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Abstract - Investigation was conducted with the aim
to get insight into the perception of different barriers for
implementation of innovation projects by the employees
in the companies in Serbia in dependence of employees’
educational level, their perception of companies’
innovativeness and the ownership structure of the
company. Questionnaire-based research of perception of
risk,
finance,
employees,
management,
social
environment and information related barriers was
carried out in the companies with different ownership
structure:
public
enterprises,
subsidiaries
of
multinational companies and companies owned by
domestic entrepreneurs. In addition to the company’s
ownership, respondent’s education level and perception
of company’s innovativeness were used as independent
variables. The hypothesis that the perception of the
barriers to the implementation of innovative projects in
companies in Serbia by employees depends on the level
of their education was not supported while the other two
hypotheses stating that perception of the barriers to
innovation projects depends on employee’s perception of
company’s innovativeness and the ownership of the
company were both supported. High level of perception
of barriers in Serbia imposes the limitations to the
implementation of innovation projects in Serbia, and
thus case-specific activities aimed at overcoming of
barriers to innovation projects should be planned and
implemented.
Keywords - innovation projects, barriers, employees,
innovativeness, company ownership

I.

Dragan Janjušić
University Union “Nikola Tesla”
Faculty of Management,
Sremski Karlovci, Serbia
dragan.janjusic@gmail.com

INTRODUCTION

In the processes of economic globalization and
digitalization, knowledge becomes the key factor for
positioning and profitability of the companies. The
innovating capacity represents the precondition for its
survival under the conditions of harsh market
competition. Innovation is represented by each system
of organized and appropriate activities aimed at the
creation of new or improved products, processes,
organizational structures and management practices.
Drucker [1] points out that the innovative activities

provide new capacities to the resources aimed at
creation of new value that represent specific tool for
achievement of organizational changes to the
entrepreneurs
The results of an innovative project can be the
creation of new, improved products, technologies,
processes, services and management structures. In this
sense, creativity and innovativeness are two closely
linked processes. Creativity leads to the generation of
new ideas and innovativeness is a process following
idea generation which transforms the idea into
practical solutions. Mumford and Gustafson [2] point
out that in the times of permanent and dynamic
changes on the global market, successful
entrepreneurs must-have capabilities for creativity
and innovativeness that will support permanent
improvements necessary for achievement and
preservation of competitive advantages for the
company.
Innovation is defined as the successful
implementation of creative ideas within an
organization [3, 4]. Creativity can generate new
ideas, new approaches or solution that will not
necessarily be transformed into innovative
activities/projects. Due to diverse internal and
external barriers, innovative processes are often
terminated. Through removal of barriers for
implementation of innovation projects, the realization
of new/improved products on the market and
advancement of organizational processes and
management structures convenient conditions are
created under which the value of existing resources is
increased and competitiveness of the company is
empowered. The influence of diverse barriers on
implementation of innovation projects has been
widely studied [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10]
under different
socio-economic contexts. Differences in obtained
results point out clearly that structure of barriers for
innovation projects depend highly on socio-economic
and cultural environment in which the company
operates.
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The socio-economic context of Serbia is quite
specific. It was created through complex interaction
of long-lasting period of specific form of selfmanagement socialism until the nineties [11] followed
by the period of war and economic sanctions and
long-lasting transition towards open market economy
characterized with slow and partly unsuccessful
privatization of the companies [12] and postponed
entrance of multinational companies into Serbian
economy [13, 14]. Due to the specificities of
development path of Serbian society the process of
innovating in the companies in Serbia should have
also taken on specific features. Investigations related
to the barriers for innovation processes in the
companies operating in Serbia are scarce and related
primarily to the management perceptions of barriers
for innovation [15].
II.

LITERATURE REVIEW

A Definition and classification of innovations
In the innovation-related literature, there is a
number of definitions and classifications of
innovations, with a lot of similarities, but also with a
number of differences. The term “innovation”
etymologically comes from the Latin word innovare
which means to do something new [16]. Innovation
essentially represents the advancement of technology,
process, new product or service. Innovation is a result
of the application of own or other research results,
ideas, inventions, knowledge, concepts or methods,
which are put on the market with the appropriate value
[17]. According to the OECD [18] „innovation is the
implementation of a new or significantly improved
product (good or service), or process, a new marketing
method, or a new organisational method in business
practices, workplace organisation or external
relations“.
In terms of OECD classification innovations are
classified to the product, process, market and
organisational innovations.
Innovations are also
classified as radical (completely new) and incremental
(evolutionary) ones.
Today innovations are considered from the wider
business aspects. One of the contemporary
classifications of innovation is provided by
Schumpeter with five types of innovations: (1)
introduction of a new product; (2) Introduction of new
production method; (3) Opening of new market; (4)
Utilization of new raw material or by-product; (5)
Industry reorganization [19].
Observing innovations in a wider context of
business [17] gives the following classification of
innovations: (1) Innovation of a product that is new at
the market; (2) Innovation of a product that is new for
the company; (3) innovation of processes; (4)
Management related innovations; (5) Marketing
related innovations; (6) Learning-related innovations
and (7) Innovations related to finance.

B Internal and External Support for Innovation
projects
The basic role of innovation processes and
projects is to generate certain organizational,
technological and management changes that will, in
the future, with a greater degree of efficiency, costeffectiveness and profitability, affect the overall
growth and development of the company and the
achievement and maintenance of the competitive
advantage of the company on the market [20]. In
order to attain this organization has to be innovative.
The innovation process is realized through three
main transformation phases [21]: invention (patent),
innovation (market evaluation of the invention) and
diffusion (application of the innovation). Having in
mind that new solutions for products and processes
and new technological solutions represent important
intellectual asset of each company, permanent support
from the top management to the employees is needed
in order to motivate them to demonstrate their creative
potentials as well as in order to generate convenient
climate for realization of innovative projects [16].
Cummings and O’Connell
[22] point out the
importance of leadership among the most important
factors affecting innovation. Leadership influences the
organizational preconditions through modelling of
strategies, cultures, structures, climate and reward
system [23, 24], but it also affects the employees’
behaviour, their creativity [25], as well as their
motivation [26] for innovative work. In this way, a
supportive environment supporting creativeness [3,
27] and organization climate and policy for the
realization of innovative processes [28] and support to
the increase of employees’ competences for innovative
work [29] is created.
Innovative projects demonstrate diverse effects on
the functioning and development of the organization.
Through implementation of innovative projects
production costs levels, quality level of the products,
effectiveness and efficiency of processes might be
affected
and
consequently
increase
the
competitiveness of the company. Oppositely, lack of
timely support to the implementation of innovative
projects from the top management or investment in
inappropriate projects might jeopardize the
competitive position of the company and lead to the
failure of the company. For achievement of the leading
position of the company, the leaders and the managers
have to teach the employees how to develop
permanently their competences and how to use
creative demands from their clients [30].
Creation of a suitable strategic framework and
system conditions for the implementation of
innovative ventures also implies that company leaders
and managers respect the requirements of
international quality management standards and take
into account the potential risks and opportunities of
their business. Experience from practice points out
that only a small number of innovative ideas turns
into innovations through innovative projects and gain
commercial dimension in the market. For this reason,
it is important for the leaders to be aware of potential
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barriers to innovation processes in their company.
Among the reasons that crucially influence the fact
that many good ideas generated by employees in the
company do not turn into innovation projects are
certainly the lack of support from the top
management, the lack of sufficient knowledge and
competencies and the lack of financial resources.
Barriers for implementation of innovative projects
were in the focus of numerous researchers [31, 5, 8,
32]. Based on the conducted research, it has been
confirmed that barriers to the implementation of
innovation projects vary in dependence on the
company's profile [7]. The barriers to the
implementation of innovative projects can be
attributed to different causes and sources: innovation
risks [6], financial aspects of implementing
innovation projects, employee and management
attitudes [33, 34] constraints imposed by the
environment in which the company operates [35],
availability of information [10] and others. Finding
out of effective ways to manage barriers to the
implementation of innovative projects is a
prerequisite for successful business operations [9].
The sources and the drivers of the barriers for
innovation projects implementation vary in
dependence on the macro (state and its national
culture) and the micro (company) environment in
which the company and its employees are located.
Surveys of perception of barriers for implementation
of innovation projects have been conducted in various
socio-economic and cultural environments [8, 33, 35,
5]. In Serbia, in [15] Lekovic conducted the
investigation of the perception of barriers for
innovation among managers and concluded that there
are differences in perception of barriers in
dependence of age (different perception of
cooperation with competition) and sex (different
perception of funding, workforce and innovation
abilities) of the managers.
III.

H01

H01-1

The second assumption was that the perceived
innovativeness of the company by the employee
influences the perception of the barriers for the
implementation of innovative projects in the
company. This assumption was tested through the
following hypotheses:
H02

H02-2

B Research hypothesis
The first starting assumption was that higher
levels of education provide the information that
contributes to a better understanding of the barriers to
the implementation of innovation projects and,
accordingly, the barriers will be perceived as higher
by the respondents with the university degree in
comparison to the respondents with high school
education. In this sense, the following hypotheses
were defined:

Perception of the barriers to the
implementation of innovative projects in
companies in Serbia by the employees depends
on employee’s perception of their company
innovativeness
Employees who perceive their company as
non-innovative perceive the barriers to the
implementation of innovative projects at a
higher level in comparison to employees who
perceive the company as innovative

The third assumption was that the perception of
the barriers for the implementation of innovation
projects differs in dependence of companies’
ownership structure. This assumption is analyzed
through the following hypotheses:
H03

H03-1
H03-2

EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

A Definition and classification of innovations
The goal of the empirical research was to get the
insight into the perception of barriers for initiating and
implementing of innovative projects by the employees
in the companies in Serbia, in dependence on the
employee's level of education, the perception of the
innovativeness of the company by the employee and
the ownership structure of the company.

Perception of the barriers to the
implementation of innovative projects in the
companies in Serbia by the employees depends
on their education level
Employees with high school education perceive
barriers to innovation at a lower level than the
employees with university education

Perception of the barriers to the
implementation of innovative projects in
companies in Serbia by employees depends on
the ownership structure of the company
Employees in public companies in Serbia have
the lowest perceptions of barriers to the
implementation of innovative projects
Employees in multinational companies’
subsidiaries in Serbia have the highest
perception of barriers for the implementation
of innovative projects

C.

Research methods, techniques and instruments
The research was carried out using the
questionnaire (Table 1), which was designed to
measure the perception of different barriers to the
initiation and implementation of innovation projects.
The research was carried out in the companies
with different ownership structure: in public
enterprises (35% of respondents) in subsidiaries of
multinational companies (37% of respondents) and in
companies owned by Serbian entrepreneurs (28% of
respondents). In each company involved in the
survey, the management representative was selected
who distributed questionnaires so that representatives
of different educational profiles and employees at
different levels of management were equally
represented. A total of 366 respondents from 15
companies participated in the survey. The research
was conducted in the period 2015-2017 in companies
located in major cities of the Republic of Serbia:
Belgrade, Novi Sad, Niš, Kragujevac, Subotica, Novi
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Pazar and Zrenjanin. Out of the total number of
respondents, 56% were women, and 44% were men.
By age categories, 42% were younger respondents (up
to 35 years), 30% were middle-aged (35-45 years),
and 28% were an older generation (over 45 years). In
the research, 43% respondents with high school
education and 57% of respondents with university
education participated. In the questionnaire, the
respondents evaluated the degree of impact of barriers
to the initiation and implantation of innovation
projects in their companies using the Likert scale (17). The questions in the questionnaire were designed
to enable evaluation of the barriers to innovative
projects that can be attributed to: (1) the risks
associated with innovation; (2) the financial aspects
of innovation projects; (3) the behavior of employees;
(4) the actions of company management; (5) the
environmental factors and (6) the availability of
information.
TABLE I. QUESTIONNAIRE FOR QUANTITATIVE SURVEY
OF PERCEPTION OF BARRIERS TO INNOVATIONS
1. Respondent:
Age

Under 35

35-45

Over 45

Sex

Female

Male

Education

High school

University

2. Did your company implement any
yes
no
innovation during the last two years?
3. Rate the importance of listed barriers for innovation in
your company:
RISK RELATED BARRIERS
Increased risk
Turbulent economic
situation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

COSTS RELATED BARRIERS
High costs
Difficulties in management
of innovation costs
Difficulties to access
innovation funding sources

EMPLOYEES RELATED BARRIERS
Resistance of employees to
changes
Lack of qualified workforce
Lack of internal trainings
for employees
Problem of retention of
qualified workforce

In addition to the perception of different barriers
to innovative projects, respondents were asked
whether according to their perception, their company
introduced any innovation in the past two years. In
this way, respondents expressed their perception of
the innovativeness of their company. Of the total
number of respondents, 70% answered this question
affirmatively.
Obtained data were processed using a statistical
analysis
program
Statistica,
version
13.0
Software.dell.com. Based on individual responses,
mean values for individual independent variables
were calculated: aspects of perception of risks as
barriers to innovation projects, perception of financial
problems as barriers to innovation projects,
perception of employee structure as barriers to
innovation projects, perception of activities and
attitudes of management as barriers to innovation
projects, perception of situation in environmental
barriers to innovation projects and the perception of
lack of information as barriers to innovation projects.
The educational level of the respondents,
respondents’
perception
of
the
company's
innovativeness and the ownership structure of the
company were the independent variables in this
survey. Analysis of differences in the degree of
perception of individual barriers was made on the
basis of differences in the mean values of the
perceptions and obtained variances.
D. Research results
Research results were systematized by groups of
barriers to initiating and implementing innovative
projects in the companies in Serbia. The perception of
different risks as the barriers to the initiation and
implementation of innovative projects by the
employees, depending on the level of education of the
respondent, company's innovativeness and the
ownership structure of the company, is presented in
Table 2.
TABLE II. – ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANCE OF RISK
RELATED BARRIERS FOR INNOVATIVE PROJECTS IN
DEPENDENCE OF RESPONDENTS’ EDUCATIONAL LEVEL,
COMPANY’S INNOVATIVENESS, AND OWNERSHIP OF THE
COMPANY
Increased
risk

MANAGEMENT RELATED BARRIERS
Lack of systemic activities in
the company
Resistance of managers to
changes

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
High school
University

4,94 ± 1,83
4,52 ± 1,99

5,91 ± 1,38
5,78 ± 1,42

5,62 ± 1,57

6,23 ± 1,48

4,50 ± 1,94

5,76 ± 1,36

3,19 ± 1,77
6,12 ± 0,59
5,66 ± 1,35

5,38 ± 1,57
6,54 ± 1,20
6,09 ± 1,12

INNOVATIVENESS

ENVIRONMENT RELATED BARRIERS
Insufficient support from
government
Inadequate regional
infrastructure

Turbulent
economic
situation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Non innovative
companies
Innovative companies

OWNERSHIP

INFORMATION RELATED BARRIERS

Public companies

Lack of opportunities for
innovation related
cooperation
Lack of market information
Lack of information about
new technologies

Domestic companies

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Multinationals

Respondents evaluated increased risk and
turbulent economic situation as aspects of risk
barriers and, without exception, declared that the
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turbulent economic situation poses a higher risk in
relation to the increased risk that the act of
introduction of new products or services itself.
Differences in the perception of the significance of
this group of barriers were not found among the
respondents of different degrees of education.
However, both risk barriers were ranked higher by the
respondents that perceived their company as noninnovative in comparison to the respondents that
perceived that their company is innovative. This
observation points out the possibility that due to the
perception of high risk and the tendency to avoid risks
by the employees, some companies do not decide to
implement innovative projects.
The perception of increased risk due to the
introduction of innovations is at the lowest level
among the employees from the public companies,
which is probably due to the fact that these companies
in the Serbian market are not in the open market but
rather have some kind of monopoly. Both aspects of
risk as a barrier to the implementation of innovation
projects are at the highest level perceived by the
employees in the domestic companies, while in the
subsidiaries of the multinational companies riskrelated barriers are ranked lower. This observation
indicates that domestic enterprises are likely to have
less developed risk management mechanisms and
thus, the employees perceive risks as higher barriers
to innovation.
In the case of barriers related to the financial
aspects of the innovation process (Table 3), there are
also no differences among respondents in dependence
on their level of education. In the case when the
company is perceived as innovative, this group of
barriers is, as a rule, ranked lower than in the
companies perceived as non-innovative.
TABLE III. – ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANCE OF FINANCE
RELATED BARRIERS FOR INNOVATIVE PROJECTS IN
DEPENDENCE OF RESPONDENTS’ EDUCATIONAL LEVEL,
COMPANY’S INNOVATIVENESS, AND OWNERSHIP OF THE
COMPANY
Difficulties in
expenditures
management

Difficulties
in access
to
financing
sources

5,33 ± 1,57
5,18 ± 1,60

5,62 ± 1,62
5,34 ± 1,54

5,85 ± 1,17

5,72 ± 1,39

6,38 ± 1,33

5,39 ± 1,56

5,17 ± 1,59

5,28 ± 1,53

4,73 ± 1,74

4,36 ± 1,59

4,66 ± 1,66

6,14 ± 0,61

6,22 ± 0,62

6,88 ± 0,59

5,96 ± 1,19

5,83 ± 1,36

5,82 ± 1,26

High costs

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
High school
University

5,52 ± 1,47
5,42 ± 1,57

INNOVATIVENESS
Non innovative
companies
Innovative
companies

OWNERSHIP
Public
companies
Domestic
companies
Multinationals

This finding indicates that the causes of the
absence of initiation and implementation of
innovative projects can also be of a financial nature.

When it comes to the ownership structure of the
company, the differences between the three observed
groups of companies are striking. Finance related
barriers are ranked at the lowest level in public
enterprises in which the funds for innovation are
provided from the state budget, while in the
companies with domestic ownership financial barriers
are ranked at the highest level indicating that for these
group of companies the access to the sources for
financing of innovative projects is a problem.
In the case of employee-related barriers to the
implementation of innovation projects (Table 4), there
is also no difference between respondents in
dependence on education level.
TABLE IV. – ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANCE OF
EMPLOYEES’ RELATED BARRIERS FOR INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS
IN
DEPENDENCE
OF
RESPONDENTS’
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL, COMPANY’S INNOVATIVENESS,
AND OWNERSHIP OF THE COMPANY

Lack of
qualified
workforce

The
problem
of
retention
of
qualified
workforce
in the
company

Lack of
training
for
employees

4,43±1,92

4,60±1,82

4,57±1,82

4,78±1,80

4,81±1,69

4,70±1,78

4,5 ± 1,87

3,30±1,81

3,64±2,06

3,80±1,97

4,71
±1,74

4,93±1,93

4,96±1,55

4,85±1,70

4,68±1,87

4,91±1,68

4,69±1,84

2,26±0,96

2,26±0,85

2,56±0,97

5,26±1,46

5,24±1,39

5,23±1,48

The
resistance
of the
employees
to
changes

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
High
school
University

4,64
±1,73
4,64
±1,83

INNOVATIVENESS
Non innovative
companes
Innovative
companies

OWNERSHIP
Public
3,88±1,84
companies
Domestic
3,74±1,71
companies
Multinatio5,61±1,18
Nals

In the case of company innovativeness, there are
differences in ranking deficiencies and the inability to
retain qualified workforce and training shortages with
employees assessing their company as innovative
ranking these barriers higher in comparison to the
employees that consider that their company is noninnovative.
Interestingly, employee-related barriers are
generally ranked higher by the employees from
subsidiaries of multinational companies, while the
employees from the companies with domestic
ownership, these barriers are ranked at the lowest
level. It is important to point out that employeesrelated barriers are, as a rule, rated lower in
comparison to the risk- and finance-related barriers.
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Perceptions of the barriers related to the
company's management structure (Table 5) do not
differ for respondents of different education level.
Dependence of perception of company’s
innovativeness by the respondent major difference
was also not noticed. This group of barriers is ranked
at the lowest level by the respondents from companies
with domestic ownership. This observation points out
that among the owners of these companies most
probably there are initiatives for implementation of
innovative projects. On the other hand, in
multinationals’ subsidiaries, these barriers are rated at
a higher level suggesting that managers at the local
level probably have no initiative (possibly no
authority) to launch innovation projects.
TABLE V. – ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANCE OF
MANAGEMENT RELATED BARRIERS FOR INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS
IN
DEPENDENCE
OF
RESPONDENTS’
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL, COMPANY’S INNOVATIVENESS,
AND OWNERSHIP OF THE COMPANY
Lack of
systematic
actions in the
company
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

In respect to respondents’’ education level and
their perception of the company’s innovativeness in
the case of barriers related to external factors, there
are no remarkable differences.
The lack of different information as a barrier to
the implementation of innovation projects (Table 7) is
ranked at the highest by the employees in subsidiaries
of multinational companies, while this group of
barriers is perceived at the lowest level by the
employees form the public companies.
In the case of information-related barriers, there
are also no remarkable differences in respect to
respondents’’ education level and their perception of
company’s innovativeness.
TABLE VII. – ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANCE OF
INFORMATION RELATED BARRIERS FOR INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS
IN
DEPENDENCE
OF
RESPONDENTS’
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL, COMPANY’S INNOVATIVENESS,
AND OWNERSHIP OF THE COMPANY

The
resistance of
management
to changes

Lack of
market
Information

High school
University

4,80 ± 1,54
4,71 ± 1,76

4,57 ± 1,63
4,37 ± 1,80

INNOVATIVENESS
Non innovative
companies
Innovative companies

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
High school
4.63 ± 1,64
University
4,61 ± 1,76

4,22 ± 1,50

4,11 ± 1,90

4,90 ± 1,50

4,58 ± 1,66

Public companies
Domestic companies

4,61 ± 1,71
3,36 ± 1,01

3,99 ± 1,86
3,30 ± 1,69

Multinationals

5,27 ± 1,25

5,21 ± 1,25

INNOVATIVENESS
Non innovati4,34 ± 1,56
ve companies
Innovative
4,71 ± 1,74
companies
OWNERSHIP
Public compa3,84 ± 1,75
Nies
Domestic
3,94 ± 1,11
companies
Multinationals
5,54 ± 1,38

OWNERSHIP

Barriers related to external factors (Table 6) are
also perceived at the highest level by the employees
from domestic companies, while in the subsidiaries of
multinational companies, employees experience these
barriers at the lowest level.
TABLE VI. – ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANCE OF
EXTERNAL
FACTORS
RELATED
BARRIERS
FOR
INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS
IN
DEPENDENCE
OF
RESPONDENTS’ EDUCATIONAL LEVEL, COMPANY’S
INNOVATIVENESS, AND OWNERSHIP OF THE COMPANY
Insufficient
support from
the
government

Inadequate
regional
infrastructure

High school

5,09 ± 1,51

4,75 ± 1,68

University

4,92 ± 1,68

4,93 ± 1,58

INNOVATIVENESS
Non innovative
companies
Innovative companies

4,70 ± 1,56

4,53 ± 1,52

5,08 ± 1,08

4,97 ± 1,64

Public companies

4,61 ± 1,84

4,02 ± 1,72

Domestic companies

3,98 ± 1,13

4,14 ± 0,83

Multinationals

5,64 ± 1,21

5,83 ± 1,16

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

OWNERSHIP

IV.

Lack of
opportunities
for
Innovation
related
cooperation

Lack of
information about
new
technologies

4,62 ± 1,70
4,62 ± 1,77

4,60 ± 1,77
4.55 ± 1,91

4,42 ± 1,51

4,64 ± 1,52

4,70 ± 1,78

4,59 ± 1,92

3,72 ± 1,76

3,84 ± 1,91

4,12 ± 1,10

4,08 ± 0,88

5,57 ± 1,37

5,36 ± 1,72

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The average values of the perceptions of barriers
to the implementation of innovation projects by the
employees in the companies in Serbia, depending on
the sources of barriers, but also from the perception of
innovation and ownership structure of the company
on a scale of 1 (negligible barriers) to 7 (very high
barriers) range from 2.26 to 6.88.
The highest average values of the perception of
the barriers to innovation projects were recorded in
the case of barriers related to financial aspects of
innovation projects implementation, i.e. the costs of
innovating, in the case of the companies with
domestic ownership.
The lowest average perception of barriers is also
recorded among the employees in the companies with
domestic ownership in the case of employee-related
barriers but in the case of management-related
barriers. Such findings indicate that in the companies
with domestic ownership there is a tendency of
attribution of barriers to innovation projects to the
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financial problems, while the responsibilities of
managers and employees themselves as the drivers of
the innovation process are neglected.
In respect to the stated hypotheses of the present
research, based on presented results considerations
related to the bases for the hypotheses acceptance or
rejecting can be carried out. On the basis of obtained
results, the hypothesis that the perception of the
barrier to the implementation of innovative projects in
companies in Serbia by employees depends on the
level of their education (H01) cannot be supported
since there are no notable differences among the mean
values of perception of all observed barriers between
respondents with high school and with university
education.
The hypothesis that the perception of barriers to
the implementation of innovation projects in
companies in Serbia by the employees depends on
employees’ perception of their
company’s
innovativeness (H02) can, on the basis of presented
results, be supported with the exception of the
information-related barriers. The hypothesis that the
perception of the barriers to the implementation of
innovative projects is higher in the case of employees
who perceive their company as non-innovative (H02-1)
can be supported in the cases of risk- and financerelated barriers. However, in the case of employeesmanagement- and environment-related barriers
findings opposing this hypothesis were obtained:
employees perceiving their company as innovative
perceive these barriers at a higher level than those
who do not perceive their company as innovative.
The hypothesis that the perception of the barriers
to the implementation of innovative projects in
companies in Serbia by the employees depends on the
ownership structure of the company (H03) can be,
based on presented results, supported in the case of all
observed barriers.
Hypothesis (H03-1) stating that the employees in
public companies in Serbia have the lowest
perceptions of barriers to the implementation of
innovative projects can be supported in the case of
risks- finance- and information-related barriers. In the
case of the environment- and human factors
(employees and managers) related barriers the
perception of barriers in public enterprises is lower
than in subsidiaries of multinational companies, while
in the companies with domestic ownership the
perception of these barriers by the employees is even
lower.
Hypothesis (H03-2) stating that the employees in
the subsidiaries of multinational companies in Serbia
have the highest perceptions of barriers to the
implementation of innovation projects cab, on the
basis of obtained results be supported in the case of
information-,
environment-,
employeesand
management- related barriers, while in the case of
risk- and finance-related barriers perception of
barriers in these companies is at lower level.

The perception of the barriers to innovation and
the implementation of innovation projects in Serbia,
with rare exceptions, is at a relatively high level,
imposing certainly the
limitation to the
implementation of innovation projects in Serbia. The
perception of the barriers to the innovative projects
does not depend on the employee's education level,
but it is largely dependent on employee perception
about the innovativeness of the company and differs
among companies in dependence on the ownership
structure.
Consequently, activities aimed at overcoming of
barriers to innovation projects should be planned and
implemented. The perception of the barriers by the
employees in each specific case should be considered.
Overcoming the perception of the barriers to
innovation projects among employees should be
fostered in order to empower the successfully wider
implementation of innovation projects in the
companies in Serbia.
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