TEME, Vol. XLVI, N° 4, October — December 2022, pp. 995-1009

Original Scientific Paper https://doi.org/10.22190/TEME211001052N
Received: October 1, 2021 UDC 339.012.23(497.11)
Revised: July 3, 2022

Accepted: July 20, 2022

DOES OWNERSHIP TYPE MATTER FOR
INNOVATIVENESS AND LEARNING ORIENTATION?
EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE FROM SERBIA

Jelena Nikoli¢”, Marija Miri¢, Dejana Zlatanovié
University of Kragujevac, Faculty of Economics, Kragujevac, Serbia

Abstract

The turbulent business environment acknowledges innovativeness and learning
as the dominant success factors of modern business organisations. The differences in
organisations’ innovativeness can be explained by the ownership structure, an internal
mechanism of corporate governance, especially if significant attention is paid to
ownership type. This paper seeks to identify potential differences in innovativeness
and learning orientation among companies from the standpoint of domestic and
foreign ownership. The research sample consists of 71 companies operating on the
territory of the Republic of Serbia. Primary data was collected by the survey method.
An appropriate quantitative methodology was implemented in this empirical research,
and the data was analysed with the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test. The results
obtained revealed statistically significant differences in the level of innovation and
learning orientation between domestic and foreign-owned companies. The originality
of the research is reflected in the analysis of innovativeness from the ownership type
aspect, including the analysis of product or service innovations, and process and
organisational innovations. By studying the link between learning orientation and the
type of ownership, this paper fills the research gap identified in the existing literature.

Key words: corporate governance, ownership type, innovativeness, learning
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JA JIK JE TUII BMACHULIITBA BUTAH 3A
NHOBATHUBHOCT U OPUJEHTALINJY HA YUYEIBE?
EMIIMPUJCKO UCTPA’KUBAILE Y CPBUJAN

Ancrpakrt

TypOyneHTHO MOCIOBHO OKpYyXeke adHpMHUILE HHOBATUBHOCT M yU€HE Kao J0-
MHHaHTHE (haKTope ycliexa caBpeMEHHX MMOCIOBHUX opraHu3anuja. Pasnuke y crerne-
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Hy BUXOBE MHOBATHBHOCTH MOTY c€ 00jaCHHTH CTPYKTYPOM BIIACHMINTBA, HHTEPHHM
MEXaHU3MOM KOPIIOPAaTHBHOT YIpaBJbamka, PN YeEMy ce 3HauajHa NMaKba IpHuaaje TH-
my BracHumTBa. OBaj paJ HACTOjU J1a HACHTU(HKYje TIOTSHIMjaTHe Pa3INKe Y HHOBa-
THUBHOCTH M OpHjEeHTallWjH Ha ydeme m3Mmely npemyseha y momahem m crpaHoM Bia-
cHUIITBY. McTpaxkuBauku y3opak cacToju ce ox 71 mpenyseha koja mociyjy Ha Tepu-
topuju PenyOmuke Cpbuje. IlpumapHu momany NpUKyIUbEHH Cy METOIOM aHKETE U
aHAM3WpaHKu pUMeHoM Hemapamerapckor Mann-Whitney U tecra. [loGujeHum pe-
3yJTaTHMa IOTBplEHE Cy CTAaTHCTHYKH 3HAYajHE Pa3NIMKe y CTENEeHY MHOBATHBHOCTU
U OpHjeHTalju Ha ydeme m3Mely mpemyseha y momahem u cTpaHOM BIIACHHIUTBY.
OpHUrHHATHOCT UCTpakKNBama OrJiela ce y aHaJIM3HM HHOBATHBHOCTH Ca acIleKTa THIA
BJIACHMILTBA, IITO YKJbYUYj€ U aHAIM3y HHOBALMja IPOU3BOA WK YCIIyTa, TIpoLeca U
oprann3anyje. CIpoBEIEHO HCTPAXUBAKE MOBE3aHOCTH OpHjEHTAalje Ha y4deme U
THIIA BJIACHHIUTBA IONPUHOCH IMPEBA3MIKEHY HICHTU(GUKOBAHOT HMCTPAKMBAYKOT
rema y nocrojehoj muteparypu.

KibyuHe peus: KOPHIOPATHBHO yNPaBJbame, THII BIACHHIITBA, HHOBATHBHOCT,
OpHjeHTalja Ha YUeHe

INTRODUCTION

Given that the long-term, sustainable success of businesses is
largely affected by the degree of their innovativeness, literature on corpo-
rate governance can offer explanations for the differences in the degree of
innovativeness characteristic of specific businesses. In this regard, nu-
merous previous studies have shown that corporate governance can influ-
ence the innovative activities of businesses (Ayyagari el al., 2011; Minetti
et al., 2011; Rossi et al., 2015; Gonzales — Bustos & Hernandez — Lara,
2016). It is generally assumed that foreign owners, through intensified
monitoring and activism, ‘export’ good corporate governance practices to
companies in their group (Aggarwal et al., 2011). The link between own-
ership structure, as an internal mechanism of corporate governance, and
innovativeness has been established in studies by Ortega-Argiles et al.
(2005), Lee (2012), as well as Ghazi & Rim (2013).

The effects of ownership structure need to be observed, both in relation to
the degree of ownership concentration and in relation to the type of own-
ership (Nikoli¢ & Babi¢, 2016; Nikoli¢ & Savovi¢, 2018). Although nu-
merous arguments and empirical evidence support the view that foreign
ownership makes a company more innovative, in some countries, these
companies record a lower level of investment in research and de-
velopment (R&D) when compared to domestically-owned companies,
which can be explained by the policy of many multinational companies
that undertake most of their R&D activities in the home country, rather
than in the host country (Falk, 2008). The contradictory results of the
previous research regarding the impact of foreign and domestic owners on
company innovativeness is observed as a research gap, and as such requires
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additional research in different economic frameworks. Accordingly, this re-
search aims to fill this gap.

Starting from the fact that knowledge, or knowledge management,
is one of the main prerequisites for innovation (Slavkovi¢ & Babi¢, 2013;
Zlatanovi¢ & Mulej, 2015), one of the factors of organisational innova-
tiveness studied in the context of corporate governance is learning orien-
tation. It is considered to be a critical organisational resource for creating
a competitive advantage (Simonin & Ozsomer, 2009; Aleksi¢ Miri¢,
2017), as well as one of the main prerequisites for innovativeness (Sig-
uaw et al., 2006). Learning orientation is also studied as a mediator in re-
lation to the reversible transfer of the knowledge and innovativeness of
multinational companies (Jimenez — Jimenez et al., 2014). The aforemen-
tioned findings give rise to the question of the connection between learn-
ing orientation and the foreign ownership of a company, which is an un-
der-researched area in domestic and foreign literature. As a foreign owner
provides advanced knowledge to their affiliates (Chen et al., 2014), it can
be assumed that foreign ownership positively influences the development
of the affiliates’ learning orientation.

Therefore, this paper is focused on companies operating in the Re-
public of Serbia in order to explore company innovativeness and learning
orientation, and the connection of these two notions with domestic and
foreign ownership. As actions, innovations imply the practical implemen-
tation of ideas resulting in the introduction of new or significantly im-
proved products, services, processes, organisations and marketing meth-
ods (OECD, 2005), whereas innovativeness is the characteristic of or ca-
pacity for being innovative, i.e. the skill to create new things. Taking into
account that innovativeness is by its nature a multidimensional concept
which can be measured differently, this paper deals with three types of
innovations: product/service innovations, process innovations, and organ-
isational innovations. The research objective is to identify the degree to
which the dominant type of ownership explains the differences in learn-
ing orientation and innovativeness characteristic of specific companies
operating on the territory of the Republic of Serbia. Accordingly, the ini-
tial research question is whether foreign owners contribute to the ad-
vancement of innovativeness in terms of the analysed forms of innova-
tiveness, as well as in terms of learning orientation. In addition, this paper
aims to identify potential differences in the products/services, processes,
and organisational innovations of companies.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

Innovation can be seen as a multiphase process through which or-
ganisations transform ideas into new/advanced products, services or pro-
cesses, with the aim of enhancing competitiveness and successful differ-
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entiation on the market (Zlatanovi¢ et al., 2020). In addition, as different
owners may have different motives and may differ in their awareness of
innovative activities, ownership structure plays an important role in shap-
ing innovativeness. In line with the resource dependence theory, a foreign
company owner is a significant source of resources for the implementa-
tion of innovative activities in companies operating in developing coun-
tries (Chen et al., 2016, Zhou et al., 2021). As foreign ownership is asso-
ciated with the direct technological transfer of multinational companies to
local branches (Falk, 2008), foreign investors can provide companies with
sophisticated managerial knowledge and access to a larger market, which
further stimulates innovativeness. Through the assimilation of foreign
technology and through access to a wider market, companies taken from
foreign firms show a greater propensity to innovate products and process-
es (Savovi¢ et al., 2021). According to Chen et al. (2014), a foreign own-
er possesses codified technological knowledge, advanced managerial ex-
pertise and a global network, which can support the company’s innova-
tive activities.

In order to be competitive on the international market, as compared
to local firms, foreign firms have a greater need for advanced technologi-
cal competencies (Chen et al., 2016). For this reason, so as to help inten-
sify the research and development investment efforts of local firms, for-
eign firms are motivated to provide local businesses with specific techno-
logical knowledge and managerial resources (Choi et al., 2011; Chen et
al., 2016). The knowledge provided by these firms is a crucial factor in
enhancing company innovativeness on emerging markets (Li et al., 2010).
At the same time, one of the ways in which foreign ownership positively
affects innovativeness is through certain control mechanisms. Specifical-
ly, according to Joe, Oh and Yoo (2019), foreign investors act more ob-
jectively than domestic owners. Through such monitoring, foreign inves-
tors increase transparency and reduce not only the risk of investment in
research and development but also the costs of innovative activities. On
the other hand, the owner can control company innovativeness through
the enhanced monitoring of short-term management aimed at avoiding
risks. As a result, they do not invest enough in research and development
activities, which can negatively affect the long-term growth of the com-
pany (Joe et al., 2019).

Plenty of empirical evidence supports the notion that foreign own-
ership positively affects innovativeness. One of the first studies in this ar-
ea was conducted by Love et al. (1996), and it found that foreign owner-
ship increases the likelihood of product innovation. Choi et al. (2012)
show that foreign ownership has positive effects on the performance of
technological innovation. The results of a study by Joe et al. (2019) indi-
cate that foreign ownership enhances the innovative activities of a com-
pany. A study by Choi, Lee, and Williams (2011) reveals a positive link
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between foreign ownership and company innovativeness. Gudalupe et al.
(2012) come to similar findings, and confirm that companies taken over
from foreign owners increase their innovativeness after acquisition. Mus-
tapha and Mendi (2015) find that the foreign affiliates of multinational
companies are more likely to innovate products and processes than do-
mestically owned companies. Balsari, Ozkan, and Varan (2015) show that
the interaction of foreign ownership and export has a significant positive
impact on technological innovation.

The findings discussed above are the basis for the formulation of
the following research hypotheses:

H1la — Foreign-owned companies have a higher degree of product/service
innovations compared to domestically-owned enterprises;

H1b — Foreign-owned enterprises have a higher degree of process
innovations compared to domestically-owned enterprises;

Hl1c — Foreign-owned companies have a higher degree of organisational
innovations compared to domestically-owned companies.
According to the resource dependence theory, learning orientation

is one of several major sources of competitive advantage (Liu et al.,

2002). It can be defined as a process of information gathering, infor-

mation sharing, and shared interpretation that improves organisational

and individual effectiveness since it has a direct influence on the results

(Kaya & Patton, 2011). Three dimensions of learning orientation stand

out in literature: commitment to learning, shared vision and openness (Er-

is & Ozmen, 2012).

As one of the key antecedents of innovativeness (Hult et al., 2004),
learning orientation represents a set of organisational values that encour-
age the members of an organisation to create and share knowledge (Liu et
al., 2002; Li et al., 2010). The importance of learning orientation is re-
flected in the fact that the creation of knowledge is a crucial element of
innovativeness (Izadi et al., 2020), which likewise indicates the degree to
which these two important concepts are connected. While learning orien-
tation refers to the process of seeking knowledge, innovativeness refers to
the exploitation of that knowledge (Li et al., 2010). The positive effect of
learning orientation on company innovativeness was proven in a study
conducted by Keskin (2006). In addition, learning orientation is indirectly
related to both ownership and innovativeness. Specifically, owners can
influence company innovativeness through various forms of managerial
behaviour, which include learning (Li et al., 2010). Liu, Luo, and Shi
(2002) demonstrate that state-owned enterprises with foreign partners are
more learning-oriented than state-owned enterprises without foreign part-
nerships, which clearly reflects the importance of foreign influence for
the development of learning orientation. Based on the findings discussed
above, the following research hypothesis was formulated:
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H2 — Foreign-owned companies show a higher degree of learning
orientation compared to domestically-owned enterprises.
Accordingly, we created a research model (Figure 1).

INNOVATIVENESS
Product/service innovations

Hla, Hlb, Hle . .
Process innovations
Organizational innovations
OWNERSHIP TYPE
Foreign H2
Domestic \
Learning orientation

Figure 1. The research model
Source: Authors

METHODOLOGY

Empirical research was conducted using quantitative methodology,
based on primary data collected by the survey method. The questionnaire
itself is divided into three segments. In order to ensure the high reliability
of the measurement scale, each of the analysed variables is measured via
a set of items used in previous research, with appropriate adaptations and
additions. The first part of the questionnaire contains 14 items, of which 4
measure product innovations (Gunday et al., 2011; Atalay et al., 2013; Ra-
japathirana & Hui, 2018; Werlang & Rosseto, 2019), 4 refer to process inno-
vations (Gunday et al., 2011; Psomas et al., 2017), and 6 measure organisa-
tional innovations (Gunday et al., 2011; Rajapthirana & Hui, 2018). The sec-
ond part of the questionnaire measures learning orientation using 7 items,
conceived on the basis of the research conducted by Li et al. (2010) and Wer-
lang and Rosseto (2019). The respondents expressed their degree of agree-
ment with the formed items using a five-point Likert scale.

The questionnaire was distributed to the employees of 180 compa-
nies operating on the territory of the Republic of Serbia, electronically
and in person. A total of 71 fully completed and returned copies of the
questionnaire formed the research sample. The research sample is defined
S0 as to ensure an approximate representation of domestic and foreign-
owned enterprises. The structure of the sample is shown in Table 1.

The majority owner in 49.3% of cases in the sample is a foreign
investor, while 38.9% of the sampled companies are owned by a natural
person. The remainder of the sample consists of state-owned enterprises
(8.5%) and manager-owned enterprises (2.8%). The obtained data was
analysed using the techniques of the statistical software package for
social sciences SPSS 26.0.
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Table 1. The sample structure
Variables Frequency  Proportion
Business production 39 54.9
service 32 45.1
Ownership domestic 36 50.7
foreign 35 49.3
Majority ownership type  natural person 28 394
state 6 8.5
foreign investors 35 49.3
managerial ownership 2 2.8
Sex male 39 54.9
female 32 45.1
Age under 25 4 5.6
26 - 35 26 36.6
36 —45 28 394
46 — 55 10 14.1
over 55 3 4.2
Duration of employment  under 3 years 21 29.6
at current employer 3 -5 years 23 324
over 5 years 27 38
Job position non-managerial workers 4 5.6
first-line managers 16 225
middle managers 47 66.2
top managers 4 5.6
Education secondary education 8 11.3
higher education 10 14.1
BA 31 43.7
MA 20 28.2
PhD 2 2.8
Education field Economy 25 35.2
Law 3 4.2
Technical sciences 33 46.5
Natural sciences 3 4.2
Other 7 9.9
Previous work experience yes 57 80.3
no 14 19.7
Sum 71 100.0

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The reliability of the variables was measured based on the value of
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The results of this analysis, for all
examined variables, are presented in Table 2. Based on the conducted
analysis, the existence of a high internal consistency of findings, and the
reliability of the formed variables can be concluded.
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After the analysis of the reliability of the measurement scale, a
descriptive statistical analysis, the results of which are shown in Table 3,
was implemented.

Table 2. Cronbach s alpha coefficient value

Variables Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
Product innovations 0.902
Process innovations 0.884
Organisational innovations 0.939
Learning orientation 0.946

Table 3. Descriptive statistical analysis

Standard
Mean deviation
Product innovations
The company is proactive in new product and/or service 3.76  1.37
development.
The company introduces new products or services. 387 1.36
The company improves existing products and/or services by 373 144

adding new components.
The company develops products and/or services that are unique in  2.96  1.72
the market.
Process innovations
The company introduces numerous changes in business processes. 3.17  1.50
The company introduces innovations in logistics processes. 341 143
The company increases cost efficiency in logistics processes. 314 150
The company often introduces the latest technological solutions.  2.76  1.47
Organisational innovations

The company introduces innovations in the organisational 3.00 1.38
structure.

The company applies modern management methods. 334 151
The company innovates marketing strategies. 3.63 1.36
The company innovates a quality management system. 352 148
The company innovates the HRM system. 332 159
The company innovates information systems. 345 142

Learning orientation
The company believes that employee learning is an investment, 363 131
not a cost.
Learning is one of the basic values of a company. 361 143
Learning is seen as a key factor of a company’s survival. 345 138
Managers agree that a company’s ability to learn is a key factor for 3.52  1.35
achieving a competitive advantage.

Employees agree that the ability to learn is a key factor in the 375 132
improvement of services and processes.

The company has enough resources to implement learning 391 134
programmes.

I have access to the information I need to perform my job in an 397 124

efficient and effective manner.
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The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to test the normality of
data distribution, since the sample exceeds 50 units. The Mann-Whitney
U test from the group of non-parametric statistical techniques is used to
examine the differences in innovativeness and learning orientation be-
tween domestic and foreign-owned enterprises (Table 4).

Table 4 Differences in innovativeness and learning orientation:
domestic versus foreign ownership

Ownership Mean

Variables type N Rank Mann — Whitney U Sig.

Product innovations d]% Teeisgtric gg 421222 355.000 0.001
Process innovations d]% Teeisgtric gg iggé 389.000 0.005
Ao dmeic % 20 o oa
Learning orientation domestic 36 30.26 423.500 0.017

foreign 35 41.90

There are statistically significant differences between domestic and
foreign-owned enterprises in all of the observed dimensions. Foreign-
owned companies record a higher degree of product, process and organi-
sational innovations than domestic ones (p <0.01), which confirms hy-
potheses Hla, H1b and Hlc. Such results are consistent with the results
of the studies conducted by Love et al. (1996), Choi et al. (2011), Mus-
tapha and Mendi (2015), and Joe et al. (2019). The results are partially
consistent with the research results of Choi et al. (2012), Guadalupe et al.
(2012), and Balsari et al. (2015), but contrary to the results of the study
conducted by Dachs and Ebersberger (2009). The reason behind the high-
er degree of innovation observed in foreign-owned companies can be the
technological transfer of a foreign owner, or the transfer of managerial
expertise that expatriates of foreign companies bring to their branch,
which can result in a more intensive investment in research and develop-
ment. In addition, the differences in innovations observed in domestic and
foreign-owned enterprises may be a consequence of obtaining the capital
needed for research and development activities, which a foreign owner
provides to the companies. The synergistic effects of knowledge provided
by both foreign company management and domestic management, which
has important information about doing business in the local economic
context, can result in a greater degree of innovations as compared to
companies without foreign support. Significant differences in relation to
all three dimensions of company innovations represent the expected re-
sult, given their interconnectedness and interdependence. Specifically, the
introduction of new products or services requires the innovation of rele-
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vant processes. Additionally, in order to innovate processes, a company
must also innovate organisational methods and strategies, including the
quality management system, information systems, and its human resource
management methods. The most pronounced difference between domes-
tic and foreign-owned enterprises refers to product innovations.

The results of the analysis lead us to the conclusion that foreign-
owned enterprises are more learning-oriented than domestic-owned en-
terprises (p<0.05), which confirms hypothesis H2. The obtained results
imply the creation of a higher level of knowledge in companies under the
control of a foreign owner, which makes them more innovative than
companies with domestic ownership. This is consistent with the existing
theoretical assumptions. As foreign owners transfer technological and
managerial knowledge to their companies, it is expected that foreign
ownership develops learning orientation, which results in the creation of
additional knowledge, and distinguishes foreign companies from domes-
tic companies.

CONCLUSION

Researching innovation and learning from the view of the owner-
ship type is a significant but underdeveloped research area in the field of
corporate governance. While a large number of studies focus on examin-
ing the impact of different types of ownership on company performance,
the researches related to the connection between foreign ownership and
innovations are scarce. At the same time, previous empirical research on
this issue has not reached an agreement on the effects of foreign owner-
ship on the innovative activities of business organisations. The conducted
study seeks to resolve the contradiction of previous studies and to elimi-
nate the observed gap in literature on corporate governance. The results
of the study confirm the existence of statistically significant differences in
innovations and learning orientation between domestic and foreign-
owned enterprises. Given the multidimensionality of the concept of inno-
vation, this empirical study additionally contributes to identifying differ-
ences in product, process and organisational innovations between domes-
tic and foreign-owned enterprises. These results indicate the relevance of
foreign ownership for improving innovativeness.

The obtained results have certain theoretical and practical implica-
tions. First, the paper systematises the existing knowledge about the con-
nection between foreign and domestic ownership and the innovative be-
haviour of companies, and discusses why foreign ownership is considered
superior in encouraging innovations when compared to domestic owner-
ship. Of special importance is the connection between the type of owner-
ship and the three main forms of innovations, which, according to the best
of the authors’ knowledge, has not been applied so far. Therefore, the
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originality of this paper is reflected in the elucidation of the relationship
between foreign ownership and the individual dimensions of company in-
novation. The conducted study represents a scientific contribution, as it
analyses learning orientation as one of the basic assumptions of the inno-
vative activities of business organisations.

The contribution of this paper is also reflected in the identification
of the following practical implications for decision makers and policy
makers, with a special focus on developing countries. Innovation is the
backbone of economic development, and the results of this research rec-
ommend encouraging foreign direct investment, and foreign acquisitions
of domestic companies. With this in mind, the paper emphasises the need
to improve the institutional framework of corporate governance, wherein
it is particularly important to improve the regulation of the protection of
foreign investors’ rights in order to further attract foreign capital.

The conducted study faces certain limitations, which reduce the
possibility of generalising the obtained results, and urge caution in the in-
terpretation of the results and the process of determining future research
directions. The main limitation of this study is reflected in the small size
of the research sample, which is, in turn, a reflection of the closed busi-
ness culture in the Republic of Serbia and the low interest of its compa-
nies in taking part in scientific research. The choice of the national con-
text for the research setting is identified as its additional limitation.
Therefore, further research should be conducted in several developing
countries. This would provide a basis for comparing the results obtained
in different institutional and economic frameworks.
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JA JIX JE TUII BTACHUIITBA BUTAH 3A
NHOBATUBHOCT U OPUJEHTALINJY HA YUYEILE?
EMIIMPUJCKO UCTPA’XKUBAILE Y CPBUJU

Jenena Huxonnh, Mapuja Mupuh, [lejana 3aartanosuh
Vuusepsurer y Kparyjesuy, Exonomcku daxynrer, Kparyjesam, Cpouja

Pe3sume

OnpxuB ycrex npenyseha y BeluKoj MepH je oapel)eH ’bUXOBOM HHOBATHBHOIINY
W OpHjeHTaIMjoM Ha yuerme. CTpyKTypa BIaCHHIITBA, KA0 HHTEPHU MEXaHM3aM KOp-
MOPAaTHBHOT yNpaBJbamka, CMaTpa ce 3HAYajHOM JETEPMHHAHTOM HHOBAaTHBHOCTH Op-
raHu3aiyja, Ipyu 4eMy ce HapOuYHT 3Hauaj Mpuaaje TUILy BracHuTBa. Mako je oaHoc
MexaHn3aMa KOPIOpPAaTHBHOT yIpaBjbatba M HHOBATHMBHOCTH mpexy3eha mnpeamer
UCTpaXUBamka OpPOjHHUX CTyAWja, MICHTH(GHUKOBAH je UCTPAKUBAYKK TeM y Mpoyda-
Barby IMOBE3aHOCTH THIIA BIACHUIITBA Ca CTENCHOM MHOBAaTHBHOCTH M OPHjESHTAIHjOM
Ha y4emwe. Takolje, cTyauje Koje cy MCTpakuBaiie edekTe THIa BIACHHUIITBA Ha CTe-
NeH MHOBAaTHBHOCTH Npeny3eha gane cy KOHTpaJuKTOpHE pe3yJirare, IITO yKasyje Ha
noTpely 3a JOJaTHUM MPOYYaBambEM OBE MPOOJIEMATHKE Y PA3TMYUTUM EKOHOMCKHM
M MHCTUTYIIMOHAJIHUM OkBHpHMa. CMmatpa ce Jla CTpaHH BlacHUIHM yHampelyjy uHo-
BaTHBHE aKTHBHOCTH Ipeny3eha Kpo3 MeHayepcke pecypce, TpaHcdep CynepHOpHUX
TEXHOJIOLIKUX 3Hama, PElalMoOHe Pecypce W MHTEPHALMOHAIHY MPEXY ITOCIOBHHX
MapTHEPCKUX OJHOCA. JemaH of 3HauajHUX (akTopa MHOBATUBHOCTU OpTaHHU3alldja
KOjU Ce M3yYaBa y KOHTEKCTY KOPIIOPaTHUBHOT yIpaBjbama jeCTe M OpHjeHTalHja Ha
yuewe. MMajyhn y Buiy 3Hame ka0 OCHOBHM ayTIIyT, OpPHjeHTAllMja HA yUeHe MOXKe
NPYXXUTH 3Ha4ajHy MOJPIIKY WHOBAaTHMBHO] mpakcu mpexmyseha. Jlok ce mon opu-
JEHTAIMjOM Ha y4yeme IOoJpasyMeBa TPAXKEHE 3Hama, HHOBATHBHOCT II0Jpa3yMeBa
BEroBy excruioaranyjy. CHpoBeZeHO MCTpaKMBame HACTOjU Aa NpeBasule naeHTH-
(hMKOBaHM MCTPaKMBAYKU I'ell KPO3 MPOyYaBarmbe HHOBATUBHOCTH U OPHjeHTALMje Ha
y4eme ca acrekTa gomaher W cTpaHOT BIacHHIITBA. JJoOMjeHU pe3ynraT MOTBphyjy
CTaTHCTUYKHU 3HAa4YajHe pa3iMKe y CTeIIeHy HHOBATHBHOCTH M OPHjSHTALIMjU HA yUeHe
mmely npenyseha y nomahem u ctpanom BracHumTBy. [loTBpheHe cy 3HauajHe pas-
JIMKE y CTEeleHy MHOBAaTHBHOCTH MEPEHOj Kpo3 HHOBAIMje MPOU3BO/A, MPOLeca U Op-
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raam3anyje. OpUTHHAIHOCT UCTPaKUBamba OTJIe/la Ce Y PacBeTJbaBamy OJHOCA THIIA
BJIIACHMINTBA W ojpeheHHX BpcTa HMHOBaIMja, Ka0 W OpHjEeHTAlWje Ha ydeme Koja
IpENICTaB/ba jeIHy O Ba)XKHHUX IPETIIOCTABKM MHOBAaTHBHHX aKTHBHOCTH. JompuHOC
pana ce oriena y MIeHTH(OHUKOBamY ciefehnx npakTHYHIX MMIUTHKAIH]ja 32 JOHOCH-
ole OTyKa M KpeaTope eKOHOMCKHUX TOJIUTHKA, ca MOceOHMM (OoKycOoM Ha TpaH3HLM-
oHe ekoHomuje. bynyhu na cy uHOBanmje KibydHH (DaKTOp E€KOHOMCKOI pa3Boja,
CIIPOBE/ICHO UCTPAXKUBAE Cyrepullle MOACTHLAKE HHOCTPAHUX aKBU3MIMja JoMahux
KOMITaHHja y LWJbY yHampelhema cTelieHa HHOBATUBHOCTU U OpHjEHTALMje Ha yUeHe.
CXO0[HO HaBEJICHOM, Y Pajy je yKazaHO Ha IOTpedy Ja ce yHaIpeaAnd HHCTUTYIHOHAT-
HH OKBHpP KOPIOPAaTHBHOT yIIPaBJbamkba, IIPH YEMY je OCEOHO Ba)KHO yYHAIPEIUTH pe-
TyJIHCambe 3aIITHTE IpaBa CTPaHUX HHBECTUTOPA Y LWJBY JaJber IIPHUBIAYeha CTPAHOT
Karuraa.



