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THE IMPACT OF FIRMS’ CHARACTERISTICS ON EXPORT
BARRIERS’ PERCEPTION: A CASE OF SERBIAN EXPORTERS
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Abstract:

This papers analyses impact of firm characteristics, i.e. size, length of exporting experience,
capital ownership and type of industry on export barriers” perception in case of Serbian exporters.
This study is aimed at an identification of the barriers to export among examined factors
of firm’s internal environment, domestic business environment and foreign markets to rank
barriers according to their level of impact, to spot differences in evaluation of barriers depending
on firm’s characteristics, and to examine correlation between firm’s characteristics and barriers
to export. Main hypothesis in this research was that barriers to export for Serbian exporters have
been similar to those faced by exporters in other countries, and that the level of their influence
depends on firm’s characteristics. The empirical research has been conducted through a survey,
using a questionnaire with 178 exporters taking part in it. Collected data have been analysed
by descriptive statistics, differences among groups and correlation tests. The results imply that
most export barriers refer to domestic business environment and that there is a correlation among
firm’s size, length of export experience and capital ownership with certain factors that may cause
problems for exporting business.

Keywords: export, firm’s characteristics, factors of internal environment factors, factors
of domestic business environment, factors of foreign markets, Serbia
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1. Introduction

After more than a decade of transition Serbia failed tofeigntly increase its export,

make it more competitive and improve its structure (The World Bank, 2011). Some of
the latest documents and strategies for economic recovery of Serbia underline importance
of export growth for Serbian economy and recommend the increase of its share in gross
domestic product to at least 50%. For achieving this result it needs an average annual
export growth rate of at least 13.5% (Foundation for the Advancement of Economics,
2010; Petrovic, 2011).
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This paper was led by a notion that Serbian export cannot be enhanced without examining
exporters’ views. Its purpose is to research impact of cditancharacteristicg,e.

firm’s size, length of export experience, capital ownership and type of the industry
on export barriers perception. This topic have often been analysed and researched
in literature (Zou and Stan, 1998; Tesform and Lutz, 2006; Setush 2008; Cole,

et al, 2010). But, it has still not been 8afently researched when it comes to small,

less developed countries, such as Serbia. Also, the lack of agreement among researcher
of the size and direction of the impact of cerfaim’s characteristics on export barriers’
perception makes this theme actual.

Aim of this paper was manifold. Firstly, to identify which factors among examined may
represent a barrier for Serbian exporters and ranking export barriers by the level of their
influence. Secondly, to spot differences in impact of export barriers to different groups
of exporters clasBed according to their previously mentioned characteristics. Thirdly,

to examine correlations betweBrm’s characteristics and export barriers” perception.
Purpose of the listed aims was to obtain information on the direction, in which it could
be directed export policy in Serbia and in which feay's management may reorganize

the business process in exportifigns. In addition, this paper tries to contribute

to the discussion diirm’s characteristics and export barriers” perception.

To achieve the stated purpose and aims this paper is elaborated as follows. First, there
is a brief literature review about tfiem’s characteristics and the various factors that
can create barriers to exports are added. It gave possibility for research conceptual
framework for empiric research building and for hypotheses set up. After that follows
the methodology. Then, the research results are presérttedpaper ends with

a discussion and conclusion with resedietlings and implications for economy policy
makersfirm’s management and future researches.

2. Literature Review

Numerous studies discuss export issues from exporters’ viewpoints and present different
findings in relation to th&rm’s characteristics and export barriers perception, and
a number of factors have been spotted that may become barriers to the exporting business

The relationship betweditm’s size and exports is often considered as being a positive
one,i.e. the export of largéirms is the less affected by factors that can create barriers
to exports in relation to small and medium (Majocehial, 2005; Jauhari, 2007).

But, there are studies that oppose fhisling, or fail tofind the link (Haahtet al,

2005; Pla and Alegre, 2007). There are also different results pertaininfjuenae

of length of export experience to export. One shows that barriers to export have less
impact on more experiencdidms (Suarez-Ortega, 2003; Stoiginal, 2011). Others
cannofind link, or show thdtrms with shorter export experience may be more successful

in comparison to older exporters (Cavusgil, 1994; Dominquez and Sequeira, 1993;
Moen and Servais, 2002; Lefebvre and Lefebvre, 2001). Studies dealing with impact of
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capital ownership on export are typical for developing countries and differdirtiase

with domestic and dominant domestic capital &mohs with foreign and dominant
foreign capital. Nonetheless, thdindings differ as well. One claim thatms with
foreign and dominant foreign capital have better prospects export wisee{@bl2010;
Filatotchevet al, 2008). The others prove thiatms with domestic capital might be
more successful in export thirms with foreign capital (Sharma, 2003; Jenkins, 1979).
Type of industry where thierm belongs, in terms of technical and technological level

of production process, may also affect export. Some studies underscore that high
technologicalfirms might be more capable of overcoming barriers to export (Wheeler
et al, 2008; Lopez and Garcia, 2005). On the other hand, there are studies the results of
which oppose thedséndings or fail tafind the link between them, and emphasise that
firms may differ within the very same industry branch and not only among different
industries if we contrast them against the level ofitins characteristic (Gagt al, 2010;
Lefebrve and Lefebrve, 2001).

There are many cladisiations of factors that may look as barriers to export in the
literature (Arteaga-Ortiz and Fernandez-Ortiz, 2010). According to some authors, there
are external factors, deriving outside of fin, and internal factors stemming from the
inside of thdirm (Sousat al, 2008). Others divide them into four groups - factors related

to knowledge, interndlrm resources, procedures and foreign markets (Ramaswami and
Yang, 1990; Lages, 2000; Kneller & Pisu, 2011). Third groups of authors underline that
export offirm is iffluenced by internal forces stemming from characteristics difrthe

and its production program, and external force formed by characteristics for industrial
branch thisfirm belongs to and characteristics of foreign marketdithe has been
exporting to (Cavusgil and Zou, 1994). These two groups of forces produce four groups
of factors that may have an impact on export, such as external, operational, internal and
informational factorsKatsikeas and Morgan, 199%esfom and Lutz, 2006; Neupert

et al, 2006).

3. Research Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses

Purpose of the literature review on relation between cdiitams characteristics and
factors that may pose export barriers has been twofold. Firstly, it was a base for research
conceptual framework for the empirical research building. Secondly, main and individual
hypotheses that should have been tested through empiric research have been formulated
on it.

A list of factors that may pose barriers to export from previous studies has been mainly
followed up in this paper. But, few new factors have been added, which authors of this
paper deemed to be valuable enough to examine with respect focijscof Serbian
exporters. This refers to national export branding policy in Serbia, since there is no
internationally recognised Serbian export brand, as well as exporters' associations issues,
since process of clustering has just started in the domestic economy. Unlike previous
division of factors that may pose export barriers, this paper has taken environment
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factors derive from as its claisation criterion. Accordingly, as presented in Figure 1,
factors that may pose export barriers have been divided into factbrenahternal
environment, domestic business environment and foreign market.

Figure 1
Research Conceptual Framework

FACTORS

Firm's internal environment

11 - The capacity for continuous supply of exports
12 - Lack of capital for financing expons
13 - Organization and competence of export office
14 - Management commitment to export
— f5 - Collecting information about foreign markets —
s - Knowledage of the foreign markets potentials
7 - Knowledge of export stimull
fe - Adjustment of products with forelgn markets demands
fw - Price comp 1ess on forelgn mark
f1o- Transportation of products to foreign markets
f11 - Promotion on forelgn markets

FIRM
Firm size Domestic business environment EXPORT
f12 - The costs and procedures for obtaining loans for
Length of the export financing export Perception and
L6 f12 - Government policy toward exporers ability to o
.4~ export barriers
Owmership of capital f14 - Domestic bureaucratic export procedures po
f15- Lavel of domestic cumency exchange rate
f15 - Lack of national export branding policy
Typs ol ndustry f17 - Support and expertise through the export assoclations

Foreign markets

f18 - Competition on foreign markets
118 - Export 1ariffs and costs of sales on foreign markets
— £20 - Legal regulations on foreign markets [
f21 - Cooperation with partners on foreign markets
122 - Language and cullural differences in contacls
with foreign markets
23 - The inflow of money from sales on foreign markets

Source: authors

Research hypotheses derive from the literature review and presented research conceptue
framework. Assuming that Serbian exporters have bdkreinted by factors causing
export barriers similar to those that have impact on exporters in other countries,
firm perception of export barriers afidm ability to overcome them depend orm
characteristics:

Hypotheses 1: Firm size positive affects export.

Hypotheses 2: Length of export business positive affects export.

Hypotheses 3: Dominant presence of foreign capit@trimpositive affects export.
Hypotheses 4: Firm belonging to high technological industries positive affects export.
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4. Methodology of the Study
Research design

The empirical research on impact faim characteristics on export business barriers
perception was conducted through a survey. Survey questionnaire had two parts.
The first one was composed of data on size, length of export experience, ownership
of capital and type of industfirms belong to. Independent variables were formed on the
basis of these data. The second part included 23 factéirmsf internal environment,
domestic business environment and foreign markets that may pose barriers to export.
Dependent variables were formed on the basis of these data. Respondents were assessinc
factors on the scale rangifpm 1to 5 depending on the level offinence on export

(point 1 =“no ifluence at all”, point 5 = “fully ifluenced”). Only factors with average

grade higher thaB.5 have been considered to be barriers to export.

The basis for research formed of 552 Serbian manufdotungwith export income of at

least one million USD in 2011 according to the Serbia Investment and Export Promotion
Agency data. Questionnaires were sent to respondents via e-maflsmalffrom the

basis were included in the research, having in mind type of delivery of questionnaires
and size of the basis.

Testing research instrument

Validity of the questionnaire was tested at two levels. Firstly, positive assessment was
obtained from experts in Serbia Investment and Export Promotion Agency. Secondly,
the questionnaire was tested by f2fins form the basis, which published to be
assisting academic research activities on their website. Upon receipt of answers, minor
amendments have been made.

Data collection

The research was carried out in the course of March and April, 2012. Respondents were
first sent e-mail with the questionnaire attached, followed by four further follows-ups.
In total 204firms sent completed questionnaires, out of which 178 were correctly
filled-in, whereas 26 were not. Hence the respond rate in this research was 32.25%.
This considered satisfactory since, according to sfintings, average respond rate

in research involving business entities is around 21% (Dillman, 2007, p. 323). Main data
onfirms taking part in the research are presented in the Table 1.

Internal consistency and reliably of answers measured by Cronbach's alfhaardef
was 0.806, which indicated good reliability (DeVellis, 2003, p. 90).
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Table 1

Characteristics of Enterprises Taking Part in the Research
Firm's size Frequency % Capital ownership Frequency %
Small (S) 26 14.6 | Domestic (D) 117 65.7
Medium (M) 98 55.1 Foreign (F) 61 343
Large (L) 54 30.3
Export expirience Frequency % | Type of industry Frequency %
Up to 5 years (< 5) 16 9 | High-technology (HTI) 6 2.8
From 6 to 20 years Medium-high-technology
(6 - 20) 71 39.9 (MHTI) 30 16.3
From 21 to 50 years Medium-low-technology
(21-50) o 287 1 L) 58 33.7
Over 50 years ( > 50) 40 22.5 | Low-technology (LTI) 84 47.2

Source: authors’ research

Checking reasons for non-participation in the research

Several t-tests according the literature have been conducted in order to establish whether
it is likely that views ofiirms taking part in the research may differ digaintly from

those that failed to replArmstrong and Overton, 1977; Weisberg, 2005, pp. 159-204).
Those tests have not discovered digant differences. In the end, through telephone
interviews with a random sample of £ins that did not take part in the research were
checked reasons for non-participation. According to the answers, %hoid not
participate since it was not in line with their business policy, in 30%mat' export
managers did not have time, 15%iais were not given permission to take part by their
head companies, in 5% Bfms' export managers were away and in 15%rofls have

not been possible to get any answer.

Data processing and analysis

For data process and analyses there were used descriptive statistics techniques. Existenc
of statistically sigrficant differences in evaluation of investigated factors among different
groups offirms sorted by their characteristics was checked by the one way analysis of
variance of different groups (ANOVA) and the Kruskal-Wallis test (K-W test), when
there were three and more groups in independent variable, and independent sample t-tes
and Mann-Whitney U tests (M-V U test), when there were two groups within independent
variable. Both types of statistic tests have been used to ensure that the results were no
the result of an inherent mathematical bias of parametric and nonparametric statistical
analysis techniques. The Spearman’s rank correlation was used to check links among
independent variables.e. firm characteristics and dependent variabiles,factors

of firm internal environment, domestic business environment and foreign melakets
obtained by analysis of differences between groups and correlation were assessed
by Cohen's criteridEllis, 2010, pp. 40-42).
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5.

Research Findings

Influence of factors of firm’s internal environment, domestic business
environment and foreign markets

Average scores for investigated factors that may pose barriers to export are shown
in Table 2:

1)

2)

3)

Within factors offirm internal environment the biggest barriers are lack of capital
for exportfinancing and achieving price competitiveness on foreign markets. Other
barriers include foreign market promotion, collection of information about foreign
markets and adjustment of products to foreign markets requirements. Other factors,
according to results, are not barriers to export;

Within factors of domestic business environment all investigated factors were
grouped as barriers. The largest barrier is expense and procedures for granting of
loans for exporfinancing. Second is domestic currency exchange rate, followed
by lack of national export branding policy, government policy towards exporters,
nonexistence of exporters associations and local bureaucratic export procedures;

Within factors of foreign markets only one could be considered as &csighi
barrier and that is competition. Other id&etil barriers, but with much lower average
scores, includes high export tariffs and legal regulation.

Table 2
Average Evaluation of Influence of Investigated Factors
Environment Factors Percents Mean * St. Deviation
1 2 3 4 5

Firm's internal f1 315 32 20.2 13.5 2.8 2.24 1.12

environment f2 9.6 10.7 33.1 27.5 19.1 3.36 1.89
f3 47.8 29.2 18 3.9 1.1 1.81 0.94
f4 48.9 25.8 15.2 7.9 22 1.89 1.07
f5 12.9 21.9 39.3 19.7 6.2 2.84 1.08
f6 23 28.7 30.9 14 3.4 2.46 1.09
f7 39.9 242 25.8 8.4 1.7 2.08 1.07
f8 16.9 27 38.2 14 3.9 2.61 1.056
f9 10.7 14.6 39.3 247 10.7 3.10 11
f10 29.2 27.5 25.8 11.8 5.6 2.37 1.18
f11 17.4 19.7 32 18.5 124 2.89 1.26

Domestic business f12 1.1 1.7 29.2 41 27 3.93 0.83

environment f13 6.2 3.9 41 27 21.9 3.54 1.07
f14 3.4 6.2 60.7 18.5 1.2 3.28 0.87
f15 1.1 3.4 34.3 35.4 25.8 3.81 0.90
f16 0.6 1.7 47.8 28.7 28.7 3.69 0.85
f17 0.6 7.9 65.2 15.2 1.2 3.29 0.79

Foreign markets f18 3.9 5.1 13.5 33.1 44 .4 4.09 1.06
f19 14 30.3 343 14.6 6.7 2.70 1.09
f20 14 32 34.8 9.6 9.6 2.69 1.13
f21 29.2 36.5 258 7.3 1.1 215 0.96
f22 59.6 247 11.8 2.8 1.1 1.61 0.88
f23 25.8 32.6 28.1 8.4 5.1 2.34 1.10

* Factor is a barrier to export for Mean > 2.5
Source: authors' research

432 @ PRAGUE ECONOMIC PAPERS, 4, 2014



DOI: 10.18267/j.pep.492

Differences in evaluation of internal environment factors, domestic business
environment and foreign markets by  firm characteristics

The ANOVA and K-W test results, which have been presented in Tdhid 8xistence of
three statistically sigficant differences in evaluation of investigated factors depending
on thefirm size among:

1) Small and largérms in assessingfinence of lack of capital fdimancing export.

2) Small and largérms in assessingfimence of domestic currency exchange rate.

3) Medium and largirms in assessing the impact of legal regulation on foreign markets.

Table 3
Differences in Evaluation of Investigated Factors by the Firms* Size

Mean (Standard Deviation) ANOVA KW test
Environment | Factors Firm size
S,N =26 M, N = 98 L,N=54 F p* X2 p*
Firm's f1 2.42(1.362) | 2.26 (1.087) | 2.13(1.065) | 0.614 | 0.542 | 0.731 | 0.694
internal f2 3.81(1.096) | 3.38(1.180) | 3.11(1.192) | 3.125 | 0.046 | 5.990 | 0.049
environment f3 1.77 (0.815) | 1.89(1.034) | 1.70(0.816) | 0.698 | 0.499 | 0.609 | 0.738
f4 212 (1.211) | 1.86(1.015) | 1.83(1.112) | 0.692 | 0.502 | 1.063 | 0.588
f5 3.00(0.980) | 2.74 (1.143) | 2.94(0.998) | 0.920 | 0.400 | 1.485 | 0.476
6 2.88(0.993) | 2.42(1.130) | 2.33(1.046) | 2.425 | 0.091 | 5.045 | 0.080
7 254 (1.140) | 1.98(0.995) | 2.04 (1.132) | 2.920 | 0.057 | 5.170 | 0.075
f8 2.58(1.137) | 2.54 (1.027) | 2.76 (1.045) | 0.772 | 0.464 | 1.492 | 0.474
f9 2.96 (1.248) | 3.02(1.035) | 3.31(1.179) | 1.459 | 0.235 | 2.720 | 0.257
10 2.58(1.301) | 2.32(1.181) | 2.37(1.138) | 0.496 | 0.610 | 0.845 | 0.655
f11 2.92(1.383) | 2.81(1.249) | 3.02(1.205) | 0.510 | 0.602 | 0.942 | 0.624
Domestic f12 4.08(0.935) | 3.96(0.872) | 3.74(0.757) | 1.741 | 0.178 | 5.488 | 0.064
business f13 3.69 (1.320) | 3.56 (1.066) | 3.44(0.945) | 0.495 | 0.611 | 1.645 | 0.439
environment f14 3.27 (1.116) | 3.35(0.744) | 3.17 (0.746) | 0.748 | 0.475 | 1.213 | 0.545
f15 412(0.864) | 3.87(0.893) | 3.57(0.882) | 3.668 | 0.028 | 7.108 | 0.029
16 3.73(0.827) | 3.74(0.877) | 3.56 (0.793) | 0.917 | 0.402 | 1.278 | 0.528
f17 3.42(0.758) | 3.36(0.815) | 3.09(0.734) | 2.448 | 0.089 | 6.072 | 0.058
Foreign f18 3.92(0.977) | 4.08 (1.109) | 4.19(1.029) | 0.586 | 0.349 | 2.104 | 0.349
markets f19 2.88 (1.306) | 2.55(1.047) | 2.87 (1.047) | 0.145 | 0.124 | 4175 | 0.124
f20 277 (1.032) | 2.49(1.086) | 3.00(1.182) | 0.025 | 0.015 | 8.465 | 0.015
f21 1.92 (0.845) | 2.15(0.945) | 2.24 (1.045) | 0.385 | 0.438 | 1.653 | 0.438
f22 1.65(1.018) | 1.65(0.921) | 1.52(0.746) | 0.648 | 0.842 | 0.344 | 0.842
23 2.42(0.945) | 2.26(1.106) | 2.46 (1.177) | 0.501 | 0.459 | 1.558 | 0.459

* Statistically significant at p < .05
Source: authors’ research
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The ANOVA and K-W test results, of which are shown in Tabldidd thefive
statistically sigrficant differences ievaluation of investigated factors depending on
the length of export experience of fiven among:

1) Firms with shorter than 5 years dimdns with export experience between 21 and
50 years in estimation of the impact of knowledge on export incentive;

2) Firms with exporting more than 50 years on one handfiamd with exports
between 6 and 20 years, dintins which export between 21 and 50 years on the
other, in estimation of the impact of adjustment of the products to the foreign
markets requirements;

3) Firms with exporting more than 50 years &nas which export between 6 and 20
years in estimation of the impact of achieving price competitiveness;

4) Firms with exporting more than 50 years on one hand anfdr e with export
experience between 6 and 20 years and between 21 and 50 years on the other in
estimation of the impact of the level of export tariffs;

5) Firms with exporting more than 50 years on one hand and all three other groups of
firms on the other in estimation of the impact of legal regulation on foreign markets.

Table 4
Difference in the Estimation of the Investigated Factors by the Firms‘ Export Experience

Mean (Standard Deviation)
Environ- | Fac- - ANOVA K-W test
Length of the export experience
ment tors
<5N=16 | 6-20,N=71|21-50,N=51|>50,N=40 | F p* X2 p*
Firm's f1 1.88 (1.147) | 2.34 (1.195) | 2.10(1.153) | 2.40(0.900) | 1.296 | 0.277 | 5.445 | 0.142
L"ntslrr"‘)ar: f2 | 3.06(1.436) | 3.38(1.258) | 3.22(1.189) | 3.62(0.897) | 1.265 | 0.288 | 2.750 | 0.432
ment f3 | 1.56 (0.629) | 1.86(0.975) | 1.71(0.965) | 1.98 (0.947) | 1.050 | 0.372 | 3.417 |0.332
f4 | 1.75(0.931) | 2.08(1.204) | 1.71(1.026) | 1.82(0.903) | 1.428 | 0.236 | 3.671 | 0.299
5 | 2.62(1.204) | 2.79(1.081) | 2.82(1.126) | 3.05(0.959) | 0.773 | 0.511 | 2.535 | 0.469
6 | 2.38(1.147) | 2.52(1.012) | 2.31(1.122) | 2.58 (1.196) | 0.552 | 0.647 | 1.781 | 0.619
f7 | 2.38(1.258) | 2.20(1.090) | 1.73(0.940) | 2.20(1.043) | 2.803 | 0.041 | 8.191 | 0.042
f8 | 2.62(1.258) | 2.44(0.937) | 2.47 (1.065) | 3.10(1.008) | 4.068 | 0.008 | 9.992 | 0.019
f9 | 294 (1.237) | 2.87(1.068) | 3.14(1.200) | 3.52(0.933) | 3.158 | 0.026 | 9.364 | 0.025
f10 | 2.31(1.078) | 2.30(1.164) | 2.22 (1.172) | 2.72(1.240) | 1.613 | 0.188 | 4.492 | 0.213
f11 | 2.62(1.455) | 2.80(1.142) | 2.80(1.327) | 3.25(1.235) | 1.549 | 0.204 | 4.092 | 0.252

(0.900)
(0.897)
(0.947)
(0.903)
(0.959)
(1.196)
(1.043)
(1.008)
(0.933)
(1.240)
(1.235)
Domestic | 12 | 4.06 (0.680) | 3.83(0.926) | 4.04 (0.916) | 3.82(0.675) | 0.896 | 0.444 | 3.430 | 0.330
(0.984)
(0.770)
(0.768)
(0.864)
(0.694)
(0.751)
(1.122)
(1.122)
(1.051)
(0.927)
(1.281)

:;'jl':‘::s f13 | 3.31(1.078) | 3.65(1.030) | 3.45(1.189) | 3.58 (0.984) | 0.610 | 0.609 | 1.510 | 0.680
ment f14 | 2.94 (0.772) | 3.39(0.933) | 3.18(0.865) | 3.35(0.770) | 1.578 | 0.196 | 4.855 |0.183

f15 | 3.56 (0.892) | 3.75(0.906) | 4.02(0.969) | 3.78(0.768) | 1.479 | 0.222 | 5.173 | 0.160
16 | 3.81(0.834) | 3.59 (0.888) | 3.80(0.775) | 3.65(0.864) | 0.767 | 0.514 | 2.800 |0.423
f17 | 3.50 (0.894) | 3.24 (0.686) | 3.45(0.923) | 3.08 (0.694) | 2.212 | 0.088 | 6.787 |0.079
Foreign | f18 | 3.81(1.167) | 4.01(1.189) | 4.14 (1.059) | 4.28 (0.751) | 0.918 | 0.434 | 1.785 | 0.618
markets [ t19 | 262(1.088) | 2.59(1.103) | 2.51(0.987) | 3.15(1.122) | 3.140 | 0.027 | 8.022 | 0.046
20 | 2.50 (0.894) | 2.55(1.066) | 2.57 (1.204) | 3.15(1.122) | 3.046 | 0.030 | 8.799 |0.032
21 | 2.12(0.885) | 2.14 (0.930) | 2.00(0.959) | 2.35(1.051) | 0.992 | 0.398 | 3.105 | 0.376
22 | 1.88(1.204) | 1.58 (0.822) | 1.47(0.809) | 1.75(0.927) | 1.275 | 0.285 | 3.035 | 0.386
23 | 2.62 (1.310) | 2.23(1.045) | 2.27 (0.961) | 2.52 1.044 | 0.375 | 2.125 | 0.547

1.281

* Statistically significant at p < .05
Source: authors’ research
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Independent sample t-test and the M-W U test, whose results are shown in Table 5,
corfirm the existence of the seven statistically $igant differences in estimation of

the investigated factors amofigms with domestic anfirms with the foreign capital,
regarding estimation of impact of:

1) Lack of the capital forfiancing exports;

2) Commitment of the management to export business;
3) Collecting information on foreign markets;

4) Promotion on foreign markets;

5) Lack of national exports branding policy;

6) Cooperation with the partners from foreign markets;
7) Money inflow from the sale on foreign markets.

Table 5
Differences in Estimation of the Investigated Factors by the Firms*‘ Capital

Mean (Standard Deviation)
) - - t-test M-V U test
Environment | Factors Ownership of capital
D, N =117 F,N =61 t p* u z p*
Firm's 1 2.29(1.130) | 2.15(1.108) | 0.807 | 0.421 | 3305.500 | -0.838 | 0.402
internal 2 3.50 (1.119) | 3.08 (1.269) | 2.281 | 0.024 | 2880.000 | -2.184 | 0.029
environment 3 1.87 (0.933) | 1.70 (0.955) | 1.123 | 0.263 | 3152.500 | -1.375 | 0.169
f4 2.03(1.156) | 1.62 (0.840) | 2.656 | 0.009 | 2928.000 | -2.114 | 0.034
5 3.02(1.034) | 2.51(1.090) | 3.060 | 0.003 | 2693.000 | -2.799 | 0.005
6 2.55(1.118) | 2.30(1.038) | 1.462 | 0.146 | 3109.000 | -1.459 | 0.145
7 2.1 (1.073) | 2.02(1.072) | 0.559 | 0.577 | 3382.000 | -0.601 | 0.548
f8 2.62 (0.990) | 2.61 (1.159) | 0.053 | 0.958 | 3490.000 | -0.251 | 0.802
f9 3.19 (1.017) | 2.93(1.276) | 1.345 | 0.182 | 3207.000 | -1.156 | 0.248
10 | 2.40 (1.175) | 2.31(1.205) | 0.482 | 0.630 | 3390.500 | -0.564 | 0.573
11 3.11(1.237) | 2.46 (1.177) | 3.393 | 0.001 | 2557.000 | -3.187 | 0.001
Domestic f12 | 3.94(0.893) | 3.85(0.771) | 0.651 | 0.516 | 3252.500 | -1.029 | 0.304
business f13 | 3.55(1.126) | 3.54 (0.959) | 0.036 | 0.972 | 3479.000 | -0.289 | 0.773
environment ™ T3 36 (0.905) | 3.13 (0.785) | 1.743 | 0.084 | 3249.500 | -1.115 | 0.265
f15 | 3.85(0.883) | 3.74(0.929) | 0.824 | 0.411 | 3382.000 | -0.603 | 0.546
16 | 3.79(0.084) | 3.48 (0.086) | 2.658 | 0.009 | 2807.000 | -2.520 | 0.012
f17 | 3.32(0.075) | 3.23(0.095) | 0.694 | 0.488 | 3283.500 | -1.031 | 0.303
Foreign f18 | 4.10(1.062) | 4.07 (1.078) | 0.219 | 0.827 | 3483.000 | -0.280 | 0.779
markets 19 | 2.74(1.108) | 2.61(1.069) | 0.793 | 0.429 | 3349.500 | -0.698 | 0.485
20 | 272(1.121) | 2.62(1.143) | 0.533 | 0.595 | 3394.000 | -0.557 | 0.577
21 2.27 (0.906) | 1.90 (1.028) | 2.480 | 0.014 | 2741.000 | -2.660 | 0.008
22 | 1.67(0.910) | 1.51(0.829) | 1.136 | 0.257 | 3224.000 | -1.202 | 0.230
23 | 2.48(1.103) | 2.08 (1.069) | 2.301 | 0.023 | 2792.000 | -2.474 | 0.013

* Statistically significant at p < .05
Source: authors' research
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The ANOVA and K-W test results, whose results are shown in Table 6, have not been
identified the existence of statistically sifjcant differences in estimation of investigation
factors depending on the type of industry.

Table 6
Differences in Evaluation of Investigated Factors by the Firms‘ Type of Industry
Mean (Standard Deviation)
ir;\:]itron- Factors Type of industry ANOVA KWitest
LTI, N=84 | MLTI,N=58 | MHTI,N=30 | HTI, N=6 F p* X2 p*
Firm's 1 2.11(1.064) | 2.38(1.182) | 2.30 (1.179) | 2.50 (1.049) | 0.825 | 0.482 | 2.453 | 0.484
internal 2 3.27(1.196) | 3.40 (1.242) | 3.40(1.133) | 4.00(0.632) | 0.757 | 0.520 | 2.472 | 0.480
fnn:,::m- 3 1.86 (0.971) | 1.79(0.951) | 1.63(0.850) | 2.33(0.816) | 1.046 | 0.374 | 3.951 | 0.267
f4 1.87 (1.027) | 1.86(1.067) | 1.80(1.095) | 2.83 (1.472) | 1.658 | 0.178 | 3.893 | 0.273
5 | 2.81(1.081) | 2.86(1.099) | 2.83(1.053) | 3.17 (1.169) | 0.211 | 0.088 | 0.432 | 0.934
6 | 2.40(1.121) | 2.57 (1.061) | 2.27 (1.048) | 3.17 (1.169) | 1.417 | 0.239 | 3.699 | 0.296
7 1.94 (1.034) | 2.33(1.082) | 1.90(0.923) | 2.50 (1.761) | 2.140 | 0.097 | 5614 | 0.132
18 | 2.62(1.040) | 2.60 (1.154) | 2.60 (0.968) | 2.67 (0.516) | 0.009 | 0.999 | 0.139 | 0.987
19 | 3.05(1.140) | 3.12(1.125) | 3.20 (1.126) | 3.17 (0.753) | 0.154 | 0.927 | 0.469 | 0.926
0 | 2.13(1.073) | 2.60 (1.256) | 2.57 (1.278) | 2.50 (1.049) | 2.245 | 0.085 | 6.100 | 0.107
f1 | 2.71(1.402) | 3.05(1.033) | 2.93(1.172) | 3.50(1.225) | 1.368 | 0.254 | 4510 | 0.211
Domestic | f12 | 3.89(0.892) | 3.83(0.901) | 4.13(0.681) | 3.83(0.408) | 0.893 | 0.446 | 2.530 | 0.470
business f13 | 3.52(1.144) | 3.67 (1.130) | 3.43(1.006) | 3.17 (0.753) | 0.642 | 0.589 | 2.767 | 0.429
fnn:,:zon- f14 | 3.14(0.933) | 3.43(0.861) | 3.37 (0.718) | 3.33 (0.516) | 1.395 | 0.246 | 5760 | 0.124
f15 | 3.76(0.939) | 3.90(0.872) | 3.83(0.913) | 3.67 (0.516) | 0.312 | 0.817 | 0.911 | 0.823
16 | 3.79(0.865) | 3.60(0.857) | 3.67 (0.802) | 3.17 (0.408) | 1.343 | 0.262 | 4.379 | 0.223
f17 | 3.37(0.757) | 3.26 (0.870) | 3.17 (0.747) | 3.00 (0.632) | 0.821 | 0.484 | 2.978 | 0.395
Foreign 18 | 4.08 (1.020) | 4.09(1.097) | 4.17 (1.053) | 3.83 (1.602) | 0.167 | 0.918 | 0.204 | 0.977
markets 19 | 2.62(1.063) | 2.76 (1.129) | 2.77 (1.194) | 2.83(0.753) | 0.272 | 0.846 | 0.723 | 0.868
20 | 2.58 (1.044) | 2.67 (1.176) | 2.87(1.252) | 3.33(1.033) | 1.157 | 0.328 | 3.693 | 0.297
f21 | 2.25(0.890) | 2.02(1.068) | 2.03(0.928) | 2.50 (1.049) | 1.080 | 0.359 | 4.732 | 0.193
f22 | 1.64(0.914) | 1.53(0.863) | 1.63(0.850) | 1.83(0.983) | 0.310 | 0.818 | 1.149 | 0.765
23 | 2.36(1.105) | 2.34 (1.101) | 2.23(1.104) | 2.67 (1.366) | 0.271 | 0.846 | 0.671 | 0.880

* Statistically significant at p < .05
Source: authors' research

Correlation analysis

The Spearman'‘s rank correlation, whose indicators are shown in Table 7, reveals
the existence of the correlations between:

1) Firm’s size and four factors: lack of capital fiancing exports, a negative weak
correlation; procedures and costs of loan ffoancing exports, a negative weak
correlation; domestic currency exchange rate, a negative weak correlation, and
association of exporters a weak negativeatation. That means that along with the
firm's size the impact of these factors becomes weaker as a barrier to exports;
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2) Length of the export experience and four factors: ability to adjust the product to foreign
market standards a positive weak correlation; provision of price competitiveness at
foreign markets a positive weak correlation; export tariffs at foreign markets a positive
weak correlation, and legal regulation at foreign markets a positive weak correlation.
The stipulated factors have more impact on the more experienced exporters in terms
of barriers to export;

Table 7
Correlation of the Firms‘ Characteristics and the Investigated Factors

Environment ’t::rcs- F;rirznes exlr;z?tgt::::r:::ce OW::;Si:;IIP g Type of industry
rs p rs p rs p rs p
Firm f1 -0.064 | 0395 | 0082 | 0276 | -0.063 | 0.404 | -0.034 | 0.649
L"::i'r’;an'mem f2 | -0.179* | 0017 | 0060 | 0428 | -0.164* | 0.029 0.001 0.984
fs -0.044 | 0558 | 0070 | 0.355 | -0.103 | 0.170 | -0.009 | 0.910
fa -0.070 | 0351 | -0.052 | 0.492 | -0.159* | 0.034 0.012 0.878
fs 0.012 | 0.874 | 0121 | 0.109 | -0.210* | 0.005 0.003 0.991
fo -0.134 | 0075 | 0010 | 0.891 | -0.110 | 0.145 | -0.068 | 0.367
fr 0111 | 0141 | -0.068 | 0.370 | -0.045 | 0549 | -0.144 | 0.056

fs 0.078 | 0.300 | 0.171* | 0.022 | -0.019 | 0.802 0.006 0.933
fo 0.109 | 0.147 | 0.224** | 0.003 | -0.087 | 0.249 0.009 0.902
flo | -0025 | 0739 | 0093 | 0219 | -0.042 | 0574 | -0.050 | 0.506
f11 0.053 | 0483 | 0.142 | 0.060 | -0.240* | 0.001 -0.044 | 0.556
Domestic fiz | -0.175* | 0.020 | -0.007 | 0.928 | -0.077 | 0.305 0.098 0.191
::j::‘:::l ent f13 -0.095 | 0208 | 0013 | 0866 | -0.022 | 0.773 -0.108 0.150

fie | -0.067 | 0375 | 0049 | 0515 | -0.084 | 0266 | -0.064 | 0.399
fis | -0.200* | 0.007 | 0082 | 0278 | -0.045 | 0548 | -0.052 | 0.493
fie | -0.072 | 0343 | 0048 | 0529 | -0.189* | 0.011 0.015 0.842
fiz | -0.178* | 0.017 | -0.099 | 0.188 | -0.077 | 0.304 0.012 0.879
Foreign markets |  f1s 0.096 | 0201 | 0100 | 0.185 | -0.021 | 0.780 0.011 0.889
f19 0.069 | 0.363 | 0.148* | 0.049 | -0.052 | 0487 | -0.002 | 0.982
f20 0.121 | 0109 | 0.175* | 0.020 | -0.042 | 0579 0.068 0.368
f21 0.086 | 0256 | 0.844 | 0494 |-0.200* | 0.007 0.070 0.355
f2 | -0.036 | 0636 | 0015 | 0.844 | -0.090 | 0.231 0.068 0.368
f23 0.033 | 0663 | 0045 | 0549 | -0.186* | 0.013 | -0.023 | 0.763

* Statistically significant at p < .05
** Statistically significant at p < .01
Source: authors’ research

3) Capital ownership and seven factors: lack of capitdlfiancing exports a negative
weak correlation; management commitment to export business a negative weak
correlation; collecting information on foreign markets a negative weak correlation;
promotion on foreign markets a negative weak correlation; national export branding
policy a negative weak correlation; cooperation with foreign partners a negative
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weak correlation, and moneyfliow from the sale at foreign markets a negative weak
correlation. That means thfatms with foreign capital are exposed to smaller impact
of the stipulated factors in terms of barriers to export.

The correlation has not been idéietil between the type of industry, whidiven belongs
to, and investigated factors which can pose barriers in export.

6. Discussion

The results of the research show that Serbian exporters face barriers in 14 out of 23
investigated factors of thiérm internal environment, domestic business environment
and foreign markets. Ranked according to theirs’ average grades, export barriers are
presented in Table 8.

Table 8
Rank of Barriers Serbian Exporters Face

Export Barriers Environment Mean
Competition on foreign markets Foreign markets 4.09
The costs and procedures for obtaining loans for Domestic business environment | 3.93
financing export

Level of domestic currency exchange rate Domestic business environment | 3.81
Lack of national export branding policy Domestic business environment | 3.69
Government policy toward exporters Domestic business environment | 3.54
Lack of capital for financing exports Firm's internal environment 3.36

Support and expertise through the export associations | Domestic business environment | 3.29

Domestic bureaucratic export procedures Domestic business environment | 3.28
Price competitiveness on foreign markets Firm's internal environment 3.10
Promotion on foreign markets Firm's internal environment 2.89
Collecting information about foreign markets Firm's internal environment 2.84
Export tariffs and costs of sales on foreign markets Foreign markets 2.70
Legal regulations on foreign markets Foreign markets 2.69
Adjustment of products with foreign markets demands | Firm's internal environment 2.61

Source: authors’ research

According to the environment, in which they are made, the most of these barriers, six
or 42.9%, originate from the domestic business environrfigetor 35.7% originate
from thefirm internal environment, and three or 21.4% originate from foreign markets.

The stipulated barriers particularly affect sniialins. Even certain factors of the inter-

nal environment of thdéirm, i.e. the level of knowledge about foreign markets and
knowledge of export incentives, as well as transport to foreign markets, which are not
recognized as barriers by the medium and léirges, small treat as a barriers to their
export. In addition, smafirm have more problems with providing capitalfiteance
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exports, the domestic currency exchange rate, language barriers and cross-cultural
differences at foreign markets. Thdsalings are in accordance with several previous
studies (Majocchet al, 2005; Jauhari, 2007). But, smiaiins show a greater capacity
compared to the large ones to cope with the challenges of price competitiveness and
to adjust their products to standards of foreign markets, foreign legal regulation is less
complicated for them, and they have fewer problems regarding co-operation with foreign
partners and the flux of money from sales at foreign markets. Based on the above,
the Hypotheses 1 in case of Serbian exporters can only be pafityneah

Having analysed only the exporters with the longest and the shortest experience, the
research shows that the exporters with less experience have smaller problems in terms
of production capacities for exports, seifancing of exports, organization of export
sector, management commitment to exports, information collection and knowledge
on foreign markets as well as adjusting marketing mix factors to export in relation to
exporters with the longest experience. The only element 6fthéternal environment,

which gives advantage to the exporters with the longest experience, is the possession
of knowledge on export incentives. In terms of foreign markets factors, there are
statistically sigrficant differences in estimation of the amount of export tariffs and legal
regulations at foreign markets, but these factors represent smaller barriers for exporters
with the shortest experience. Based on tfiegkngs, in the case of Serbian exporters,
Hypotheses 2 can be rejected. According tofthiding, the results of the research are

in compliance with théindings of several previous surveys (Moen and Servais, 2002;
Lefebvre and Lefebvre, 2001).

The impact of all investigated factors in all three environments is higlfiemis with
domestic capital in relation tirms in which foreign capital is present. Statistically
significant differences between these two groufiisros exist in the impact of the lack of
capital for exportinancing, management commitment to export, collecting information
and promotion at foreign markets within the range of the factors dfrthanternal
environment, the lack of national export branding policies within the factors of domestic
business environment, and the cooperation with foreign partners anfiitk@frmoney
from sales at foreign markets within the foreign market factors. Based offi ttuisgs

in the case of Serbian exporters the Hypotheses 3 can fbermah According to this,
the results of the research are in compliance with several previous surveyst @sole
2010; Filatotcheet al, 2008).

Almost negligible differences in the assessment of all investigated factors between
firms classied by the type of industry, none of which is within the scope of statistical
significance, and the lack of correlation between the type of industry and the impact of
the investigated factors, in the case of Serbian exporters give grounds for rejection of
the Hypotheses 4. According to this, the results of the research are in compliance with
several previous surveys (Geial, 2010; Lefebrve and Lefebrve, 2001).
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But, for more clearly interpretation of research results it need to be understood than
Serbian exporters operate in sfiecenvironment, and compare this situation with one

in EU Member Country. Czech Republic seems to be good example. Czech economy
is one of the most open in the world, with a dominant export orientation and with very
strong export support. Unlike Czech, Serbian economy is partially opened and import
depended. Other export related data of Serbia and Czech Republic are shown in Table 9.

Table 9
Serbia and Czech Republic Export in 2011
Serbia Czech Republic
Export volume 19.862 million USD 162.339 million USD
Export per capita 2.038 USD 14.904 USD
Export share in GDP 36.60% 72.40%
Growth rate of export 15.40% 17.20%
Main export products by | iron and steel, non-ferrous machinery and transport
export share metals, cereals, fruits and equipment, raw materials
vegetables and fuel, chemicals

Source: Serbia and Czech Republic national statistic yearbooks, 2012

The World Bank publicatio®oing Business in a More Transparent Wa2Ril1 ranked

by easy for business the Czech Republic on 64, and Serbia on 92 position (The World

Bank, 2012, p. 91 and p. 124). Besides that, exporters in Serbia and the Czech Republic
operate in different domestic business environments. Also their competitiveness is very

low. Some indicators fromihe Global Competitiveness Report 2011-20&28ented on

Figure 2 may be good illustration.

Also, Serbia and the Czech Republic have different export support systems. In the Czech
Republic it is mainly created through a joint efforts of the Czech Export Bank (CEB),
Export Guarantee and Insurance Company (EGAIC). Export support commitments of
CEB and EGAIC raised in recent years from 3.11 billion in 2008 to 5.03 billion USD

in 2010 (Roteckeri, 2012). In 2011 funds made available to exporters by CEB grew up
20.5% comparing to the previous year (Czech Export Bank, 2012, p.30) and EGAIC
insured export credits, bank guarantees and investments abroad in the total volume
about 3 billion USD (Export Guarantee and Insurance Company, 2012, p.5). These CEB
and EGAIC activities were a sididant factor that iituences positively the volume of
exports in the Czech Republic in 2011 (Jagidal, 2012).

440 @ PRAGUE ECONOMIC PAPERS, 4, 2014



DOI: 10.18267/j.pep.492

Figure 2
Competitiveness of Firms and Domestic Business Environment in Czech Republic and Serbia

mSerbia = Czech Republic
Institutions 7 L

Infrastructure - =

Macroeconomic environment i o

Business sophistication - 1

Innovation - o

Availability of financial services . 16

Ease of access to loans - &7

Availability of latest technologies - 123

Firm-level technology absorption - 136

FDI and technology transfer - )
Nature of competitive advantage - 136
Production process sophistication 53 =

Extent of marketing 35 128

Company spending on R&D - 130

Source: The Global Competitiveness Report 2011-2012, World Economic Forum, Geneva, Switzerland, 2011,
pp. 160-161 and 314-315.

Serbian system for export support consists of Serbian Investment and Export Promotion
Agency (SIEPA) and Export Credit and Insurance Agency (ECIA). For export
competitiveness increase programs and export promotion SIEPA invest 1.73 million
USD in 2011 (SIEPA, 2012). ECIA approved 150 loans to Serbian exporters in total
value of 90.35 million USD and issued guarantees worth 3.47 million USD in 2011
(ECIA, 2012). Serbian export supporting system is focused on export to EU and the
neighbouring countries, but there were no special incentives to support exporting
products of higher processing levels and products with greater foreign exchange rate
effects, as well to support the development of exporters’ innovation, although the majority
of Serbian exports are raw materials and low level processing products. Also, the amount
of export credit, issuance and guarantees in Serbia were very small and mostly on short-
term oriented, if we compare it with comparable one in Czech Republic.

7. Conclusion

The main objective of this study was to investigate the impact dfrthés size, the

length of export experience, ownership of capital and type of industry fiutmthelongs

to on perception of the factorsfofim internal environment, domestic business environ-
ment and foreign markets which can create barriers to export. Based on the research
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findings in the case of Serbian exporters the impdotnofsize is mixed,e. the impact

of most of the investigated factors on the export of sfiratis is bigger, but there are
factors whose iftuence on th&rms is not so strong, compared to large ones. The length
of export experience is usually inversely proportional to the perception of the investiga-
ted factorsj.e. the impact of the investigated factors is less infittmas with shorter
experience if compared to their impact on fivens with the longest experience.
The presence of foreign capitalfirm positively affects export, but in terms of the types

of industry it has been found out that there is no Bamt impact of that feature on

the perception of the investigated factors. Most obstacles to export, over 75%, is
within thefirm internal environment factors and domestic business environment, and
the order of the average score that the respondents gave tdluleade of barriers
mainly coincides withindings in other developing countries.

From thefindings of this study several implications can be drawn for the exporters’
management, the economic policy makers and for possible future researches. The
exporters’ management hasfilad out what could be done to increase competitiveness.
Special attention should be paid to improving the quality of products, thefiroadidin,

design, innovation, implementing new technologies, greater investment in research and
development, building competitive strategies for doing business at foreign markets and
at international marketing. Also, special attention must be paid to exporters associating
in clusters, because international practice shows that it is a successful way to overcome
barriers in export.

However, the efforts of exporters in improving tfiem internal environment can

be unsuccessful if the economic policy makers do not take measures to improve the
domestic business environment. In this sense, the debate should be open on the impact
of exchange rate of domestic currency on export, which most threatensismsll

Also, measures which can help exporters and which may contribute to increased export
should be considered in addition to the existing ones. Exporters associations should be
supported, as well as clusters and fiegttion of domestic products. Implementation

of new technologies should be encouraged, as well as research and development. Also,
additional consultancy services should be provided to the exporters. Key export sectors
should be determined and the special attention should be drawn to them as well as
to branding export. In addition, in tHield of export crediting, by the example of the
Czech Republic and some other countries, the export bank should be established for
better support of domestic export.

The results of the research, although conducted in the case of exporters in one small
and underdeveloped economy, can be used for future researches on this subject
in other countries as a guideline for the development of research instruments as well as
in comparative analysis. In addition, future researches may be supplemented by quali-
tative approach for the detection of factors that may affect exports, which were not
investigated in this study, and for a deeper understanding of the problems in export and
possible ways of surpassing them based on the examples of successful exporters.
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The findings in this paper should be interpreted in the light of several limitations
and remarks. Firstly, researéimdings have been based on subjective assessments
of exporters and should be likewise interpreted. This refers to, in partfouteinternal
environment factors and ability of respondents to give an objective evaluation of their
own strengths and weaknesses. Secondly, these conclusions have been drawn on thi
basis of the Serbian exporters, with an export income over a million dollar in 2011. These
exporters are considered to be succedgfms in the Serbian framework, hence one
may assume that disclosed statistically igant differences among different groups

of firms in evaluation of researched factors, which are usually quite small, and correlation
coeficients which are low, might have been much more relevant provided the research
had been conducted on a random sample, with all exporters in Serbia included. However,
despite this, authors believe that the results presented here point at a good direction,
one should reconsider heading to, if one wishes to boost export of Serbia. Thirdly,
the research comprises only a limited number of factors that may present barriers
to export, hence future researches should expand this number, as well as a nfimber of
characteristics examined.
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