount of generated income, the number of innovations,
and the size of the enterprise?

3. Is there a correlation among the business success of surveyed
enterprises, i.e. the amount of generated income and investment in R&D
activities?

In the on-site data collection, we applied the method of interview.
The survey was conducted on a sample of 304 SMEs. The starting point
for the selection of enterprises (units in the sample) was the information
of the Serbian Business Registers Agency on the number and structure of
SME:s in the territory of the Republic of Serbia. Based on the database of
this Agency, all active SMEs in the region of Ni§ were identified. To
ensure the reliability and relevance of the data, we used the following
criteria in the sample selection: that the enterprises are registered and that
they perform business activities in the region of Nis; the enterprise size
(small and medium-sized enterprises); the code of prevailing activities of the
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enterprise (the choice was made according to the SME structure within
specific activities); that the enterprise made a profit in 2010and that it is
export-oriented. The study was conducted through personal interviews on
the basis of a pre-prepared questionnaire and in-depth interviews with
enterprise managers. Data collection was carried out during the period from
July 25 to December 30, 2011. In most of the cases, over 80%, the study
was carried out directly, face to face. This contributed to a satisfactory
response of the representatives of enterprises involved in the research.

The analysis of answers of the respondents was based on the
application of descriptive statistical methods, as well as on the implementation
of appropriate non-parametric techniques. At the key variables, an attempt
was made to comprehend the relationship between them and, given the nature
of the data, a series of chi-square tests was applied. The aim was to determine
statistically significant interdependence between the business success of
surveyed enterprises as the dependent variable and their innovation
capacities (number, type of innovation, investment in R&D, and collaboration
with the enterprise stakeholders) as the independent variables. All statistical
analyses were processed with the SPSS statistical package version 18.0.

Research results

Descriptive statistical analysis reveals the following profile of the
surveyed enterprises. Most of the surveyed enterprises are located in the
region of Ni§ (78%, i.e. 236 enterprises). More than 2/3 (81.90%) of the
surveyed enterprises belong to small enterprises, while the rest of them
(18.09%) are medium-sized enterprises. The structure of enterprises by
specific activities included in the sample also corresponds to the participation
of small and medium-sized enterprises per individual activities. In this
respect, most of the respondents belong to the wholesale and retail trade,
secondary industry, professional, scientific, innovative and technical
activities, construction industry, and transportation and warehousing (103,
79, 27,22, and 17 enterprises, respectively).

The data on the number of innovations implemented in the last
three years in the enterprises of different sizes and activities are very
indicative. In the past 3 years, all three types of innovation (product,
service, and process) were present in 9.2% of the surveyed enterprises,
mostly in small enterprises (85.7% of total innovations) (see Table 1).
The enterprises that have all three types of innovation are not dominant in
any branch. Most of them are from the processing industry (47.7% of all
innovations), but this figure needs to be interpreted with caution considering
that the sample contains a large number of enterprises from this industry
(26.49%). The fewest innovations appear in the sectors of energy supply,
social security and health care, finance and insurance, and real estate
business, but the number of these enterprises is also the smallest in the



1087

sample. The total number of all mentioned types of innovations is also the
largest in the enterprises belonging to the processing sector.

Table 1. Total number and type of innovations in view of the enterprise size

Total Enterprise size
pumber. of Micro Small  Medium Total
mnnovations enterprise enterprise enterprise
Number of responses 2 49 14 65
0 % of total innovations 3.1% 75.4% 21.5% 100.0%
% within this type of 12.5% 21.0% 25.5% 21.4%
enterprise
Number of responses 8 116 28 152
1 % of total innovations 5.3% 76.3% 18.4% 100.0%
% within this type of 50.0% 49.8% 50.9% 50.0%
enterprise
Number of responses 5 44 10 59
5 % of total innovations 8.5% 74.6% 16.9% 100.0%
% within this type of 31.2% 18.9% 18.2% 19.4%
enterprise
Number of responses 1 24 3 28
3 % of total innovations 3.6% 85.7% 10.7% 100.0%
% within this type of 6.2% 10.3% 55% 9.2%
enterprise
Number of responses 16 233 55 304
Total % of total innovations 5.3% 76.6% 18.1% 100.0%
% within this type of 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%
enterprise

Survey results indicate that the majority of the total number of
enterprises declaring that they have realized some form of innovation made
innovations related to a new product (43.67%), followed by innovations in
new services (36.05% of the total number of innovative activities). The
smallest number of innovations was made in the field of new processes
(accounting for 20.28% of the actual innovation).

It is interesting to analyze the responses showing how the managers
of surveyed enterprises assessed the success of their business. Namely, the
intention was to learn whether enterprises that see themselves as the most
successful have at the same time the highest innovation rate. Research
shows that enterprises assessed as averagely successful by their managers
had the highest number of innovations (this applies to all three or at least
to one type of innovation: innovation of processes, products, and services).
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The result is surprising — the averagely successful enterprises also include
enterprises in which no innovation of any kind has been identified in the
last three years.

We tested the abovementioned assumption that there is a correlation
between the total number of realized innovations and perceptions of
managers related to business performance, by using the chi-square test of
independence. The results of this test challenged our initial assumption,
since we obtained the p-value of 0.77, which by far exceeded the initial o-
value of 0.05. In addition, we calculated the value of Cramer's V statistics
and obtained the amount of 0.079, which reconfirmed the absence of
correlation between these two variables. This substantiated the Serbian
market imperfections and indicated the problem of managers' perception of
business success.

When we examined the correlation between the total revenue
generated and the number of innovations, we concluded that this
relationship was not statistically significant (p-value obtained is 0.85 which
by far exceeds the value o = 0.05). The value of Cramer's V statistics in this
case is 0.114, which is another confirmation of the conclusion that the
number of innovations realized in Serbian enterprises is not directly related
to the total income generated from these enterprises. The reason for these
findings should be sought in the low commercialization of innovations.

It is interesting that nearly half of all the enterprises that have
introduced new products in the last three years, or 47.7% of them, belong
to the group of enterprises whose share of R&D expenses amounts to up
to 1% of the actual business revenues. The enterprises with R&D
expenses amounting to 5% or more of their business revenues participate
with only 17.4% in the total number of enterprises that have introduced a
new product, service, or process. Furthermore, almost three quarters of
respondents (77%) considered their business success average and most of
them come from the enterprises that invest up to 1% of their total revenue
in R&D (45.4%). Furthermore, managers of the enterprises investing 1%
of their total income in R&D assessed their business results as highly
successful (8.9%) (see Table 2).

The results of testing the interdependence of investment in R & D on
the one hand and business revenue on the other hand are very indicative.
Contrary to our expectations, we did not find any interdependence between
the two variables. Namely, the results of Pearson's chi-square were not
significant (p-value was 0.432), which was also confirmed by Cramer's V
Coefficient with the value of 0.079, which clearly indicates the lack of
correlation between the investigated variables. The same result is obtained
when determining the interconnection between R&D expenses and the
accomplished business revenue of the surveyed enterprises. In fact, no
statistically significant relationship between the actual investment in R&D
and business success was found in any of the two previous cases. The
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corresponding p-values are far above the initial risk of error a = 0.05, while
the Cramer's V values indicate an absence of correlation between the
aforementioned variables. Finally, we could not prove a statistically
significant interdependence between investment in R&D and size of the
enterprise (p-value is 0.183 and Cramer's V is 0.101).

Table 2. Connection between investment in R&D and business success

Investment Values Business success Total
in R&D Unsuccessful Average Highly
successful
Number of enterprises 13 138 27 178
wp o 1% % of R&D expenses 7.3% 77.5% 15.2% 100.0%
% of success 65.0% 59.0% 54.0%  58.6%
% of total 4.3% 45.4% 8.9%  58.6%
Number of enterprises 3 70 18 91
1 105% % of R&D expenses 3.3% 76.9% 19.8% 100.0%
% of success 15.0% 29.9% 36.0%  29.9%
% of total 1.0% 23.0% 59%  29.9%
Number of enterprises 4 26 5 35
5194 % of R&D expenses 11.4% 74.3% 14.3%  100.0%
% of success 20.0% 11.1% 10.0%  11.5%
% of total 1.3% 8.6% 1.6% 11.5%
Number of enterprises 20 234 50 304
Total % of R&D expenses 6.6% 77.0% 16.4% 100.0%
% of success 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of total 6.6% 77.0% 16.4% 100.0%

Conclusions and implications for decision makers

Numerous studies have shown that innovation is the key factor for
the survival and development of enterprises, especially in the context of
rapid technological and market changes. The results we obtained through
empirical research indicate the existence of certain peculiarities related to
innovation activities of SMEs in Serbia and their effects on business
success and competitiveness in the market. The responses show that the
importance of innovation activities for the strategic positioning in the
market has been recognized by the surveyed enterprises. However, the
intensity of such activities (determined according to the number and types
of innovations) is unsatisfactory (taking into account the number of
innovations and the investment in R&D). The analysis of results showed
that during the period from 2008 to 2011 one fifth of the surveyed
enterprises did not have any innovation, while 9.2% of the surveyed
enterprises had all three types of innovations. Among the companies that
implemented innovative activities, the most numerous are those whose
innovations are related to products, followed by the introduction of new
service and process innovations. An unsatisfactory state of affairs regarding
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innovative activities was also indicated by the research results related to
investment in R&D activities in view of the fact that a small number of
enterprises (17.4%) allocate more than 5% of their total revenues for
these activities.

Surprisingly, all types of innovation (product, service, and process
innovation) are prevalent in the category of small enterprises. During the
period from 2008 to 2011, the surveyed medium-sized enterprises in
Serbia had problems with maintaining liquidity, which is why their
investments in innovation activities were low. Broken down by industry
branch to which the surveyed enterprises belong, it can be concluded that
the enterprises that were rated as the most innovative (having all three
types of innovations) are not dominant in any branch. In fact, most of the
innovations have been made in enterprises that belong to the processing
industry, which may be attributed to their number in the sample rather
than to their innovativeness.

The results of determining the interdependence of the number of
innovations and business success are highly indicative. Namely, searching
for an answer to whether the enterprises regarded as the most successful
by their managers at same time had the highest innovation rate, we
obtained the results showing that the enterprises whose managers assessed
them as averagely successful realized the largest number of innovations
(this applies to all three or at least one type of innovation: innovation of
processes, products, and services). Surprisingly, the results show that
among the averagely successful enterprises there are also enterprises where
no innovation of any kind was identified in the last three years. By applying
the chi-square test of independence and Cramer's V statistics, we determined
a low correlation between the number of innovations and perceptions of
managers on their own business success. This situation can be explained by
the fact that the business success of SMEs in Serbia is not predominantly
dependent on the intensity of innovation, but on other factors, as well. In the
first place, these are the factors caused by global economic crisis, due to
which the intensity of competition weakens in certain market segments,
while the flexibility of the demand is expressed in terms price, not quality.

Comprehension of highly interdependent business success and
level of investment in R&D activities is not dominant because of the shift
of enterprises toward the so-called open innovations and generation of
innovations by connecting with various organizations and individuals.
The completed empirical study shows that the increase in expenses for
R&D is proportional to the number of innovations but not to the business
success. Namely, we found that the enterprises that had one type of
innovation allocate 1% of the realized business revenues to R&D activities,
while this percentage is much higher in the enterprises that had all the
three types of innovations during the past three years. On the other hand,
the results of Pearson's chi-square (p-value is 0.432), confirmed by
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Cramer's V Coefficient (0.079), indicate a lack of correlation between the
R&D costs and realized business success of the surveyed enterprises.

The empirical research, the results of which are presented in this
paper, has several limitations that should be considered in order to
conduct further research. Coverage and size of the sample are the most
important limitations of this empirical study, due to which the research
results cannot be considered relevant to all Serbian SMEs. Therefore, this
study should be considered a pioneering attempt to analyze the innovation
capacities of SMEs in Serbia and their relationship to business success,
but also to point out the need for the accomplishment of future research.
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Jbuspana Crankouh, Cy3ana Bykuh, Bunko Jlenojesuh, Yuusepsuter y Huty,
Exonomcku dakynrer, Hum

NHOBAIIMOHHN KATAOUTETHU MAJIUX U CPEAIBUX
HNPEAY3ERA Y CPBUJU

Pe3ume

NHoBaTHBHO pearoBame mnpeny3eha y caBpeMEHHMM YCIOBHMA IOCIOBaHba
HOCTaje KJbY4YHH IPEIyCIIOB OCTBapera MOCIOBHOI ycnexa 1 obe3behema Jyropoune
KOHKYPEHTCKE NPEIHOCTH. MHOBaTHBHOCT, Ka0 KJbYYHO CPEICTBO KOHKYPETHOCTH U
CTPATErHjCKOT TO3ULMOHHPabha, II0CeOHO je Ba)KHA 3a ONCTAHAK, PACT U Pa3BOj MAJIHX
U cpenbux npeayseha ¢ 063upoM Ha TO J1a Cy M3JI0KEHa OpPOjHUM pU3HLMa. Y yciio-
BHMa IJI00anu3alije pUsHLy Cy U3paKCHUjH U O]l MEHA[IMEHTa OBe IpyIie npeayseha
Ce 3axTeBa Tparame 3a HOBHM HAa4yMHHMa 3a KOHKypHCambe. KOMOHHOBamEM CBOje
(GIreKcHOMITHOCTH ca OPHjEHTAILIjOM Ha CTBapame CyNepHOpHE BPEIHOCTH 3a MOTPO-
nraye Maja U cpenma npemyseha Mory 06e30eIuTH KOHKYPEHTCKY MPEIHOCT. YMpe-
KaBambe MHOBAILMOHMX pecypca yHyrap M u3Meby mpenyseha momaxke lesbemy KO-
PHCHOT 3Hama M CIOCOOHOCTH U CMakbyje pu3UK nHoBaiHja. OBO je moceOHO BaXKHO
3a Maja U cpeqma npenyseha 360r HeIocTaTKa pecypca HEOMXOHUX 38 CAMOCTAIHO
pa3BHjare U KOMEpIHjaIn3alnjy HHOBaIHja.

Viora Manux u cpeamux npenyseha y npouecuma pecTpyKTypHuparma IpuBpe-
ne CpOuje ¥ yKIbyYHBama y €BPOIICKEe HHTETpaIlHje MocTaje cBe 3HadajHuja. [lomaszHa
OCHOBAa EMITUPHjCKOT HCTPAKUBAMka je YINpaBo yjiora M 3Haya] MallMX M CPEbHX
npenyseha y nosehamwy KOHKYPEHTHOCTH CPIICKE €KOHOMMjE W H>€HOI' HHOBAILIMOHOT
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KanaruTeTa. CBpXa eMIHPHjCKOT UCTPAKHUBamba je YTBP)HBabe HHOBALIMOHOT Karlali-
TeTa MaJMX M Cpeimux npenyseha koja npunanajy peruony Huru. IToBesuBame HHO-
Bal[IOHMX aKTHBHOCTH ca MOCJOBHUM mepdopmaHcama tpebano je na omoryhu dop-
MyJIHCabe 3aKk/bydaka O NMOTEHIMjaly MajiuX U cpeamux mpeayseha y Cpbuju 3a
00aBJbarb¢ MHOBAIMOHUX AKTHMBHOCTH M HMACHTU(HKOBamE MOTyNHOCTH 3a HUXOBO
noBehatbe. McTpaxkuBarmbe je peann3oBaHo Ha y30pky oz 304 mana u cpeama npeayseha.

Pesynratn [n0OOHMjeHHM EMITMPHjCKUM HCTPAKUBABEM YyKa3yjy Ha IOCTOjarbe
onpeheHnx ocoOGeHOCTH Kajia je ped 0 MHOBALMOHUM aKTHBHOCTHMA MAJIMX U CPEIHbUX
npenyseha u3 CpOuje U BUXOBHUM e)eKTHMa Ha IIOCJIOBHH yCIIeX H KOHKYPEHTHOCT Ha
TpKUITy. 13 0qroBopa ce BUIM [a je 3Hayaj WHOBALMOHMX aKTHBHOCTH 3a CTpare-
THjCKO TO3HILMOHMPAE Ha TPXKHUIUTY MPEHO3HAT OJf CTpaHe aHKEeTUpaHUX npenyseha.
MelyTiM, HHTEH3UTET TAaKBHX aKTUBHOCTH (IIPOLCHCH Ha OCHOBY Opoja M THIIOBA
MHOBaLMja) je He3agoBosbaBajyhu (umajyhu y Bumy Opoj MHOBanMja M yjarame y
UcTpaxkuBame U pa3soj). Hajopojuuja cy npemyseha y kojuma cy vHOBalMje Be3aHe 3a
yBOheHe HOBUX IIPOHM3BO/IA, CIIEN yBOheHEe HOBHX YCIyra H HHOBHUPAE MpoLieca.

W3nenaljyje momarak nga cy cBe BpcTe HHOBalMja (MHOBAlMje MPOU3BOJA,
yciIyra W Ipolieca) Haj3acTyIUbeHHUje y KaTeropuju Manmux npenyseha. To ce moxe
00jacHUTH YMI-EHUIIOM Jia cpenmba npenyseha y Cpouju nmajy npobieM onpikaBama
JIMKBHIHOCTH 300T yera Cy yjarawma y WHOBallMOHE aKTHMBHOCTH Maina. ITocMaTpaHo
10 rpaHamMa KojuMa NpHIaaajy aHKeTHpaHa rnpeayseha, Moxe ce 3aK/by4nuTd 1a npe-
ny3eha koja cy onemeHa Kao HajUHOBAaTHBHH]ja (MMajy CBE TPU BPCTE MHOBALM]jA) HU-
Cy JIOMHHaHTHa HH y jeaHoj rpanu. Hanme, najsehu Opoj MHOBaiMja je ocTBapeH y
npeny3ehuma koja npunazaajy npepaljBaukoj HHAYCTPHUjH LITO CE IPe MOXKE MOBE3a-
TH Ca BbUXOBUM OpOjeM Y Y30pKY, a He ca lbMXOBOM HHOBaTHUBHOLINY.

Xunoreza 0 BHCOKO] Mel)y3aBHCHOCTH TIOCIIOBHOT ycIieXa U HHBOA yilarama y
aKTUBHOCTH HCTpaXMBamka U pa3Boja je moTBplheHa, ITO ce MoXe O0jaCHHTU OKpe-
TambeM OBE rpyranuje npeayseha ka OTBOpeHUM MHOBALjaMa M FeHEpHCatby HHOBALIja
MOBE3MBAKBEM Ca PA3IMYMTHM OpraHu3alyjaMa W MHIMBHIyaMa. Peali30BaHO eMITH-
PHjCKO HCTPaKUBaIE je MOoKa3ano Ja je moBehame TpoLIKoBa HCTpaKMBama U pa3Boja
HpoTopLHjaiHO Opojy MHOBALM]a, Ak HE M IOCIIOBHOM ycrexy mnpeay3eha.

EMnupujcko MCTpakuBame YMjH Cy pe3yJdTaTH NPE3CHTHPAHH y OBOM pajy
MMa HEKOJIMKO OrpaHHYema Koja Tpeba MMaTh y BHAY Y LHJbY cripoBobhema Iajbux
ucrpaxuBama. OOYXBaTHOCT M BEJIMYMHA Y30pKa Cy HajBaKHHja OrpaHHYeHa 300r
KOJUX C€ Pe3yNITaTH UCTPaKMBaba HE MOTY CMATpaTH PEICBAHTHHM 3a CBa Maja U
cpenma npeayseha y CpOuju 1 Besy ca MOCIOBHHM YCIIEXOM, ajld U Ja Ce yKaxKe Ha
peanu3anyjy Oyayhux ucrpaxuBama.



