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 2012). 

 

i 

 
em razvoju (Drucker, 1996; Pau

2017). 

koji je ob

obavljaju privrednu delatnost radi sticanja dobiti i oni po ovoj klasifikaciji pripadaju 
grupi mikro preduze

 

Hipoteze u ovim radu su:  

H0 Srbija ima potencijala za razvoj MSP;

H1  

H2 enja inovacija; 

H3  

H4  

H5 

 

Pokazatelji razvoja MSP u Srbiji 

 Tako da 
i, 65,1% 

prometa, 50,5% profita I 40,8% izvoza nefinasijskog sektora.  
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odnosu na prethodan period. T
zaposlenih oko 4,5%, rast BDV od 10,1% a promet za 3,6%, stopa profitabilnosti 
iznosila je 37,2%. 

Slika 1: Indikatori i razvijenosti MSP

 
Izvor: Ministarstvo privrede na osnovu podataka RZS 

Mala i srednja predu

pad kod 

porastao sa 24,7% na 27,5% dok je kod srednjih smanjen sa 52,2% na 49,5%. 

Slika 2: Pokazatelji poslovanja sektora MSP u 2016. Godini prema veli ini 

 
Izvor: Ministarstvo privrede na osnovu podataka RZS 
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2016. godine u Srbiji poslovalo je 340.613 privrednih subjekata koji su 
registrova
preduzetnika za 10.825, kao i malih za 623, mikro za 3.983, srednjih za 81 i 
velikih za 7. Sektor MSP u 2016. Godini obuhvata 340.112 privrednih 

  

Slika 3: Broj i struktura privrednih subjekata u nefinansijskom sektoru 2016. god 

 
Izvor: RZS 

96,3% a pream obliku organizovanja najbrojniji su preduzetnici 243.590 i 
DOO 90.956 sektora MSP.  
Slika 4: Broj i struktura privrednih subjekata u sektrou MSP u 2016. godini 

Izvor: RZS 

ekonomije i poseduje potencijal za dalji rast i razvoj. 

Slika 5: Broj privrednih subjekata u periodu od 2008-2016 godine 

 
Izvor: Ministarstvo privrede 2017. Str. 5
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predkriznog perioda. Zaposlenost nefinsnsijskog sektroa u 2016. godini 

radnika, mirko za 3.154 radnika, malim za 12.745 radnika, srednjim za 8.498 
radnika i velikim za 19.372 radnika. 

Slika 6: Kretanje zaposlenosti u periodu od 2008-2016. godine 

Izvor: Ministarstvo privrede i RZS

Nastavljena su pozitivna kretanja pokazatelja efikasnosti poslovanja sektora 
MSP i 

n je na 10,1% kao i profit MSP je 

dinara po zaposlenom.  
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Slika 7: Komparativni pokazatelj poslovanja sektora MS
regiona 

 
 

U 2016. Godini sektor MSP u Srbiji manje je razvijen u odnosu na prosek EU-

visokog nivoa razvijenosti i konkurentnosti sektora MSP. 

 na konkurenciju. Po 

Crnom Gorom.  

Uzorak ist  

ispitanicima putem e-maila p

rada.  
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ispitanici koji rade u ili su vlasnici firmi koje su nastale privatizacijom, 

ojima rade ispitanici (Grafikon 1), 

radnji (SR, SZR, SZTR...)-

- 14,0%. 

f %

Mikro od 1 do 10 zaposlenih 40 80,0
Malo do 49 zaposlenih 10 20,0

50 100,0

- 80,0% a znatno manji 

i koji 
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Vrsta delatnosti f % 
Proizvodnja 8 16,0 
Trgovina 8 16,0 
Usluge 26 52,0 

ovito 8 16,0 

 50 100,0 

firmi koje se bave proizvodnjom (16,0%), trgovinom (16,0%) ili imaju 
 

 
Nivo obrazovanja zaposlenih f % 

 37 74,0 
 13 26,0 

 50 100,0 

 

 

orenog tipa, 
koja je za cilj imala da proceni kakvi su stavovi zaposlenih ili vlasnika 

proizvoda i/ili usluga. Ova skala je nazvana Ocena inovativnih kapaciteta 
. Upitnik se sastojao od 25 tvdnji sa rasponom ocena ispitanika od 1 

do 5. Tvrdnje 
veoma retko i 

formalne procese, su 

 

dnosa prema kupcima. Navedena skala se sastoji iz 6 
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pitanja, sa rasponom odgovora ispitanika od 1- - izuzetno 

navedenom faktoru. Ova skala je nazvana  inovativnih faktora 
 

tipa, sa dihotomnim odgovorima (Da/Ne) koji je imao za cilj da ispita da li je u 
i rade imala 

procese. 

Pouzdanost instrumenata  

(OIK) ja pokazala vrlo visoku pouzdanost-  a skala ocene 

granice ( - 
smatrati prihvatljivim ako se uzme u obzir da ova skala ima samo 6 tvrdnji ili 
ajtema a tak
vrednost Kronbahovog alfa koeficijenta iznad 0.60 je prihvatljiva (Bishop, 
2003)).  

Tabela 4. Pouzdanost instrumenata 
Skala  Kronbahov 

koeficijent (  
Broj ajtema  
(N) 

Ocena inovativnih kapaciteta (OIK) 0,949 25 
aja inovativnih faktora 

(OZIF) 
0,620 6 

Deskriptivna statistika 

osek je AS=3,86, SD=0,550. Mimimalna ocena je 2 a 

 

Tabela 5  kapaciteta 
 

Skala  MIN MAX AS SD 
OIK  2 5 3,86 0,550 
N=50;  
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isiju i ciljeve (AS=4,68, SD=0,471), 2. U 

koja se boduje invertno 
(AS=4,54, SD=0,503) i tvdnju 
inovacija (AS=4,50, SD=0,580).Jedina tvrdnja iz ove skale za koju je dobijena 
ocena ispod teorijskog proseka je tvrdnja 25. Za inovacije svojih 

ostalim tvrdnjama doobijena je i za tvrdnje 
proizvoda sa visokim stepenom noviteta koristi iste procese i mehanizme kao i 
za razvoj proizvoda sa niskim stepenom noviteta (AS=3,50, SD=1,035) i 16. 

(AS=3,50, 
SD=0,974). 

Grafikon 2

dobijena je vrlo visoka ocena- AS=4,83, SD=0,196. Empirijski minimum je 4 



57

a maksimum 5 i ukazuje da kod ispitanika postoji vrlo visoko vrednovanje 
inovativnih faktora. 
Tabela 6
preduz
Skala MIN MAX AS SD
OZIF 4 5 4,83 0,196
N=50; 

3. Marketing aktivnosti (orijentisane ka 
kupcima) (AS=4,98, SD=1,41), zatim sledi 1. Zadovoljstvo kupaca 
karakteristikama novog proizvoda/usluge (AS=4,96, SD=0,198), 4. 
Distribucija proizvoda/usluga (AS=4,94, SD=0,240), nakon toga faktor 2. 

(AS=4,82, 
SD=0,438), 

nost na ovoj skali je dobijena za faktor 
5. Broj ideja pristiglih od kupaca (AS=4,48, SD=0,626) (Grafikon 2). 

Kada su u pitanju inovativne aktivnosti na nivou predhodne ili ove godine 
(Tabela 4), po 84,0% ispitananika je navelo da je u toku ove ili predhodne 

Novog proizvoda i/ili 

godine imali Novi i
76,0% ispitanika je navelo da je imalo inovacije u vidu Novog dizajna 
proizvoda/usluge,
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godine imalo inovacije u vidu Male promena, varijacije proizvoda/uslugei 

Tabela 7
Aktivnost Da Ne

f % f %
42 84,0 8 16,0

Novi proizvod/usluga samo 22 44,0 28 56,0

Mala promena, varijacija 
proizvoda/usluge

37 74,0 13 26,0

Novi dizajn proizvoda/usluge 38 76,0 12 24,0

proizvodnje proizvoda/usluge
37 74,0 13 26,0

nast
40 80,0 10 20,0

25 50,0 25 50,0

U manjem procentu, ispitanici su navodili da je u toku ove ili predhodne 
Novog 

pro (44,0%) ili Novih ili znatno 
(50,0%) (Grafikon 3).

Grafikon 4

Razlike u ocenama inovati
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uzorka ispitanika, dok se u drugoj kategoriji (Samostalni preduzetnik- SR) 
nalazi preostalih 86,0% ispitanika. 

Tabela 8  
Skala 

 
AS SD t p 

OIK D.O.O.  3,81 0,835 -0,274 0,785 
SR 3,87 0,503 

OZFI  D.O.O.  4,71 0,369 -1,663 0,103 
SR 4,84 0,152 

 df=50;  

- AS=3,87, SD=0,503; OZFI- AS=4,84, SD=0,152) 

strukturi D.O.O. (OIK- AS=3,81, SD=0,835; OZFI- AS=4,71, SD=0,369). 

- t=-0,274, p=0,785; OZFI- t=-1,663, p=0,103). 

 

razlike u izra -

zaposlenih (AS=3,91, SD=0,558) u odnosu na ispitan

(AS=3,69, SD=0,505).  

Tabela 9  
Skala  AS SD t p 
OIK Mikro (1-10) 3,91 0,558 1,114 0,271

Malo (11-49)  3,69 0,505 
OZFI  Mikro (1-10) 4,81 0,209 -1,332 0,189

Malo (11-49)  4,90 0,117 
df=50; 
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o 

 

 obavlja 

delatnostima (AS=3,79, SD=0,574).  

Tabela 10. Razlike u OIK i OZIF u odnosu na vrstu delatnosti  
Skala Vrsta delatnosti  AS SD F p 
OIK Proizvodnja 4,13 0,480 0,782 0,510 

Trgovina 3,83 0,533 

Usluge 3,79 0,574 

 3,90 0,568 
OZFI  Proizvodnja 4,79 0,148 0,727 0,541 

Trgovina 4,79 0,194 

Usluge 4,82 0,231 

 4,92 0,189 
df=3; 

bave proizvodnjom (AS=4,79, SD=0,148) ili 

 vrstu 

 

Razlike u ocenama inovativnih kap
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-

0,254, p=0,801) ili -0,141, 
p=0,888) (Tabela 8).  

Tabela 11. Razlike u OIK i OZIF u odnosu na nivo obrazovanja zaposlenih  
Skala Nivo obrazovanja 

zaposlenih 
AS SD t p 

OIK Uglavnom visoka SS 3,85 0,567 -0,254 0,801 

Visoka i  3,90 0,520 
OZFI  Uglavnom visoka SS 4,82 0,208 -0,141 0,888 

 4,83 0,167 
df=50;  

IK- AS=3,90, SD=0,520; 
OZFI- AS=4,83, SD=0,167) u odnosu na firme koje imaju zaposlene sa uglavnom 

- AS=3,85, SD=0,567; OZFI- AS=4,82, 
SD=0,208).  

 

ovativnih kapaciteta mikro i malih 

(OZIF). Skala OIK je merila inovativne kapacitete kroz ispi

la osnosa 

je pokazala vrlo visoku pouzdanost (

se sastoji od samo 6 tvrdnji.  

u kojoj ispitanici rade imala neku inovaciju proizvoda ili usluga ili 
unapredila poslovne procese. 
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Jedina tvrdnja iz ove skale za koju je dobijena ocena ispod teorijskog proseka je 
tvrdnja Za inovacije svojih proizvoda/usluga koristimo patente dru

visokim stepenom noviteta koristi iste procese i mehanizme kao i za razvoj 
pr

 

aktivnosti (orijentisane ka kupcima, a nakon toga slede faktori: Zadovoljstvo 
kupaca karakteristikama novog proizvoda/usluge,Distribucija proizvoda/usluga, 

novog proizvoda/usluge d
faktor Broj ideja pristiglih od kupaca. 

u 

 

Pored 
faktora iz ugla odnosa prema kupcima ili korisnicima i ispitivanja konkretnih 

.  
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odnosu na vrst

 

Na samom kraj

azlika u ocenama inovativnosti.  

Srbija ima dobar potencijal za razvoj malih i srednjih preduze  
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DEVELOPMENT OF SMALL AND MEDIUM ENTERPRISES IN 
SERBIA  

1, Jovanka Po 2, Dragan Turnjanin3 

       Original scientific paper 

Abstract 

The paper presents an analysis of attitudes of management or the management 
team of entrepreneurs in Serbia, which relate to examining attitudes regarding 
innovations in the future. The paper used a questionnaire, conceived by the authors 
on the basis of existing research and adapted it to this research. The research was 
conducted on the entire territory of Serbia. The total number of respondents in 
Serbia is 50. Data processing was done with the help of the statistical program 
SPSS version 23. Based on views of respondents, certain conclusions were reached 
on what is necessary to do in the future, given that in 2020 the country adopts a new 
small and medium enterprise development strategy plan.  
Key words: small and medium enterprises, innovations, research and strategy. 

Introduction

SMEs recorded their development in the 1970s. So today they are definitely getting 
involved and following new modern technologies. One smaller part is based on 
tradition, and increasing number of people are using new high technology in their 
business and thus gaining new users. SMEs are predominantly focused on the local 
market, but due to new technologies they manage to expand their business to the 
surrounding t ). 

Small and medium enterprises (SMEs) have the characteristic of increasing the 
degree and scope of use of new resources of an economy, with a high degree of 
flexibility and adaptability to a new market and other conditions. The problems 
faced by SMEs relate to doing business in a territorially limited area, and limited 
number of customers they have, and thus remain dependent on the cycles of the 
local economy, limited human resources whose deficiency prevents employment of 
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no. 149a, 11000 Belgrade, Republic of Serbia, Email: markopavlovic251019822@gmail.com  
2 
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3 
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marketing specialists and allocating l
 

In order for small and medium enterprises to do well, it is necessary to hire experts 
and transfer a significant amount of decision-making to them. Companies with a 
group of non-owners in a managerial role will cope better in a complex 
environment, but experience has shown that even in such organizations, owners 
only occasionally give their managers the freedom to make decisions, well 
preserving the authority of their ownership function. The fact that most business 
owners are reluctant to delegate important decisions to employed managers is 
undoubtedly a significant limiting factor to their more successful development 
(Drucker, 1996  

Classification of companies in the Republic of Serbia is regulated by the Law on 
Accounting, which was published in the Official Gazette No. 62/2013. According 
to this law, legal entities include companies. Entrepreneurs are natural persons who 
independently perform economic activities for the purpose of gaining profit, and 
according to this classification, they belong to the group of micro enterprises. Based 
on Article 6 of the said Law, legal entities are classified into micro, small, medium 
and large entreprises based on the average number of employees, business income 
and average value of business assets determined on the day of compiling the regular 
annual financial report in the business year (Government of Republic of Serbia, 
Law on Accounting 2013). 

The hypotheses in this paper are: 

H0 Serbia has the potential to develop SMEs; 

H1 Invasions in companies do not happen according to plan; 

H2 Companies have a defined strategy for introducing innovations; 

H3 Existing knowledge is used as a resource by all employees; 

H4 Certain designed patents are used for innovation; 

H5 Companies are marketing oriented; 

 
 Indicators of SME development in Serbia 

In 2016, 340,112 companies operated within the entrepreneurial sector, which 
generated 1,222.5 million dinars of newly realized value and employed 837,532 
workers (Report on Small and Medium Enterprises in the Republic of Serbia 2017). 
Thus, this sector accounted for 65.7% of employment, 56.2% of gross value added, 
65.1% of turnover, 50.5% of profits and 40.8% of exports of the non-financial sector. 

Improvement of the overall business climate in 2016 had a positive impact on the 
basic business performance of the entrepreneurial sector, the growth of the observed 
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indicators compared to the previous period. Thus, the number of SMEs increased 
by about 4.8%, number of employees by around 4.5%, GVA growth of 10.1% and 
turnover by 3.6%, the profitability rate was 37.2%. 

Figure 1: Indicators and development of SMEs 

 
Source: Ministry of Economy based on data from Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia 

Small and medium enterprises are dominating, according to all observed indicators 
(12,417 companies generate 51.7% of employment, 61.9% of turnover, 60.6% of 
GVA, 77.0% of exports, 76.9% of imports). Compared to 2015, there were no 
significant changes in the structure of SMEs. Growth in micro and small 
enterprises, and a decrease in medium enterprises affected the increase in share of 
micro turnover from 38.1% to 39.2% and small enterprises from 28.3% to 29.5% in 
turnover. Exports increased in small enterprises and decreased in medium - sized 
enterprises, so the share of exports of small enterprises increased from 24.7% to 
27.5%, while in medium - sized enterprises it decreased from 52.2% to 49.5%. 

Figure 2: Business performance indicators of the SME sector in 2016 by size 

 
Source: Ministry of Economy based on data from Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia 

In 2016, 340,613 registered business entities operated in Serbia, which is 
15,519 more than in 2015. The number of entrepreneurs increased by 10,825, 
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as well as small by 623, micro by 3,983, medium by 81 and large by 7. The 
SME sector in 2016 included 340,112 economic entities and participated with 
99.9% in the total number of companies in Serbia. 

Figure 3: Number and structure of economic entities in the non-financial sector in 2016 

 
Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia 

The structure of the SME sector is dominated by micro-enterprises 327,695 with a 
share of 96.3%, and according to the form of organization, the most numerous are 
entrepreneurs 243,590 and LLC 90,956 of the SME sector. 

Figure 4: Number and structure of economic entities in the SME sector in 2016 

Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia 

Growth of the SME sector is a particularly important economic factor in the 
development of the Serbian economy and has potential for further growth and 
development. 

Figure 5: Number of economic entities in the period from 2008-2016 

 
Source: Ministry of Economy 2017.
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Since 2015, there has been a tendency to increase total employment of the 
non-financial sector, which continued in 2016, which is the result of an 
increase in employees in all companies, but the level of employment from the 
pre-crisis period has not yet been reached. The employment of the non-
financial sector in 2016 increased by 55,185 workers, exclusively in the SME 
sector by 35,813 workers, micro by 3,154 workers, small by 12,745 workers, 
medium by 8,498 workers and large by 19,372 workers. 

Figure 6: Employment trends in the period 2008-2016. years 

Source: Ministry of Economy and Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia 

Positive developments in performance indicators of the SME sector and the 
non-financial sector of the economy continued. In 2016, the SME sector had 
an increase in business efficiency compared to 2015, as well as slower 
efficiency growth compared to the average inefficiency of the sector and large 
enterprises: SME turnover increased by 3.6%, GVA of SMEs increased to 
10.1% as well as SME profits increased to 15.6%. While the total turnover of 
the SME sector in 2016 reached the value of 6,609.9 million dinars to 19.4 
million dinars per company and 7.9 million dinars per employee. 
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Figure 7: Comparative indicator of the business of the SME sector with the EU 
in the countries of the region 

 

Source: Ministry of Economy, Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, Report on 
SMEs, indicators for 2016. 

In 2016, the SME sector in Serbia was less developed compared to the EU-28 
average and most of EU countries in the region. High participation of the SME 
sector in basic indicators of economic performance is the result of slow 
dynamics of implementation of structural reforms and developed problems of 
large economic systems, and not the high level of development and 
competitiveness of the SME sector. 

The reform task in some areas affects competition. According to 
competitiveness from 2017, Serbia is better than surrounding countries, such 
as Greece and Bosnia and Herzegovina, but that gap is narrowing. It lags 
behind Slovenia, Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, Croatia, Albania and 
Montenegro. 

Research sample 

Total sample of the research consists of 50 respondents, members of 
management or the management team of companies in which they work. The 
research was conducted in the period from the beginning of October to the end 
of November 2019 in such a way that respondents were sent an e-mail request 
to participate in the research with a detailed explanation of the purpose for 
which the research is conducted. Respondents were informed in the inquiry 
that the research is completely anonymous and that the obtained data will be 
used exclusively for the purpose of preparing this scientific paper. Also, a 
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small part of the sample of respondents was collected through a telephone 
survey conducted by the author of the paper. 

All respondents included in this survey are owners or employees of companies 
that were created by establishment, and the survey does not represent 
respondents who work in or are owners of companies that were created by 
privatization, partial privatization or bankruptcy. 

Graph 1. Sample structure in relation to the ownership structure of the 
company 

Related to ownership structure of companies in which respondents work 
(Chart 1), a significantly larger part of the sample consists of respondents who 
work or are owners of entrepreneurial activities - 86.0% and a smaller part of 
the sample are respondents who are employed or are in the management of 
limited liability companies (LLCs) - 14.0%. 

Table 1. Sample structure in relation to the size of the company  
Size of the company  f % 

Micro: from 1 to 10 employees 40 80,0 
Small: up to 49 employees 10 20,0 

Total  50 100,0 

When it comes to size of companies (Table 1), majority of respondents come 
from companies with up to 10 employees (micro companies) - 80.0% and a 
significantly smaller proportion of respondents are from companies that are 
considered to be small companies from 11 to 49 employees (20.0%). The 
survey did not include respondents from medium-sized companies (50 to 249 
employees) or large companies (over 250 employees). 
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Table 2. Sample structure in relation to the activity of the company  
Type of activity f % 
Production 8 16,0 
Trade 8 16,0 
Services 26 52,0 
Mixed 8 16,0 

Total  50 100,0 

Related to the type of activity performed by enterprises (Table 2), most 
respondents, more than half of the sample, come from companies engaged in 
service activities (52.0%) and the same percentage are respondents originating 
from companies engaged in production (16.0%), trade (16.0%) or have a 
mixed activity (16.0%). 

Table 3. Sample structure in relation to the level of education of the majority 
of employees in the company  

Level of education of employees f % 
Mostly university degree 37 74,0 
High school 13 26,0 
Total  50 100,0 

When it comes to the level of education of employees in a company (Table 3), 
most respondents come from companies that employ mostly workers with 
higher education (74.0%) and one third of respondents come from companies 
whose employees have mostly higher education (26 , 0%). 

Research results 

Aim of the research is to examine the innovative capacities of micro and small 
enterprises in Serbia. For the purpose of conducting the research, a closed scale 
was formed, which aimed to assess the attitudes of employees or business 
owners towards innovations, innovative solutions and the introduction of 
innovative products and/or services. This scale is called the Assessment of 
Innovative Capacities of Enterprises. The questionnaire consisted of 25 
statements with a range of respondents from 1 to 5. Statements 1. Innovations in 
the company are not considered, they are realized very rarely and 2. In the 
company there is some knowledge about innovations, but innovations are 
random, occasional, occur through informal processes, are inverted and scored 
in reverse. A higher score on the scale means greater agreement with statements, 
i.e. more positive evaluations with innovative solutions. 
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The second scale in the research aimed to examine the importance of 
innovative factors of the company from the point of view of customer 
relations. The mentioned scale consists of 6 questions, with the range of 
answers of the respondents from 1-insignificant to 5-extremely significant. A 
higher score on this scale means that respondents attach more importance to 
this factor. This scale is called the Assessment of the Importance of Innovative 
Factors of the Company. 

Also, in addition to the above scales, the research used a closed type of 
questionnaire with dichotomous answers (Yes/No) which aimed to examine 
whether during the previous or current year the company in which the 
respondents work had product or service innovation or has in some way 
improved business processes. 

Reliability of instruments 

According to the obtained results, the scale of assessment of innovative 
capacities of enterprises (AIC) showed very high reliability - 
0.90) and the scale of assessment of importance of innovative factors of 

-
Obtained reliability coefficient can still be considered acceptable if we take 
into account that this scale has only 6 statements or items and such a position 
is completely justified according to some authors (any value of Cronbach's 
alpha coefficient above 0.60 is acceptable) (Bishop, 2003). 

Table 4. Reliability of instruments 

Scale Cronbach's 
coefficient (  

Number of 
items 
(N) 

Assessment of innovative capacities 
(AIC)  

0.949 25 

Assessment of importance of 
innovative factors (AIIF) 

0.620 6 

Descriptive statistics 

When it comes to assessment of innovative capacities of enterprises (Table 2), 
it was confirmed that there is an above-average expression of innovative 
enterprises. The obtained average is AS = 3.86, SD = 0.550. The minimum 
grade is 2 and the maximum grade is 5. Obtained average indicates highly 
expressed innovative capacities of companies in which the respondents work 
or are owners. 
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Table 5. Descriptive statistical indicators for assessing the innovative capacity 
of enterprises 

Scale  MIN MAX AS SD 
AIC  2 5 3.86 0.550 

N=50;  

Related to the expressiveness on certain statements of the AIC scale (Chart 1), 
the highest expression, close to the theoretical maximum, was obtained for 
statements 6. Our company has a defined vision, mission and goals (AS = 
4.68, SD = 0.471), 2. There is some knowledge about innovations in the 
company, but innovations are still random, occasional, they occur through 
informal processes, which is scored invert (AS = 4.54, SD = 0.503) and claim 
8. The company has a defined strategy for introducing innovations (AS = 4 , 
50, SD = 0.580). The only statement from this scale for which the grade was 
obtained below the theoretical average is statement 25. For innovations of our 
products/services we use patents of other companies with their approval (AS = 
2.12, SD = 0.895) and slightly lower expression compared to the averages 
obtained on other claims it was obtained for claims 12. Our company uses the 
same processes and mechanisms for the development of new products with a 
high degree of novelty as for the development of products with a low degree 
of novelty (AS = 3.50, SD = 1.035) and 16. The acquired knowledge can be 
used by all employees in the company, 50, SD = 0.974).

When it comes to the assessment of the importance of innovative factors of the 
company, a very high grade was obtained - AS = 4.83, SD = 0.196. The 
empirical minimum is 4 and the maximum is 5 and indicates that the 
respondents have a very high evaluation of innovative factors. 
Table 6. Descriptive statistical indicators for assessing the importance of 
innovative factors of the company

Scale MIN MAX AS SD 
AIIF 4 5 4,83 0,196 

N=50;  

Factor with the highest score is 3. Marketing activities (customer-oriented) 
(AS = 4.98, SD = 1.41), followed by 1. Customer satisfaction with the 
characteristics of the new product/service (AS = 4.96, SD = 0.198) , 4. 
Distribution of products/services (AS = 4.94, SD = 0.240), followed by factor 
2. Growth rate (increase in the number) of new customers while maintaining 
quality (AS = 4.82, SD = 0.438), 6. Ability of new product/service to solve 
problems for customers (AS = 4.78, SD = 0.418) and the lowest expression on 
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this scale was obtained for factor 5. Number of ideas received from customers 
(AS = 4.48, SD = 0.626) (Graph 2). 

Graph 2. Assessment of the importance of innovative factors of the company 

When it comes to innovative activities at the level of the previous or this year 
(Table 4), 84.0% of respondents stated that during this or the previous year in 
their company there were innovations in the form of a new product and/or 
service in the Republic of Serbia and 80.0% of respondents state that they had 
a new or significantly improved way of entering the market last year or this 
year. Also, 76.0% of respondents stated that they had innovations in the form 
of New product/service design, and 74.0% stated that during the current or 
previous year they had innovations in the form of Small changes, 
product/service variations and New or significantly improved way of 
producing a product/service. 

Table 7. Innovative activities at the level of the last or current year  
Activity  Yes No 

f % f % 
New product/service in the Republic of Serbia 42 84.0 8 16.0 
New product/service only for Your company 22 44.0 28 56.0 
Small change, product/service variation 37 74.0 13 26.0 
New product/service design 38 76.0 12 24.0 
New or significantly improved way of producing a 
product/service 

37 74.0 13 26.0 

New or significantly improved ways of market 
performance  

40 80.0 10 20.0 

New or significantly improved activity and logistics 
management 

25 50.0 25 50.0 
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In a smaller percentage, respondents stated that during this or the previous 
year in their company there were innovative activities in the form of a New 
product/service only for their company (44.0%) or New or significantly 
improved management activities and logistics (50.0 %) (Graph 3).  

Graph 3. Innovative activities at the level of this or last year 

 

Differences in assessments of innovative capacities and the importance of 
innovative factors in relation to the ownership structure of the company  

When it comes to differences in expression of the assessment of innovative 
capacities and the importance of innovative factors in relation to the ownership 
structure of the company (Table 5), no statistically significant differences in 
the expression of scores on these scales were confirmed. This finding can be 
interpreted in light of inconsistencies in the structure of the sample in relation 
to the ownership structure of the company, according to which only 14.0% of 
the total sample of respondents is distributed to the category Limited Liability 
Company (LLC), while 86.0% of respondents are found in the second category 
(Self-employed). 
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Table 8. Differences in AIC and AIIF in relation to the ownership structure of 
the company 

Scale Ownership structure 
of the company 

AS SD t p 

AIC LLC  3.81 0.835 -0.274 0.785 
Self-owned 3.87 0.503 

AIIF  LLC  4.71 0.369 -1.663 0.103 
Self-owned 4.84 0.152 

 df=50;  

On both scales, a higher expression was obtained on a subsample of 
respondents from Entrepreneurial Actions (AIC-AS = 3.87, SD = 0.503; AIIF-
AS = 4.84, SD = 0.152) and a lower expression was obtained with respondents 
from companies that are LLC according to the ownership structure (AIC-AS = 
3.81, SD = 0.835; AIIF-AS = 4.71, SD = 0.369). As already mentioned, the 
differences in expression are minimal and did not show statistical significance 
(AIC- t = -0.274, p = 0.785; AIIF- t = -1.663, p = 0.103). 

Differences in assessments of innovative capacities and the importance of 
innovative factors in relation to the size of the company 

Related to the size of the company (Table 9), no statistically significant 
differences in the expression of scores on the scales AIC (t = 1.114, p = 0.271) 
and AIIF (t = -1.332, p =, 189) were confirmed. On the scale of assessment of 
innovative capacities of enterprises, higher expression was obtained in 
respondents from micro firms with up to 10 employees (AS = 3.91, SD = 
0.558) compared to respondents from small enterprises up to 11 to 49 
employees who received lower assessment of innovative capacities (AS = 
3.69, SD = 0.505). 

Table 9. Differences in AIC and AIIF in relation to enterprise size 
Scale Size of the company  AS SD t p 
AIC Micro (1-10) 3.91 0.558 1.114 0.271 

Small (11-49)  3.69 0.505 
AIIF  Micro (1-10) 4.81 0.209 -1.332 0.189 

Small (11-49)  4.90 0.117 
df=50; 

On the AIIF scale, a higher score was obtained for respondents from small 
enterprises (AS = 4.90, SD = 0.117) and a lower score for respondents from 
micro enterprises (AS = 4.81, SD = 0.209). These are minimal differences in 
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the expression of innovation assessments that did not show statistical 
significance. 

Differences in assessments of innovative capacities and the importance of 
innovative factors in relation to the type of activity performed by the company  

When it comes to differences in the expression of assessments of the 
company's innovation in relation to the type of activity that the company 
performs (Table 7), statistically significant differences were also not 
confirmed. On the scale of assessment of innovative capacities of companies 
(F = 0.782, p = 0.510) the highest expression was obtained from respondents 
from companies engaged in production (AS = 4.13, SD = 0.480) and the 
lowest expression was obtained from respondents from companies engaged in 
service activities (AS = 3.79, SD = 0.574). 

Table 10. Differences in AIC and AIIF in relation to the type of activity  
Scale Type of activity AS SD F p 
AIC Production 4.13 0.480 0.782 0.510 

Trade 3.83 0.533

Services 3.79 0.574

Mixed 3.90 0.568
AIIF Production 4.79 0.148 0.727 0.541

Trade 4.79 0.194 

Services 4.82 0.231 

Mixed 4.92 0.189 
df=3; 

On the scale of assessing the importance of innovative factors (F = 0.727, p = 
0.541), the highest expression was obtained from respondents who come from 
companies with mixed activities (AS = 4.92, SD = 0.189) and the lowest 
expression was obtained from respondents who are from enterprises engaged 
in production (AS = 4.79, SD = 0.148) or trade (AS = 4.79, SD = 0.194). The 
obtained differences in the expression of company innovation assessments are 
minimal and did not show statistical significance, and the reason for this may 
be inconsistency in the sample structure in relation to the type of activity 
performed by companies, namely more than half of companies from the 
survey sample (52.0%) perform service activities and the remaining three 
categories have 16.0% of respondents from the entire research sample. 
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Differences in assessments of innovative capacities and the importance of 
innovative factors in relation to the level of education of employees in the 
company  

Related to the level of education of employees in the company, no statistically 
significant differences were confirmed in the expression of assessments of 
innovative capacities (t = -0.254, p = 0.801) or assessment of the importance 
of innovative factors in the company (t = -0.141, p = 0.888) (Table 11). 

Table 11. Differences in AIC and AIIF in relation to the level of education of 
employees 
Scale Level of education  AS SD t p 
AIC Mostly higher education  3.85 0.567 -0.254 0.801 

High school 3.90 0.520 
AIIF  Mostly higher education  4.82 0.208 -0.141 0.888 

High school 4.83 0.167 
df=50;  

On both scales used, higher expression was obtained from respondents who 
come from companies whose employees have high school education (AIC-AS 
= 3.90, SD = 0.520; AIIF-AS = 4.83, SD = 0.167) compared to firms that have 
employees with mostly higher education (AIC-AS = 3.85, SD = 0.567; AIIF-
AS = 4.82, SD = 0.208).

Discussion of results and conclusion

Main goal of the research was to examine innovative capacities of micro and 
small enterprises in Serbia. Two scales were used in the research: the scale of 
Assessment of Innovative Capacities of Enterprises (AIC) and the scale of 
Assessment of Significance of Innovative Factors of Enterprises (AIIF). The 
AIC scale measured innovative capacities by examining the attitudes of 
members of management or business owners towards innovative solutions, 
introduction of innovative products and services or innovative strategies that 
the company applies. The AIIF scale examined the assessment of the 
importance of innovative factors from the point of view of the company's 
attitude towards customers or service users. The first scale used in the research 
showed a very high reliability (
coefficient, and the second scale showed an acceptable reliability, bearing in 
mind that it consists of only 6 statements. 

In addition to these two scales, the research also used a questionnaire with 
dichotomous answers (Yes/No) which examined whether during the previous 
or current year the company in which the respondents work had some 
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innovation of products or services or in some way improved business 
processes. 

The total sample consisted of 50 subjects (N = 50). All respondents are 
members of management or owners of companies and all covered companies 
were established. Research results showed that there is a high, above average 
expression of the assessment of innovative capacities. The highest scores at 
the level of individual items were obtained for the claims: Our company has a 
defined vision, mission and goal; The company has some knowledge about 
innovations, but innovations are random, occasional, occur through informal 
processes; and The company has a defined strategy for innovation. Only 
statement from this scale for which the grade was obtained below the 
theoretical average is the statement: For innovations of our products/services 
we use patents of other companies with their approval and slightly lower 
expression compared to the averages obtained on other statements Our 
company uses the same processes and mechanisms for the development of 
new products with a high degree of novelty as for the development of products 
with a low degree of novelty and Acquired knowledge can be used by all 
employees in the company. 

On the scale of Assessment of the importance of innovative factors of the 
company, a very high expression was obtained, close to the theoretical 
maximum. The factor with the highest score is Customer-oriented marketing 
activities, followed by the following factors: Customer satisfaction with the 
characteristics of the new product/service, Distribution of products/services, 
Growth rate (increase in number) of new customers while maintaining quality 
and Ability of new product/service to solve problems The lowest score was 
obtained for the factor Number of ideas received from customers. 

Research results also showed that in the previous or this year the majority 
(more than two thirds of the sample of respondents) implemented innovations 
in the form of: New products and/or services in the Republic of Serbia, New or 
significantly improved ways of entering the market, New product/service 
design, Small changes, product/service variations and a new or significantly 
improved way of producing a product/service. Also, slightly less than half of 
the sample of respondents conducted innovative activities in the form of a new 
product/service only for their companies, and one half conducted activities in 
the form of new or significantly improved management activities and logistics. 

In addition to examining the assessment of innovative capacities of companies, 
assessing the importance of innovative factors in terms of customer relations 
and examining specific innovative activities carried out by companies in the 
previous or current year, the study also examined the differences in the 
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expression of innovative assessments, the size of the company, the activity that 
the company performs and the level of education of employees in the 
company. Unfortunately, research results did not show statistically significant 
differences in the evaluations of innovation for any of the stated categorical 
variables. The reason for this may be relatively small sample of respondents, 
as well as existence of inconsistencies in the sample structure in relation to all 
above categorical variables. 

In relation to the expressiveness of scores according to the size of the 
company, the scales used were higher than the scores obtained by respondents 
who are owners of entrepreneurial activities in relation to limited liability 
companies. According to the size of the company, on the AIC scale, a higher 
score was obtained by respondents from micro companies (1 to 10 employees) 
and on the OZNIF scale, a higher score was obtained for respondents from 
small companies (11 to 49 employees). When it comes to expression of 
assessments of innovative capacities of companies in relation to the type of 
activity, the highest grade was obtained by respondents from manufacturing 
and the lowest by respondents from service activities, while in relation to the 
assessment of the importance of innovative factors, the highest score was 
obtained from respondents from are engaged in mixed activities and the lowest 
scores were obtained from respondents who are from companies engaged in 
production or trade. In relation to the level of education of employees, higher 
assessments of innovative capacities of companies and higher assessments of 
the importance of innovative companies were obtained among respondents 
who come from companies that have employees with higher and high school 
education compared to respondents from forms employed mainly by people 
with higher education, where there was lower expression. 

At the very end, it is important to point out that such findings, especially 
highly expressed assessments of innovative capacities and very highly 
expressed assessments of the importance of innovative factors, were expected 
because the assessments were given by members of management or owners 
(founders and directors). The recommendation for some future research is 
certainly repeated research that would include the operational part of the 
company (workers and lower management) and a comparison of their 
assessments. The assumption of the researchers is that the research conceived 
in this way would confirm the existence of differences in the assessments of 
innovation. 

In Serbia, small and medium enterprises are distributed in numerous sectors of 
the economy, so they themselves play an important role in economic growth 
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and development of the Serbian economy. Serbia has good potential for the 
development of small and medium enterprises. 
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