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Abstract. The paper aims to reveal how innovations are perceived in Lithuanian companies, and, how 
their efficiency has been evaluated. The first part of the research was devoted to the indication what activ-
ity is considered as innovative. The results would let us to asses if prevailing in practice understanding 
complies with theoretical definitions. The second part of presented research tackles innovation activity 
metrics used by Lithuanian enterprises. 429 companies have been questioned; probability sampling by 
simple random technique has been applied. Obtained results lead us to generalizations about innovation 
management specifics, what, in its turn, lead to revelation of companies’ susceptibility to exogenous envi-
ronment, e. g., such as market signals and state policy. 

 

1. Introduction 
In contemporary economy innovations by scientists 
and governments almost unanimously are seen as 
driving force of economic development (e. g. 
Grossmann 2009). Even not going into plausible 
effect estimation issues (Tvaronavičienė, Grybaitė 
et al. 2008; Tvaronavičienė, Ginevičius et al. 2008), 
emphasis on that economic growth factor is being 
put.  It is reflected by both long term policies and 
short term programs, adopted having one purpose: 
to foster implementation of innovations, which in 
its turn, is supposed to affect economy’s potential 
(e.g., Ginevičius et al. 2007). 

It is worth noticing, that despite of such wide 
innovation significance recognition, it appears that 
in some cases efforts to instill innovations e. g. 
through foreign capital inflows have lead to rather 
unsatisfactory results (Ginevičius, Tvaronavičienė 
2003; Ginevičius, Tvaronavičienė 2004; Tvaronavi-
ciene, Grybaite  2007; Tvaronavičienė et al. 2008). 
On the other hand, state programs, devised ad hoc 
for innovation stimulation in Lithuanian companies 
do not have expected effect (Tvaronavičienė, Kor-
sakienė 2007; Adekola et al. 2008), or effect across 
enterprises rather differs (Tvaronaviciene, Degutis 
2007). 

Insufficient efficiency of wide range efforts di-
rected to innovation fostering has dictated our re-
search objective and research questions. Presented 
paper tries to reveal how innovations are being ma-
naged practically inside Lithuanian companies, and 
if reasons of comparatively low susceptibility to 
innovation stimuli could be found. To achieve that 
objective the following research questions are being 
formulated. At first, keeping in mind variety of in-

novations’ perceptions, the question about innova-
tion interpretations in practice has been raised. The 
second research question is how innovative activity 
in terms of costs and benefit is being assessed. Opi-
nions about managerial targets would compliment 
to the picture, and, we assume, would reveal endo-
genous retardations of wider innovation implemen-
tation in Lithuanian companies.  

2. Perception of innovations their financing in 
Lithuanian companies 
Notion of “innovation” in scientific literature is 
being discussed widely. Wide variety of textbooks 
used for educational purposes (Davila et al. 2006; 
Drucker 2006; Boone, Kurtz 2000; Till 2005) 
illustrate range of contexts, within which innovation 
activity of business companies, arise. Ample trials 
to include all facets into definition not really obtain 
semantic character. Especially sensitive in that 
respect it appears a characteristic of innovation as 
of something “new” (e. g. Hesselbein et al. 2006). 
Discussion concentrates then if a new” is an 
outcome of creativity, one being born by new 
invention (Rogers 2007), or technology adopted or 
adapted from others (McKay 2010). Despite 
innovations a priori are considered as desirable 
process leading to increase of productivity 
(Rochina-Barrachina 2010) and to enhanced 
competitiveness (Musico 2010), plausibility of 
disrupting cases has to be taken into account 
(Christensen 2003; Collopy 2010; Asnes 2010).Not 
going deeper into theoretical debates, let us support 
approach that innovation can be anything new, 
embracing not only invention, but also the 
development of new or altered product or services, 
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technologies, organizational systems, business 
models having purpose to create additional value 
added, enhance customers satisfaction , what in its 
turn, leads to financial returns. Even in that case 
measurement of innovative activity remains an open 
issue (Phelps 2004; Leiponen, Helfat 2010). When 
objective remains an issue in terms of its 
measurability (Hahn 2010), then, naturally, 
unanimously agreed and universal innovations’ 
measurement system (Kim et al. 2001) is missing. 

To conclude, perceptions and practices related 
to measurement of innovative activities remain 
obscure. Hence, in our research prevailing 
innovation activity interpretations have been 
tackled. Questioning as research method has been 
used; probability sampling by simple random 
technique (Saunders et al. 2003) applied. 429 have 
been questioned; 49 responses have not taken into 
account as not complying quality standards. For 
future generalizations 237 responses from industrial 
enterprises and 143, respectively, from service one, 
have been considered. Structure of the questioned 
companies according their size (Fig. 1) do not 
exactly correspond actual structure of Lithuanian 
companies (Fig. 2). Despite in Lithuanian 
enterprises comprised of 1-19 employees prevail, 
simple random questioning let to obtain opinion of 
greater number of respondents belonging to bigger 
organizations, which, assumingly, more 
significantly contribute to innovative activity 
development.  Hence, we make a presumption, that 
further generalizations on inquiry provide 
approximate reflection of current situation on 
innovations perception in innovative activity 
developing enterprises. 

The first question provided to companies, 
which participated in the survey had been 
formulated as follows: “What innovation is for 
your company”. In the menu of optional answers  

main types of innovations were included. A 
possibility to indicate different than listed aspect 
of innovated activity was foreseen. Generalization 
of answers is reflected in Fig. 3. 

(1-19)
(20-99)
(100-500)
(501 and more)

 
Fig. 1. Distribution of respondents according  
number of employees 

(1-19)
(20-99)
(100-500)
(501 and more)

 
Fig. 2. Distribution of Lithuanian enterprises according 
number of employees (Department of Statistics of Li-
thuania, 2006) 
Responses of Lithuanian business companies reveal 
that classical understanding of innovative activity as, 
firstly, related to technological accomplishments, and, 
assumingly related to investments (Tvaronavičius, 
Tvaronavičienė 2008), prevail. Even 41.26 %  
of enterprises technology modernization perceive  
as being of major facet of innovative activity.  
The  second,  according  frequency   of  appearing 
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Fig. 3. Distribution of respondents according responses to a question: “What innovation is for your company?” 
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(39.63 %) is new product or service. It means, that 
production and product innovations are rather 
unanimously emphasized. IT development for any 
purposes (Korsakienė et al. 2006) is being seen as 
generic feature of innovative activity (36.13 %). 
Sufficient attention by companies was paid to new 
management processes (32.87 %) and development 
of business in Internet (19.58 %). Recall, that menu 
of optional answers does not embrace all possible 
facets of innovative activity. Nevertheless, especially 
small fraction of companies (1.4 %) distinguished 
aspects not provided by formulated options. 
Assumption arise that marketing activities usually 
are not attributed to innovative activity, unless they 
are related to development of information activities 
and Internet.  

Seeking to reveal scale of innovative activity the 
question about innovation financing is provided. In 
order to eliminate differences in innovative activity 
perceptions, the question has been targeted 
specifically to technological and product innovations: 
“What percent of annual turnover does your 
company invest into technology modernization and 
development of new products/ services?” (Fig. 4). 
Responses let us reveal that almost one third of 
companies into technology and product development 
invest 2–5 % of annual turnover, and another one 
third invests respectively up to 30 % of their annual 
turnover (Fig. 4). Notably, that estimated 12 % of 
companies devote more than 30 % of annual 
turnover to production and products’ innovations. 
Researches in the area verify that companies’ capital 
origin affect innovation policy (Tvaronavičienė, 
Degutis 2007). In presented research nor capital 
origin (local or partly-foreign, or foreign)  
neither industry have not being taken into account.  

Revelation of general tendencies is being talked. 
Hence, which exactly companies comprise that 
innovative, in terms of investment, sector is not 
being indicated. To continue picturing the Lithuanian 
companies approach, we state that according 
obtained empirical evidences, about 20 % of 
surveyed companies does not or almost does not 
attribute financial means to development of 
innovative activity of the considered kind (Fig. 4). 

3. Innovation measurement as management tool 
As it was elaborated above, questioning let us 

reveal that Lithuanian companies put emphasis on 
production and product innovations and majority 
of surveyed ones attribute rather significant 
financial means to their development. The second 
relevant in the context of this investigation 
question has been put: if major part enterprises 
innovative activity associate with implementation 
of new technology and development of new 
products, and, as it appeared, devote considerable 
amount of financial recourses, how then 
companies measure resulting effects? In order to 
reveal innovation activity management style, 
series of questions have been formulated. At first, 
a question about innovation activity measurement 
has been put. Enterprises have been asked if they 
measure theirs innovative activity at all (Fig. 5). 
Generalization of obtained responses gave an 
impression that even 52 % of enterprises do not 
use specific metrics for innovative activity 
measurement; 18 % of respondents restrict 
measurement by indicator of costs for 
technological improvement. Almost one third 
companies, it appeared, use metrics devised ad hoc  

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

(up to 2%)

(2 - 5 %)

(more than 5% but less 
than 30%)
(more than 30%)

(0%)

(other)

 
Fig. 4. Distribution of respondents according responses to a question: “What percent of annual turnover does your 

company invest into technology modernization and development of new products/ services?” 
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for innovative activity measurement. The next 
question targeted specifically those companies, 
which use metrics (estimated half of respondents; 
i. e. companies measuring technological impro-
vement costs and ones using other ad hoc 
metrics). Recall that, only 20 % of companies do 
not devote funds to development of innovative 
activity at all. It means that estimated 80 % of 
surveyed companies devote financial means to 
innovation development but only approximately 
50 % measure innovative activity. 

In order to identify how innovation mea-
surement is being performed, a question about 
innovation metrics has been raised. Responses to 
a question about concrete indicators (Fig. 6) in 
use have led to the following generalizations. 
More than 70 % of respondents indicated that 
total funds invested into growth projects are con- 

sidered as the most important indicator. More 
than 40 % of surveyed companies put emphasis 
on such indicators as number of projects that 
meet planned targets, average development time 
and projected versus actual performance.  

Obtain results seems to be sufficiently com-
patible with emphasis, which, as it was indicated 
above, companies put on technological and prod-
uct innovative activity facets of innovative activi-
ty. The sequent question was addressed to CEOs 
and aimed to reveal their judgments and sugges-
tions (Fig. 7). Answers to the question: “What 
indicators (metrics) would you suggest for innova-
tive activity measurement?” clarified that CEOs 
opinions about innovation metrics do not coincide 
with those used in practice, i. e. average develop-
ment time, new product sales and return on inno-
vation (ROI) it appeared to be suggested metrics.  

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

YES NO WE THINK THAT TECHNOLOGY ACCOMPLISHMENT COSTS IS RIGHT METRIC OTHER

 
Fig. 5. Distribution of respondents according responses to a question:“If your company uses metrics (certain indica-

tors) for innovative activity measurement?” 
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Fig.6. Distribution of respondents according responses 
to a question: “Which indicators (metrics) your compa-
ny uses for innovative activity measurement?” 

Fig.7. Distribution of respondents according responses to 
a question: “What indicators (metrics) would you suggest 
for innovative activity measurement?” 
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Hence, generalization of obtain results has led 
to a conclusion that  innovative activity is being 
managed rather intuitively, targets are not clearly 
set, metrics for innovative performance assessment 
are not being purposefully devised. Two different 
tracks in innovation management can be distin-
guished. On the one hand, survey let us reveal that 
innovative activity is being assessed through in-
vestments; i.e. total funds invested into growth 
projects are considered as the most important indi-
cator. It verifies that material investments are be-
ing emphasized (Tvaronavičius, Tvaronavičienė 
2008) and, therefore, funds invested serve as one 
of innovation metrics. On the other hand, costs of 
other innovative activity facets development and 
return on innovation (ROI) are not being moni-
tored, despite ROI are being included into CEOs’ 
suggestions.  

Specific innovation activity metrics embrace 
number of projects that meet planned targets (it 
remains unclear what kind of projects) and average 
development time of a new product.  

Notably, CEOs’ opinions rather differ from 
prevailing practice in the field of innovation mea-
surement, and, sequent, further management. Even 
taking into account, that some metrics are being 
used in practice, and considered as important by 
managers (e. g. sales revenues or, rather, new 
product sales), impression is, that managers are 
more oriented towards product innovations. Such 
indicators as new product sales (against sales rev-
enues), number of new products, ROI, and, espe-
cially, customer satisfaction, mentioned by esti-
mated 10 % of managers (Fig.7) reflect, it seems, 
product innovativeness. Notable, that customer 
satisfaction as innovation metrics is being used by 
product innovative companies. Another widely 
discussed question is how to use that indicator in 
order to make it driving force fostering new prod-
ucts‘(Bettencourt, Ulwick 2008). It seems Lithua-
nian companies do not adopt that approach practi-
cally. 

4. Conclusions 
Critical overview of scientific literature let us re-
veal variety of business companies’ activities fa-
cets considered as innovative and affecting prod-
uctivity, competitiveness and, therefore, finally, 
conditioning economic growth and whole devel-
opment processes. Despite ample scientific litera-
ture on the topic of innovations and formulation of 
innovative activity metrics, measurement of inno-
vations by innovating business companies is per-
ceived and performed differently. 

Presented above survey based on questioning 
of 429 randomly chosen companies let us 
formulate the following considerations about 
innovation management practice in Lithuania. 
Impression is that companies do not identify 
clearly directions of innovative activity 
development. Hence, innovation measurement 
system seems to be poorly developed, what does 
not allow set targets and monitor deviations, 
respectively. Results of survey signal that 
perception of innovation activity in Lithuanian 
companies significantly differs. Nevertheless, in 
practice companies rather heavily rely on 
investment into technology measurement, while 
product innovations (despite being distinguished 
as important one) almost are not being measured. 
To generalize, the whole set of innovation metrics 
seems to lack systematic approach and, therefore, 
hardly allow indicating and managing innovation 
development efficiently (innovations are being 
retarded endogenously). 

Accomplishment of innovation activity 
through creating relevant innovation metrics 
system would let to accomplish management 
inside companies, direct activity towards 
innovation and would allow increasing 
organizations’ currently low susceptibility to 
exogenous macroeconomic or microeconomic 
innovation stimuli, e. g. innovation orientated state 
policy, or explicit and implicit signals provided by 
various market players. 
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