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INTRODUCTION
List of papers

This dissertation is based on the following origipablications, which will be referred to in the
text by their respective Roman numerals.

| Ubius, U., Alas, R. (2009). Corporate social msgibility and its influencing factors in
Estonian and Japanese enterprises. InternatiosaiiRen Journal "Problems and Perspectives in

Management",1.

Il Ubius, U., Alas, R. (2008). Organizational cuttu- predictor of individual and organizational
level factors ? EBS Review, 25.

Il Ubius, U., Alas, R. (2008). Organisational eukt types forecast corporate social
responsibility. 34th European International BustnAsademy Annual Conference in Tallinn, 11-
14 December. Article on CD.

IV Ubius, U., Alas, R. (2008). Factors predictimpovation climate. EIASM 3rd Workshop on
Organisational Change & Development: Advances, lI@nges & Contradictions, Bucharest, 26-
27 September.

V Ubius, U., Alas, R. (2009). Connections betweerporate social responsibility and innovation
climate. EBS Review, 26.

VI Ubius, U., Alas, R. (2009). Innovation and Corgie Social Responsibility in Estonian
Organizations. International Research Journal "lBrob and Perspectives in Management", 2.



The relevance of the topic

Corporate social responsibility is an important agement tool today. Corporate social
responsibility has emerged as a significant themglobal business community and has become
a mainstream activity.

Innovation affects economic growth, cultural poliapd the creative industries in nowadays
world. Contemporary organisations need to innovatsurvive and be successful. Innovation
must be a process that involves the entire valugnchnd which uses clear performance
indicators to steer decision-making in the righatgtgic direction.

Economical development and improved standard afdivcan come about through innovation
and innovative enterprises are needed for the grawt development of economy in European
Union (Lisbon Strategy). It is very important tacrease capability of innovation, research and
development in Estonian organizations in orderimgprove competitiveness of Estonian
economy in European science and innovation area.

Today, pioneering enterprises integrate socialepnéneurship into their core activities by
actively chanelling their research-and-developmeapabilities in the direction of socially
innovative products and services (Schwab, 20083e&eh has called for organizations to be
more entrepreneurial, flexible, adaptive and intieeato effectively meet the changing demands
of today's environment (Orchard, 1998; Parker &dBrg, 2000; Valle, 1999).

Asongu (2007) states that companies that have isabta policies tend to be technological
leaders, as they seek imaginative new methodsetircing pollution and increasing efficiency.
In many cases, these companies are able to conveitbutew, innovative products that out-pace
most of their competitors.

According to Phills et. al. (2008) many social imatons involve the creation of new business
models that can meet the needs of underserved ggamd more efficiently, effectively, and if
not profitably, at least sustainably. Borger andiglianskas (2006) found that there were many
evidences of a strong relationship between the tamtopf a CSR strategy by the firm and an
effective environmental and innovative performance.

The aim and research tasks

In this doctorate | have developed a research grafe order to study connections between
corporate social responsibility and innovation @ten The doctorate attempts to increase the
understanding of the impact of corporate socigboasibility upon innovation climate and it's
connecting factors.

Research problem of the current dissertation isn@yze connections between corporate social
responsibility and innovation climate and it's cecting factors in organizations that are
operating in capitalistic economy and socialishpkd economy.

The first research question is: Are there connastibetween corporate social responsibility,
individual and organizational level factors ?

The second research question is: Are there commesckietween organizational culture, individual
and organizational level factors ?

The third research question is: Are there connestibetween organizational culture and
corporate social responsibility ?



The fourth research task is: Are there connectiimt@&een individual, organizational level factors
and organizational culture and innovation climate ?

The fifth research task is: Are there connectiorvben corporate social responsibility and
innovation climate ?

The fifth research task is: Are there connectioevben corporate social responsibility and
success of innovations ?

As corporate social responsibility and innovatitimate are complex phenomenas and due to the
limited scope of the doctoral thesis, it is not gibke to provide a full picture of all the
approaches to corporate social responsibility amdovation climate The author of the
dissertation has focused her research on areasdeoet to be the most relevant to corporate
social responsibility and innovation climate. Thapgose of the present study is to find out the
connections between corporate social responsilaifity innovation climate in Estonian, Chinese,
Japanese, Czech, Finish, German, Russian and &avakterprises and major connecting
factors.

Thefirst research tasks to analyzeconnections between corporate soc&gponsibility, individual
and organizational level factors (Study I).

The second research task to analyze connections between organizationlttire, individual
and organizational level factors (Study II).

The third research tasks to analyze connections between organizationklie and corporate
social responsibility (Study III).

The fourth research tasks to analyze connections between individual, oizgtional level
factors, organizational culture and innovatiomeéiie (Study IV).

The fifth research taskis analyze connections between corporate sociporesibility and
innovation climate (Study V).

Thesixth research tasiks to analyze connections betweasmporate social responsibility and success
of innovationg(Study VI).

The methods used in the research

The author has conducted empirical research innistp Chinese, Japanese, Czech, Finish,
German, Russian and Slovakian enterprises. In ¢search process the author worked out
following instruments:

1. Interview questions for evaluating innovationmete and corporate social responsibility
(Study VI).

2. A scale for evaluating innovation climate (Studyand Study V).

3. the scales for evaluating 4 organizational caltypes — clan, market, hierarchy and adhocracy
according to Cameron and Quinn (Study Il and Stiigly

4. The author used following questionnaires worked by the Denki Ringo research group
(Study I, Study Il, Study Ill, Study IV and Study) V

- A questionnaire for evaluating corporate soaalponsibility,

- A questionnaire for assessing job satisfaction,

- A questionnaire for assessing meaning of work,

- A questionnaire for assessing employees attittaleard the firm,



- A questionnaire for assessing powerfulness of fir competition against rivals,

- A questionnaire for assessing behaviour of mamage,

- A questionnaire for assessing policy of firm.

During this research the author conducted thevioflg surveys: interviews were conducted with
managers and employees in 86 Estonian organizaitioosler to gather information about the
types of implemented innovations, the main indicatthat influenced the implementation of
innovations and connections between the succestheofimplemented innovations and an
indicator — corporate social responsibility inflees innovation in Estonian organizations (Study
VI).

Questionnaires were used in order to assess cammedietween individual and organizational
level factors, organizational culture, corporateialo responsibility and innovation climate.
Individual level factors - job satisfaction, meagiaf work and attitudes toward the firm were
measured. Organizational level factors - powerfsgnef firm in competition against rivals,
behaviour of management and policy of firm were soead. Four organizational culture types —
clan, market, hierarchy and adhocracy were measufee facets of corporate social
responsibility - the firm performance concerningiabissues and the firm respects the interests
of agents were measured.

Questionnaires were administered in Estonian emnsep with 623 respondents, in Chinese
enterprises with 1150 respondents, in Japanesepasés with 1570 respondents, in Slovakian
enterprises with 605 respondents, in Russian eimgeg with 684 respondents, in Czech
enterprises with 1110 respondents, in Finish entap with 239 respondents and in German
enterprises with 113 respondents. The total nurabezspondents was 609&tudy I, Study Il,
Study Ill, Study IV and Study V).

In order to develop subscales for measuring org#ioizal culture varimax rotation and factor
analysis was completed. In order to analyse thaltee®f interviews about corporate social
responsibility and innovation in Estonian organas the author used correlation analyses.
ANOVA tests were used to compare different groupsespondents from different countries.
Linear Regression analyses were used to measureections between corporate social
responsibility, innovation climate, organizationltate, individual and organizational level
factors.

The originality of the research and its practical nerit

Different organisations have framed different diéfoms about corporate social responsibility
(CSR) - although there is considerable common gidwgtween them. The author has combined
different concepts and insights of corporate so@aponsibility and innovation climate as the
basis for the research and has combined theseighasith empirical findings collected from
Estonian, Chinese, Japanese, Slovakian, RussiathCEinish and German organizations. This
provides new way of thinking about corporate socegponsibility and innovation climate
concerning different institutional environments.

Author has carried out this research in organinatithat are operating in capitalistic economy
and socialist planned economy which gives posgjiiiti compare connection between corporate
social responsibility and innovation climate andjona&onnecting factors in different countries
according to institutionalist perspective. Two figceof corporate social responsibility are



analyzed — the firm performance concerning soasilies and the firm respects the interest of
agents.

Author uses social CSR theories in order to eveldla¢ facet of CSR - the firm performance
concerning social issues (Sethi, 1975; Jones, 1B@B8tein, 1987; Frederick, 1960; Drucker,
1984; Wood, 1991; Carroll, 1999; Waddock and Gran@%/; Wright and Ferris, 1997; Orlitzky
et al., 2003; Marcel van Marrewijk, 2003; GarrigadaMele”, 2004) and Stakeholder Theory in
order to evaluate the facet of CSR - the firm retpé¢he interests of agents (Freeman, 1984;
Freeman, 1994; Tanimoto and Suzuki, 2005; Bird @ndicker, 2007). There aren’t researches
about the connection between the corporate saesglonsibility and innovation climate between
organizations that are operating in capitalistioresny and socialist planned economy. Current
doctoral thesis investigates this issue.

Despite the enormous amount of theoretical writiggsut the corporate social responsibility and
innovation, there are relatively few empirical sasd about the indicators that influence
relationship between corporate social responsylalitd innovation climate. This doctorate thesis
contributes by empirically testing connections kedw two facets of corporate social
responsibility - the firm performance concerningiabissues and the firm respects the interests
of agents and innovation climate and major conngdactors.

In Estonian context, the authtound out which types of innovations have beenlémgnted the
main indicators that influenced the implementatibinnovations and@onnections between the success
of implemented innovations and corporate socigbagsibility in Estonian organization€Study
VI).

This doctorate thesis also adds the knowledge abonhections between corporate social
responsibility and innovation climate and major mecting factors — organizational culture,
individual and organizational level factors.

- Corporate social responsibility in enterprise isomsgly influenced by society where
enterprise is operating. In Japan enterprises nefis are more satisfied with contacts
with their colleagues, work is for them a way tovsefor society which is common to
collectivist cultures. Economic growth and succeas be also seen from answers of
Japanese respondents. They rated highly the statemthe firm respects the interests of
stock holders, work provides you with income tlsaheeded, | am ready to take risk if it
is approved. The Japanese approach is differemt fine Western approach, given various
particularities in the Japanese economy and sodtgn though many companies are
now acting on a global scale, they may still hawdiamal, or at least regional,
characteristics. This may reflect the greater cotioe between corporate social
responsibility and the cultural framework, wher@agapan it is important for successful
business to respect and take into account theestterof agents and in Estonia firm
performance concerning social issues has becomeiatrior success in business
organisations

- As organizational culture types — clan, marketrdriehy and adhocracy predict individual
level factors — job satisfaction, meaning of wonkdaattitude toward the firm and
organizational level factors - powerfulness of firn competition against rivals,
behaviour of management and policy of firm. Natlooalture where organization is
operating influences how organizational culture etyp predict individual and
organizational level factors. In different coungridifferent organizational culture types
dominate. Therefore managers should be aware afaiweections between organizational
culture, individual and organizational level facta@nd the influence of national culture



while they are cooperating with partners from d#fg countries and different
organizations.

- Clan, hierarchy and adhocracy culture types pretie facets of corporate social
responsibility - the firm performance concerningiabissues and the firm respects the
interests of agents. Market organizational cultiyge predicts one facet of corporate
social responsibility - the firm performance comieg social issues. Managers should
take into account that organizational culture magact on corporate social responsibility.
Different organizational culture types dominateemterprises from different countries.
Similar organizational culture types dominate itegprises which situate in the countries
with similar social, economical and political eanment. Therefore managers should be
aware of the fact that in different countries diiet culture types are dominating in
organizations.

- Individual level factors - job satisfaction, meamiaf work and attitude toward the firm
predict innovation climate. Organizational levelcttas - powerfulness of firm in
competition against rivals, behaviour of managensm policy of firm also predict
innovation climate in Estonian, Slovakian, Czechs$tan, Chinese and Japanese electric-
electronic machine, retail store and machine-bagdenterprises. Organizational culture
also predicts innovation climate, but it differcading to different countries. Therefore
it should be taken into account when leaders createinnovative climate in an
organization.

- As one facet of corporate social responsibilithe firm performance concerning social
issues predicts innovation climate in all sevenntoees - Estonia, China, Germany,
Finland, Czech, Slovakia and Japan and anothet édamrporate social responsibility -
the firm respects the interests of agents predmatsvation climate in 3 countries —
Estonia, Czech and Slovakia it is important for agers to know that connection
between CSR and innovation climate is influencedsbygial, political and economic
environment where organization is operating. Sopialitical and economic environment
in Estonia, Czech and Slovakia has been similainguast decades and different from
China, Japan, Germany and Finland.

- There is connection between corporate social respitity and innovation. Managers
should be aware of that innovations that are supdoby managers are successfully
implemented. Implemented innovations are successfubrganizations where it is
considered that CSR influences innovation posiiv€lorporate strategy is involved in
innovating and it is also related to the success.
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Part 1. THE THEORETICAL PART

1.1. Theories of Corporate Social Responsibility

Different organisations have framed different défims about CSR - although there is
considerable common ground between them. Todayocaig leaders face a dynamic and
challenging task in attempting to apply societhicatl standards to responsible business practice
(Morimoto et al., 2005). Nowadays corporate socedponsibility is an integral part of the
business vocabulary and is regarded as a cruegmpprtant issue in management (Cornelius et
al., 2008; Humphreys & Brown, 2008).

Hillman & Keim (2001) suggested that, when asses$ine returns to CSR, it was critical to
discriminate between stakeholder management CSRsaai@l CSR. This is consistent with
Baron's (2001) distinction between altruistic amtegic CSR. More specifically, the authors
concluded that whereas stakeholder-oriented CSR pesstively correlated with financial
performance, social CSR was not.

The tendency to invest in companies that practick report CSR is increasir(®leeper et al.,
2006). Corporate social responsibility forces réjpmsng of strategies from profit-driven
organizations to organizations with attention fdre tcompanies influence on social and
environmental aspects (Quaak et al., 2007).

According to Alas and Tafel (2008) research abauiparate social responsibility could be
divided into three categoriestructural research(van Marrewijk, 2003; Wilenius, 2005),
normative researctiGatewood and Carroll, 1981) anévelopmental researdCarroll, 1991,
Hoffman, 1997, Schwartz and Carroll, 2003, Reidehband Robin, 1991). From the structural
viewpoint corporate social responsibility coversethdimensions of corporate action: economic
performance, social accountability and environmenteanagement. From the normative
viewpoint, different levels of social responsilyilibased on the criteria of the extent to which a
company meets the social expectations of the socmtuld be differentiated. From the
developmental viewpoint Carroll (1999) CSR modeintifies four components: economic, legal,
ethical and voluntary (discretionary). The econoragpect is concerned with the economic
performance of the company, while the other thisgegories — legal, ethical, and discretionary —
are address the societal aspects of CSR.

The firm performance concerning social issues

Sethi (1975) stated that whereas social obligasgroscriptive in nature, social responsibility is

prescriptive. Jones (1980) stated that corporat@lseesponsibility is the notion that corporations
have an obligation to constituent groups in societtyer than stockholders and beyond that
prescribed by law and union contract. Epstein (1$8@vided a definition of CSR in his quest to

relate social responsibility, responsiveness, arginess ethics.

According to Frederick (1960) social responsibilitythe final analysis implies a public posture
toward society's economic and human resources avitirgness to see that those resources are
used for broad social ends and not simply for tagawly circumscribed interests of private
persons and firms. The proper social responsihiftypusiness is to tame the dragon that is to



turn a social problem into economic opportunity @sdnomic benefit, into productive capacity,
into human competence, into well-paid jobs, and wmealth (Drucker, 1984).

In the 1990s concept of corporate social perforrmastceam emerged (Wood, 1991). Carroll
(1999) CSR model identifies four components: ecaopntegal, ethical and voluntary
(discretionary). The economic aspect is concerndih whe economic performance of the
company; while the other three categories — legihlical, and discretionary — are address the
societal aspects of CSR.

Waddock & Graves (1997) have found positive refegiop between a firm's social performance
and its financial performance, whereas Wright aretris& (1997) have found a negative
relationship. Orlitzky et al. (2003) claim that thds strong empirical evidence supporting the
existence of a positive link between social andritial performance.

According to Marcel van Marrewijk (2003) concept @drporate social responsibility covers
three dimensions of corporate action: economiciat@nd environmental management. Garriga
& Mele” (2004) grouped theories of corporate somaponsibility into four groups: instrumental,
political, integral and ethical theories.

In the present doctoral thesis author uses stralctiewpoint to corporate social responsibility
(van Marrewijk, 2003, Wilenius, 2005) in order teatuate the firm performance concerning
social issues Structural viewpoint to corporate social resporigybiwhich covers three
dimensions of corporate action: economic perforreasocial accountability and environmental
management

The firm respects the interests of agents

Stakeholder Theorpopularized by Freeman (1984; 1994) essentiallpyesghat a company’s
relationships with stakeholders (and treatment of the natural enviemjnis core to
understanding how it operates and adds value asismdss. Freeman (1994) argues that
stakeholder language has been widely adoptedaictipe and is being integrated into concepts
of corporate responsibility/citizenship by scholadso recognize that it is through a company’s
decisions, actions, and impacts on stakeholderstl@datural environment that a company’s
corporate responsibility/citizenship is manifested.

Corporate social responsibility is a concept whgrebmpanies fulfil accountability to their
stakeholders by integrating social and environmeaotacerns in their business operations
(Tanimoto, Suzuki, 2005). Companies will necesgahihve to take into account cultural
differences when defining their CSR policies andnownicating to stakeholders in different
countries (Bird & Smucker, 2007).

In the present doctoral thesis the evaluation efftitet of CSR - thierm respects the interests of
agents is based on Freemans™ (1984; 1994) Stalehiheory.



1.2. Concepts of Innovation and Innovation Climate

Word innovation derives from Greek worndnovare what means to do something new.
Innovation is a complicated concept. Several diffierdefinitions are used publicly. OECD Oslo
Manual (OECD 1992) and Frascati Manual (OECD 20@®e most commonly used
methodology and terminology about innovation.

The Schumpeterian definition (Shumpeter, 1934nhabvation states that the commercialization
of all new combinations is based upon the appbecatif any of the following: new materials and

components, the introduction of new processesppleming of new markets, and the introduction
of new organizational forms. Only when a changdechnology is involved is it termed an

"invention”, but as soon as the business world @soinvolved, it becomes an "innovation"
(Janszen, 2000).

According to OECD (2006) Oslo Manual innovatiorigided into four types:

Product innovation, which involves the introduction of a new good service that is
substantially improved. This might include improwants in functional characteristics, technical
abilities, ease of use, or any other dimension.

Process innovationinvolves the implementation of a new or signifitgnmproved production

or delivery method. Process innovations improvenmaiocess technologies and supportive
technologies.

Marketing innovation is the development of new marketing methods witlprowement in
product design or packaging, product promotionraimyg.

Organizational innovation involves the creation of new organizations, busnesactices, or
ways of running organizations. Organizational iretowns could cover both inside organisations
and outside links of the firm. Use of subcontrastand rented labour is sample of organisational
innovations.

Oslo Manual (OECD, 1992) defines also technologimabvation.

Technological innovation— technologically implemented new products, proeess services
and significant technological improvements in pradu processes or services. It requires an
objective improvement in the performance of a pobdw in the way in which it is produced or
delivered.

In the present doctoral thesis author uses theviollg innovation definitionAn innovations the
implementation of a new or significantly improverbguct (good or service), or process, a hew
marketing method, or a new organisational methbddsmess practices, workplace organisation
or external relations (OECD, 2006).

Innovation theories

Joseph A. Schumpeter gave first definition of iret@wn in the field of economy. Basic
foundation for innovation theory comes from Jos&ghumpeter’s idea that creative destruction
occurs when innovation makes old ideas and teclgredoobsolete and therefore causes the
creation of new economic structure (Schumpter, 1911

Innovation researchers in 1950s and 1960s intratitte concepts of product innovations and
process innovations. First was used concept oésyaic innovations (Davis and North, 1971).
Diffusion of innovation is an important part of iowvation theory.



Diffusion of innovations theory was formalized byefett Rogers in a 1962 book called
“Diffusion of Innovations” where he stated thatfdgion is the process by which an innovation is
communicated through certain channels over timengniioe members of a social system. Rogers
(1962) stated that each adopter's willingness aildyato adopt an innovation would depend on
their economic profitability, awareness, interesialuation, trial, and adoption.

Rogers (2003) theorized that innovations would agprough society in an S curve, as the early
adopters select the technology first, followed g majority, until a technology or innovation is
common. Adoption curve has basically two partsstfipart p, which is the speed at which
adoption takes off, and g, the speed at which Ilgtewth occurs. A cheaper technology might
have a higher p, for example, taking off more qlyickvhile a technology that has network
effects (like a fax machine, where the value of iteen increases as others get it) may have a
higher q.

Rogers (1976) defines the innovation-decision me@s the process through which an individual
passes from first knowledge of an innovation tarfimg an attitude toward the innovation, to a
decision to adopt or reject, to implementation asd of the new idea, and to confirmation of this
decision. Roger’s Innovation Decision Process thstates that innovation diffusion is a process
that occurs over time through five stages: knowdedgmersuasion, decision, implementation and
confirmation.

Innovation research in 1970s and 1980s concent@ieddustrial innovations (Freeman et al.,
1982). Industrial innovations constitute a major factorfastering the expansion of industrial
activities and, consequently, regional growth.

Innovation research in 1990s investigated maingtigmal) innovation systems. Lundvall (1992)
defined an innovation system as “the elements alaionships, which interact in the production,
diffusion and use of new, and economically-usékngwledge.” Charles Edquist (2001) and Jack
Metcalfe (1998) stated that national innovatiornteiysis a comparative concept — there could not
be an ideal national innovation system, which fddferent nations with their specific
socioeconomic, political and cultural background.

In 2000s innovation researches are focused on latmel innovation.

Main interest areas are science innovation, knogdedthnovation: the creation, evolution,
exchange and application of new ideas into marketgbods and services for the excellence of
an enterprise, the vitality of a nation economy addancement of society as-a-whole (Amidon
1993, He Chuangi 1999, 2000).

Process of innovation

Considering the wide variety of possible innovatidorms and application domains,
generalizations are difficultThe innovation process encompasses several systestaps,
beginning from problem/requirement analysis to idgeneration, idea evaluation, project
planning, product development and testing to finglfoduct marketing. These steps may be
categorised into 3 broad phases — conception, mgiéation and marketing. Conception phase
involves requirement analysis, idea generation,a idevaluation and project planning.
Implementation phase involves development/constmgct prototype development, pilot
application and testing. Marketing phase involvesdpction, market launch and penetration
(Tiwari & Buse, 2007).

According to Coffin & Allen (2008) managing new pliiect development effectively is a trade-
off between process and innovation. Companies wardevelop new products quickly and
efficiently, and this demands that they be procegsted.



According to Perez-Bustamente (1999) it is posdiblielentify six basic phases in the innovation
process model (IPM) whose phases are common to Imosivation processes: problem

identification phase, ideation phase, approach |ldpuent phase, operationalisation phase,
evaluation phase, exploitation phase.

Innovation theorists often describe the innovatmmocess as being composed of two main
phases: initiation and implementation (Zaltmanletl®73; Axtell et al., 2000).

Innovation climate

In this study, we examine innovation climate. Tisatthe degree of support and encouragement
an organization provides its employees to takeaiive and explore innovative approaches is
predicted to influence the degree of actual innowai that organization (Martins & Terblanche,
2003; Mumford & Gustafson, 1988).

Many authors (Van de Ven, 1986; Amabile, 1988; §m000; Unsworth & Parker, 2003) have
found that individual innovation helps to attairganizational success. Employees™ innovative
behaviour depends greatly on their interaction vaithers in the workplace (Anderson et al.,
2004; Zhou & Shalley, 2003). According to DamanpduiSchneider (2006) the climate for
innovation is a direct result of top managers' @eat and positional characteristics.
Previous studies treated employees innovative bhebaas a one —dimensional construct that
encompasses both idea generation and applicatioavizeir (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Janssen,
2000). This implies that differences in relevargder behaviour between the two phases remain
invisible, which is why recent work recommends kegphese phases of the innovation process
separate (Mumford & Licuanan, 2004). Innovatiorotings often describe the innovation process
as being composed of two main phases: initiatioth iamplementation (Zaltman et al., 1973,;
Axtell et al., 2000).

According to Buckler & Zien (1996) innovation isetipurpose of the whole organization, a broad
activity. In this kind of culture, new ideas comenfard into an atmosphere of enthusiastic
support and a desire to contribute to them, eveagh everyone knows that the majority of these
ideas will not make it to the market. Innovativenganies are on watch to continually refresh
this climate, because it can be undermined. ,Outhef box” thinking is certainly a major
characteristic of an innovative environment. lessential to become somewhat comfortable with
the idea that at times the ,unreasonable” soluisoexactly what's called for (Buckler & Zien,
1996).

1.3. Connections between Corporate Social Responditty and Innovation, Innovation
Climate
Today, pioneering enterprises integrate socialepnéneurship into their core activities by
actively chanelling their research-and-developmeapabilities in the direction of socially
innovative products and services (Schwab, 2008).

According to Borger and Kruglianskas (2006) it viasnd that there were many evidences of a
strong relationship between the adoption of a C8RBtegy by the firm and an effective
environmental and innovative performance.

According to Asongu (2007) the key to success ingiany type of innovation to a company’s
advantage from the CSR perspective is to commuaitatith local municipal authorities, the
press and most importantly, the general public stetds to benefit from such initiatives.



Asongu (2007) states that companies that have isabta policies tend to be technological
leaders, as they seek imaginative new methodsethircing pollution and increasing efficiency.
In many cases, these companies are able to conveitbutew, innovative products that out-pace
most of their competitors.

According to Phills et. al. (2008) many social imatons involve the creation of new business
models that can meet the needs of underserved ggamd more efficiently, effectively, and if
not profitably, at least sustainably. Many innowas tackle social problems or meet social needs,
but only for social innovations is the distributiaf financial and social value tilted toward
society as a whole. A social innovation can be @dpct, production process, or technology
(much like innovation in general), but it can als®a principle, an idea, a piece of legislation, a
social movement, an intervention, or some comknadf them.

Asongu (2007) states that in the course of purs@®R initiatives, some companies have
developed very innovative products and services @@ beneficial to the company's
profitability. It is possible for a company to bewe more innovative as an unintended
concomitant to a CSR initiative. Innovation wilkalinclude the serendipitous identification of
more efficient methods of doing business or nevesypf products or services that may not have
occurred to a business if it has no CSR initiatinethe first place.

Manning (2004) reports that an innovation that dosatisfy the needs of the local community
represents such an opportunity for using CSR tonapany’s advantage, again providing that the
otherwise strictly altruistic nature of the entéspris not lost on the company’s consumers and
potential consumers.

According to Stigson (2002) more and more compaaresadopting CSR approaches to help
ensure efficiency, stimulate innovation and createtinued organizational growth.

Innovative companies are thinking and acting imgepof a ‘triple-bottom-line’ ethic, which goes
well beyond the drive to maximize shareholder vddyencorporating environmental quality and
social justice considerations into their businesssions (Larsen & Peck, 2001).

According to Asongu (2007) corporate leaders today take advantage of unexpected
opportunities to use the results of their CSR atites in innovative ways. Because innovations
can span the entire range of a company’s operatibasnanner in which CSR initiatives can be
used to accomplish them are virtually limitless amel constrained only by the imaginations of
the players involved.

In this doctorate the author focuses on major colimg factors — organizational culture,
individual and organizational factors. Having mar®rmation about these factors could help to
understand better the connection between corpsaoaial responsibility and innovation climate.



1.4. Individual, organizational factors

Organizational culture

By Schein (1992) organisational culture is thegratpf basic assumptions that a given group has
invented, discovered or developed in learning tpecwith its problems of external adaptation
and integral integration. Trice and Beyer (1993)ehalso connected culture with environment,
seeing organisational culture as a collective respdo uncertainty and chaos.

According to Cameron and Quinn (1999) there areym@nds or levels of culture that affect
individual and organizational behaviour. At the dtest level, a global culture, such as a world
religion’s culture or the culture of the Eastermigphere, would be the highest level.

Researchers Hofstede (1980) and Tromperaars (1882 reported marked differences among
countries based on certain key dimensions. For pbkgmational differences exist among
countries on the basis of universalism versus @addrism, individualism versus collectivism,
neutrality versus emotionality, specificity versdg#fuseness, focus on achievement versus
ascription, focus on past versus present versusefuand an internal focus versus an external
focus (Tromperaars, 1992).

According to Cameron and Quinn (1999) culture definthe core values, assumptions,
interpretations and approaches that characterisegamization. Competing Values Framework is
extremely useful in helping to organize and intetar wide variety of organizational phenomena.
The four dominant culture types — hierarchy, marlkabdn and adhocracy emerge from the
framework. Most organizations develop a dominartucal style. More than 80 percent of the

several thousand organizations they have studied been characterized by one or more of the
culture type identified by the framework. Thosettdla not have a dominant culture type either
tend to be unclear about their culture, or they leasjze nearly equally the four different cultural

types.

Job satisfaction

Hackman and Oldham (1975) suggested that jobg diffdne extent to which they involve

five core dimensions: skill variety, task identitgsk significance, autonomy, task feedback.
They suggest that if jobs are designed in a way thereases the presence of these core
characteristics three critical psychological statesn occur in employees: experienced
meaningfulness of work, experienced responsibibtywork outcomes, knowledge of results of
work activities. When these critical psychologistdtes are experienced, work motivation and
job satisfaction will be high. Silverthorne (200#und that organizational culture plays an
important role in the level of job satisfaction as@mmitment in an organization.

Lund (2003) examined the impact of organizationature types according to Cameron and
Freeman's (1991) model of organizational cultuaprising of clan, adhocracy, hierarchy, and
market on job satisfaction. The results indicat jbb satisfaction levels varied across corporate
cultural typology. Job satisfaction was positivetated to clan and adhocracy cultures and
negatively related to market and hierarchy cultures

Meaning of work

According to Seel (2000) organisation culture i® tBmergent result of the continuing
negotiations about values, meanings and propriéitween the members of that organisation



and with its environmentAccording to Stevens (1991) effective strategy lengentation
depends on the extent to which resultant change®ign to existing knowledge structures used
by members of the organization to make sense ofja/admeaning to their work. Such cognitive
paradigms form the culture construct of the orgatinn.

Attitudes toward the firm

Organizational culture is important because shabetiefs and norms affect employee
perceptions, behaviours, and emotional responsdbetavorkplace. For example, culture has
been found to influence organizational climate @novider attitudes including work attitudes
(Aarons & Sawitzky, 2006; Carmazzi & Aarons, 20@3isson & Hemmelgarn, 1998; Glisson &
James, 2002), as well as employee behaviors thdtilmote to the success or failure of an
organization (Ashkanasy, Wilderom, & Peterson, 2000

Behavior of management

By Schein (2004) organizational cultures are cikdiy leaders, and one of the most decisive
functions of leadership may well be the creatidre, management, and — if and when that may
become necessary — the destruction of culture.

According to Kanne-Urrabazo (2006) many managers ndd deny the importance of
organizational culture in employee satisfactiony fail to realize the direct impact they have in
shaping it. It is crucial that managers at all Is\ere aware of their roles and responsibilities in
upholding positive workplace environments that iceonease employee satisfaction.

Firm policy

According to Crongvist, Low and Nilsson (2007) astent with predictions from economic
theories of corporate culture, they also found thatcorporate culture effects in firm policies are
long-term, stronger for internally grown businessts) and older firms. Their evidence is also
consistent with firms preserving their cultures $gfecting management teams that fit in their
cultures. Their evidence showed that a firm’s coae culture matters for its policy choices and
performance.

Powerfulness of the firm in competition against rials

According to Cameron and Quinn (1999) the majortimtsiishing feature in successful
companies, their most important competitive adwgatand the most powerful factor they all
highlight as a key ingredient in their successher organizational culture. Barney (1986) states
that three attributes that a firm's culture mustentp generate sustained competitive advantages
are isolated. Previous findings suggest that thieias of some firms have these attributes; thus,
these cultures are a source of such advantages.

1.4. The Institutionalist Perspective

According to the institutionalist perspective, argations are socially embedded in a particular
society (Geppert, 2003). Institutions could be sdsym both the structural and social
perspective. From a structural viewpoint institncexist as institutionalised forms of "external
social constraints”. From the social perspectivaitutions can be understood as operating to
enforce behavioural definition, which may take tbien of either "cultural accounts” or "cultural



rules”. This means that institutions are accourithaw the social world works and embody
normative principles and social values (Meyer et.2804).
Culture is seen as a key factor in the emergencatudnal institutional configurations, shaping,
and in turn being shaped by, other elements inethegtional systems such as institutions,
material and ideational extra-institutional forcasd politics (Lewin and Kim, 2004; Lewin and
Volberda, 1999; Redding, 2005). According to B@0Q5) world culture in the post-war era of
rapid globalization isncreasingly organized, rationalized, and ubiqustothe core of world
culture - rationalized science, technology, orgatin, professionalization, etc.has been
thoroughly institutionalized.
Considering the future of the institutional apptoaRhodes (1995) argued that: ,The focus on
institutions and the methods of the historian ahd tawyer remain relevant ... Implicit
assumptions must give way to an explicit theonhimitvhich to locate the study of institutions”.
This is the challenge embraced by the so-callegv,mstitutsionalism”.
There has been a multiplication of institutionapagaches: in a seminal article, Hall and Taylor
(1996) identified ,three new institutsionalisms” danby Peters (1999) published a book
discussing seven separate varieties.
The points of departure represented by the newutiehalism are, therefore, best represented in
terms of movement along six analytical continua:

1. From a focus on organisations to a focus on rules;

2. From aformal to an informal conception of inditas;

3. From a static to a dynamic conception of institosio

4. From submerged values to a value-critical stance;

5. From a holistic to a disaggregated conception siitintions;

6. From independence to embeddedness.
We have established what's new about new institalism as a broad approach. It reasserts what
the best of the old institutionalists also knew:wNmstitutionalists take care not to equate
political institutions with political organisationsstitution is understood more broadly to refer t
a stable, recurring pattern of behaviour (Good&96a).
New institutionalists are agreed that politicaltitegions are the rules of the game — but what
should be included in the category of rules. Byudmg informal conventions as well as formal
procedures, the new institutionalists are ablbuitd a more fine-grained, and realistic, picture
of what really constrains political behaviour anecidion-making. An expanded definition of
institution runs the risk, however, of conceptuaktehing (Peters, 1996) — its meaning and
impact diluted as it comes to include everythingt thuides individual behaviour. North (1990)
goes as far as to include tradition, custom, celtand habit as informal institutions. For March
& Olsen (1989) there seems to be no clear distndbetween institutions and norms in general.
New institutionalism is better understood as whaamBle (1990) calls an ,organising
perspective”. It is not a causal theory in theshebural sense; instead it ,provides a map of the
subject and signposts to its central questionstffels, 1995).

Estonia, Japan, China, Finland, Germany, CzechyaRia and Russia have differesbcial,
economical, political, historical and cultural emriment.

Estonia

Estonia was occupied by the Soviet Union in 1944stéte socialist society was built upon a
centralised, hierarchical state coordinated throlgimeaucratically administered structures.



Political, economic and other forms of institutibpawer were drawn from the same source and
operated in a unidirectional manner, providing @&ffective control and a concentration of
information (Liuhto, 1999). Having regained indegence in 1991, Estonia has undergone
fundamental political and structural changes ower last decade, which have also affected the
operation of its companies (Laats, Haldma, 2002).

The three Baltic states—Lithuania, Latvia, and Bste-have been deliberately moving away
from the Soviet legacy toward liberal democracy amatket capitalism. Lithuania, Latvia, and
Estonia have reached a tangible accomplishmerta@inrbad toward reintegration with Western
and Central Europe: in 2004 they were all admiggdull members of NATO and the European
Union (Bilinsky, 2006).

Within a relatively short period of time Estoniashturned from an underdeveloped post-
communist country to a politically and economicallyceptable partner on the international arena
the best evidence of which is the integration toT@Aand EU. New situation creates new
opportunities and sets up new tasks, but at the abeconomic policy should still be ensuring
ongoing development (Kaldaru, 2004).

The challenge of transformations in Central andétasEurope has involved a fundamental shift
in the political order, from an authoritarian Conmiai Party rule to democracy (Bandelj, Radu,
2006).

Japan

Japan is a constitutional monarchy where the pawiethe Emperor is very limited. As a
ceremonial figurehead, he is defined by the cantgtit as "the symbol of the state and of the
unity of the people". Power is held chiefly by tReme Minister of Japan and other elected
members of the Diet, while sovereignty is vestethenJapanese peoyiehe Constitution of Japan,
1946).

According to Economic Survey of Japan (OECD, 20@8has the world's second largest
economy by nominal GDP and the third largest ircpasing power parity. It is a member of the
United Nations, G8, OECD and APEC, with the worfdth largest defense budget. It is also the
world's fourth largest exporter and sixth largesparter. It is a developed country with high
living standards (8th highest HDI) and a world leraith technology, machinery, and robotics.

From the 1950s to the 1980s, Japan experienceadptd development into a major economic
power, through a process often referred to asdpankse post-war economic miracle. In 1960s
during Japan’s rapid growth era, as companies eimghdedly pursued profit, industrial
pollution and other social problems emerged maimliieavy and chemical industries. A strong
anti-business sentiment emerged that regarded coegpas inherently evil. Following the 1985,
Japanese companies began to expand operationgaseushering in the era of globalization. In
particular, companies entering the U.S. market eepeed a culture shock due to differences in
corporate culture and lifestyles. In 1990s lanagsisurged for a third time from the late 1980s
as Japan’s economy entered the bubble era, buggdum 1991 when the bubble collapsed.
Companies suffered a series of blows in the pobbleu1990s: securities firms scurried to
compensate the losses of large investors (Kawar206).



Czech

In an 1948 coup d'état, Czechoslovakia became ancmist-ruled state. On January 1, 1993
Czechoslovakia peacefully dissolved into its cduoetit states, the Czech Republic and Slovakia.
Today the Czech Republic is a pluralist multi-pgréyliamentary representative democracy with
the Prime Minister as head of government. The C&gpublic joined NATO in 1999 and the
European Union in 2004. It is also a member of@iCD and the Council of Europe.

According to Economic Survey of Czech Republic (@EQ008) it possesses a developed, high-
income economy with a GDP per capita of 82% offheopean Union average. One of the most
stable and prosperous of the post-Communist stdtesCzech Republic has seen a growth of
over 6% annually in the last three years. Todaytrobthe economy has been privatized.

Slovak

The present-day Slovak Republic became an indepérsiate on January 1, 1993 with the
peaceful division of Czechoslovakia in the Velvetdce; it was, with Czech Republic, the last
European country to gain independence in the 268tiucy. According to Economic Survey of
Slovak Republic (OECD, 2008) Slovakia is a higheime economy with one of the fastest
growth rates in the EU and OECD. It joined the Ppaan Union in 2004 and has joined the
Eurozone on the 1st of January, 2009. Slovakia periamentary democratic republic with a
multi-party system. Slovakia has achieved a diffimansition from a centrally planned economy
to a modern, high-income market economy. Major giirations are nearly complete, the
banking sector is almost completely in private graohd foreign investment has picked up.

According to HlouSek and Kopek (2008) at the present time, both @&ech and Slovak party
systems show great similarities in terwfs the prevalence of the socioeconomic cleavage.
Socioeconomicleavage emerged quite early after 1989 in the ICR=public;in Slovakia the
socioeconomic cleavage has become dominantionigcent years. This has contributed to the
stabilization ofthe classic left-right model of political competiti and theconsolidation of the
two countries' party systems.

Germany

As a modern nation-state, the country was firsfiethiamidst the Franco-Prussian War in 1871.
In 1949, after World War 1l, Germany was dividedoinwo separate states—East Germany and
West Germany—along the lines of Allied occupatidhe two states were reunified in 1990.
West Germany was a founding member of the Eurof@ammunity (EC) in 1957, which
became the European Union in 1993. It is part oé thorderless Schengen zone.
Governance of rural policies in Germany presenteciip characteristics due to the
decentralisation process that has been taking giace the second post-war period. Germany is
organised on the basis of a federal governmentefigéidn),Landerand municipalities/municipal
associations (BMELV, 2006). The main principles gaing this federal framework are
established in the Basic Law. Germany is often rilesd as a prototype of co-operative
federalism (Blume and Voight, 2005; Wright, 198&ermany is a member of the United
Nations, NATO, G8 and OECD.

It is a major economic power with the world's thialgest economy by nominal GDP and the
fifth largest in purchasing power parity.



Finland

Finland's declaration of independence in 1917 fRussia was followed by a civil war, wars
against the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany, andrimg@f official neutrality during the Cold
War (Lavery, 2006). In spite of hostilities betweinland and the Soviet Union (1939-1940),
Finland maintained its independence although FAnfaseign policy was dictated by the need of
accommodate its powerful neighbour (Wandycz, 19¢#)land joined the United Nations in
1955 and the European Union in 1995 and particgpigt¢he Eurozone. Finland has been ranked
the second most stable country in the world, inraesy based on social, economic, political, and
military indicators (Lavery, 2006).

Finland has a highly industrialized free-marketrexray with a per capita output equal to that of
other western economies. Finland is highly integgtah the global economy, and international
trade is a third of GDP.

Finland is a representative democracy with a seesigential parliamentary system. Aside from
state-level politics, residents use their vote ianmipal elections and in the European Union
elections.

China

China has one of the world's oldest people andimamiis civilizations, consisting of states and
cultures dating back more than six millennia (Estkegt. al., 2006).

On 1 January 1912, the Republic of China was astedd, heralding the end of the Qing
Dynasty. The Sino-Japanese War of 1937-1945 (pakoold War 1) forced an uneasy alliance
between the Nationalists and the Communists. Aftevictory in the Chinese Civil War, the
Communist Party of China (CCP) gained control obtrad Mainland China. On 1 October 1949,
they established the People's Republic of China &ocialist State headed by a "Democratic
Dictatorship” with the CCP as the only legal pobfi party. Today, mainland China is
administered by the People's Republic of China—ermarty state under the leadership of the
Chinese Communist Party—while the island of Taivead surrounding islands are administered
by the Republic of China—a democratic multi-partiats (Chan, 2001). Following the
establishment of the People's Republic of ChinaQPR 1949, the Chinese Communist Party
adopted ideology on Marxist-Leninist philosophy (Wer, 2004).

The economy of the People's Republic of China éssiacond largest in the world after the US
with a GDP of $7.1 trillion (2007) when measuredaopurchasing power parity (PPP) basis. It is
the fourth largest in the world after the US, Japad Germany, with a nominal GDP of US$3.42
trillion (2007) when measured in exchange-rate ser@hina has been the fastest-growing major
nation for the past quarter of a century with aerage annual GDP growth rate above 10%.
Despite China's size, the abundance of its ressuesel having about 20 percent of the world's
population living within its borders, for the lasto centuries its role in the world economy has
been relatively small (Bachman, 1991).

Situation changed in 1978, when Deng Xiaoping startconomic reform for moving to a

‘socialist market economy’ (Child and Tse, 200@).order to switch to a market economy and
modernize inefficient energy-dependent and hegwiljuting state-run industries, China faced
the major challenge in providing an increasing bhanof its citizens with a stable society and an



economy featuring adequate employment, housingl, &al transportation (Diener, Rowe 2006).
State gave responsibility for people welfare teegmise management. As the enterprises had to
focus on making profits and the welfare of peopkswot among priorities, both, the life-time
employment and 'cradle-to-grave’ welfares policyrerabolished (Warner, 2004).

Russia

Since the turn of the century, rising oil pricescreased foreign investment, higher domestic
consumption and greater political stability havdsteyed economic growth in Russia. The
country ended 2007 with its ninth straight yeargobwth, averaging 7% annually since the
financial crisis of 1998. In 2007, Russia's GDP Wa976 trillion (est. PPP), the 6th largest in
the world, with GDP growing 8.1% from the previowear.Russia has the world's largest natural
gas reserves, the second largest coal reservabeardhth largest oil reserves.

According to the Constitution, which was adoptedayional referendum on 12 December 1993
following the 1993 Russian constitutional crisiqysRia is a federation and formally a semi-
presidential republic, wherein the President isttbad of stat®’! and the Prime Minister is the
head of government. The Russian Federation is faedgally structured as a representative
democracy. Russia or the Russian Federation is nai-mesidential republic comprising
83 federal subjects.

Tishkov (2004) asserts that the present situatidRussia actually continues the Soviet tradition

According to Mickiewicz, Aidis and Estrin (2008) Baia's institutional environment is important
in explaining its relatively low levels of entrepeaurship development, where the latter is
measured in terms of both number of start-ups &edisting business owners.

According to Stepanov (2000) the dissolution of ®eviet Union has led to a large-scale

redefinition and creation of 'boundaries' — herénge in their widest possible concrete and

metaphorical sense, that is to include state bsr@ed intra-state administrative ones, the
delimitation of citizenship. According to Remingt¢2003) parties of the democratic left have

fared surprisingly poorly in postcommunist Russiae reasons for this have to do with the

legacy of the communist state, particularly the kmess of organized social associations outside
the state and the continuing strength of patrimoarad corporatist patterns of state-society
relations, together with constitutional and eleatanstitutions in the post-1993 system that

undermine incentives for a system of competitivieomal political parties.

Mishler (2005) states that trust in political imstions and in other people is hypothesibgd
cultural theories to be essential for making demcies work.Trust is equated with diffuse
support and linked to the stabilijd effective functioning of democratic regimesstikutional
theories, in contrast, question the importanceroes$ttfor democratic support and emphasize
institutional performance instead. structural equation model usingew Russia Barometer
surveydata tests cultural and institutional theoriesegfime supporfThe results confirm cultural
arguments that institutional truehcourages political involvement and contributesptlic
supportfor democratic ideals, whereas they contradict ligpothesisthat trust is critical for
political support. Much strongesupport exists for institutional theory’s claimsoab the
importance of economic and political performanceault@al influences, however, appear



somewhat larger than institutiorthkeories allow and may become larger still during konger
term, suggesting the need to integrate culturaliastitutionaltheories.

Part 2. THE EMPIRICAL STUDY
2.1. The research process

The central focus of my doctoral thesis is on timpact of corporate social responsibility on
innovation climate and major connecting factors.

The research process started in 2007 with gathditergture concerning theoretical views on
corporate social responsibility and innovation eis and major connecting factors. The
collection of writings has continued until the lasages of the research. Based on the research of
literature empirical surveys were planned. Authonducted the questionnaire and interviews in
Estonian enterprises by herself. Author got the Wilith Chinese, Japanese, German, Finnish,
Russian, Slovakian and Czech respondents’ answams the Japanese co-partner of Denki
Ringo research group. Author took contact with tmember of the board in Estonian
organizations and got permission to conduct thigstAfter that the questionnaire was sent by
e-mail to the respondents in each enterprise. Tbe@s were sent back also by e-mail. In order
to conduct interviews in Estonian organizationsptaot with managers and employees were
taken directly, agreements to conduct an interviewse given and then the respondents were
interviewed. The Figure 1 relates the researctstasth the theoretical framework.

The first research taskis to analyze connections between corporate saeigponsibility,
individual and organizational level factors. Authared following questionnaires worked out by
the Denki Ringo research group in Japan for meagunidividual level factors - job satisfaction,
meaning of work and attitude toward the firm andamizational level factors - behaviour of
management, powerfulness of firm in competitionirgiarivals and policy of firm. Author used
following questionnaires worked out by the Denkn@b research group in Japan for measuring
two facets of corporate social responsibility — tinen performance concerning social issues and
the firm respects the interests of agents. Theoasitbf this article conducted the study in
Estonian and Japanese enterprises (Study I).

The second research taskas to analyze connections between organizatiouitdre, individual
and organizational level factors. In order to assedividual and organizational level factors, the
authors used following questionnaires worked outh®y Denki Ringo research group in Japan
for measuring individual level factors - job sadistion, meaning of work and attitude toward the
firm and organizational level factors - behaviamfr management, powerfulness of firm in
competition against rivals and policy of firm. Trethor established a questionnaire for
evaluating 4 organizational culture types — claaykat, hierarchy and adhocracy according to
Cameron and Quinn. The survey with 6094 respondeassconducted in 2007-2008 in order to
analyze connections between organizational cultndevidual and organizational level factors in
Estonian, Chinese, Japanese, Czech, Finish, Gefffuasian and Slovakian enterprises. After
sending the Estonian data to Japan, the authoinebtaccess to data from other 7 countries
(Study 11).



The third research taskvas to analyze connections between corporate |sesiponsibility and
organizational culture. In order to assess corpomsicial responsibility, the author used
following questionnaires worked out by the Denkngb research group in Japan for measuring
two facets of corporate social responsibility — fine performance concerning social issues and
the firm respects the interests of agents. Theoawghtablished a questionnaire for evaluating 4
organizational culture types — clan, market, h@rgrand adhocracy according to Cameron and
Quinn. The survey with 6094 respondents was coeduct 2007-2008 in order to analyze
connections between corporate social responsibditg organizational culture in Estonian,
Chinese, Japanese, Czech, Finish, German, RussilaBlavakian enterprises. After sending the
Estonian data to Japan, the author obtained atexelsda from other 7 countries (Study Il1).

The fourth research tasWas to discover how individual, organizational devactors and
orgazitional culture predict innovation climate.drder to find connections between individual,
organizational level factors, organizational cidtand innovation climate in Estonian, Chinese,
Japanese, Russian and Slovakian enterprises, thersuconducted an empirical study in 2007-
2008. A standardised job satisfaction, meaning akwattitude toward the firm, powerfulness of
firm in competition against rivals, behaviour of magement and policy of firm questionnaire
was developed by the Denki Ringo research grougpk@dsva et al, 2006) and translated from
English into Estonian, Chinese, Japanese, Russmh Slovakian. The questionnaire was
administered in Estonian, Chinese, Japanese, Ruasd Slovakian electric-electronic machine,
retail store and machine-building enterprises. Tehor developed a questionnaire for
evaluating 4 organizational culture types — claaykat, hierarchy and adhocracy according to
Cameron and Quinn and Scale of Innovation Climasetd on Ekvall et al (1983). Innovation
Climate Questionnaire items were selected. Thel fieasion of questionnaire for measuring
innovation climate consisted 14 items (Study V).

The fifth research taskvas to compare the connections between corpooaial sesponsibility
and innovation climate in Estonian, Chinese, Jagan€zech, Finish, German, Russian and
Slovakian enterprises in order to find out are ¢héifferences according to different national
cultures. A standardised corporate social respaoitgilquestionnaire comprising 19 items was
developed by the Denki Ringo research group andslaged from English into Estonian,
Chinese, Czech, German, Finnish, Slovak and JapaAeshor developed Scale of Innovation
Climate based on Ekvall et al. Innovation Climatge&tionnaire items were selected. The final
version of questionnaire for measuring innovationsisted 14 items. Ekvall's (1983) Innovation
Climate Questionnaire (ICQ) incorporates thirteealss: commitment, freedom, idea-support,
positive relationships, dynamism, playfulness, igeaiferation, stress, risk-taking, idea-time,
shared view, pay recognition, and work recogni{istudy V).

The sixth research taskvas to analyzeconnections between the success of implemented
innovations and corporate social responsibility.e Thuthor prepared a survey concerning
corporate social responsibility and innovation istdhian organisations by using the interview
method. In 2008, interviews with managers and egygae in 86 public and privatgganisations
were conducted. The author analysed the resuttese interviews in Study VI.

2.2. The propositions for empirical analysis



According to Borger and Kruglianskas (2006) it viasnd that there were many evidences of a
strong relationship between the adoption of a a@fgosocial responsibility strategy by the firm
and an effective environmental and innovative pemBnce. Based on existing literature on the
subject, the author has developed a number of pitigas. The first three propositions are about
the connections between corporate social respdifgibinnovation climate, organizational
culture, individual and organizational level factoiThe theoretical reasoning for these three
propositions can be found from Study |, Il and The fourth proposition is about the types of
innovations that have been implemented and whag wex main indicators that influenced the
implementation of innovations in Estonian organaad. This proposition can be found from
Study IV. The fifth proposition is about how inndhas are successful in organizations where
CSR influences innovation positively. This propimsitcan be found from Study IV. Figure 1
relates the propositions, research tasks and tmiest with the theoretical framework. The
propositions are as follows:

P1. Corporate social responsibility predicts indidal and organizational level factors.

P2. Organizational culture predicts individual amdanizational level factors.

P3. Organizational culture predicts corporate $oesponsibility.

P4. Individual, organizational level factors andamizational culture predict innovation climate.
P5. Corporate social responsibility predicts inrimraclimate.

P6. There is connection between corporate soaabresibility and success of innovations.

Organizational culture

RT3:S3,PB

A\ 4

Corporate Social Responsibility

R}/ S \qi;sl

RT2:S2,P2 RT2: S2, P2

Individual level factors R[I5:S5,P5 Organizational level factors

RT4: Sm‘ RT6: EVG, P6 / RT4: S4, P4
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Figure 1. Propositions (P), Research Tasks (RT) &nhdlies (S) in connection with the
theoretical framework.

2.3. Methods used in the research



In the research process several instruments wexk Uike author worked out interview questions
for evaluating innovation climate and it's conneat with corporate social responsibility in
Estonian organisations (Appendix 1). The questamesopen- and close-ended, in order to obtain
information about the types of innovations, proce$sinnovation, reasons for innovations,
organizational functions and organizational indicatthe tables are added. The author organised
and conducted the survey in 86 Estonian enterpiisdsllowing branches — tourism (4%),
financing sector (16%), consultation services (4%xtile industry (16%), food and catering
(8%), marketing (14%), building (3%), informatioechnology (4%), metal industry (2%),
security services (4%), logistics (3%), health c@%), media (8%), local government (8%),
ministry (3%). All together 86 interviews were carated.

In order to analyse the connection between corpaatial responsibility and innovation climate
in Estonian organizations the author used cormianalysis.

The Questionnaire for Measuring Innovation Climatas developed by the author on the basis
of the Ekvall et al. (1983) Innovation Climate Quesnaire. Items were selected. The internal
consistency, or Cronbach's Alpha coefficient wad. ¥he final version of questionnaire for
measuring innovation climate consisted 14 iteribe items used in the scales are presented in
Appendix 1 of Study Il

The Questionnaire for measuring organization cudtwas developed by the author on the basis
of a measure developed by Denki Ringo researchpg(tahikawa et al, 2006) and on the
theoretical base of Cameron and Quinn (1999). Thihoa developed a questionnaire for
measuring four organization culture types — clamayk®t, hierarchy and adhocracy. By using
factor analysis and reliability tests, 19 itemsoodanization culture received. The final version
consists of 19 items, which form four subscaleslan avith 5 items, market with 4 items,
hierarchy with 5 items and adhocracy with 5 itefiifse internal consistency or Cronbach's Alpha
coefficient is .92 for clan culture type, .90 foarket culture type, .87 for hierarchy culture type
and .91 for adhocracy culture type. The items usdte scales are presented in Appendix 1 of
Study II.

The Questionnaires for measuring corporate socesponsibility, job satisfaction, meaning of
work, attitudes toward the firm, powerfulness ahfin competition against rivals, behaviour of
management and policy of firmas worked out by the Denki Ringo research grdsgody I,
Study Il and Study Ill). To assess corporate sa@aponsibility, individual and organizational
level factors in different countries the authorridua questionnaire designed by the Denki Ringo
research group suitable. A standardised questimnmath 83 items was used in every country.
Questions were about job satisfaction (16 questianganing of work (6 questions), attitudes
toward the firm (6 questions), powerfulness of firmcompetition against rivals (10 questions),
behaviour of management (6 questions), policy ohf(20 questions), the facet of corporate
social responsibility firm performance concerning social issues (11 qoes}iand the facet of
corporate social responsibility - the firm respetite interests of agents (8 questions). Job
satisfaction, meaning of work, attitudes toward fine, powerfulness of firm in competition
against rivals, behaviour of management, policy fioi, the facet of corporate social
responsibility -firm performance concerning social issues and tloetfaf corporate social
responsibility - the firm respects the interesta@énts were evaluated on a five-point scale.

In the Denki Ringo research group a research pafitoie each country was requested to conduct
the research in the following branches: electrezbnic machine, retail store, information-
software production and machine-building entergrig®llowing 8 countries participated in the
study: Estonia, China, Japan, Czech, Finland, Geynfaussia and Slovak. The author organised



and conducted the survey in 8 Estonian enterpriésebs in 4 branches - electric-electronic
machine, retail store, information-software prodwttand machine-building enterprises with 623
respondents.

The linear regression analysis was used in ord&ndostatistically relevant relationships.
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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to investigate comgosacial responsibility and it’s influencing

factors in Estonian and Japanese enterprises.edudts indicate significant differences, as well
as similarities, in individual level factors - jelatisfaction, meaning of work, attitude toward the
firm, in organizational level factors - powerfulsesf firm in competition against rivals, behavior
of management, policy of firm and in facets of @ygie social responsibility - firm performance
concerning social issues and firm respect concgriimerests of agents. Differences and
similarities in different countries concerning corate social responsibility is influenced by
different cultural and historical background.

Keywords — Corporatesocial responsibility, job satisfaction, retail ritcenterprise, electronic
enterprise, machine-building enterprise, Estordapad

Introduction

This paper analyses corporate social responsikality it's influencing factors in Estonian and
Japanese retail store enterprises, machine-buildahgstries and electronic industries.

The main research question is: Are there differsrese similarities concerning corporate social
responsibility in Estonian and Japanese retailesémterprises, machine-building industries and
electronic industries and what are the factorsitifatence these differences and similarities ?
Tanimoto and Suzuki (2005) argue that the Japamppeoach to CSR is different from the
Western approach, given various particularitiesthea Japanese economy and society. Even
though many companies are now acting on a glolzdé sthey may still have national, or at least
regional, characteristics.

This study, therefore, investigates how countryistiiutional framework influences corporate
social responsibility and its different aspectsteDia collected from empirical studies in Estonian
and Japanese retail store, machine-building andtretéc enterprises and the results are
discussed.

Corporate social responsibility (CSR)

Different organisations have framed different défims about CSR - although there is
considerable common ground between them.

CSR is about how companies conduct their busimessway that is ethical. CSR is about how
companies manage the business processes to praduogerall positive impact on society.
The World Business Council for Sustainable Develepmin its publication "Making Good
Business Sense" by Lord Holme and Richard Wattsd ulse following definition. "Corporate
Social Responsibility is the continuing commitmdmy business to behave ethically and
contribute to economic development while improvihg quality of life of the workforce and
their families as well as of the local communitglaociety at large".

Corporate social responsibility is a concept whgrebmpanies fulfil accountability to their
stakeholders by integrating social and environmeotencerns in their business operations.
(Tanimoto, Suzuki, 2005).

The European model is much more focused on opgrdtie core business in a socially
responsible way, complemented by investment in conities for solid business case reasons.



But as with any process based on the collectiveriaes of communities of human beings (as
companies are) there is no "one size fits all".dIfferent countries, there will be different
priorities, and values that will shape how busireegs

The Japanese approach to CSR may well differ frben Western approach, given various
differences in their socio-economic characteristidse debate on CSR has not been settled yet,
not only in Japan but also in the West. There isconsensus on the very definition of CSR
(Tanimoto, Suzuki, 2005).

We should also remember that the ‘West’ is not niitnio. There is a great diversity in the
approach to CSR even among Western countries (Addnad. 1998; Maignam and Ralston
2002).

Today, corporate sociakesponsibility extends along the whole chain ofueatreation. For
example, corporations must provide the necessaigrnmation, education and training to
suppliers and clients to ensure that a producteovice can be effectively and safely used.
Corporate sociakentrepreneurship is strictly defined as the trams&ion of socially and
environmentally responsible ideas into productsservices. The last decade has seen many
individuals come up with innovative ideas to addréee specific sociand environmental needs
of the communities in which they are living. Todgjpneering enterprises integrate social
entrepreneurship into their core activities by\ati channelling their research-and-development
capabilities in the direction of socially innovagiproducts and services (Schwab, 2008).

Corporate social responsibility and individual levé factors

CSR research has shown that job applicant and gemlperceptions of a firm's CSR affects
how attractive these individuals perceive the fiobe (Greening, Turban, 2000).

Indeed, meta-analytic evidence clearly shows p@sdutcomes resulting from perceptions of
justice such as enhanced job satisfaction, orgaoma commitment, organizational citizenship,
and job performance (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, étpitig, 2001).

Folger's morality-based view argues that it ispext for human dignity and worth that
influences an individual's justice needs. Thatisrking for an organization perceived as

just in its interactions with the larger social el satisfies individuals’ needs for a meaningful
existence(Folger, Cropanzano, Goldman, 200Bgcause this type of motive is other focused,
the role of CSR perceptions in satisfying such sdeda natural extension. Indeed, employees
hold organizations accountable for their actionsalbse they need to know that they are affiliated
with an entity that ‘does the right thing’ moralljere the focus is primarily on what others view
as ethically appropriate (Rupp, Ganapathi, Agujlgvdliams, 2006).

Both Frankl (1965) and Maslow (1973) emphasise Wk only becomes meaningful when it

entails contribution to a cause, or society, beysalfish needs. Maslow talks about “offering

oneself or dedicating oneself upon some altar @ones particular task, some cause outside
oneself and bigger than oneself, something not Imeedfish” and Frankl introduces his concept

of responsibility by saying that “this meaning avalue is attached to the person’s work as a
contribution to society, not to the actual occupats such.

Corporate social responsibility mediated fully artgally the positive associations between ethics
program variables and individual job satisfactisumggesting that companies might better manage
employees’ ethical perceptions and work attitudél wultiple policies, an approach endorsed
in the ethics literature (Valentine, Fleischmam&0



The underlying argument is that one of the ways gaonmes can address an apparent lack of
purpose and meaning in the workplace, which maguin be associated with lower levels of
employee motivation, job satisfaction and workealty, is to actively engage in corporate social
responsibility activities. By the same token, emyples that make an effort to be involved in
social responsibility initiatives in their workpkacbe it through volunteering on community
projects or in other ways, are likely to experieaoeenhanced their sense of meaning in the lives
(Visser, Matten, Pohl, Tolhurst, 2008).

Corporate social responsibility and organisationalevel factors

Several theoretical frameworks have been used amie CSR. Friedman (1970) asserts that
engaging in CSR is symptomatic of an agency probdema conflict between the interests of
managers and shareholders. He argues that mansgeSSR as a means to further their own
social, political, or career agendas, at the expesfsshareholders. According to this view,
resources devoted to CSR would be more wisely sframh a social perspective, on increasing
firm efficiency. This theory has been tested enspity by Wright and Ferris (1997), who found
that stock prices reacted negatively to announcesmaindivestment of assets in South Africa,
which they interpreted as being consistent witmageheory.

The agency theory perspective has been challengether researchers, such as Preston (1978)
and Carroll (1979), who outline a corporate sopeiformance (CSP) framework. As exposited
by Carroll (1979), this model includes the phildspmf social responsiveness, the social issues
involved, and the social responsibility categofjese of which is economic responsibility). An
empirical test of the CSP framework is presentethenwork of Waddock and Graves (1997),
who report a positive association between CSP srahdial performance. The CSP model has
much in common with the stakeholder perspectiveiclviis the most widely used theoretical
framework.

In a seminar paper on stakeholder theory, Freeh@®4) asserts that firms have relationships
with many constituent groups and that these std#el® both affect and are affected by the
actions of the firm. According to Donaldson andd®ra (1995), three aspect of this theory -
normative, instrumental, and descriptive - are 'tmlly supportive.” Jones and Wicks (1999)
propose "converging” the social science (instrumdgrdand ethics (normative) components of
stakeholder theory to arrive at a normative "thédhgat illustrates "how managers can create
morally sound approaches to business and make themwork".
The instrumental aspect and its relationship toveational theories in economics and corporate
strategy have also received considerable attemtidhe literature. For instance, Jones (1995)
developed a model that integrates economic theony ethics. He concluded that firms
conducting business with stakeholders on the lmdisust and corporation have an incentive to
demonstrate a sincere commitment to ethical behavibhe ethical behaviour of firms will
enable them to achieve a competitive advantagegusecthey will develop lasting, productive
relationships with these stakeholders. Russo antisHG997) examined CSR from a resource-
based view of the firm perspective. Using this feavark, they argue that CSP (specifically,
environmental performance) can constitute a soofcempetitive advantage, especially in high-
growth industries (Mcwilliams, Siegel, 2001).

Companies should fit into the ecological, social arultural niche within which they are
functioning. The most competitive companies areusmue in serving their stakeholders that
their products and services have no substitutestraay therefore have no real competitors at all
(Zsolnai, 2006).



Based on the relevant literature we developeddhesing general propositions:
P1 Facets of corporate social responsibility are asskdifferently in different countries.

P2. Facets of corporate social responsibility areuieficed by different factors in different
countries.

A historical comparison of Estonia and Japan

Estonia and Japan have different social, cultpaifical and historical background.

Estonia was occupied by the Soviet Union in 1944stéte socialist society was built upon a
centralised, hierarchical state coordinated throlgimeaucratically administered structures.
Political, economic and other forms of institutibpawer were drawn from the same source and
operated in a unidirectional manner, providing &ffective control and a concentration of
information. Since, during the Soviet period thetes was responsible for guaranteeing work for
everyone, enterprises were overstaffed and pas¥imek places were over-secured (Liuhto,
1999).

Having regained independence in 1991, Estonia hadergone fundamental political and
structural changes over the last decade, which hbeeaffected the operation of its companies
(Laats, Haldma, 2002).

The three Baltic states—Lithuania, Latvia, and Bste-have been deliberately moving away
from the Soviet legacy toward liberal democracy amatket capitalism. Lithuania, Latvia, and
Estonia have reached a tangible accomplishmerta@inrbad toward reintegration with Western
and Central Europe: in 2004 they were all admiggdull members of NATO and the European
Union (Bilinsky, 2006).

Within a relatively short period of time Estoniashturned from an underdeveloped post-
communist country to a politically and economicallyceptable partner on the international arena
the best evidence of which is the integration toT@Aand EU. New situation creates new
opportunities and sets up new tasks, but at the abeconomic policy should still be ensuring
ongoing development (Kaldaru, 2004).

The challenge of transformations in Central andétasEurope has involved a fundamental shift
in the political order, from an authoritarian Conmai Party rule to democracy (Bandelj, Radu,
2006).

Bunce (2003) wrote an article on what lessons ftleenpostcommunist experience say about the
democratization processes in general. One of herclgsions was that the uncertainty
surrounding the postcommunist transitions to deamcraried significantly. This influenced, in
turn, the strategies of transition and their payoHence, the most successful transitions in the
postcommunist context involved a sharp break wighdld order.

Bandelj and Radu (2006) found that indeed thosd-1@89 governments with a proreform
orientation, not run by the former communists otioralists helped their countries to a faster
democratic consolidation. This is also in line wikhcFaul's (2002) findings based on a
gualitative comparison of country cases, which shibat changes in power are key: not
surprisingly, democratic consolidation happens wpeoponents of democracy constitute the
ruling elite.



From the 1950s to the 1980s, Japan experiencadpid development into a major economic
power, through a process often referred to as d@pankse post-war economic miracle. Japan's
biggest postwar political crisis took place in 19®@r the revision of the Japan-United States
Mutual Security Assistance Pact. 1989 marked onthe@inost rapid economic growth spurts in
Japanese history.

In 1960s during Japan’s rapid growth era, as comepasingle-mindedly pursued profit,
industrial pollution and other social problems egeer mainly in heavy and chemical industries.

A strong anti-business sentiment emerged that degazompanies as inherently evil.

In 1970s a second land price surge occurred agdiediackdrop of the new plan to remodel the
Japanese archipelago, and land speculation andardanmgommodity speculation of trading
companies became social issues. Key developmelf248 was the introduction of the floating
exchange rate system, which along with the aboveldpments symbolized the end of Japan’s
rapid growth era. The self-righteousness that comegaacquired from rapid growth as well as
corporate criticism both culminated at this timed @ompanies subsequently had little choice but
to recognize CSR.

Following the 1985 Plaza Accord and the yen’'s sudgganese companies began to expand
operations overseas, ushering in the era of glodit#din. In particular, companies entering the
U.S. market experienced a culture shock due teeriffces in corporate culture and lifestyles.
Domestically, while excess liquidity was fuelingettimminent bubble economy, Japan’s low
standard of living—"rabbit hutch” dwellings, longork hours, and the unequal treatment of men
and women—raised social issues which directly imedlcompanies and employees.

In response, the idea of the “good corporate citizeas introduced as companies actively
financed social contributions in areas such as exoar, the arts, welfare, and international
exchange.

In 1990s land prices surged for a third time frdma kate 1980s as Japan’s economy entered the
bubble era, but plunged in 1991 when the bubbljgséd. Companies suffered a series of blows
in the post-bubble 1990s: securities firms scurt@dompensate the losses of large investors.
Distrust of Japanese companies swelled to intemaltiproportions.

A new era of CSR began in 2000. Socially respoasiblestment (SRI) had reached Japan in the
summer of 1999 with the emergence of Japan’s écst funds, and Japanese companies were
bombarded with intrusive surveys by Western reseagencies for SRI screening purposes.
While eco funds initially focused on the environn@rstance of companies, the scope of SRI
gradually expanded to corporate governance andlsmamtribution. Since the surveys influenced
corporate valuations in capital markets, Japanesganies grudgingly complied.

Ricoh became the first of several companies taipea CSR department in 2003, and Japanese
companies began to implement new CSR initiativesfthe perspective of risk management and
sustainability (Kawamura, 2004).

Empirical study

The authors of this article conducted the studistonian and Japanese enterprises. In order to
find differences and similarities according to awgie social responsibility in Estonian and
Japanese enterprises, the authors conducted anicahpiudy in 2007-2008. The research was



done in 6 Estonian enterprises with 623 respondamtsin 6 Japanese enterprises with 1570
respondents. The companies were selected in aamgloim manner, as the organisation registers
do not have a solid basis for random sampling bexaoanly a fraction of the registered
enterprises are active in Estonia and Japan. Yaosfahdustries were represented in the study: 38
% were from electronic industries, 30 % were fromciine-building industries and 32 % were
from retail store.

The sampleThe total number of respondents were 2193. Accgrttinpersonal data 58 % of
respondents were male and 42 % were female. Thagwveage of the employees in Estonian
enterprises was 37 years and in Japanese enterphisears.

Methodology A standardised corporate social responsibility joesaire comprising 83 items
was developed by the Denki Ringo research grougpk@dsva et al, 2006) and translated from
English into Estonian and Russian. The questioenaias administered in Estonian and Japanese
retail store, electronic and machine-building gmtiees. The questions in the survey addressed
job satisfaction, meaning of work, powerfulnesdih in competition against rivals, behaviour
of management, attitude toward the firm, policyioh and some other issues. Data from the two
countries were compared by means of the ANOVA-{Bsé linear regression analysis was used
in order to find statistically relevant connectiobstween corporate social responsibility and
individual and organisational level factors.

The main research question is: Are there differsrese similarities concerning corporate social
responsibility in Estonian and Japanese retailesémterprises, machine-building industries and
electronic industries and what are the factorsitifatence these differences and similarities ?

Results
Job satisfaction

Table | shows respondents’ job satisfaction. Resdgais from both countries value security of
employment, range of their competence at work affdastualization of their ability at work as
an important factors of job satisfactioRespondents from Estonia are more satisfied witlgth

of working time andinteraction with their boss. Whereas responderas fdapan are more
satisfied with interaction with their colleagueshefe are statistically significant differences
between the countries in all 16 items.

Countr 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 14 16 Sy
y M
Estonia | M |41 |43 |37 |37 (38 |46 |34 |39 |36 |32 |41 (39 (36 |41 |40 |37 | 389
N=621 4 4 7 1 2 1 8 0 1 9 8 3 1 8 1 5
S 09 (07 |10 |12 |11 |06 (12 (10 (10 |13 |10 |10 |13 |09 [06 |08 | 064
D |4 6 2 2 0 6 7 7 3 6 0 8 3 3 1 6
Japan M |31 |31 |30 |29 |27 |28 (26 (28 |27 |27 |32 |30 |30 |31 |35 |29 |3.00
N =995 4 6 2 9 9 2 7 3 6 7 9 5 6 9 2 5
S 08 (08 |10 |09 |09 |09 (10 (09 |08 |09 |09 |07 |10 |09 |08 |08 | 057
D |3 1 7 3 2 6 3 3 2 5 0 9 2 4 1 5

Table 1. Job satisfaction among Estonian and Japanese deusn



Notes:1 - self-actualization of your ability at work; 2ange of your competence at work; 3 - labour cibors (e.g.
light, heating, noise); 4 - trust between workerd management; 5 - work load; 6 - length of workinge; 7 -
payments and bonuses; 8 - competence of managedneptpmotion possibilities; 10 - training andreéhing; 11 -
security of employment; 12 - equal opportunitiesrfeen and women; 13 - welfare provisions in thefii.4 -
interaction with your boss; 15 - interaction withuy colleagues; 16 - access to information abogémization; a
five-point scale was used, where 1 signifies diskattion and 5 satisfaction. All indicators atatistically different
between countries according to ANOVA-test, p < 0.05

Meaning of work

Table 1l shows respondents opinions concerning mgaof work. Respondents from Estonia
rated highly the statements - work provides younwicial contact with other people and work is
in itself interesting. Whereas respondents fromadajated highly the statement - work provides
you with income that is needed. The Japanese rdsptsirated higher the statement - work is a
way for you to serve for society than Estonian oesients. The ANOVA-test found statistically
significant differences between the countries iitans, except no. 4.

Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 SUM
Estonia | M 3.20 3.65 3.16 3.92 3.10 3.72 3.4p
N= 621 SD 1.05 1.19 1.34 0.84 1.00 1.2% 0.6p
Japan M 2.25 391 3.09 333 3.36 323 3.19
N =995 |sD 0.94 0.79 0.88 0.93 0.90 0.94 0.5

Table Il. Meaning of work among Estonian and Japamespondents

Notes: 1 - work gives you status and prestige; 2 - wodkvjates you with income that is needed; 3 - workpsegou
absorbed in and excited; 4 - work provides you withial contact with other people; 5 - work is aya@ you to
serve for society; 6 - work is in itself interegfira five-point scale was used, where 1 signifigg@y disagree and
5 completely agree. All indicators, except no. & statistically different between countries accogdio ANOVA-
test, p <0.05

Attitude toward the firm

Table 1l shows respondents attitude toward the.fiRespondents from both countries rated
highly the statements - sometimes | feel myselfra\s in a large machine, | always have ideas
that can be approved by management and | woulddikake part in company’s decision making,
because | think my opinion is important. Responsldnbm Estonia rated also highly the
statement - it is normal to sacrifice somethingdiganization’s sake.. Whereas respondents from
Japan rated highly the statement - | am readyke tesk if it is approved. The ANOVA-test
found statistically significant differences betwedbe countries in all items.

Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 SUM
Estonia M 3.19 3.47 3.49 3.36 3.48 3.52 3.4p
N=621 | SD 1.02 0.82 1.10 1.03 1.23 0.8% 0.58
Japan M 2.71 2.90 2.86 2.91 2.63 2.95 2.83
N=995 | sSD 0.80 0.82 0.97 0.88 0.99 1.00 0.65

Tabel Ill. Attitude toward the firmamong Estonian and Japanese respondents

Notes: 1 - | always have ideas that can be approved byagement; 2 - | would like to take part in company
decision making, because | think my opinion is imi@ot; 3 - | could take managerial position is aiton demanded



it; 4 - | am ready to take risk if it is approvesl;- it is normal to sacrifice something for orgaatian’s sake; 6 -
sometimes | feel myself a screw in a large macharf@ye-point scale was used, where 1 signifieagtisement and
5 agreement. All indicators are statistically diffiet between countries according to ANOVA-test, .65

Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals

Table IV shows respondents opinions concerrpogerfulness of firm in competition against
rivals. Respondents from Estonia rated highly thatesnents - powerfulness of firm in
competition against rivals concerning aftercareviser and quality of products and service.
Whereas respondents from Japan rated highly theenstats - powerfulness of firm in

competition against rivals concerning brand andgenaf the firm. The ANOVA-test found

statistically significant differences between toeintries in all items, except no. 7.

Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | SUM

Estonia | M 343 | 4.14| 3.82 3.23 3.79 3.238 3.56 4.15 3.35 3187.66 3
N=621 |SD 0.87 0.66 0.68 1.14 0.69 1.01 0.85 0.86 142 1104.73 ¢
Japan M 3.64 3.54 2.66 3.91 3.61 3.21 3.35 3.32 3.07 3(13.34 3
N =995 | SD 0.85 0.85 0.89 0.80 0.83 0.8y 0.76 0.87 078 0(85.82 (

Table IV. Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivalmong Estonian and Japanese respondents

Notes: Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivatlncerning following aspects: 1 - image of thenfir2 -

quality of products and service; 3 — cost; 4 — dral — technology; 6 —marketing; 7 - scale merit; 8ftercare
service; 9 - quality of human resources; 10 - céipalof top management; a five-point scale wasdjsehere 1
signifies powerless at all and 5 powerful enough.indicators, except no. 7 are statistically difént between
countries according to ANOVA-test, p < 0.05

Behaviour of management

Table V shows respondents opinions concerning behawf managemenRespondents from
both countries rated highly the statements - tiegeclear set of principles that are followed by
organization in it's activity and leaders of orgaation have long term goals. Respondents from
Estonia rated also highly the statemeifithanagement promised something, than it will deatv
promised. Whereas respondents from Japan ratedy lifgh statement - management puts clear
goals for workers. The ANOVA-test found statistigal significant differences between the
countries in all items.

Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 SUM

Estonia M 3.91 3.72 3.91 3.60 3.79 3.98 3.8p
N=621 | SD 1.08 0.82 0.99 1.25 1.02 1.0( 0.74
Japan M 3.14 2.71 3.40 3.26 3.22 3.79 3.2b
N =995 | SD 0.85 0.92 0.91 0.92 0.85 0.93 0.79

Table V. Behaviour of management among Estonian and Japaessendents

Notes 1 - if management promised something, than it ddlwhat promised; 2 - management is sure thairitrols
activity of all departments; 3 - leaders of orgatizn have long term goals; 4 - management putr geals for
workers; 5 - leaders & managers follow principlieey set for the organization; 6 - there is a ctedtrof principles



that are followed by organization in it's activitg;five-point scale was used, where 1 signifieaglisement and 5
agreement. All indicators are statistically differ&etween countries according to ANOVA-test, p.650

Policy of firm

Table VI shows respondents opinions concerningcpobf firm. Respondents from both
countries rated highly the statements - we alwaystd overcome our rivals and goals of
organization are clearly set on all organizatiole@gels. Respondents from Estonia rated also
highly the statement - company realizes clear mis$hat gives meaning and sense to work.
Whereas respondents from Japan rated highly thenstaits - our organization cares even about
temporarily hired workers and in some situatiorstrurctions and regulations are obstacles to
effective work. The ANOVA-test found statisticallysignificant differences between the
countries in all items.

Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10| 11} 12 13 SUM

Estonia | M | 2.26] 3.89] 3.5 3.782.23| 3.27] 3.68§ 3.58 2.33 3.5%5 269 256 319 3|16
N=621|SD|1.18| 1.07) 1.02 1.281.22| 1.03] 114 082 093 136 1B6 136 1.20 0/94
Japan M |3.24] 3.61] 291 3.343.37| 3.05 299 262 3.01 3.18 3.7 3[24 299 3|11
N=995 | SD|0.90| 0.86/ 0.8] 0.860.80| 0.92| 1.01 0.84 0.83 0.86 0.88 0/83 (.82 0/95

Tabel VI. Policy of firmamong Estonian and Japanese respondents

Notes 1 - management is apt to be behind the timedacting to changing market; 2 - we always try teroeme
our rivals; 3 - if market demands it, our organi@atcan quickly restructure; 4 - goals of orgariatare clearly set
on all organization’s levels; 5 - in some situatiomstructions and regulations are obstacles er#fie work; 6 - it is
possible to be a good manager even not knowing ensste all questions of subordinates; 7 - in sorses one
worker is under two managers; 8 - every procesgaok is governed in detail by instructions and sil@ - the order
of organization is not hierarchically structuredidly; 10 - employees qualification is consideredbte a very
important source of competitive domination; 11saarces incleding human resorces are not allogatgukerly nor
integrated totally; 12 - reward for success doesguaoto the department although everyone put aorteft3 - we
realize our input into society and feel our impode; a five-point scale was used, where 1 signifisagreement
and 5 agreement. All indicators are statisticdlfferent between countries according to ANOVA-tgst 0.05

Firm performance concerning social issues

Table VII shows respondents opiniombout firm performance concerning social issues.
Respondents from both countries rated highly thgestents — the firm pays effort to perform for
compliance with the laws for business activitied &or realization of the best quality of products
and services. Respondents from Estonia ratednadbdy the statement - the firm pays effort to
perform for trustful relations with customers. Wéas respondents from Japan rated highly the
statements - the firm pays effort to perform fdiesaand security of products and services. The
ANOVA-test found statistically significant diffemees between the countries in all items, except
no. 10.

Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 SUM

Estonia | M 437 | 4.11| 3.98) 420 454 4.2 440 4.9 33 .2188 2 3.96

N

[

Japan M 397 | 356 | 355| 368 363 389 385 3.3 3 10 033 356
N=995 [SD | 085 | 104 | o084| o087 o078 087 08/ 085 088 b3 97 0| 0.83

3 3

N=621 | SD 0.80| 0.95| 112 104 0.62 0.8 071 OJ7 1j14 10996 0 0.96
3. 3.
0.

Tabel VII. Firm performanceoncerning social issues among Estonian and Japaggsondents



Notes: The firm pays effort to perform for the followingsues: 1 - compliance with the laws for businesisities;

2 - compliance with the laws for worker protecti@; care and service for consumers; 4 - envirortahgmotection;

5 - trustful relations with customers; 6 - safehydasecurity of products and services; 7 - reabpabf the best
quality of products and services; 8 - aftercareusers; 9 - publicity of company information farcgety; 10 -

contribution to science and culture; 11 - publit\aites for local community; a five-point scale wased, where 1
signifies answer — not at all and 5 answer - atyivAll indicators, except no. 10, are statistigaifferent between
countries according to ANOVA-test, p < 0.05

The firm respects the interests of agents

Table VIII shows respondents opiniorabout the firm respects the interests of agents.
Respondents from both countries rated highly thgestents — the firm respects the interests of
customers, consumers and subsidiary, subcontnacs.fiRespondents from Estonia rated also
highly the statement - the firm respects the isttsr@f employees. Whereas respondents from
Japan rated highly the statement - the firm respiha interests of stock holders. The ANOVA-
test found statistically significant differencestween the countries in all items, except no. 3 and
4,

Country 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 SUM
Estonia M 4.26 3.51 3.83 291 3.54 2.42 2.76 2.64 3.23
N=621 |SD 1.21 1.38 1.33 1.35 1.41 1.4( 1.28 1.36 1.13
Japan M 3.89 3.48 3.91 356 3.09 3.10 3.24 31 3.4p
N=995 | sD 0.77 0.85 0.88 0.86 0.91 0.92 0.8 0.8 0.93

Tabel VIII. Firm respect thenterests of agents among Estonian and Japangsmoknts

Notes: The firm respects the interests of the followingmig: 1 — customers; 2 - subsidiary, subcontractsti 3 —
consumers; 4 - stock holders; 5 —employees; &ettaion; 7 - public administration; local commuyné five-point
scale was used, where 1 signifies answer — nolfl and 5 answer - fully. All indicators, except n®.and 4, are
statistically different between countries accordod\NOVA-test, p < 0.05

Connections between corporate social responsibilitgnd job satisfaction, meaning of work,
attitude toward the firm, powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals, behaviour of
management and policy of firm

Different groups may have a different understan@dind perspective concerning corporate social
responsibility. Our main purpose was to evaluageitiluence of corporate social responsibility
on the job satisfaction, meaning of work, attitudevard the firm, powerfulness of firm in
competition against rivals, behaviour of managenasmt policy of firm. The authors analysed
the relationships between corporate social respditgiand job satisfaction, meaning of work,
attitude toward the firm, powerfulness of firm inopetition against rivals, behaviour of
management and policy of firm. In the analysis ooafe social responsibility was taken as an
independent variable and job satisfaction, meanafgwork, attitude toward the firm,
powerfulness of firm in competition against rivatghaviour of management and policy of firm
as dependent variables. We calculated a standdroigeession coefficient Beta, which enabled
us to predict how strongly corporate social resgmlity forecast job satisfaction, meaning of
work, attitude toward the firm, powerfulness offiin competition against rivals, behaviour of



management and policy of firm. Analysis was appBegarately for two different countries and

every dependent variable.

| | B | Beta | T Sig.
Job satisfaction
Estonia =623, R=.315, FP .908 .562 16.478 .000*
F(2.620¥143.18,p<.000 FR -772 -.256 -7.524 .000*
Japan »994, R=.274, FP .345 272 6.466 .000*
F(2.916%173.66,p<.000 FR .542 .288 6.836 .000*
Meaning of work
Estonia =623, R=.101, FP .187 .322 8.239 .000*
F(2.620534.994,<.000 FR -.020 -.018 -479 .631
Japan »994, R=.130, FP .075 .045 3,423 .000*
F(2.935¥69.871,<.000 FR .162 .045 4.970 .000*
Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals
Estonia =623, R=.378, FP .514 .631 19.402 .000*
F(2.620¥188.90,p<.000 FR -.275 -.181 -5.576 .000*
Japan r994, R=.420, FP .356 .430 11.325 .000*
F(2.913¥330.61,p<.000 FR .318 .259 6.842 .000*
Behaviour of management
Estonia 623, R=.340, FP .397 .566 16.918 .000*
F(2.620¥160.10,p<.000 FR .078 .060 1.796 .072
Japan r994, R=.443, FP .260 434 11.802 .000*
F(2.933F372.16,p<.000 FR .246 .275 7.498 .000*
Attitude toward the firm
Estonia 623, R=.426, FP .340 .623. 19.965 .000*
F(2.620%230.40,p<.000 FR .098 .096 3.098 .002*
Japan »994, R=.026, FP .044 .088 1.821 .068
F(2.935F12.578,<.000 FR .063 .084 1.749 .080
Policy of firm
Estonia 623, R=.445, FP .579 464 15.124 .000*
F(2.620¥248.90,<.000 FR .891 .384 12.499 .000*
Japan »994, R=.154, FP 211 .280 6.149 .000
F(2.927F84.482,<.000 FR .153 .136 2.993 .002*

Tabel IX. Connections between corporate social responsilality job satisfaction, meaning of work, powerfutes
of firm in competition against rivals, behaviour ofanagement, policy of firm and attitude toward firen

(according to standardised regression coefficieataB

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significant<@,01
FP - Firm performance concerning social issues
FR - The firm respects the interests of agents

Results

Individual level

Job satisfaction
Meaning of work
Attitude toward
the organization




Respect the
interests of agents

Organisational level Corporate social
responsibility
Powerfulness of Organisation /
firm in performance
competition concerning social
against rivals issues
Policy of firm

Behaviour of
management

Tabel X. Impact of individual level factors - jobsatisfaction, meaning of work, attitude toward thefirm and
organisational level factors - powerfulness of firmin competition against rivals, behaviour of manageaent,
policy of firm to corporate social responsibility.

Conclusions

The findings indicate both similarities and diffecesaccording to corporate social responsibility
in Estonian and Japanese enterprises. Corporatal sesponsibility is an important value in
Estonian and Japanese enterprises according tsttiig.

There were statistically significant differencestvieen Estonian and Japanese respondents
according to job satisfaction, meaning of workitadies toward the firm, powerfulness of firm in
competition against rivals, behaviour of managempalicy of firm and 2 facets of corporate
social responsibility.

Respondents from Estonia are more satisfied witlgtte of working time andhteraction with
their boss. Whereas respondents from Japan are saigfied with interaction with their
colleagues.

Respondents from Estonia rated highly the statesnemtork provides you with social contact
with other people and work is in itself interestiMghereas respondents from Japan rated highly
the statement - work provides you with income thateeded. The Japanese respondents rated
higher the statement - work is a way for you toveefior society than Estonian respondents.
Respondents from Estonia rated highly the statesnemgowerfulness of firm in competition
against rivals concerning aftercare service andlityuaf products and service. Whereas
respondents from Japan rated highly the statemeuawerfulness of firm in competition against
rivals concerning brand and image of the firm.

Respondents from Estonia rated also highly thestant f management promised something,
than it will do what promised. Whereas respondérds Japan rated highly the statement -
management puts clear goals for workers. Resposidenin Estonia rated also highly the



statement - it is normal to sacrifice somethingdaganization’s sake whereas respondents from
Japan rated the same statement lowest. Whereasndesgs from Japan rated highly the
statement - | am ready to take risk if it is apm@dvRespondents from Estonia rated also highly
the statement - company realizes clear missiongivas meaning and sense to work. Whereas
respondents from Japan rated highly the statemendsir organization cares even about
temporarily hired workers and in some situationstrurctions and regulations are obstacles to
effective work. Respondents from Estonia rated hlghly the statement - the firm pays effort to
perform for trustful relations with customers. Wea&s respondents from Japan rated highly the
statements - the firm pays effort to perform fofesaand security of products and services.
Respondents from Estonia rated also highly theestant - the firm respects the interests of
employees. Whereas respondents from Japan rathty hige statement - the firm respects the
interests of stock holders. Concerning respondapitsionsabout the firm respects the interests
of agents the respondents from Japan rated higklgtatements - the firm respects the interests
of public administration, local community, tradeiam and stock holders. Respondents from
Estonia rated highly the statement - the firm retpthe interests of customers.

Corporate social responsibility in enterprise isosgly influenced by society enterprise is
operating. In Japan enterprises respondents anee matisfied with contacts with their
colleagues, work is for them a way to serve folietgavhich is common to collectivist cultures.
Economic growth and success can be also seendrswers of Japanese respondents. They
rated highly the statements - the firm respeatsirtkerests of stock holders, work provides you
with income that is needed, | am ready to takeifig is approved.

The Japanese approach is different from the Westgpnoach, given various particularities in
the Japanese economy and society. Even though pmnganies are now acting on a global
scale, they may still have national, or at leagia®al, characteristics.

Similarities according to corporate social respoifigy in both countries are following.
Respondents from both countries value securitgroployment, range of their competence at
work and self-actualization of their ability at woas an important factors of job satisfaction
Respondents from both countries rated highly théestents - there is a clear set of principles
that are followed by organization in it's activitynd leaders of organization have long term goals,
sometimes | feel myself a screw in a large macHiadyays have ideas that can be approved by
management and | would like to take part in comfsgcision making, because | think my
opinion is important, we always try to overcome duals and goals of organization are clearly
set on all organization’s levels, the firm paysdfto perform for compliance with the laws for
business activities and for realization of the lmpstlity of products and services and the firm
respects the interests of customers, consumersudosidiary, subcontract firms.

The propositions discussed at the beginning ofpiduger will now be re-evaluate®l1 which
postulated that facets of corporate social respditgi are assessed differently in different
countries appears to have some validity. Estonespandents assessed the facet - firm
performance concerning social issues higher thagir tbounterparts in Japan. Japanese
respondents assessed the facet - the firm resfiectisiterests of agents higher than Estonian
respondents. This may reflect the greater connmedt@ween corporate social responsibility and
the cultural framework, whereas in Japan it is ingu for successful business to respect and
take into account the interests of agents and torisfirm performance concerning social issues
has become crucial for success in business orgenmsa
P2 postulated that facets of corporate social respiitg are influenced by different factors in
different countries. P2 postulate is partially sopp@d by the findings. The biggest similarities



were found concerning the facet of corporate saeispponsibility - firm respects the interests of
agents, which is predicted in both countries by pgadisfaction, powerfulness of firm in
competition against rivals, behaviour of managenaamt policy of firm. The differences were
found concerning the facet of corporate social easppility - firm performance concerning
social issues, which is predicted by powerfulnds&m in competition against rivals and policy
of firm in both countries but also by meaning ofrlvand attitude toward the firm in Estonia and
by job satisfaction and behaviour of managemertajpan. The differences can be explained by
organisational culture in both countries which iffedent. In Estonia meaningful work and
employees positive attitude toward the firm brigng corporate social responsibility, whereas
in Japan employees job satisfaction and behavibanamagement bring along corporate social
responsibility. Therefore in Estonian enterprisem fperformance concerning social issues is
achieved by assuring meaningful work and posisitteude toward the firm among employees
whereas in Japan it is assured by management goldysas job satisfaction.

Differences and similarities concerning corporabeia responsibility indicate that corporate
social responsibility is influenced by similar facg in different countries and also by different
factors in different countries. Differences ardushced by different cultural background which
influences organisational culture.

The conclusion from this study is that the similag concerning corporate social responsibility
are influenced by similar democratic system in bathntries and differences are influenced by
different cultural and historical background.

Implications for managers —corporate social responsibility is a complex endityl depends on
different factors in individual and organisationi@vel. Corporate social responsibility is
understood and evaluated differently in differeptiratries.

Limitations of study

There are also limitations in this study connectdth its general framework. Due to the
limitations of thesis documents, the author hasiged only on certain factors, but there could
also be other factors influencing corporate somgbponsibility. The author explored concrete
connections between a limited number of factors #med other influences have been left for
future research. Innovation management, ethicalegin business could be studied and analyzed
concerning corporate social responsibility.

This research was done in retail store, electrantt machine-building enterprises. The research
results cannot be generalised for public sectgamsations.

Further research proposal

In order to get more information about the influeraf institutional stage, comparative studies
could be done in other countries such as Eurofpfaan countries, USA, China, Russia etc.
Attention should also be turned to several indestand socio-demographic groups.

The concept of corporate social responsibility ddug studied in more detail by using the model
developed in this research. Concept corporate Isoesponsibility is understood and valued
differently in different countries with differentultural background. Firstly cultural differences
concerning the concept of corporate social respditgishould be studied. Secondly factors that
influence corporate social responsibility in diffat countrie should be find out.
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Organizational culture — predictor of individual and organizational level
factors?

Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to investigate conmestbetween organizational culture,
individual and organizational level factors. Thev&y was conducted in Chinese, Estonian,
Japanese, Slovakian, Russian and Czech electatraiec machine, retail store, information-
software production and machine-building entergriséénear regression analysis was done in
order to analyze connections between organizatiounl&lire types — clan, market, hierarchy,
adhocracy, individual level factors - job satisfaci attitude toward the firm, meaning of
work and organizational level factors - powerf@gsef firm in competition against rivals,
behavior of management and policy of firm. Theltatanber of respondents was 5742.

The results of an empirical study show that orgatonal culture types — clan, market,
hierarchy and adhocracy predict job satisfactidtitude toward the firm, meaning of work,
powerfulness of firm in competition against rivatghaviour of management and policy of
firm, but it varies according to countries. The fiodels developed explains how 4
organizational culture types predict individual amdjanizational level factors in Chinese,
Estonian, Japanese, Slovakian, Russian and Czé&aipeses.

Keywords: organizational culture, job satisfactioneaning of work, attitude toward the
firm, powerfulness of firm in competition againstals, behaviour of management, policy of
firm, Estonia, China, Slovakia, Czech, Russia, dapa

Introduction

This paper analyses connections between orgamzdtioulture types - clan, market,
hierarchy and adhocracy, individual level factojsl satisfaction, attitude toward the firm,
meaning of work and organizational level factorpowerfulness of firm in competition
against rivals, behaviour of management and palicfirm in Chinese, Estonian, Japanese,
Slovakian, Russian and Czech enterprises.

The main research questions are: how does orgamaatculture predict individual and
organizational level factors ? Are there conne&ibetween organizational culture and job
satisfaction, attitude toward the firm, meaningaairk, powerfulness of firm in competition
against rivals, behaviour of management and paffdym ?

This study, therefore, investigates how organizetioculture predicts job satisfaction,
attitude toward the firm, meaning of work, poweniegs of firm in competition against rivals,
behaviour of management and policy of firm. Dataadlected from empirical studies in
Chinese, Estonian, Japanese, Slovakian, Russia@zeth electric-electronic machine, retail
store, information-software production and mactbo@ding enterprises. Results are
discussed.

ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE



By Schein (1992) organisational culture is thegratbf basic assumptions that a given group
has invented, discovered or developed in learntngdpe with its problems of external
adaptation and integral integration. Trice and B€%¥893) have also connected culture with
environment, seeing organisational culture as lecidle response to uncertainty and chaos.

According to Cameron and Quinn (1999) there areynkamds or levels of culture that affect
individual and organizational behaviour. At the dtest level, a global culture, such as a
world religion's culture or the culture of the Easthemisphere, would be the highest level.

Researchers Hofstede (1980) and Tromperaars (198& reported marked differences
among countries based on certain key dimensionsekample, national differences exist
among countries on the basis of universalism vergasticularism, individualism versus

collectivism, neutrality versus emotionality, spgmiiy versus diffuseness, focus on

achievement versus ascription, focus on past vepeesent versus future, and an internal
focus versus an external focus (Tromperaars, 1992).

According to Cameron and Quinn (1999) culture defirthe core values, assumptions,
interpretations and approaches that characteriseorganization. Competing Values

Framework is extremely useful in helping to organiand interpret a wide variety of

organizational phenomena. The four dominant cultypes — hierarchy, market, clan and
adhocracy emerge from the framework. Most orgamnat develop a dominant cultural

style. More than 80 percent of the several thousangdnizations they have studied have
been characterized by one or more of the cultyre igentified by the framework. Those that
do not have a dominant culture type either tendbeounclear about their culture, or they
emphasize nearly equally the four different culttypes.

The Hierarchy Culture

Weber (1947) proposed seven characteristics the¢ leecome known as the classical
attributes of bureaucracy (rules, specializatioeritacracy, hierarchy, separate ownership,
impersonality and accountability). They were addptedely in organizations whose major
challenge was to generate efficient, reliable, smdlowing, predictable output.

The organizational culture compatible with thisnfiors characterized by a formalized and
structured place to work. Effective leaders aredgomordinators and organizers. Maintaining
a smooth-running organization is important. Theglberm concerns of the organization are
stability, predictability and efficiency. Formal les and policies hold the organization
together. New employees begin by doing only oneipgob (Cameron, Quinn, 1998).

The Market Culture

The market culture type was based largely on thekwd Williamson (1975) and Ouchi
(1981). The term market refers to a type of orgaion that functions as a market itself. It is
oriented toward the external environment insteadinbérnal affairs. It is focused on
transactions with external constituencies includisgppliers, customers, contractors,
licensees, unions, regulators and so forth. Thek@haperates primarily through economic
market mechanisms, mainly monetary exchange. Tathe major focus of market is to
conduct transactions (exchanges, sales, contrauits) other constituencies to create
competitive advantage. Profitability, bottom linesults, strength in market niches, stretch
targets and secure customer bases are primarytiobgof the organization. The core values
that dominate market type organizations are cortipatiess and productivity. The major task
of management is to drive the organization towamidpctivity, results and profits. It is



assumed that a clear purpose and an aggressiteggttaad to productivity and profitability
(Cameron, Quinn, 1999).

The Clan Culture

A number of researchers observed fundamental diites between the market and hierarchy
forms of design in America and clan forms of designiapan (Ouchi, 1981; Pascale &
Athos, 1981). It is called a clan because of itsilasrity to a family-type organization.
Typical characteristics of clan-type firms werenweork, employee involvement programs
and corporate commitment to employee.

Some basic assumptions in a clan culture are tletetivironment can best be managed
through teamwork and employee development, cus®m@er best thought as partners, the
organization is in the business of developing admgrnwork environment and the major task
of management is to empower employees and faeilttagir participation, commitment and
loyalty (McGregor, 1960; Likert, 1970; Argyris, 196

The organization is held together by loyalty aratliion. The organization emphasizes the
long-term benefit of individual development witlghicohesion and morale being important.
Success is defined in terms of internal climate aadcern of people (Cameron, Quinn,
1998).

The Adhocracy Culture

The root of the word adhocracy is ad hoc — refgrtim a temporary, specialized, dynamic
unit. Most people have served on an ad hoc tagle for committee, which disbands as soon
as its task is completed. Adhocracies are sinjit@inporary. They have been characterized
as” tents rather than palaces” in that they camnigure themselves rapidly when new
circumstances arise. A major goal of an adhocractp ifoster adaptability, flexibility and
creativity where uncertainty, ambiguity and/or imf@tion-overload are typical. An
important challenge of these organizations is tmwipce innovative products and services and
to adapt quickly to new opportunities. Unlike masker hierarchies, adhocracies do not have
centralized power or authority relationships. laste power flows from individual to
individual or from task team to task team dependingvhat problem is being addressed at
the time. A high emphasis on individuality, rigking and anticipating the future exists as
almost everyone in an adhocracy becomes involveéld production, clients, research and
development and so forth (Cameron, Quinn, 1999).

CONNECTIONS BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE, INDIVID UAL AND
ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL FACTORS

Organizational culture and job satisfaction

Sempane, Rieger and Roodt (2002) conducted a studyservice organisation to establish
whether a relationship existed between the varsalpbd satisfaction and organisational
culture of employees within a service organisatibneir research has proven a significant
positive correlation between the two variables ©,Z43). In a study conducted by Tzeng,
Ketefian and Redman (2002), they wanted to detexntime relationship of nurses’

assessment of organisational culture, job satistacdnd patient satisfaction with nursing
care. They found that strength of organisationdiucel predicted job satisfaction well and
positively.



Silverthorne (2004) found that organizational crdtplays an important role in the level of
job satisfaction and commitment in an organization.

Lund (2003) examined the impact of organizationdiure types according to Cameron and
Freeman's (1991) model of organizational cultumsprising of clan, adhocracy, hierarchy,
and market on job satisfaction. The results in@i¢hat job satisfaction levels varied across
corporate cultural typology. Job satisfaction wasitively related to clan and adhocracy
cultures and negatively related to market and hebsacultures.

Organizational culture and attitudes toward the firm

Organizational culture is important because shareliefs and norms affect employee
perceptions, behaviours, and emotional responstgetaorkplace. For example, culture has
been found to influence organizational climate pravider attitudes including work attitudes
(Aarons & Sawitzky, 2006; Carmazzi & Aarons, 20@3lisson & Hemmelgarn, 1998;
Glisson & James, 2002), as well as employee belmtiat contribute to the success or
failure of an organization (Ashkanasy, WilderompPé&terson, 2000).

Organizational culture and meaning of work

According to Seel (2000) organisation culture ig #mergent result of the continuing
negotiations about values, meanings and propriciesveen the members of that
organisation and with its environmemh other words, culture is thesult of all the daily
conversations and negotiations between the menolbers organisation. They are continually
agreeing (sometimes explicitly, usually tacitly)oabthe ‘proper’ way to do things and how
to make meanings about the events of the worldrartvem.

According to Stevens (1991) effective strategy enpéntation depends on the extent to
which resultant changes conform to existing knog&edtructures used by members of the
organization to make sense of and give meanindneéo wvork. Such cognitive paradigms
form the culture construct of the organization.

Organizational culture and behavior of management

According to Kanne-Urrabazo (2006) many managersndb deny the importance of
organizational culture in employee satisfactiony fail to realize the direct impact they have
in shaping it. It is oftentimes believed that ctdtsiare predetermined; however, this is a false
assumption. It is crucial that managers at all |levare aware of their roles and
responsibilities in upholding positive workplaceveanments that can increase employee
satisfaction.

By Schein (2004) organizational cultures are eedly leaders, and one of the most decisive
functions of leadership may well be the creatidre management, and — if and when that
may become necessary — the destruction of culture.

Organizational culture and firm policy

According to Crongvist, Low and Nilsson (2007) dstent with predictions from economic

theories of corporate culture, they also found thatcorporate culture effects in firm policies
are long-term, stronger for internally grown bussenits, and older firms. Their evidence is
also consistent with firms preserving their cultuby selecting management teams that fit in



their cultures. Their evidence showed that a frimorporate culture matters for its policy
choices and performance.

Organizational culture and competitive advantage

According to Cameron and Quinn (1999) the majotimgsiishing feature in successful
companies, their most important competitive advget@nd the most powerful factor they all
highlight as a key ingredient in their successhésr organizational culture.

Three attributes that a firm's culture must havgdoerate sustained competitive advantages
are isolated. Previous findings suggest that their@s of some firms have these attributes;
thus, these cultures are a source of such advanséagerding to Barney (1986).

Based on the relevant literature we developed thelfowing general propositions:

P1. Four organizational culture types — hierarchy, kagr clan and adhocracy predict
individual level factors - job satisfaction, attieitoward the firm and meaning of work.

P2. Four organizational culture types — hierarchy,rke clan and adhocracy predict
organizational level factors - powerfulness of fimmcompetition against rivals, behaviour of
management and policy of firm.

EMPIRICAL STUDY

The authors of this article conducted the studfmnese, Estonian, Japanese, Slovakian,
Russian and Czech enterprises. In order to finchections between organizational culture
types and job satisfaction, attitude toward thea fimeaning of work, powerfulness of firm in
competition against rivals, behaviour of managena@ui policy of firm in Chinese, Estonian,
Japanese, Slovakian, Russian and Czech enterptisesguthors conducted an empirical
study in 2007-2008. The research was done in Chiaaterprises with 1150 respondents, in
Estonian enterprises with 623 respondents, in Japéerprises with 1570 respondents, in
Slovakian enterprises with 605 respondents, in iRnsnterprises with 684 respondents and
in Czech enterprises with 1110 respondents. Thepaaras were selected in a non-random
manner, as the organisation registers do not haadic basis for random sampling because
only a fraction of the registered enterprises a@ve in China, Estonia, Japan, Slovakia,
Russia and Czech. The total number of respondesgH\wA42.

Methodology A standardised organizational culture and job feati®n, attitude toward the

firm, meaning of work, powerfulness of firm in coetpion against rivals, behaviour of
management and policy of firm questionnaire conpgit4 items was developed by the
Denki Ringo research group (Ishikawa et al, 2008) @manslated from English into Chinese,
Estonian, Japanese, Slovak, Russian and Czech.giéstionnaire was administered in
Chinese, Estonian, Japanese, Slovakian, Russia@zeth electric-electronic machine, retail
store, information-software production and machinédding enterprises. The questions in
the survey addressed 4 different culture types erahthy, clan, market, adhocracy and
individual level factors - job satisfaction, attitel toward the firm, meaning of work and
organizational level factors - powerfulness of fimmcompetition against rivals, behaviour of
management and policy of firm.



The linear regression analysis was used in orddintb statistically relevant connections
between individual and organizational level factarsd 4 organisational culture types -
hierarchy, clan, market and adhocracy.

The main research question is: Do four organizaticalture types — hierarchy, market, clan
and adhocracy predict individual level factors b jsatisfaction, attitude toward the firm,
meaning of work and organizational level factorspewerfulness of firm in competition

against rivals, behaviour of management and palffdym ?

RESULTS
New Scales of four organizational culture types -&n, market, hierarchy, adhocracy

Based on Cameron and Quinn (1999) we developedalassfor measuring organizational
culture types. Items were selected. The internasistency, or Cronbach's Alpha coefficient
is .92 for clan culture type, .90 for market cudtuype, .87 for hierarchy culture type and .91
for adhocracy culture type.

We developed a questionnaire for measuring fouardmgtional culture types — clan, market,
hierarchy and adhocracy. The final version congi§tk9 items, which form four subscales —
clan with 5 items, market with 4 items, hierarchiyhtwb items and adhocracy with 5 items.

Connections between organizational culture typesndividual and organizational level
factors

Our main purpose was to evaluate how organizatiangdiure predicts individual and
organizational level factors. The authors used d&inRegression analysis. In the analysis
individual and organizational level factors wer&eta as a dependent variable and culture
types as independent variables. We calculated radatdised regression coefficient Beta,
which enabled us to predict how strongly organaral culture forecast individual level
factors - job satisfaction, attitude toward thenfirneaning of work and organizational level
factors - powerfulness of firm in competition agdimivals, behaviour of management and
policy of firm. Analysis was applied separately fbculture types and for 3 individual level
factors and for 3 organizational level factors.

Four organizational culture types — hierarchy, ragrklan and adhocracy prediotlividual
level factors - job satisfaction, attitude towané firm, meaning of work and organizational
level factors - powerfulness of firm in competitiagainst rivals, behaviour of management
and policy of firm differently in different coun&s (Table 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6).

Table 1.Four organizational culture types forecast indiaidand organizational level factors
in Chinese enterprises (according to standardegekssion coefficient Beta).

B Beta t Sig.

CHINA

Individual level factors

Job satisfaction

N=1150, R2=.019, CLAN .013 .018 0.450 .652

F(4.1145)=5.6838, =T 003 004 0.099 920




p<.000 HIERARCHY| .011 030 0.982 325
ADHOCRACY | .086 112 2675 007

Attitude toward the firm

N=1150, R?=.001  CLAN 1000 1000 0.019 984

Egblolom):%%z' MARKET | -.004 ~012 0315 752
HIERARCHY | -.007 ~041 1.338 181
ADHOCRACY | .007 020 0519 603

Meaning of work

N=1150, R?=.072,  CLAN 065 056 1434 151

5246%%45):22'327’ MARKET 013 011 0.273 784
HIERARCHY | 043 072 2411 016
ADHOCRACY | 231 101 4.670 00+

Organizational level factors

Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals

N=1150, R?=.002]  CLAN ~002 ~004 0117 906

Ei‘_‘b%lo%)ﬂg"‘% MARKET | -.010 ~018 20.456 648
HIERARCHY | -.003 ~013 20.423 671
ADHOCRACY | 036 063 1.564 117

Behaviour of management

N=1150, R?=.002]  CLAN 005 014 0.392 694

Egb%lo%):%?% MARKET | -.000 ~002 20.068 945
HIERARCHY | -.006 ~034 1,119 263
ADHOCRACY | .012 033 0.879 379

Policy of firm

N=1150, R2=.003,  CLAN 011 011 0.365 714

524.16101028)=94225, MARKET 029 029 0.886 375
HIERARCHY | 013 034 1.145 252
ADHOCRACY | .010 010 0.321 747

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significantg@,01

According to the linear regression analysis resuttsTable 1, in Chinese enterprises
adhocracy culture type predicts job satisfactioh=(B19, F(4.1145)=5.6838, p<.000) and
meaning of work (B=.072, F(4.1145)=22.327, p<.000). The predictiosver of the other

individual and organizational level dependent Ja@da is not so uniform and differs
according to the variable. The determinant coeffits R are calculated for the regression
model including four organizational culture typasiedependent variables.




Table 2 Four organizational culture types forecast indiaidand organizational level factors

in Estonian enterprises (according to standardisegression coefficient Beta).
B Beta t Sig.

ESTONIA

Individual level factors

Job satisfaction

N=623, R=.466, CLAN .382 .094 2.032 .042

ggb%losylsmz, MARKET | .347 545 10.760 000
HIERARCHY 351 129 2.826 .00£*
ADHOCRACY | -.154 -.047 -1.045 .296

Attitude toward the firm

N=623, R=.669, CLAN .378 293 8.022 .00C*

ggb%?)::ﬂ?’m' MARKET | .232 169 4.250 000"
HIERARCHY .189 219 6.088 .00C*
ADHOCRACY | .256 .250 6.941 .00C*

Meaning of work

N=623, R=.246, CLAN 281 155 2.816 .00

gi4b%1()8)=50'424’ MARKET 521 270 4.497 00C*
HIERARCHY -.173 -.143 -2.632 .00&*
ADHOCRACY | .340 237 4.347 .00C*

Organizational level factors

Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals

N=623, R=.554, CLAN .018 .009 0.220 .825

Egb%los):lgz.l? MARKET | .871 425 9.182 000"
HIERARCHY .308 237 5.690 .00C*
ADHOCRACY | .229 149 3.575 .00C*

Behaviour of management

N=623, R=.644, CLAN 486 .293 7.743 .00C*

Egb%losyzso.zs MARKET | .675 382 9.263 000"
HIERARCHY 217 195 5.233 .00C*
ADHOCRACY | .028 .021 0.572 .566

Policy of firm

N=623, R=.638, CLAN 526 518 13.560 .00C*

F(4.61852733L, ™ NARKET | 227 072 1.739 082




p<.000 HIERARCHY -.087 -.044 -1.170 242

ADHOCRACY | .747 319 8.454 .00C*

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significantgf,01

According to the linear regression analysis redulffable 2, in Estonian enterprises all four
culture types — clan, market, hierarchy and adloycraredict attitude toward the firm
(R?=.669, F(4.618)=313.50, p<.000) and meaning of w(Rk=.019, F(4.1145)=5.6838,
p<.000) Individual level factor — job satisfactimnpredicted by market and hierarchy culture
types (R=.466, F(4.618)=135.12, p<.000). Organizationaklefactors - powerfulness of
firm in competition against rivals is predicted tmarket, hierarchy and adhocracy culture
types (R=.554, F(4.618)=192.17, p<.000), behaviour of manaent is predicted by clan,
market and hierarchy culture types’£8644, F(4.618)=280.28, p<.000) and policy of fisn
predicted by clan and adhocracy®$/638, F(4.618)=273.31, p<.000). The determinant
coefficients R are calculated for the regression model including organizational culture
types as independent variables.

Table 3.Four organizational culture types forecast indiaidand organizational level factors
in Japanese enterprises (according to standardissgtession coefficient Beta).

B Beta t Sig.

JAPAN

Individual level factors

Job satisfaction

N=1570, R=.023, CLAN -.109 -.149 -2.628 .00&*

Efblo%%):gﬁ“s’ MARKET | -.004 ~006 0.121 903
HIERARCHY .028 .036 0.654 512
ADHOCRACY | .186 .240 3.716 .00C*

Attitude toward the firm

N=1570, R=.002, CLAN .000 .000 0.009 992

Ei46105629)=.81749, MARKET | -.002 ~007 -0.189 849
HIERARCHY | -.006 -.024 -0.570 .568
ADHOCRACY | -.005 -.019 -0.399 .689

Meaning of work

N=1570, R=.046, CLAN .023 .042 0.755 450

Egblo%%):lg'%& MARKET | -.099 ~162 3.296 00T
HIERARCHY | -.009 -.015 -0.279 779
ADHOCRACY .182 311 4.860 .00C*

Organizational level factors

Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals




N=1570, R=.010,]  CLAN -022 ~057 1.229 218

Ei46105028’:4'1516 MARKET | -.007 ~017 20.430 666
HIERARCHY | -.060 _144 -3.154 007
ADHOCRACY | .068 164 3.074 002

Behaviour of management

N=1570, R=.017,]  CLAN ~010 ~034 20.808 418

Ei46105031’:7'0007 MARKET | -.018 ~056 1478 139
HIERARCHY | -.045 “153 3535 00C*
ADHOCRACY | .075 251 5.094 00+

Policy of firm

N=1570, R=.056,]  CLAN ~014 -033 0.791 428

ggblo%slaczaom, MARKET | -.072 ~153 4132 00+
HIERARCHY | -.004 ~011 20.262 792
ADHOCRACY | -.029 ~064 11.346 178

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significantgf,01

According to the linear regression analysis resuitsTable 3, in Japanese enterprises
individual level factors — job satisfaction is piedd by clan and adhocracy culture types
(R°=.023, F(4.1565)=9.6115, p<.000) and meaning ofkwisr predicted by market and
adhocracy culture types {R046, F(4.1145)=19.258, p<.000). Organizationeldactors -
powerfulness of firm in competition against rivai’=.010, F(4.1528)=4.1516, p<.000) and
behaviour of management ¥R017, F(4.1531)=7.0007, p<.000) are predicted ieyainchy
and adhocracy culture types, policy of firm is peeed by market culture type tR056,
F(4.1531)=23.047, p<.000). Individual level factoattitude toward the firm isn't predicted
by any culture types in Italian enterprises. Thedmtive power of the other individual and
organizational level dependent variables is notusdorm and differs according to the
variable. The determinant coefficient$ &e calculated for the regression model including
four organizational culture types as independentalkes. Thus, our hypothesis is supported
by the results of empirical analysis.

Table 4 Four organizational culture types forecast indiaidand organizational level factors
in Slovakian enterprises (according to standardisegression coefficient Beta).

B Beta t Sig.
SLOVAKIA
Individual level factors
Job satisfaction
N=605, R=.021,] CLAN ~210 ~058 20.938 348
536105073;:9.6118, MARKET 026 219 3523 00+
HIERARCHY | .177 051 0.870 384
ADHOCRACY | .048 316 5251 00+




Attitude toward the firm

N=605, R=.003,] CLAN 102 066 1.061 289

ggblozgs):.mz%, MARKET | -.001 ~000 0.011 990
HIERARCHY | .148 101 1.697 1090
ADHOCRACY | 205 141 2.349 01¢*

Meaning of work

N=605, R=.042,] CLAN ~020 ~013 20.225 821

ggblo%n’:l&%g' MARKET 536 275 4596 00C*
HIERARCHY | .088 059 1.066 286
ADHOCRACY | 295 207 3574 00C*

Organizational level factors

Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals

N=605, R=.012] CLAN 104 036 0.620 535

Ei46105035’:4'1476 MARKET 035 296 4.943 00+
HIERARCHY | .103 039 0.702 482
ADHOCRACY | 458 178 3.110 002

Behaviour of management

N=605, R=.019,] CLAN 157 101 1.880 060

ggblo%ﬂ;:?.ooog MARKET 396 201 3.636 00+
HIERARCHY | 220 149 2.857 002
ADHOCRACY | 349 243 4586 00+

Policy of firm

N=605, R=.057,] CLAN 392 133 2383 017

ggbl()%63’:23'065' MARKET 786 209 3.629 00+
HIERARCHY | .657 236 4348 00C*
ADHOCRACY | 263 1098 1.782 075

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significantgf,01

According to the linear regression analysis resuitsTable 4, in Slovakian enterprises
individual level factors — job satisfaction%R021, F(4.1573)=9.6118, p<.000) and meaning
of work (R=.042, F(4.1672)=18.269, p<.000) are predicted byket and adhocracy culture
types and attitude toward the work is predicted dmhocracy culture type R.003,
F(4.143)=.81256, p<.000).

Organizational level factors - powerfulness of firmcompetition against rivals is predicted
by market and adhocracy culture type$<(R12, F(4.1535)=4.1476, p<.000), behaviour of
management is predicted by market, hierarchy arfib@dcy culture types (R.019,
F(4.1642)=7.009, p<.000) and policy of firm is poteld by clan, market and hierarchy
culture types (R=.057, F(4.1563)=23.065, p<.000). The determinasgfficients R are




calculated for the regression model including forganizational culture types as independent
variables. Thus, our hypothesis is supported byedhelts of empirical analysis.

Table 5. Four organization culture types forecast individaatl organizational level factors

in Russian enterprises (according to standardisedression coefficient Beta).
B Beta T Sig.

RUSSIA

Individual level factors

Job satisfaction

N=684, R=.693 CLAN 406 103 1.327 185

5246%101):346'25’ MARKET | .450 1089 1.223 222
HIERARCHY .070 .017 0.248 .804
ADHOCRACY | -.065 -.018 -0.259 .795

Attitude toward the firm

N=684, R=.112, CLAN .022 .014 0.203 .838

586201()9):6.9650, MARKET | .464 239 3.456 | .00C
HIERARCHY 234 .150 2.264 .024
ADHOCRACY .106 077 1.168 244

Meaning of work

N=684, R=.004, CLAN -.058 -.040 -0.520 .603

Ei462()1c)7):'24794’ MARKET | -.002 ~001 0.017 985
HIERARCHY .066 .044 0.620 535
ADHOCRACY | -.048 -.036 -0.513 .608

Organizational level factors

Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals

N=684, R=.230, CLAN 425 A77 2.608 .00¢*

gi4620108):16-351 MARKET | .788 260 4.021 00C*
HIERARCHY .363 .149 2.397 017
ADHOCRACY | .269 124 2.001 .046

Behaviour of management

N=684, R=.226, CLAN .287 143 2.095 .037

Egbzol()a):15.842 MARKET | .559 218 3365 | .00C
HIERARCHY 204 .098 1.568 118
ADHOCRACY | .462 .255 4.078 .00C*




Policy of firm

N=684, R=.326, CLAN 655 245 3.724 00
ggbzo%O):24.254, MARKET 803 234 3.754 00C*
HIERARCHY | 489 178 2917 | .00%
ADHOCRACY | 469 199 3.047 007

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significantgf,01

According to the linear regression analysis resuitsTable 5, in Russian enterprises
individual level factor — attitude toward the fiimpredicted by market culture type’&R112,
F(4.219)=6.9650, p<.000). Organizational level dest powerfulness of firm in competition
against rivals are predicted by clan, market andranthy culture types @R.230,
F(4.218)=16.351, p<.000), behaviour of managenemredicted by market and adhocracy
culture types (R=.226, F(4.216)=15.842, p<.000) and policy of fisrpredicted by all four
organizational culture types {326, F(4.200)=24.254, p<.000). Individual levattbrs —
job satisfaction and meaning of work aren’t presticby any culture types. The predictive
power of these two individual level dependent Jaga is not so uniform. The determinant
coefficients R are calculated for the regression model including organizational culture
types as independent variables. Thus, our hypahesupported by the results of empirical
analysis.

Table 6. Four organization culture types forecast individaatl organizational level factors
in Czech enterprises (according to standardisedressmpn coefficient Beta).

B Beta T Sig.
CZECH
Individual level factors
Job satisfaction
N=1110, CLAN 333 343 0.864 431
E;Z_'égg’::g 4500 MARKET | 013 875 4342 | .00C
p<.000 HIERARCHY | .701 640 1.634 118
ADHOCRACY | .669 641 5704 | .00C*
Attitude toward the firm
N=1110, CLAN 151 763 1572 079
E;Z.éj§%25. 003 MARKET | 567 914 4345 | .00C
p<.000 HIERARCHY | 344 828 2.284 042
ADHOCRACY | .021 430 3577 | .00F
Meaning of work
N=1110, CLAN 323 182 0.967 691
R*=.063, MARKET | .950 354 3431 | 007




F(4.611710.306] HIERARCHY | -.812 ~426 0792 | 327
p<.000 ADHOCRACY | .691 631 3.049 | .00C*

Organizational level factors

Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals

N=1110, CLAN 805 397 0.445 398
EZZ.gSS)’cs c0zs. | MARKET | -190 ~076 10.666 867
p<.000 HIERARCHY | -.674 ~308 20.979 485
ADHOCRACY | -.963 ~506 71.653 287
Behaviour of management
N=1110, CLAN 297 189 0.908 623
EZZS:;); se6.39| MARKET | 208 709 9.006 | .00C*
p<.000 HIERARCHY | 457 864 2776 | 017
ADHOCRACY | .382 298 5741 | .00C
Policy of firm
N=1110, CLAN 996 773 2.654 030
EZZ;‘;& 11113 MARKET | 803 699 10543 | .00C°
p<.000 HIERARCHY | .356 484 1416 149
ADHOCRACY | .749 211 8.046 | .00C*

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significantgf,01

According to the linear regression analysis resalffable 6, in Czech enterprises individual
level factors — job satisfaction is predicted byrkeaand adhocracy culture types™€RL86,
F(4.603)=34.590, p<.000), attitude toward the fisnpredicted by market and adhocracy
culture types (R=.134, F(4.643)=25.003, p<.000) and meaning of wisrlpredicted by
market and adhocracy culture types *{R63, F(4.611)=10.306, p<.000) Organizational
level factors behaviour of management is predidigdmarket, hierarchy and adhocracy
culture types (R=.597, F(4.989)=366.39, p<.000) and policy of fisrpredicted by market
and adhocracy culture types*413, F(4.631)=111.13, p<.000). Organizationakldwactor

- powerfulness of firm in competition against rivasn't predicted by any culture types in
Czech enterprises. The determinant coefficierftau® calculated for the regression model
including four organizational culture types as ipeledent variables. Thus, our hypothesis is
supported by the results of empirical analysis.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of this study contribute to understagdhe connections between organizational
culture, individual and organizational level fastolWe compared data from Chinese,
Estonian, Japanese, Slovakian, Russian and Czectrielelectronic machine, retail store,

information-software production and machine-buitgenterprises.



National culture where organization is operatinjuences how organizational culture types
predict individual and organizational level factortn different countries different
organizational culture types dominate. Nowadayis tommon that subunit of one culture
type exists in larger organizations that have aidant culture of a different type.

There is the critical need for culture change irdera organizations. The chaotic, rapid-fire

vacillations in the external environment createribk that yesterday's organizational culture
will inhibit rather than contribute to corporatecsass ( Cameron, Quinn, 1999). Nowadays it
is also common that culture type in organizatios baanged over time and it consists the
traits of different culture types. Usually one cué type dominates. Therefore it is important
to be aware of all existing culture types in orgatipn and their impact upon individual and

organizational level factors.

There are many kinds or levels of culture thataffedividual and organizational behaviour.
At the broadest level, a global culture, such as#dd religion's culture or the culture of the
Eastern hemisphere, would be the highest leveled&ebers such as Hofstede (1980) and
Tromperaars (1992) have reported marked differeangsng continents and countries based
on certain key dimensions. For example, nationfiémdinces exist among countries on the
basis of universalism versus particularism, indiglism versus collectivism etc.
(Tromperaars, 1992).

According to Cameron and Quinn (1998) typical chtmastics of clan-type firms are
teamwork, employee involvement programs and cotpocammitment to employee$he
market culture is focused on transactions with retleconstituencies including suppliers,
customers, contractors, licensees, unions, regslaod so forth. Clear lines of decision-
making authority, standardized rules, proceduresirol and accountability mechanisms are
valued as the key to success in the hierarchy reutygpe organisations. A major goal of
adhocracy is to foster adaptability, flexibility carcreativity where uncertainty, ambiguity
and/or information-overload are typical to thesbamlacy culture-type organisations. These
different aspects of four organizational culturpdy influence individual and organizational
level factors.

According to our study in different countries drat culture types predict individual and
organizational level factors differently (Figure2),

The propositions discussed at the beginning op#ger will now be re-evaluateB1 which
postulated that four organization culture types ierdichy, market, clan and adhocracy
predictindividual level factors - job satisfaction, meagiof work and attitude toward the
firm was supported but it varies in different caigg. Clan predicts job satisfaction in Japan,
market in Estonia, Slovakia and Czech, hierarchigstonia and adhocracy in China, Japan,
Slovakia and Czech. Clan predicts meaning of warlEstonia, market in Estonia, Japan,
Slovakia and Czech, hierarchy in Estonia and adiogcm China, Estonia, Japan, Slovakia
and Czech. Clan predicts attitude toward the fmniEstonia, market in Estonia, Russia and
Czech, hierarchy in Estonia, adhocracy in Esto8layakia and CzeclP2 postulated that
four organization culture types — hierarchy, markktn and adhocracy predict organizational
level factors - powerfulness of firm in competitiagainst rivals, behaviour of management
and policy of firm. P2 postulate was also suppoged it varies in different countries. Clan
predicts powerfulness of firm in competition againsals in Russia, market in Estonia,
Slovakia and Russia, hierarchy in Estonia, JapdrRarssia, adhocracy in Estonia, Japan and
Slovakia. Clan predicts behaviour of managemeristonia, market in Estonia, Slovakia,
Russia and Czech, hierarchy in Estonia, JapanaBi@wand Czech and adhocracy in Japan,
Slovakia, Russia and Czech. Clan predicts policyiraf in Estonia, Slovakia and Russia,



market in Japan, Slovakia, Russia and Czech, bleyan Slovakia and Russia, adhocracy in
Estonia, Russia and Czech.

Our findings are consistent with following studies.

Exactly how organisational culture forms a partatif the possible important intangible
attributes may vary from organisational unit toamigational unit, or even among national
cultures. A large part of these “intangible atttd®si are human and can therefore be captured
(DiMaggio, 1997).

According to Muijen and Koopman (1994) organizadioboulture of industrial organizations
was studied in 10 European countries using the F&{IStrument, based on the Quinn
model (Quinn, 1988) to measure organizational celt®ne possible explanation for their
findings is that not only the national preferencfiuiences the values within an organization,
but the values of its founders and important leadéits sector are also influential.

Hofstede et al. (1990) found that, whereas orgaénizs from different nations differ in
fundamental values, organizations from the sameomatliffer only in organizational
practices.

Weber et al. (1996) also found that in internaticarad domestic mergers and acquisitions,
national and organizational cultures are separatestoucts with variable attitudinal and
behavioural correlates.

Newman and Nollen (1996) reported that work unéggfgrm better when their management
practices are compatible with the national cultuf@ey advocate that management practices
should be adapted to national culture for high  quenBnce.
Variables describing national cultural highly siggantly explain variance in adoption
decisions in addition to the traditional micro amndso variables. These findings support the
proposition that cultural differences between cdest even within the EU, are still so large
that they impact the likelihood of adoption by canpes operating in different countries
(Waarts, Van Everdingen, 2006).

Organizations are, in many ways, embedded in lasgerety in which they exist, and
therefore research on culture differences shoultméxe both national and organizational
cultures.

The conclusion from this study is that organizagioculture types — clan, market, hierarchy
and adhocracy predict individual level factors b jsatisfaction, meaning of work and
attitude toward the firm and organizational le\adtbrs - powerfulness of firm in competition
against rivals, behaviour of management and palidym.
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Appendices

Appendix 1.

Figure 1. How organizational culture predicts indivdual level factors in Chinese,
Estonian, Japanese, Slovakian, Russian and Czechenprises
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Figure 2. How organizational culture predicts orgaizational level factors in Estonian,
Japanese, Slovakian, Russian and Czech enterprises
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Appendix 2. Questionnaire about individual and orgaizational level factors

Job satisfaction

xd

Are you satisfied with following Dissatisfied More or less Satisfig
working conditions?

a. Self-actualization of your ability at 1 3 4 5
work

b. Range of your competence at work 1 2 3 5
C. I__abor conditions (e.g. light, heating, 1 3 4 5
noise)

d. Trust between workers and 1 3 4 5
management

e. Work load 1 2 5
f. Length of working time 1 2 5




g. Payments and bonuses

h. Competence of management

I. Promotion possibilities

J. Training and retraining

k. Security of employment

I. Equal opportunities for men and
women

m. Welfare provisions in the firm

n. Interaction with your boss

0. Interaction with your colleagues

p. Access to information about
organization

Meaning of work

What do you think about the meaning of work?

Entirely
disagree

More
or less

Completely,
agree

a. Work gives you status and prestige

2

b. Work provides you with income that is neede

23

c. Work keeps you absorbed in and excited

2

d. Work provides you with social contact with

other people

e. Work is a way for you to serve for society

[d%]

f. Work is in itself interesting

Attitude toward the firm

How do you think of your attitudes toward

the firm?

disagree

Unsure

agree

a. | always have ideas that can be approve

by management

[®N

b. I would like to take part in company’s

decision making, because I think my opinig

is important

c. | could take managerial position is
situation demanded it




D

d. I am ready to take risk if it is approved 1 2

e.It is normal to sacrifice something for 1

organization’s sake

f. Sometimes | feel myself a screwinalarge 1 2 3 5
machine

Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals

How much do you think Powerless at Unsure Powerful
your firm is powerful in all enough
competition against rivals

concerning different aspects

below raised?

a. Image of the firm 1 2 3 4 5
b. Quality of products and 1 2 3 4 5
service

c. Cost 1 2 4

d. Brand 1 4

e. Technology 1 2 4 5
f. Marketing 1 2 3 4 5
g. Scale merit 1 2 3 4 5
h. Aftercare service 1 2 3 4 5
i. Quality of human 1 2 3 4 5
resources

j. Capability of Top 1 2 3 4 5
management

Behaviour of management

As for the behaviour of management, do youlisagree Unsure agree
agree the following views?

a. If management promised something, than 1 2 3 5
it will do what promised

b. Management is sure that it controls activity 1 2 3 5
of all departments




c. Leaders of organization have long term
goals

[%2]

d. Management puts clear goals for worker

e. Leaders & managers follow principles they

set for the organization

f. There is a clear set of principles that are
followed by organization in it's activity

Policy of firm

How do you perceive policy of your firm ?

disagree

unsure

agree

a. Management is apt to be behind the time
for reacting to changing market

1

3

b. We always try to overcome our rivals

c. If market demands it, our organization can
quickly restructure

d. Goals of organization are clearly set on all

organization’s levels

€. In some situations instructions and
regulations are obstacles to effective work

f. it is possible to be a good manager even|not 1

knowing answers to all questions of
subordinates

g. In some cases one worker is under two
managers

h. Every process of work is governed in
detail by instructions and rules

i. The order of organization is not
hierarchically structured rigidly

j. Employees qualification is considered to pe

a very important source of competitive
domination

k. Resources including human resources are

not allocated properly nor integrated totally|

|. Reward for success does not go to the
department although everyone put an effor

—

m. We realize our input into society and fee
our importance




Appendix 3. Questionnaire about four culture types— clan, market, hierarchy and

adhocracy
CLAN

Disagree unsure agree
a. Agreement is easily achieved even 1 3 5
concerning hard problems in organization
b. Competition between colleagues usually 1 3 5
brings more harm than use
c. It is not accepted to talk about people 1 3 5
behind their back
d. In group everyone must put maximum 1 3 5
effort to achieve common goal
e. Reward for success must go to department, 1 3 5
because everyone put an effort
MARKET

Disagree unsure agree
a. Customers’ interests are often ignored in 1 3 5
decision making of organization
b. We constantly improve our methods of 1 3 5
work to gain advantages over rivals
c. During conflict everybody tries to solve it 1 3 5
quickly and mutually profitable
d. It is very important to feel market changes 1 3 5
to react contemporarily
HIERARCHY

Disagree unsure agree
a. We have informal norms and rules which 1 3 5
are to be followed by everyone
b. Rules of the company must not be 1 3 5
disobeyed even if employee thinks that he
acts in favour of company




D

c. Instructions and regulations are needed to 1 3 5
govern every process of work
d. Organization must have strict hierarchy 1 3 5
e. One needs to control spending of resources 1 3 5
strictly, or total disorder will happen
ADHOCRACY

Disagree unsure agre
a. Workers of any division have equal 1 3 5
perspectives
b. Information is available for everyone. One 1 3 5
can get any needed information
c. Projects are coordinated easily through all 1 3 5
functional units
d. New ideas must be applied immediately 1 3 5
otherwise they become old and obsolete
e. Most competent representative of group 1 3 5

must make decisions even if formally he is
not a leader of the group
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Organisational culture types forecast corporate saal responsibility

Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to investigate conoest between corporate social
responsibility and organisational culture. The syrwas conducted in Estonian, Chinese,
Japan and Russian electric-electronic machinei] sttae and machine-building enterprises.
Linear regression analysis was done in order tdyaeaaonnections between corporate social
responsibility and organizational culture. All foarganizational culture types - hierarchy,
clan, market, adhocracy predict the facet of cafmrsocial responsibility - the firm
performance concerning social issues. 2 organizatiaulture types — clan and market
predict the facet of corporate social responsibiithe firm respects the interests of agents.
The model was developed in order to explain howgamizational culture types - hierarchy,
clan, market, adhocracy - predict 2 facets of cai®o social responsibility - the firm
performance concerning social issues and the fspects the interests of agents.

Keywords — Corporate social responsibility, organizational culture, é&®eelectronic
machine enterprises, retail store enterprises, mediuilding enterprises, Estonia, China,
Japan, Russia.

Introduction

This paper analyses connections between corpooatal sesponsibility and organisational
culture in Estonian, Chinese, Japan, and Russeatrielelectronic machine, retail store and
machine-building enterprises.

The main research question is: Are there connecti@tween corporate social responsibility
and organisational culture?

Corporate socialesponsibility extends along the whole chain otieatreation. For example,
corporations must provide the necessary informatolucation and training to suppliers and
clients to ensure that a product or service caefteetively and safely used. Corporate social
entrepreneurship is strictly defined as the tramsédion of socially and environmentally
responsible ideas into products or services. Teiedacade has seen many individuals come
up with innovative ideas to address the specificiadcand environmental needs of the
communities in which they are living. Today, pioneg enterprises integrate social
entrepreneurship into their core activities by \adti channelling their research-and-
development capabilities in the direction of sdgiahnovative products and services
(Schwab, 2008).

Most organisational scholars and observers nowgraze that organizational culture has a
powerful effect on the performance and long-terfieaiveness of organisations. Empirical
research has produced an impressive array of fysdolemonstrating the importance of
culture to enhancing organizational performancen{@an and Ettington, 1988; Denison,
1990; Trice and Beyer, 1993).

This study, therefore, investigates how organizaticulture types predict corporate social
responsibility. Data is collected from empiricaludies in Estonian, Chinese, Japan and
Russian electric-electronic machine, retail stone anachine-building enterprises and the
results are discussed.



Theoretical framework

Corporate social responsibility (CSR)

Different organisations have framed different diéfams about CSR - although there is
considerable common ground between them.

CSR is about how companies conduct their busimessway that is ethical. CSR is about
how companies manage the business processes tacprah overall positive impact on
society.

The World Business Council for Sustainable Develepiin its publication "Making Good
Business Sense" by Lord Holme and Richard Wattgd uthe following definition.
"Corporate Social Responsibility is the continuingmmitment by business to behave
ethically and contribute to economic developmenilevimproving the quality of life of the
workforce and their families as well as of the lomanmunity and society at large”.
Corporate social responsibility is a concept whereiimpanies fulfil accountability to their
stakeholders by integrating social and environmectdacerns in their business operations.
(Tanimoto and Suzuki, 2005).

Today, corporate sociaesponsibility extends along the whole chain ofueatreation. For
example, corporations must provide the necessdornmation, education and training to
suppliers and clients to ensure that a producieorice can be effectively and safely used.
Corporate sociaentrepreneurship is strictly defined as the tramsédion of socially and
environmentally responsible ideas into productsewices. The last decade has seen many
individuals come up with innovative ideas to addrdse specific sociadnd environmental
needs of the communities in which they are liviligday, pioneering enterprises integrate
social entrepreneurship into their core activities by\adti channelling their research-and-
development capabilities in the direction of sdgiahnovative products and services
(Schwab, 2008).



Organizational culture

By Schein (1992) organisational culture is thegratbf basic assumptions that a given group
has invented, discovered or developed in learnmgdpe with its problems of external
adaptation and integral integration. Trice and B€%893) have also connected culture with
environment, seeing organisational culture as leciole response to uncertainty and chaos.
Researchers Hofstede (1980) and Tromperaars (1982 reported marked differences
among countries based on certain key dimensionsekample, national differences exist
among countries on the basis of universalism veparicularism, individualism versus
collectivism, neutrality versus emotionality, spgmiiy versus diffuseness, focus on
achievement versus ascription, focus on past vepeesent versus future, and an internal
focus versus an external focus (Tromperaars, 1992).

According to Cameron and Quinn (1998) culture defirthe core values, assumptions,
interpretations and approaches that characteriseorganization. Competing Values
Framework is extremely useful in helping to organiand interpret a wide variety of
organizational phenomena. The four dominant cultypes — hierarchy, market, clan and
adhocracy emerge from the framework. Most orgamnat develop a dominant cultural
style. More than 80 percent of the several thousangdnizations they have studied have
been characterized by one or more of the cultyre igentified by the framework. Those that
do not have a dominant culture type either tendbeounclear about their culture, or they
emphasize nearly equally the four different culttypes.

The Hierarchy Culture

Weber (1947) proposed seven characteristics the¢ leecome known as the classical
attributes of bureaucracy (rules, specializatioeritacracy, hierarchy, separate ownership,
impersonality, accountability). They were adoptediely in organizations whose major

challenge was to generate efficient, reliable, smdlowing, predictable output.

The organizational culture compatible with thisnfiors characterized by a formalized and
structured place to work. Procedures govern whapleedo. Effective leaders are good
coordinators and organizers. Maintaining a smoatiring organization is important. The

long-term concerns of the organization are stabifitedictability and efficency. Formal rules

and policies hold the organization together. Laogganizations and government agencies
provide prototypical examples of a hierarchy c@tuKey values center on maintaining

efficient, reliable, fast, smooth-flowing productidNew employees begin by doing only one
specific job. One requirement for promotion is khedge of these rules and policies

(Cameron and Quinn, 1998).

The Market Culture

The market culture type was based largely on thekwd Williamson (1975) and Ouchi
(1981). The term market is not synonymous withrttaketing function nor with consumers
in the marketplace. Rather, it refers to a typerghnization that functions as a market itself.
It is oriented toward the external environment east of internal affairs. It is focused on
transactions with external constituencies includiegppliers, customers, contractors,
licensees, unions, regulators and so forth. Antlkeira hierarchy where internal control is
maintained by rules, specialized jobs and centdlecisions, the market operates primarily
through economic market mechanisms, mainly monegachange. That is, the major focus
of market is to conduct transactions (exchangdes seontracts) with other constituencies to
create competitive advantage. Profitability, bottbne results, strength in market niches,
stretch targets and secure customer bases arerpijactives of the organization. The core



values that dominate market type organizations @mpetitiveness and productivity.
Competitiveness and productivity in market orgamizes are achieved through a strong
emphasis on external positioning and control. Th®idassumptions in a market culture are
that the external environment is not benign butilegsconsumers are choosy and interested
in value, the organization is in the business afeasing its competitive position and the
major task of management is to drive the orgaromatoward productivity, results and
profits. It is assumed that a clear purpose andgamessive strategy lead to productivity and
profitability (Cameron and Quinn, 1998).

The Clan Culture

A number of researchers observed fundamental diites between the market and hierarchy
forms of design in America and clan forms of designlapan (Ouchi, 1981; Pascale and
Athos, 1981). It is called a clan because of tsilsrity to a family-type organization. Shared
values and goals, cohesion, participativenessyithaklity and a sense of we-ness permeated
clan-type firms. They seemed more like extendedili@nthan economic entities. Typical
characteristics of clan-type firms were teamworkyp®yee involvement programs and
corporate commitment to employee. These charattsriswere evidenced by
semiautonomous work teams that received rewardeeobasis of team accomplishment and
that hired and fired their own members, qualityclels that encouraged workers to voice
suggestions regarding how to improve their own wamkl the performance of the company
and an empowering environment for employees.

Some basic assumptions in a clan culture are tletetivironment can best be managed
through teamwork and employee development, cus®m@er best thought as partners, the
organization is in the business of developing a dmgrnwork environment and the major task
of management is to empower employees and faeilttagir participation, commitment and
loyalty. These characteristics have been advodatedecades by many writers (McGregor,
1960; Likert, 1970; Agyris, 1962).

The clan culture is typified by a friendly place twork where people share a lot of
themselves. The organization is held together lygaltg and tradition. The organization
emphasizes the long-term benefit of individual depment with high cohesion and morale
being important. Success is defined in terms oérmdl climate and concern of people
(Cameron and Quinn, 1998).

The Adhocracy Culture

The root of the word adhocracy is ad hoc — refgrtim a temporary, specialized, dynamic
unit. Most people have served on an ad hoc tagle for committee, which disbands as soon
as its task is completed. Adhocracies are similatgporary. They have been characterized
as "tents rather than palaces” in that they camnigure themselves rapidly when new
circumstances arise. A major goal of an adhocractp ifoster adaptability, flexibility and
creativity where uncertainty, ambiguity and/or imf@tion-overload are typical. An
important challenge of these organizations is tmwipce innovative products and services and
to adapt quickly to new opportunities. Unlike masker hierarchies, adhocracies do not have
centralized power or authority relationships. laste power flows from individual to
individual or from task team to task team dependingvhat problem is being addressed at
the time. A high emphasis on individuality, risliiteg and anticipating the future exists as
almost everyone in an adhocracy becomes involveéld production, clients, research and
development and so forth (Cameron and Quinn, 1998).

Connections between organizational culture and cograte social responsibility



According to Strautmanis (2007) social respongibis part of organizational culture and a
value in the organizational culture environment.n@ton for the development of social
maturity is intelligence, unity of professionalissnd social competence, and human relations.
Development of social responsibility is a changeatues orientation, whose task is shaping
the attitudes, transformation of the personal pwsiso that it matches individual and public
interests.

Based on the relevant literature we developed thelfowing general propositions:

P1. Four organizational culture types — hierarchy, ragrklan and adhocracy predict the
facet of corporate social responsibility - firm fmemance concerning social issues.

P2. Four organizational culture types — hierarchy, kagrclan and adhocracy predict the
facet of corporate social responsibility - the firespects the interests of agents.

P3. Different organizational culture types are dortimgiin enterprises from different
countries.

Empirical study

The sample.The authors of this article conducted the studistonian, Chinese, Japan and
Russian enterprises. In order to find connectictsvben corporate social responsibility and
organizational culture in Estonian, Chinese, Japad Russian enterprises, the authors
conducted an empirical study in 2007-2008. Thearetewas done in Estonian enterprises
with 623 respondents and in Chinese enterprise Wit50 respondents, in Russian
enterprises with 684 respondents and in Japan peisies with 1570 respondents. The
companies were selected in a non-random mann#érgagganisation registers do not have a
solid basis for random sampling because only atifracof the registered enterprises are
active in Estonia, China, Japan and Russia. Tlanoimber of respondents was 4027.

Methodology. A standardised organizational culture and corposaieial responsibility
guestionnaires were developed by the Denki Ringearh group (Ishikawa et al, 2006) and
translated from English into Estonian, Japan, G3enand Russian. The questionnaire was
administered in Estonian, Chinese, Japan and Ruseiatric-electronic machine, retail store
and machine-building enterprises. The questionthénsurvey addressed 4 different culture
types — hierarchy, clan, market, adhocracy anat$aof corporate social responsibility - the
firm performance concerning social issues anditherespects the interests of agents.

Data about 4 different culture types and 4 differeountries - Estonia, China, Japan and
Russian were compared by means of the ANOVA-telsé [ihear regression analysis was
used in order to find statistically relevant cortr@ts between corporate social responsibility
and 4 organisational culture types - hierarchyn,chaarket, adhocracy.

The main research question is: Do four organizationlture types — hierarchy, market, clan
and adhocracy predict the facets of corporate kaeisponsibility - firm performance
concerning social issues and the firm respectsteeests of agents ?

Results
The Four Organizational Culture Types

The Hierarchy Culture



Table 1 shows respondents opinicaisout their organisation asierarchy culture type.
Respondents rated highly the statement — one rieadsitrol spending of resources strictly
or total disorder will happen. Respondents ratedyidhe statement - every process of work
is governed in detail by instructions and rules.

Tabel 1.The hierarchy culture

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

N=4027 | M 366 | 3.30] 357, 3.83 329 320 352 3.81 4|06
SD 1.00] 106 1.01] 097 121 101 114 107 090

Notes: 1 — satisfaction with the security of employmeit; management is sure that it controls activityld
departments; 3 — leaders & managers follow priesighey set for the organization; 4 - there isearcket of
principles that are followed by organization irsitictivity; 5 — we have informal norms and ruledohtare to
be followed by everyone; 6 - every process of wiergoverned in detail by instructions and rules;rdles of
the company must not be disobeyed even if empltyie&s that he acts in favour of company; 8 - instions
and regulations are needed to govern every prages®rk; 9 - one needs to control spending of ueses
strictly, or total disorder will happen; a five-ppiscale was used, where 1 signifies answer — idisagnd 5
answer - agree.



The Market Culture

Table 2 shows respondents opinioabout their organisation asiarket culture type.
Respondents rated highly the statement — it is wepprtant to feel market changes to react
contemporarily. Respondents rated lowly the statd - management is apt to be behind the
time for reacting to changing market.

Tabel 2. The Market Culture

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

N=4027 | M 364 | 382| 331 364 3.7 34p 3.62 369 3B3 357.7373 3.39 3.49| 4.24
SD 0.94 | 089 0.97 1.05 0.8¢ 100 0.89 1.01 1112 1104.191 1.05| 1.14| 0.80

Notes: Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivatsicerning following aspects: 1 - image of thenfi2

- quality of products and service; 3 — cost; 4 angl; 5 — technology; 6 —marketing; 7 - scale méritaftercare
service; 9 - quality of human resources; 10 - céipabf top management; a five-point scale wasdjsehere 1
signifies answer — powerless at all and 5 answgowerful enough for questions no. 1-13; 11- managers

apt to be behind the time for reacting to changimayket; 12 - if market demands it, our organizatoam

quickly restructure; 13 - employees qualificatiencionsidered to be a very important source of caitiyee
domination; 14 - it is very important to feel matkchanges to react contemporarily; a five-poiriiesavas
used, where 1 signifies answer — disagree andseansagree for questions no.11-14.

The Clan Culture

Table 3 shows respondents opinioabout their organisation aslan culture type.
Respondents rated highly the statement — groupyewer must put maximum effort to
achieve common goal. Respondents rated lowlgthiements - | would like to take part in
company’s decision making, because | think my apinis important and projects are
coordinated easily through all functional units.

Tabel 3. The Clan Culture

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 19 1]

N=4027|M |3.42|3.59|3.34|3.11|3.27|3.18| 3.42|3.11| 3.33| 3.35| 4.11
SD|1.07/1.00{1.02/0.99]1.21|1.02|0.97]1.07| 0.98| 1.10| 0.82

Notes: 1 — satisfaction with trust between workers anchagament; 2 - work provides you with social contact
with other people; 3 - work is a way for you toweefor society; 4 — | would like to take part inngpany’s
decision making, because | think my opinion is img@ot; 5 — it is normal to sacrifice something for
organization’s sake; 6 — agreement is easily aelti@ven concerning hard problems in organizationguring
conflict everybody tries to solve it quickly and mally profitable; 8 - projects are coordinatedilyathrough

all functional units; 9 - our organization caregmabout temporarily hired workers; 10 - we reabze input
into society and feel our importance; 11 - in greweryone must put maximum effort to achieve comgmal;

a five-point scale was used, where 1 signifies @nswdisagree and 5 answer - agree.

The Adhocracy Culture

Table 4 shows respondents opinicsisout their organisation amdhocracy culture type.
Respondents rated highly the statements — new ideas be applied immediately otherwise
they become old and obsolete and we constantlyawepour methods of work to gain



advantages over rivals. Respondents rated lowlgtdtement - | always have ideas that can
be approved by management.

Tabel 4. The Adhocracy Culture

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

N=4027|M |3.31]|3.46(3.00|3.27|3.72| 3.31| 3.58| 3.22| 3.60| 3.89
SD|1.16/1.14/1.00| 1.05]| 1.03| 1.18| 1.00| 1.22| 1.00| 0.84

Notes: 1 — work keeps you absorbed in and excited; 2rkugin itself interesting; 3 - | always have iddhat

can be approved by management; 4 - | am readyk®rak if it is approved; 5 - we constantly impeogur

methods of work; 6 - current vision creates stinfiati workers; 7 - company realizes clear missiacat tfives

meaning and sense to work; 8 - we all clearly imaduture of our organization; 9 - failure is calesied as a
stimulus to learning and development; 10 - newsd®ast be applied immediately otherwise they becolue
and obsolete; a five-point scale was used, whaigriifies answer — disagree and 5 answer - agree.



Corporate Social Responsibility

The firm performance concerning social issues

Table 5 shows respondents opinioalsout firm performance concerning social issues.
Respondents rated highly the statement — realizatiothe best quality of products and

services. Respondents rated lowly the statemerwsitribution to science and culture and

public activities for local community.

Tabel 5.The firm performance concerning social issues andbagjture types

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

N=4027| M |4.05|3.78|3.82|3.88|/4.03|4.04| 4.10| 3.96| 3.50| 3.33| 3.24
SD|0.97/1.11[1.05/1.06/0.95/0.95/0.94/0.98/1.09] 1.12| 1.12

Notes: The firm performance concerning social issues:compliance with the laws for business actisiti2 —
compliance with the laws for worker protection; 3care and service for consumers; 4 — environmental
protection; 5 — trustful relations with customess; safety and security of products and servicesré&alization

of the best quality of products and services; 8tereare for users; 9 — publicity of company infation for
society; 10 — contribution to science and cultdre;— public activities for local community; a fiymint scale
was used, where 1 signifies not at all and 5 eetively.

The firm respects the interests of agents

Table 6 shows respondents opinioabout the firm respects the interests of agents.
Respondents rated highly the statements — the risspects the interests of customers and
consumers.

Respondents rated lowly the statements - the fespects the interests of trade unions and
local community.

Tabel 6.The firm respect the interests of agents amondtdreutypes

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

N=4027 M | 4.04]|3.61|3.97|3.36|/ 3.38| 3.02| 3.28| 3.21
SD|1.05/1.12|1.11|1.20|1.21|1.26| 1.14| 1.22

Notes: The firm respects the interests of the followiggmats: 1 — customers; 2 - subsidiary, subcontransf 3
— consumers; 4 - stock holders; 5 —employeesr&detunion; 7 - public administration; 8 - locahwounity; a

five-point scale was used, where 1 signifies answeot at all and 5 answer - fully

Organizational culture in Estonia, China, Japan andRussian

Table 7 shows dominant culture types in 4 countsiesording to respondents answers. In
Estonian enterprises clan culture type was ratgllyi In Chinese enterprises market and
adhocracy culture types were rated highly. In Jagrgerprises market and hierarchy culture
types were rated highly. In Russian enterprisesketarulture type was rated highly. There



are statistically significant differences betwebka tountries concerning all 4 organizational
culture types.

Tabel 7. Organizational culture types - hieraratigin, market, adhocracy in Estonia, China,
Japan, Russian

Hierarchy | Market Clan Adhocracy
Estonia M 3.45 3.61 3.98 3.57
N=623 SD 0.99 0.95 0.95 1.12
China M 3.79 3.84 3.66 3.83
N=1150 SD 1.03 1.01 1.06 1.04
Japan M 3.21 3.28 3.02 3.04
N=1570 SD 0.87 0.84 0.83 0.83
Russian M 3.33 3.60 3.42 3.34
N=684 SD 1.03 0.94 1.13 1.05

Notes:All indicators are statistically different betweeountries according to ANOVA-test,
p <0.05

Connections between organisational culture types ahn facets of corporate social
responsibility

Organisations with different organisational culttlype may have a different understanding
and perspective concerning corporate social redpititys Our main purpose was to evaluate

how organisational culture can predict corporateiadoresponsibility. The authors used

Linear Regression analysis. In the analysis cotposacial responsibility was taken as a
dependent variable and culture types as independeiatoles. We calculated a standardised
regression coefficient Beta, which enabled us &diot how strongly organisational culture

forecast corporate social responsibility. Analys®ss applied separately for 4 culture types
and for 2 facets of corporate social responsibility

Tabel 8. Four organisational culture types forecast 2 faoétsorporate social responsibility
(according to standardised regression coefficiextaB

\ | B | Beta | T | Sig.
The firm performance concerning social issues
N=4027, R2=.458| CLAN 432 .352 13.336 .000*
F(4.3195)=677.63, MARKET 147 110 6.782 .000*
p<.000 HIERARCHY .133 .082 5.309 .000*
ADHOCRACY | .276 227 8.472 .000*
The firm respects the interests of agents
N=4027, R2=.270, CLAN 103 .051 2.578 .009*
F(4.3178)=294.69, MARKET .090 .058 2.965 .003*
p<.000 HIERARCHY -.077 -.030 -1.500 133
ADHOCRACY | .010 .005 0.277 781

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significantg@,01
FPSI — The firm performance concerning social issue
FRIA — The firm respects the interests of agents



According to the linear regression analysis result$able 8, all four organisational culture
types - hierarchy, clan, market, adhocracy preatietfacet of corporate social responsibility -
the firm performance concerning social issues. @niyganisational culture types — clan and
market predict the facet of corporate social respgmiity - predict the firm respects the

interests of agents.

Conclusions

Empirical study in four countries indicated conmattbetween organizational culture types
and corporate social responsibility. Based on testihe model was developed how
organisational culture types predict facets of ooafe social responsibility (Figure 1). All
four organisational culture types according to Caimeand Quinn (1998) - hierarchy, clan,
market, adhocracy predict the facet of corporatgaseesponsibility - the firm performance
concerning social issues. 2 organisational cultyppes — clan and market predict the facet of
corporate social responsibility - the firm respebtsinterests of agents.

Figure 1. How organisational culture types predict corpemicial responsibility

Organisational Culture Types

The Clan The Market
The _The Culture Culture
Adhocracy Hierarchy
Culture Culture
v v
Organisation Respect the
performance interests of
concerning agents
social issue
Corporate Social Responsibility

According to Cameron and Quinn (1998) typical chemastics of clan-type firms are
teamwork, employee involvement programs and cotpotammitment to employees and
therefore it is firm's policy to respect the intgeof agents. The market culture is focused on
transactions with external constituencies includiegppliers, customers, contractors,
licensees, unions, regulators and so forth ancttbier it is important for market culture-type
organisations to respect the interests of agentarQines of decision-making authority,
standardized rules, procedures, control and adability mechanisms are valued as the key



to success in the hierarchy culture-type orgarmsatiand therefore these organisations are
not oriented so much to respect the interests efitag A major goal of adhocracy is to foster
adaptability, flexibility and creativity where untainty, ambiguity and/or information-
overload are typical to these adhocracy culturetypganisations and therefore these
organisations are also not oriented so much teergtpe interests of agents.

According to the results different culture types dominating in enterprises from different
countries. In Estonian enterprises clan culturee tig dominating. In Chinese enterprises
market and adhocracy culture types are dominatingJapan enterprises market and
hierarchy culture types are dominating. In Russ@merprises market culture type is
dominating. Hofstede (1980) and Tromperaars (198%)e reported national differences
among countries on the basis of universalism veparicularism, individualism versus
collectivism, focus on achievement versus aschipten internal focus versus an external
focus and other dimensions.

In conclusion clan and market organizational celtiypes predict 2 facets of corporate social
responsibility - the firm performance concerningiab issues and the firm respects the
interests of agents. Hierarchy and adhocracy orgéional culture types predict 1 facet of
corporate social responsibility - the firm perfoma concerning social issues according to
this study in Estonian, Chinese, Japan and Russ&uiric-electronic machine, retail store
and machine-building enterprises retail. Differerganizational culture types are dominating
in enterprises from different countries.

Implications for managers — there is connection betweeorganizational culture and
corporate social responsibility. Two organizationalture types — clan and market predict
corporate social responsibility. Two organizationalture types — hierarchy and adhocracy
predict 1 facet of corporate social responsibilitthe firm performance concerning social
issues. Managers in a market culture type orgaairmtare good at directing, producing
results, negotiating and motivating others. When dhganization is dominated by the clan
culture, the most effective leaders are parentiiguteam-builders, facilitators, nurturers,
mentors and supporters.

Limitations of study

There are also limitations in this study conneacteth its general framework. The authors
have focused only on certain facets of corporatéasoesponsibility that are connected with
different organizational culture types, but theuld also be other facets. The author
explored concrete connections between a limitedbmurof factors and the other influences
have been left for future research. This researab tone in Estonian, Chinese, Japan and
Russian electric-electronic machine, retail storé machine-building enterprises and results
from other countries and enterprises branches eatfifferent.

Further research proposal

The connection between organizational culture asrgarate social responsibility could be
studied in more detail by using the model develoipettis research. Organizational culture
change over time and this impact on corporate kaesponsibility should be studied.
Organizational leadership, effectiveness and guatianagement in different organizational
culture types should be measured and connectiamseoang corporate social responsibility
should be analyzed.

In order to get more information about the influenaf institutional stage, comparative
studies could be done in other countries such lasr &uropean Union countries, USA etc.
Attention should also be turned to enterprises fobiner branches.
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Factors predicting innovation climate

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to investigate howhsfactors as organizational culture,
individual and organizational level factors prediohovation climate. The survey was
conducted in Estonian, Chinese, Japanese, Rusmrgkian and Czech electric-electronic
machine, retail store and machine-building entegsi Linear regression analysis was done
in order to analyze connections between innovationate, organizational culture, individual
and organizational level factors. The total nunmiferespondents was 4632.

The results of an empirical study show that orgational culture, individual and
organizational level factors predict innovatiomdite. The 3 models developed explains how
organizational culture, individual and organizatibfevel factors predict innovation climate
in Estonian, Chinese, Japanese, Russian, SlovakidnCzech electric-electronic machine,
retail store and machine-building enterprises.

Keywords: innovation climate, organizational cuo#tujob satisfaction, meaning of work,
attitude toward the firm, powerfulness of firm inpngpetition against rivals, behaviour of
management, policy of firm, Estonia, China, Japtussia, Slovakia, Czech.

INTRODUCTION

This study investigates how organizational cultimdividual and organizational level factors
predict innovation climate in Estonian, Chinesgyaiese, Russian, Slovakian and Czech
electric-electronic machine, retail store and maeHiuilding enterprises.

The main aim of the study is to find connectionsMeen organizational culture, individual,
organizational level factors and innovation climate

A standardised organizational culture, job satisbac meaning of work, attitude toward the
firm, powerfulness of firm in competition againsatals, behaviour of management and policy
of firm questionnaire was developed by the Denkag®i research group (Ishikawa et al,
2006). The questionnaire was administered in EsamniChinese, Japanese, Russian,
Slovakian and Czech electric-electronic machingailrestore and machine-building
enterprises.

The linear regression analysis was used in orddintb statistically relevant connections
between organizational culture, individual, orgatianal level factors and innovation
climate.

The main research question is: Do organizationtli@y individual and organizational level
factors predict innovation climate ?

This study, therefore, investigates how organiraticculture, individual and organizational
level factors predict innovation climate. Data @dlected from empirical studies in Estonian,
Chinese, Japanese, Russian, Slovakian and Czexthoetdectronic machine, retail store and
machine-building enterprises Results are discussed.



THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Innovation climate

In this study, we examine innovation climate. Thaf the degree of support and
encouragement an organization provides its empioyee take initiative and explore
innovative approaches is predicted to influence diegree of actual innovation in that
organization (Martins & Terblanche, 2003; Mumford&ustafson, 1988).

Many authors (Van de Ven, 1986; Amabile, 1988; 8m2000; Unsworth & Parker, 2003)
have found that individual innovation helps to attarganizational success. Employees’
innovative behaviour depends greatly on their adgon with others in the workplace
(Anderson et al., 2004; Zhou & Shalley, 2003). Adiog to Damanpour & Schneider (2006)
the climate for innovation is a direct result ofptananagers' personal and positional
characteristics.

Previous studies treated employees innovative hetiags a one —dimensional construct that
encompasses both idea generation and applicatlmvimerr (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Janssen,
2000). This implies that differences in relevardader behaviour between the two phases
remain invisible, which is why recent work recommenkeeping these phases of the
innovation process separate (Mumford & LicuananP420 Innovation theorists often
describe the innovation process as being compos$eva main phases: initiation and
implementation (Zaltman et al., 1973; Axtell et aD00).

According to Buckler & Zien (1996) innovation isetipurpose of the whole organization, a
broad activity. In this kind of culture, new ideasme forward into an atmosphere of
enthusiastic support and a desire to contributéem, even though everyone knows that the
majority of these ideas will not make it to the kedr Innovative companies are on watch to
continually refresh this climate, because it carubdermined. ,Out of the box” thinking is
certainly a major characteristic of an innovativevieonment. It is essential to become
somewhat comfortable with the idea that at times jflnreasonable” solution is exactly
what's called for (Buckler & Zien, 1996).

Organizational culture

By Schein (1992) organisational culture is thegratbf basic assumptions that a given group
has invented, discovered or developed in learnmgdpe with its problems of external
adaptation and integral integration. Trice and B€%893) have also connected culture with
environment, seeing organisational culture as l2ciole response to uncertainty and chaos.

According to Cameron and Quinn (1999) there areynkamds or levels of culture that affect
individual and organizational behaviour. At the dmtest level, a global culture, such as a
world religion's culture or the culture of the E&asthemisphere, would be the highest level.

Researchers Hofstede (1980) and Tromperaars (19892 reported marked differences
among countries based on certain key dimensionsekample, national differences exist
among countries on the basis of universalism veparicularism, individualism versus

collectivism, neutrality versus emotionality, spmiiy versus diffuseness, focus on

achievement versus ascription, focus on past vegsesent versus future, and an internal
focus versus an external focus (Tromperaars, 1992).

According to Cameron and Quinn (1999) culture defirthe core values, assumptions,
interpretations and approaches that characteriseor@anization. Competing Values
Framework is extremely useful in helping to organiand interpret a wide variety of
organizational phenomena. The four dominant cultypes — hierarchy, market, clan and



adhocracy emerge from the framework. Most orgammat develop a dominant cultural

style. More than 80 percent of the several thousanganizations they have studied have
been characterized by one or more of the cultye igentified by the framework. Those that
do not have a dominant culture type either tentbdaunclear about their culture, or they
emphasize nearly equally the four different culttypes.

The Hierarchy Culture

Weber (1947) proposed seven characteristics the¢ fecome known as the classical
attributes of bureaucracy (rules, specializatioeyitacracy, hierarchy, separate ownership,
impersonality and accountability). They were addptedely in organizations whose major
challenge was to generate efficient, reliable, smdlowing, predictable output.

The organizational culture compatible with thisnfiors characterized by a formalized and
structured place to work. Effective leaders aredgomordinators and organizers. Maintaining
a smooth-running organization is important. Theglterm concerns of the organization are
stability, predictability and efficiency. Formal les and policies hold the organization
together. New employees begin by doing only oneifipgob (Cameron, Quinn, 1999).

The Market Culture

The market culture type was based largely on thekwd Williamson (1975) and Ouchi
(1981). The term market refers to a type of orgation that functions as a market itself. It is
oriented toward the external environment insteadintérnal affairs. It is focused on
transactions with external constituencies includiegppliers, customers, contractors,
licensees, unions, regulators and so forth. Thekebaperates primarily through economic
market mechanisms, mainly monetary exchange. Tathe major focus of market is to
conduct transactions (exchanges, sales, contrauit) other constituencies to create
competitive advantage. Profitability, bottom linesults, strength in market niches, stretch
targets and secure customer bases are primarytigbgof the organization. The core values
that dominate market type organizations are cormpertiess and productivity. The major task
of management is to drive the organization towamdpctivity, results and profits. It is
assumed that a clear purpose and an aggressitegygttaad to productivity and profitability
(Cameron, Quinn, 1999).

The Clan Culture

A number of researchers observed fundamental diffes between the market and hierarchy
forms of design in America and clan forms of designiapan (Ouchi, 1981; Pascale &
Athos, 1981). It is called a clan because of itmilarity to a family-type organization.
Typical characteristics of clan-type firms werenwaork, employee involvement programs
and corporate commitment to employee.

Some basic assumptions in a clan culture are tlemtetvironment can best be managed
through teamwork and employee development, cusom@er best thought as partners, the
organization is in the business of developing admgnwork environment and the major task
of management is to empower employees and faeilttagir participation, commitment and
loyalty (McGregor, 1960; Likert, 1970; Argyris, 196

The organization is held together by loyalty aratlition. The organization emphasizes the
long-term benefit of individual development witlghicohesion and morale being important.



Success is defined in terms of internal climate aadcern of people (Cameron, Quinn,
1999).

The Adhocracy Culture

The root of the word adhocracy is ad hoc — refgrtim a temporary, specialized, dynamic
unit. Most people have served on an ad hoc tagle for committee, which disbands as soon
as its task is completed. Adhocracies are sinjit@inporary. They have been characterized
as” tents rather than palaces” in that they camnigure themselves rapidly when new
circumstances arise. A major goal of an adhocractp ifoster adaptability, flexibility and
creativity where uncertainty, ambiguity and/or imf@tion-overload are typical. An
important challenge of these organizations is tmwipce innovative products and services and
to adapt quickly to new opportunities. Unlike masker hierarchies, adhocracies do not have
centralized power or authority relationships. laste power flows from individual to
individual or from task team to task team dependingvhat problem is being addressed at
the time. A high emphasis on individuality, rigking and anticipating the future exists as
almost everyone in an adhocracy becomes involveld production, clients, research and
development and so forth (Cameron, Quinn, 1999).

Connection between innovation climate and organizainal culture

According to James et. al. (2007) culture is thmes llarough which leader vision is manifested
and helps build the climate necessary for orgaiozatto become innovative.eadership
behaviors, namely individualized consideration arativation, derive from a leader's vision
and values and contribute to a culture that fatég organizational innovation (Elenkov &
Manev, 2005; Nutt, 2002). Yukl (2002) asserted thpécific leadership behaviors may
influence innovation through compliance as parth@ organizational culture. Moran and
Volkwein (1992) argued that climate reflects tharsld knowledge and meanings embodied
in an organization's culture. According to Santand Cooper (2008) organizational climate
can be regarded as the expression of underlyingrallpractices that arise in response to
contingencies in the organization's internal anreal environment. This view affirms the
"climate-for" innovation approach (Ostroff et &2003) as a valid accompaniment to studies
of organizational culture, consistent with Glissord James' (2002) observation that climate
and culture should be studied simultaneously.

Connections between innovation climate and individal level factors

I nnovation climate and job satisfaction

According to Shipton et al (2004) aggregate jobs&attion was a significant predictor of
subsequent organizational innovation, even aftentrotling for prior organizational
innovation and profitability. Moreover the data icated that the relationship between
aggregate job satisfaction and innovation in préidactechnology/ processes (but not
product innovation) is moderated by organizatigoblvariety, harmonization and contingent
pay.

Research also shows that job satisfaction is sogmfly associated with measures of
discretionary behaviours classed as “organizationi@enship”: helping, loyalty, compliance
and innovation (Podsakoff et al., 2000).

I nnovation climate and meaningful work



According to Judge (1997) R&D units are more inriwa when the firm emphasizes
personalized, intrinsic rewards (those that wefated to the work and elicited feelings of
accomplishment, such as peer and supervisor reemgnineaningful work opportunities) as
opposed to extrinsic (bonuses, stock options).

I nnovation climate and attitude toward the firm

According to Jones (1995) consultants and acadearnesurged to highlight the need to
tackle core attitudes at the head of organizatemsshe key prerequisite of radical culture
change, high learning and innovation, and long-teompetitiveness.

According to Garcia-Gofii (2007) perception of inatien is different for managers and
front-line employees in public health institutiong/hile front-line employees’ attitude

depends mostly on the overall performance of tiséitution, managers feel more involved
and motivated, and their behaviour depends moredividual and organisational innovative
profiles.

Connections between innovation climate and organitianal level factors

I nnovation climate and powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals

Several common themes emerge repeatedly acrosssstiodsuggest that the link between
innovation activities and competitive advantagetsregrimarily on four factors. One,
innovations that are hard to imitate are more Yikl lead to sustainable competitive
advantage (Clark 1987; Porter, 1985). Two, innoreti that accurately reflect market
realities are more likely to lead to sustainablmpetitive advantage (Deming, 1983; Porter,
1985). Three, innovations that enable a firm tola@kpghe timing characteristics of the
relevant industry are more likely to lead to susdhle competitive advantage (Betz, 1987;
Kanter, 1983). Fourth, innovations that rely onatalities and technologies that are readily
accessible to the firm are more likely to lead wigtainable competitive advantage (Ansoff,
1988; Miller, 1990).

I nnovation climate and behaviour of management

According to Ortts & Smits (2006) four general cemqgences of the trends in innovation
management are: 1) the end of the linear modeahe&Yise of the systems approach; 3) the
inherent uncertainty and need for learning; 4) wraimn becomes more entrepreneurial. The
Significant progress in innovation management heenbobtained, but the failure rate has
remained the same because of the changing corglition

Brown et al. (2004) unfold the subjectivity of inradion management, and the essential role
that sub-cultures and innovation process outcofiterier play in the innovation journey.
According to Birkinshaw (2006) management innovatiends to be diffuse and gradual. It
typically follows four stages. The first stage @& type of dissatisfaction with the status
quo, such as a crisis or strategic threat. Thagesta followed by inspiration from other
sources. The third stage is the invention of th@agament innovation itself. While most
innovators identified a precipitating event thaggeded the innovation, such as a challenge
from a boss or a new assignment, few recalled #@indis“eureka moment” when the
innovation occurred. The fourth stage is validatiboth internally and through external
sources such as academics, consultants, mediaizatians or industry associations.

I nnovation climate and policy of firm
According to Teece (1981) public policy aimed atrpoting innovation must focus not only
on R&D, but also on complementary assets, as wdha underlying infrastructure.



According to Nguyen (2007) the impact of innovatigolicy on firms’ innovative
performance is one of the major issues to be a@titin society in constant evolution and
with strong competitiveness.

Based on the relevant literature authors develdipedollowing general propositions:

P1. Four organizational culture types — clan, markegerarchy and adhocracy predict
innovation climate.

P2. Four organizational culture types — clan, markegrarchy and adhocracy predict
innovation climate differently in different courds.

P3. Individual level factors - job satisfaction, meagiof work and attitude toward the firm
predict innovation climate.

P4. Organizational level factors - powerfulness of firm competition against rivals,
behaviour of management and policy of firm predaobvation climate.

EMPIRICAL STUDY

In order to find connections between organizatiandiure, individual, organizational level
factors and innovation climate in Estonian, Chindsganese, Russian, Slovakian and Czech
enterprises, the authors conducted an empiricdlystu2007-2008. The research was done in
Estonian enterprises with 623 respondents, in Geimaterprises with 1150 respondents, in
Japan enterprises with 1570 respondents, in Slamadinterprises with 605 respondents, in
Czech enterprises with 1110 respondents and ini&ugsnterprises with 684 respondents.
The companies were selected in a non-random maagdhe organisation registers do not
have a solid basis for random sampling because afitsiction of the registered enterprises
are active in Estonia, China, Japan, Russia, Slavakd Czech. The total number of
respondents was 5742.

Methodology. A standardised job satisfaction, meaning of wotkiuale toward the firm,
powerfulness of firm in competition against rivatghaviour of management and policy of
firm questionnaires were developed by the DenkgRiresearch group (Ishikawa et al, 2006)
and translated from English into Estonian, Chindapanese, Russian, Slovakian and Czech.
The questionnaires was administered in Estoniame&sSh, Japanese, Russian, Slovakian and
Czech electric-electronic machine, retail store myaethine-building enterprises.

The linear regression analysis was used in orddimtb statistically relevant connections
between organizational culture, individual, orgatianal level factors and innovation
climate.

Scale of Innovation Climate

Authors developed Scale of Innovation Climate basedEkvall et al. (1983) Innovation
Climate Questionnaire. Items were selected. Thernal consistency, or Cronbach's Alpha
coefficient was .70. The final version of questiaina for measuring innovation consisted 14
items.

Scales of four organizational culture types

Based on Cameron and Quinn (1999) authors developdiscales for measuring
organizational culture types - clan, market, hiehgr adhocracy. Items were selected. The
internal consistency, or Cronbach's Alpha coeffitiss .92 for clan culture type, .90 for
market culture type, .87 for hierarchy culture tygel .91 for adhocracy culture type. The



final version consists of 19 items, which form feubscales — clan with 5 items, market with
4 items, hierarchy with 5 items and adhocracy Wwittems.

Connections between organizational culture, individal, organisational level factors and
innovation climate

Our main purpose was to evaluate how organizationlalire, individual and organizational
level factors predict innovation climate. The aughosed Linear Regression analysis. In the
analysis organizational culture, individual andamgational level factors were taken as an
independent variables and innovation climate asependent variable. We calculated a
standardised regression coefficient Beta, whichblega us to predict how strongly
organizational culture, individual and organizatiblevel factors predict innovation climate.
Analysis was applied separately for 4 organizaliandture types, for 3 individual level
factors, for 3 organizational level factors and foinnovation climate factor. Analysis to
measure connection between organizational culfyrestand innovation climate was applied
also separately for 6 countries.

According to the linear regression analysis resit3able 1, 2 and 3, all organizational
culture types, individual and organizational lefagtors predict innovation climate.

From this study all four organizational culture égp- clan, hierarchy, market and adhocracy,
all individual level factors - job satisfaction, ameng of work and attitude toward the firm
and all organizational level factors - powerfulnedsfirm in competition against rivals,
behaviour of management and policy of firm prediabvation climate (Table 1, 2, 3).

Table 1. How do organizational culture predicts innovatioimate (according to
standardised regression coefficient Beta).

Organizational culture types \ B | Beta | t | Sig.
China, N=1150
Clan 122 167 5.526 .000*
Market .089 138 4.530 .000*
Hierarchy -.000 -.046 -1.526 127
Adhocracy .095 162 5.295 .000*
Japan, N=1570
Clan .280 118 4.391 .000*
Market 292 .098 3.834 .000*
Hierarchy .013 .006 .284 776
Adhocracy .844 .396 15.284 .000*
Russia, N=684
Clan 128 .084 1.518 129
Market .085 .063 1.279 201
Hierarchy .007 .066 1.481 .138
Adhocracy 419 .294 5.163 . 000*
Slovakia, N=605
Clan -.135 -.057 -1.249 212
Market .809 .268 5.688 .000*
Hierarchy 125 .058 1.301 193
Adhocracy .649 .306 6.685 .000*




Czech, N=1110
Clan -.170 .057 -1.147 251
Market 165 .064 1.651 .001*
Hierarchy -.170 .051 -1.105 .269
Adhocracy .345 123 2.480 001*
Estonia, N = 623
Clan 1.267 431 10.114 .000*
Market .390 124 2.683 .007*
Hierarchy .209 .106 2.534 011
Adhocracy .395 .169 4.018 .000*
All countries, N = 5742
Clan 507 .252 17.514 .000*
Hierarchy .630 .262 18.624 .000*
Market 494 .185 13.497 .000*
Adhocracy 414 224 15.738 .000*

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significantgf,01

Results indicate that in China (R?=.085, F(4,999)324, p<0,01), Japan (R?=.257,
F(4,1421)=124.36, p<0,01) and Estonia (R?=.549, &@)=190.31, p<0,01) three
organizational culture types — clan, market andoadity predict innovation climate. In
Slovakia (R2=.247, F(4,523)=44.278, p<0,01) andedbz (R2=.004, F(4,1104)=2.3816,
p<0,01) two organizational culture types —market adhocracy predict innovation climate.
In Russia one organizational culture type - adhoci@?=.201, F(4,679)=44.209, p<0,01)
predict innovation climate.

Hierarchy culture type doesn't predict and adhgcpedicts innovation climate in Chinese,
Japanese, Russian, Estonian, Czech and Slovakianpeses.

Results indicate that four organizational cultuypes (R2=.568, F(4,608)=90.043, p<0,01)
predict innovation climate.

Table 2 How do individual level factors predict innovatioclimate (according to
standardised regression coefficient Beta).

Individual level factors B Beta T Sig.
Job satisfaction .200 315 18.110 .000*
Meaning of work 175 .106 6.107 .000*
Attitude toward the firm .382 .260 16.69) .000*

N = 5742; Notes. * - coefficient statistically sifjoant, p<0,01

Results indicate that individual level factors b jgatisfaction, meaning of work and attitude
toward the firm (R?=.145, F(2,3842)=328.18, p<0,Qi¢dict innovation climate.

Table 3 How do organizational level factors predict inaben climate (according to
standardised regression coefficient Beta).

Organizational level factors \ B | Beta | T | Sig. |




Powerfulness of firm in competition .000*

against rivals .056 .059 3.337
Behaviour of management .168 122 6.6091 .000*
Policy of firm 301 402 25.975 .000*

N = 5742; Notes. * - coefficient statistically sifjoant, p<0,01

Results indicate that organizational level factgpewerfulness of firm in competition against
rivals, behaviour of management and policy of fifR?¥=.460, F(4,3194)=682.13, p<0,01)
predict innovation climate.

CONCLUSIONS

From this study organizational culture, individwald organizational level factors predict
innovation climate.

The propositions discussed at the beginning op#peer will now be re-evaluated.

P1 postulated that four organizational culture typedan, hierarchy, market and adhocracy
predict innovation climate. This postulate was supgd. From this study all four
organizational culture types — clan, hierarchy, kaarand adhocracy predict innovation
climate (Figure 1).

P2. Four organizational culture types — clan, markegrarchy and adhocracy predict
innovation climate differently in different courgs. This postulate was partly supported.

Results indicate that in China, Japan and Estdnietorganizational culture types — clan,
market and adhocracy predict innovation climateSlovakia and Czech two organizational
culture types —market and adhocracy predict innonatlimate. In Russia one organizational
culture type - adhocracy predicts innovation ctienadierarchy culture type doesn't predict
and adhocracy predicts innovation climate in Chenelapanese, Russian, Estonian, Czech
and Slovakian enterprises. Social, cultural, pmditiand economical environment where
organization is operating influences the connectimtween organizational culture and
innovation climate.

P3 which postulated that individual level factors bjeatisfaction, meaning of work and
attitude toward the firm predict innovation climaifiéhis postulate was supported. Individual
level factors - job satisfaction, meaning of workdaattitude toward the firm predict
innovation climate in this study (Figure 2).

P4 postulated that organizational level factors - pdulness of firm in competition against
rivals, behaviour of management and policy of fpradict innovation climate. This postulate
was also supported. Organizational level factgpgwerfulness of firm in competition against
rivals, behaviour of management and policy of fpredict innovation climate in this study
(Figure 3).

Our findings are consistent with following studiéscording to James et. al. (2007) culture
is the lens through which leader vision is manddsind helps build the climate necessary for
organizations to become innovativéds the environmental changes and demands
organizations to change and adapt to new condijtiansvations are the vehicle to introduce
change into outputs, structure and processes adrdaat different levels — individual,
organizational and environmental (Fariborz, 1991).



Summarizing the above, all four organizational wdttypes — clan, hierarchy, market and
adhocracy predict innovation climate in Estonianhinése, Japanese and Slovakian
enterprises. All individual level factors - job iséction, meaning of work and attitude
toward the firm predict innovation climate. All @igizational level factors - powerfulness of
firm in competition against rivals, behaviour of mgement and policy of firm also predict
innovation climate in Estonian, Slovakian, Russfahinese and Japanese enterprises.

Implications for managers from this study are failog. Innovation climate is a complex
entity. All four organizational culture types, afidividual level factors - job satisfaction,
meaning of work and attitude toward the firm andl @lganizational level factors -
powerfulness of firm in competition against rivatghaviour of management and policy of
firm predict innovation climate. Therefore it shdude taken into account when leaders create
an innovative climate in an organization.

There are also limitations in this study conneacteth its general framework. The authors
have focused only on certain factors — organizati@ulture, individual and organizational
level factors that influence innovation climatef Iiiere could be other factors influencing
innovation climate. The author explored concreteneations between a limited number of
factors and the other influences have been leffuture research. Management styles and
ethical values in business could be studied antyzeth concerning innovation climatéhis
research was done in Estonian, Chinese, Japanesaki@n and Russian electric-electronic
machine, retail store and machine-building entegsi Researches in other countries and in
other branches should be done.

The concept of innovation climate should be studheahore detail in further studies by using
the models developed in this research. Conceptation climate is understood and valued
differently in different countries and in differemirganizations. Firstly national cultural
differences concerning the concept of innovatiamate should be studied. Secondly other
factors that influence innovation climate shouldidend out.
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Figure 1. How organizational culture predicts innowation in Estonian, Chinese,
Japanese and Slovakian enterprises
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Figure 2. How individual level factors predict innovation in Estonian, Chinese,
Japanese, Slovakian and Russian enterprises
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Figure 3. How organizational level factors predictsinnovation in Estonian, Chinese,
Japanese, Slovakian and Russian enterprises
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Connections between corporate social responsibilignd innovation climate

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to investigate conomestbetween innovation climate and two
facets of corporate social responsibility. The syrwas conducted in Estonian, Chinese,
German, Finnish, Czech, Slovakian and Japanesgielelectronic machine, retail store and
machine-building enterprises. Data about two faadtscorporate social responsibility,
innovation climate and seven different countrieseneompared by means of the ANOVA-
test. Linear regression analysis was done in daanalyze connections between innovation
climate and corporate social responsibility. THaltaumber of respondents was 5410.

The results of an empirical study show that onetfaé corporate social responsibility - the
firm performance concerning social issues predmatsvation climate in all seven countries.
Another facet of corporate social responsibilitthe firm respects the interests of agents
predicts innovation climate in Estonian, Czech &ldvakian enterprises. The model
developed explains how two facets of corporate aso@sponsibility predict innovation
climate in Estonian, Chinese, German, Finnish, §z&lovakian and Japanese electric-
electronic machine, retail store and machine-bogdinterprises.

Keywords: innovation climate, corporate social passibility, Estonia, China, Japan,
Germany, Finland, Czech, Slovakia.

INTRODUCTION

This paper analyses connections between innovaliomate and two facets of corporate

social responsibility - the firm performance comseg social issues and the firm respects the
interests of agents in Estonian, Chinese, Germamjdh, Czech, Slovakian and Japanese
electric-electronic machine, retail store and maetbuilding enterprises.

The main aim of the study is to find out the corimexs between two facets of corporate

social responsibility and innovation climate.

Research has called for organizations to be moteegeneurial, flexible, adaptive and

innovative to effectively meet the changing demaoid®day's environment (Orchard, 1998;
Parker & Bradley, 2000; Valle, 1999). AccordingBorger and Kruglianskas (2006) it was
found that there were many evidences of a strolagiaaship between the adoption of a CSR
strategy by the firm and an effective environmeatal innovative performance.

A standardised corporate social responsibility tjaeeaire comprising 19 items was
developed by the Denki Ringo research group (Istekat al, 2006). Based on Ekvall et al.
(1983) Innovation Climate Questionnaire authorsetigped Scale of Innovation Climate.
The questionnaires were administered in EstoniahingSse, German, Finnish, Czech,
Slovakian and Japanese electric-electronic machieil store and machine-building
enterprises.



The linear regression analysis was used in orddintb statistically relevant connections
between two facets of corporate social respongitald innovation climate.

The main research question is: Do two facets opa@te social responsibility - the firm
performance concerning social issues and the fespeacts the interests of agents predict
innovation climate?

This study, therefore, investigates how two faadtsorporate social responsibility predict
innovation climate. Data is collected from empitistudies in Estonian, Chinese, German,
Finnish, Czech, Slovakian and Japanese electratretéc machine, retail store and machine-
building enterprises. Results are discussed.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
INNOVATION CLIMATE

In this study, we examine innovation climate. That the degree of support and
encouragement an organization provides its empfoyee take initiative and explore
innovative approaches is predicted to influence diegree of actual innovation in that
organization (Martins & Terblanche, 2003; Mumford &Gustafson, 1988).
Many authors (Van de Ven, 1986; Amabile, 1988; 8m2000; Unsworth & Parker, 2003)
have found that individual innovation helps to attarganizational success Employees’
innovative behaviour depends greatly on their adgon with others in the workplace
(Anderson et al., 2004; Zhou & Shalley, 2003). Adiog to Damanpour & Schneider (2006)
the climate for innovation is a direct result ofptananagers' personal and positional
characteristics.

Previous studies treated employees innovative hetiags a one —dimensional construct that
encompasses both idea generation and applicatlmvimerr (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Janssen,
2000). This implies that differences in relevardader behaviour between the two phases
remain invisible, which is why recent work recommenkeeping these phases of the
innovation process separate (Mumford & LicuananP420 Innovation theorists often
describe the innovation process as being compos$eva main phases: initiation and
implementation (Zaltman et al., 1973; Axtell et aD00).

The Schumpeterian definition (Shumpeter, 1934) a@ihovation states that the
commercialization of all new combinations is basgmbn the application of any of the
following: new materials and components, the inticitbn of new processes, the opening of
new markets, and the introduction of new organireti forms. Only when a change in
technology is involved is it termed an "inventiobtit as soon as the business world becomes
involved, it becomes an "innovation” (Janszen, 2000

Innovation involves the creation of a new prodgetyice or process. "New” products can be
viewed in terms of their degree of newness, ran@iam a totally new, or discontinuous,
innovation to a product involving simple line exteons or minor adaptations/adjustments
that are of an evolutionary, or incremental, naf@entani, 2001).

According to Buckler & Zien (1996) innovation isetlpurpose of the whole organization, a
broad activity. In this kind of culture, new ideasme forward into an atmosphere of
enthusiastic support and a desire to contributbem, even though everyone knows that the
majority of these ideas will not make it to the kedr Innovative companies are on watch to
continually refresh this climate, because it cambgermined.



,Out of the box” thinking is certainly a major alaateristic of an innovative environment. It
is essential to become somewhat comfortable wighidea that at times the ,unreasonable”
solution is exactly what's called for (Buckler &z, 1996).

CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (CSR)

Different organisations have framed different diéfams about CSR - although there is

considerable common ground between them. Todayocatg leaders face a dynamic and
challenging task in attempting to apply societdlicgtl standards to responsible business
practice (Morimoto et al., 2005). Nowadays corpesicial responsibility is an integral part

of the business vocabulary and is regarded as @aflyuimportant issue in management

(Cornelius et al., 2008; Humphreys & Brown, 2008).

Hillman & Keim (2001) suggested that, when assegstie returns to CSR, it was critical to
discriminate between stakeholder management CSRs@ridl CSR. This is consistent with
Baron's (2001) distinction between altruistic artcategic CSR. More specifically, the
authors concluded that whereas stakeholder-orie@®B was positively correlated with
financial performance, social CSR was not.

The tendency to invest in companies that practiceraport CSR is increasiri§leeper et al.,
2006). Corporate social responsibility forces répmang of strategies from profit-driven
organizations to organizations with attention fbe tcompanies influence on social and
environmental aspects (Quaak et al., 2007).

The firm performance concerning social issues

Sethi (1975) stated that whereas social obligatisnproscriptive in nature, social
responsibility is prescriptive. Jones (1980) stateat corporate social responsibility is the
notion that corporations have an obligation to tituesnt groups in society other than
stockholders and beyond that prescribed by lawwsmoin contract. Epstein (1987) provided
a definition of CSR in his quest to relate socedponsibility, responsiveness, and business
ethics.

According to Frederick (1960) social responsibility the final analysis implies a public
posture toward society's economic and human reeswand a willingness to see that those
resources are used for broad social ends and mglysifor the narrowly circumscribed
interests of private persons and firms. The praperal responsibility of business is to tame
the dragon that is to turn a social problem inton@enic opportunity and economic benefit,
into productive capacity, into human competenceo iwell-paid jobs, and into wealth
(Drucker, 1984).

In the 1990s concept of corporate social perforraaticeam emerged (Wood, 1991). Carroll
(1999) CSR model identifies four components: ecanprtegal, ethical and voluntary
(discretionary). The economic aspect is concerngl the economic performance of the
company; while the other three categories — legfhical, and discretionary — are address the
societal aspects of CSR.

Waddock & Graves (1997) have found positive refslop between a firm's social
performance and its financial performance, wheiaight and Ferris (1997) have found a
negative relationship. Orlitzky et al. (2003) clatimat there is strong empirical evidence
supporting the existence of a positive link betwsecial and financial performance.



Marcel van Marrewijk (2003) has narrowed down thenaept of corporate social

responsibility so that it covers three dimensiohsarporate action: economic, social and
environmental management. Garriga & Mele” (2004upged theories of corporate social
responsibility into four groups: instrumental, pickl, integral and ethical theories.

The firm respects the interests of agents

Stakeholder Theorypopularized by Freeman (1984; 1994) essentiallyjuesgthat a
company’s relationships witstakeholders (and treatment of the natural enviesrinrs core

to understanding how it operates and adds valwe lassiness. Freeman (1994) argues that
stakeholder language has been widely adopted antipe and is being integrated into
concepts of corporate responsibility/citizenshipsbiiolars who recognize that it is through a
company’s decisions, actions, and impacts on staélels and the natural environment that a
company’s corporate responsibility/citizenship ianifiested.

Corporate social responsibility is a concept whegretimpanies fulfil accountability to their
stakeholders by integrating social and environmerdacerns in their business operations
(Tanimoto, Suzuki, 2005). Companies will necesgdnhve to take into account cultural
differences when defining their CSR policies anthownicating to stakeholders in different
countries (Bird & Smucker, 2007).

CONNECTIONS BETWEEN INNOVATION CLIMATE AND CSR

Today, pioneering enterprises integrate socialepnéneurship into their core activities by
actively chanelling their research-and-developnmpabilities in the direction of socially
innovative products and services (Schwab, 2008).

According to Asongu (2007) the key to success imgusany type of innovation to a
company’s advantage from the CSR perspective otomunication with local municipal
authorities, the press and most importantly, theegd public that stands to benefit from such
initiatives. Asongu (2007) states that companiex thave sustainable policies tend to be
technological leaders, as they seek imaginative nethods for reducing pollution and
increasing efficiency. In many cases, these congsaare able to come out with new,
innovative products that out-pace most of their petitors.

According to Phills et. al. (2008) many social imabons involve the creation of new
business models that can meet the needs of undedsgropulations more efficiently,
effectively, and if not profitably, at least susiably. Many innovations tackle social
problems or meet social needs, but only for sanbvations is the distribution of financial
and social value tilted toward society as a whole.

Based on the relevant literature we developeddhewing general propositions:

P1. Facet of corporate social responsibility - the fiperformance concerning social issues
predicts innovation climate in Estonian, Chineseyr@an, Finnish, Czech, Slovakian and
Japanese enterprises.

P2. Facet of corporate social responsibility - thenfirespects the interests of agents predicts
innovation climate in Estonian, Chinese, Germamnish, Czech, Slovakian and Japanese
enterprises.



EMPIRICAL STUDY

The authors of this article conducted the empirstaldy in 2007-2008 in order to find
connections between two facets of corporate saegponsibility - the firm performance
concerning social issues and the firm respectsntieeests of agents and innovation climate
in Estonian, Chinese, German, Finnish, Czech, Rlamaand Japanese enterprises. Two
facets of corporate social responsibility - thenfiperformance concerning social issues and
the firm respects the interests of agents were eshder empirical study because they
characterize most essentially CSR. The researchdaas in Estonian enterprises with 623
respondents, in Chinese enterprises with 1150 nelgmis, in Czech enterprises with 1110
respondents, in Slovakian enterprises with 605aredpnts, in German enterprises with 113
respondents, in Finnish enterprises with 239 redpots and in Japanese enterprises with
1570 respondents.

There were 6 enterprises from Estonia, 6 enterpfreen China, 6 enterprises from Czech, 3
enterprises from Slovakia, 1 enterprise from Genmah enterprises from Finland and 6
enterprises from Japan in this study. There werdéogkther 32 enterprises in this study.
There were approximately 200 employees workingqh@hdompanies that were chosen for this
study.

The companies were selected in a non-random maagsdhe organisation registers do not
have a solid basis for random sampling because afitgction of the registered enterprises
are active in Estonia, China, Japan, Germany, kihl&lovakia and Czech. The total number
of respondents was 5410.

Methodology A standardised corporate social responsibility jaesaire comprising 19
items was developed by the Denki Ringo researchpyftshikawa et al, 2006) and translated
from English into Estonian, Chinese, Czech, Gernfannish, Slovak and Japanese. The
guestions in the survey addressed 2 facets of watgasocial responsibility - the firm
performance concerning social issues (11 items)tia@dirm respects the interests of agents
(8 items). The questionnaire was administered toritan, Chinese, Czech, German, Finnish,
Slovakian and Japanese electric-electronic machiae&il store and machine-building
enterprises. Authors conducted the survey in Eatominterprises by themselves. Authors
took contact with the member of the board and lgefgermission to conduct this study. After
that the questionnaire was sent by e-mail to teparedents in each enterprise. The answers
were sent back also by e-mail. Authors got theiiiln Chinese, Japanese, German, Finnish,
Slovakian and Czech respondents™ answers from Japainese copartner and coordinator of
this study.

Authors developed Scale of Innovation Climate basedEkvall et al. (1983) Innovation
Climate Questionnaire. Items were selected. Thernial consistency, or Cronbach's Alpha
coefficient was .70. The final version of questiaina for measuring innovation consisted 14
items.

Data about two facets of corporate social respditgjbinnovation climate and seven
different countries - Estonia, China, Czech, Slowaksermany, Finland and Japan were
compared by means of the ANOVA-test. The linearagsgjon analysis was used in order to
find statistically relevant connections between taoets of corporate social responsibility
and innovation climate.

The main research question is: Do two facets opa@te social responsibility predict
innovation climate?



RESULTS

Our main purpose was to evaluate how corporateaksoesponsibility predicts innovation
climate. The authors used Linear Regression amalyisithe analysis 2 facets of corporate
social responsibility - the firm performance comseg social issues and the firm respects the
interests of agents are taken as an independembles and innovation climate as a
dependent variable. We calculated a standardiggeéssion coefficient Beta, which enabled
us to predict how strongly corporate social respmiity forecasts innovation climate.
Analysis was applied separately for two facets aforate social responsibility - the firm
performance concerning social issues and the fespects the interests of agents and for one
innovation climate factor.

Corporate Social Responsibility

The firm performance concerning social issues

In different countries respondents estimate diffdyestatements about the firm performance
concerning social issues.

Table 1 shows respondents’ opini@mut the facet of corporate social responsibilitiie
firm performance concerning social issues. Theestahts were rated high in German
(m=4.32, sd=0.58) and Chinese enterprises (m=4d%51.02). Statements were rated low in
Japanese (m=3.44, sd=0.89) and Finnish entergrse3.62, sd=0.91).

Tabel 1. The firm performance concerning social issues itoiia, China, Japan, Finland,
Germany, Czech and Slovakia

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1Q 11 SUMm
Estonia M | 437| 411 398 420 454 422 440 429 333 3.2B8pP 3.95
N=623 SD | 0.80| 095 1124 1.02 0.62 0.85 O.fy1 Of77 114 1.0960 0.84
China M | 411| 3.96] 415 4.11 420 436 4.38 430 411 39964 4.15
N=1150 SD | 095| 1.09) 099 101 097 089 0.6 0/90 (.97 1.0B3 1.02
Japan M |3.82| 343 3513 350 356 3.71 3.f0 3|51 324 2987p 3.44
N=1570 SD | 091] 1.06/ 0.83 089 0.81 0.84 0.89 087 0.85 0.9®3D 0.89
Finland M | 3.99| 418 358 359 4.02 4.14 416 3|34 322 278B9pP 3.62
N=239 SD | 096| 0.95 0.8§ 094 093 092 0.7 0j86 (.90 0.882p 0.91
Germany | M |4.08| 465 4.18 4.62 4.64 457 41 4/73 362 35864 4.32
N=113 SD | 098] 0.62| 0.8 0.5% 0.57 0.%7 047 0{44 093 0.83®3D 0.58
Czech M | 4.18| 4.64| 420 3.62 3.64 3.57 4.1 3|73 462 4.5863 4.00
N=1110 SD | 0.99| 0.52| 0.8 0.5% 0.7 0.%7 047 0{44 093 0.83®3D 0.86
Slovakia M |391| 3.80] 403 3.83 4.0/ 4.07 4.2 390 356 3.221B 3.80
N=605 SD | 098] 0.98 0.8§ 100 093 0.86 0.87 0/95 (.99 1.088( 0.87

Notes: All indicators are statistically different betweeountries according to ANOVA-test, p < 0.05

Notes: The firm performance concerning social issues: compliance with the laws for business actisiti2 —
compliance with the laws for worker protection; 3care and service for consumers; 4 — environmental
protection; 5 — trustful relations with customess; safety and security of products and servicesré&alization

of the best quality of products and services; 8Stereare for users; 9 — publicity of company infation for
society; 10 — contribution to science and cultdre;— public activities for local community; a fiymint scale
was used, where 1 signifies answer — not at allsaadswer - fully.



The firm respects the interests of agents

In different countries respondents also evaluatieréntly statements concerning the firm
respect the interests of agents.

Table 2 shows respondents’ opiniaisout the facet of corporate social responsibilithe
firm respect the interests of agents. The statesnemre rated high in Czech (m=4.27,
sd=0.73) and German enterprises (m=4.19, sd=02)ements were rated low in Estonian
(m=3.23, sd=1.26) enterprises. Finnish respondiidtst answer to the fifth question.

Tabel 2. The firm respects the interests of agents in Eatd@ihina, Japan, Finland, Germany,
Czech and Slovakia

1 2] 3] 4] 5] 6] 7] 8] SuMm
Estonia M | 426| 351 3.83 291 354 242 276 2/68.23
N=623 SD | 1.21] 1.38 1.33 1.35 141 140 1.8 1|36L.26
China M | 4.28| 4.07] 433 3.85 3.60 3.649 3.08 3]963.98
N=1150 SD | 0.88] 0.85 0.8 1.08 1.12 1.J5 0.03 1/03L.06
Japan M | 3.74| 3.41] 3.8§ 3.44 3.06 3.03 3.19 3/13.82
N=1570 SD | 0.82] 0.86] 0.91 091 093 091 0.84 0/8D.87
Finland M | 444 3.02] 369 419 -| 245 2.68 2.[73.32
N=239 SD | 098] 1.10] 1.124 096 -| 098 090 0.950.96
Germany M | 467| 3.85] 429 4.40 3.87 4.07 4.5 4]3%.19
N=113 SD | 054] 0.77] 0.80 1.00 0.79 0.61 0./5 0/50.82
Czech M | 437| 4.85] 329 3.40 457 487 455 4)2&.27
N=1110 SD | 0.54] 0.77] 0.7 1.20 0.77 041 0.f9 0/50.73
Slovakia M | 4.10| 3.81] 3.9 4.15 3.30 3.37 3.59 3/668.75
N=605 SD | 0.91] 0.85 0.90 0.93 1.06 1.08 0.p8 0/98.97

Notes:All indicators are statistically different betweeountries according to ANOVA-test, p < 0.05

Notes: The firm respects the interests of the followingmstg: 1 — customers; 2 - subsidiary, subcontracisfi
3 — consumers; 4 - stock holders; 5 —employeedrdde union; 7 - public administration; 8 - locaimmunity;
a five-point scale was used, where 1 signifies @nswnot at all and 5 answer - fully.

Innovation climate

There are some similarities and also differencasc@ming opinions of respondents from
different countries about innovation climate.

Table 3 shows respondents’ opini@i®ut innovation climate. The statements were rated
high in Chinese (m=3.56, sd=1.05) and Estonianrpnises (m=3.53, sd=0.98). Statements
were rated low in Japanese (m=3.01, sd=0.93) amudf enterprises (m=3.01, sd=1.02).

Table 3.Innovation climate in Estonia, China, Japan, Fid|ggermany, Czech and Slovakia

1 2 3|1 4| 5 6 7 8/ 9 10 11 1 13 14 sum
Estonia M 3.71| 440| 2.78 358 33F 379 385 3389 404 2.86922 3.37| 3.56| 4.23 3.53
N=623 SD | 0.75]| 0.67] 049 096 098 111 099 140 092 127880 1.41| 0.97] 0.9§ 0.98
China M 394 | 445| 282 282 320 276 3.830 387 3161 3.0480 B 3.83| 4.14] 4.2 3.56
N=1150 SD | 0.88| 092| 045 128 094 121 124 142 118 133091 1.10| 1.01 0.91 1.05
Japan M 294 | 353] 263 267 281 3.03 3.02 275 307 3.09208 2.54| 3.19 3.5 3.01
N=1570 SD | 0.88| 1.09| 055 091 088 090 0.81 082 083 09800 0.84| 2.70] 0.83 0.93
Finland M 2.66| 3.88] 293 298 31p 298 2.Y3 2[70 3107 2.2002 8 2.50| 3.38 3.97 3.01
N=239 SD [1.01] 1.03] 03] 10% 108 092 109 144 118 110081 1.17| 1.19 1.07 1.02
Germany M 3.42| 451 246 217 268 297 403 387 3123 2.7708 8 3.34| 3.30] 3.87% 3.26
N=113 SD | 1.05]| 072 073 126 121 137 108 106 142 1.6%451] 140| 1.43 1.39 1.16
Czech M 3.33| 423] 260 3.01 303 310 382 300 345 2.832938 2.98| 3.41 4.03 3.26
N=1110 SD | 1.01] 1.00f 060 116 11p 1.30 106 1714 119 1.296863 1.18] 1.15 1.03 1.24




Slovakia M 250| 4.06] 273 3.02 298 281 284 275 3129 2.86158 3.07| 3.91] 4.31 3.16
N=605 SD [ 1.01] 105 051 103 09 116 110 147 121 136181 1.22| 1.20] 1.01 1.08

Notes: All indicators are statistically different betweeountries according to ANOVA-test, p < 0.05

Notes:1 - How do you think you are estimated properlyair work, 2 - What do you feel toward the firmuy
are working for (a five-point scale was used, whesignifies answer - | don't care for the firm ahdnswer - |
would put maximum effort toward the firm’'s succes3)- These five years have you attended trainomgs
seminars organized by the firm inside or outside, Rules of the firm are occasionally disobeyed niagm
employee thinks it would be in favour of the firB- Our organization relies more on horizontal coinand
coordination, rather than strict hierarchy, 6 - Moapable persons commit in decisions to solve eni
problem, 7 - Fresh creative ideas are actualizediroe, 8 - Current vision creates stimuli for weirk, 9 -
Company realizes clear mission that gives meanimysense to work, 10 - If department is short ondka
department’s leader may hire temporary workersitmshblf, 11 - Our organization cares even about taanidy
hired workers, 12 - We all clearly imagine futufeoar organization, 13 - Failure is considered asiraulus to
learning and development, 14 - All the employeesukhbe aware of the important role of the theimfiin
society; a five-point scale was used, where 1 Sgmanswer — not at all and 5 answer - fully.

Connections between corporate social responsibilitgnd innovation climate

There are similarities and differences concernimg ¢onnections between corporate social
responsibility and innovation climate among diffe@reountries.

From this study one facet of corporate social rasjimlity - the firm performance concerning
social issues predicts innovation climate in altese countries. Another facet of corporate
social responsibility - the firm respects the iat#s of agents predicts innovation climate in 3
countries — Estonia, Czech and Slovakia and doesedict innovation climate in 4 countries
- China, Japan, Finland and Germany (Table 4).

Table 4.How two facets of corporate social responsibilitiie firm performance concerning
social issues and the firm respects the intereStagents forecast innovation climate in
Estonia, China, Japan, Finland, Germany, CzechSiadakia (according to standardised
regression coefficient Beta).

| | B | Beta | T | Sig.
INNOVATION CLIMATE
ESTONIA
N=623, R=.418,| FPSI| .653 576 18.329 .000¢
F(2.620)223.00,.000 | FRIA | .399 .189 6.009 .000*
CHINA
N=1150, R=.009,] FPSI| .225 .095 2.524 011
F(2.1134¥5.4592,%.000 | FRIA | .011 .003 0.090 928
JAPAN
N=1570, R=.067,] FPSI| -.468 -.227 -6.281 .000¢
F(2.1526¥55.480,%.000 | FRIA | -.121 -.042 -1.165 243
FINLAND
N=239, R=.186,| FPSI| .274 .368 4.835 .000¢
F(2.221¥25.299,<.000 | FRIA | .111 .093 1.229 220
GERMANY
N=113, R=.211,| FPSI| .293 453 5.003 .000*
F(2.97F12.998,5.000 | FRIA | .006 .038 0.426 670
CZECH
N=1110, R=.231,] FPSI| .453 676 16.429 .000*
F(2.87)=12.78,p<.000 FRIA| .679 187 5.459 .000¢
SLOVAKIA
N=605, R=.213,| FPSI| .459 .368 7.412 .000¢
F(2.400%54.159, p.000 [ FRIA | .182 157 3.171 .001*




ALL COUNTRIES

N=5410 R=.294, | FPSI| .449 563 29.919 .000*
F(2.3427%714.69 FRIA 080
p<.000 -.037 -.032 -1.749

Notes. * - coefficient statistically significant<f,01

FPSI — The firm performance concerning social issue
FRIA — The firm respects the interests of agents

According to the results almost 41% of the varigbiin the innovation climate can be
explained by reference to the two facets of corgorsocial responsibility - the firm
performance concerning social issues and the faspacts the interests of agent3{R18,
F(2.6205223.00,5<0,00) in Estonian enterprises.

According to the results 23% of the variabilitytive innovation climate can be explained by
reference to the two facets of corporate sociaparsibility - the firm performance
concerning social issues and the firm respects ititerests of agents {R.231,
F(2.87x12.78, p<0,00) in Czech enterprises.

According to the results 21% of the variabilitytive innovation climate can be explained by
reference to the two facets of corporate sociapawesibility - the firm performance
concerning social issues and the firm respects ititerests of agents (R2=.213,
F(2.400)=54.159, p<0,00) in Slovakian enterprises.

In Chinese, Japanese, Finnish and German entexpmisevation climate was predicted only
by one facet of corporate social responsibilityhe firm performance concerning social
issues, but not by another facet of corporate bwegponsibility - the firm respects the
interests of agents.

In this study one facet of corporate social reslity - the firm performance concerning
social issues predicts innovation climate. Anofiaeet of corporate social responsibility - the
firm respects the interests of agents predicts vation climate in Estonian, Czech and
Slovakian enterprises and doesn't predict innomatiomate in Chinese, Japanese, Finnish
and German enterprises.

Therefore innovation climate is influenced by twaxéts of corporate social responsibility
differently.

CONCLUSIONS

In this article, a theoretical model of the relasbip among innovation climate and two
facets of corporate social responsibility - thenfiperformance concerning social issues and
the firm respects the interests of agents was dpedl and tested. Our purpose was to
examine the relationship between innovation climatel two facets of corporate social
responsibility. The findings of this study makeaatibution to understanding the connection
between these theoretical constructs.

Social, political and economic environment whergaoiization is operating influences how
corporate social responsibility predicts innovatadimate. In different countries concepts of
corporate social responsibility and innovation @imare understood and applied differently
in organizations.

There are similarities and differences concerntmg ¢onnections between corporate social
responsibility and innovation climate in differexduntries.

From this study one facet of corporate social rasjimlity - the firm performance concerning
social issues predicts innovation climate in allese countries - Estonia, China, Germany,




Finland, Czech, Slovakia and Japan. Another fatatogorate social responsibility - the
firm respects the interests of agents predictsvation climate in 3 countries — Estonia,
Czech and Slovakia and doesn't predict innovationate in 4 countries - China, Japan,
Finland and Germany (Figure 1). Therefore innovattbmate is influenced by the facet of
corporate social responsibility - the firm respdtis interests of agents and this relationship
is influenced by social, political and economic ieowment where organization is operating.
Social, political and economic environment in E&pi©zech and Slovakia has been similar
during last decades and different from China, Ja@@nmany and Finland.

The statements about the facet of corporate seesdonsibility - the firm performance
concerning social issues were rated high in Geranash Chinese enterprises and low in
Japanese and Finnish enterprises.

The statements about the facet of corporate seesdonsibility - the firm respect the
interests of agents were rated high in Czech anun@&e enterprises and low in Estonian
enterprises. Therefore statements concerning laatbtd of corporate social responsibility
were stated high in German.

The statements about innovation climate were rhaigid in Chinese and Estonian enterprises
and low in Japanese and Finnish enterprises.
The propositions discussed at the beginning op#per will now be re-evaluated.

P1 postulated that facet of corporate social resjlityi- the firm performance concerning
social issues predicts innovation climate in EstoniChinese, German, Finnish, Czech,
Slovakian and Japanese enterprises. This proposias supported by findings. In Estonian,
Chinese, Japanese, Finnish, German, Slovakian aedhGnterprises the facet of corporate
social responsibility - the firm performance comieg social issues predicts innovation
climate.

P2 which postulated that facet of corporate sociapoesibility - the firm respects the
interests of agents predicts innovation climat&stonian, Chinese, German, Finnish, Czech,
Slovakian and Japanese enterprises. This proposias partly supported by findings. In
Estonian, Slovakian and Czech enterprises facebigforate social responsibility - the firm
respects the interests of agents predicts innavatimate and in Chinese, Japanese, Finnish
and German enterprises it doesn't predict innomatinate.

Our findings are consistent with following studies.

Some corporate leaders now see CSR as part ofdineiegic management program, while
others see it as a source of innovation (Allen &tdd, 2006).

According to Borger and Kruglianskas (2006) it iasnd that there were many evidences of
a strong relationship between the adoption of a G8&egy by the firm and an effective
environmental and innovative performance.

Today, pioneering enterprises integrate socialepnéneurship into their core activities by
actively chanelling their research-and-developnmwapabilities in the direction of socially
innovative products and services (Schwab, 2008).

Asongu (2007) states that companies that haveisabta policies tend to be technological
leaders, as they seek imaginative new methods dducing pollution and increasing
efficiency. In many cases, these companies are tbleome out with new, innovative
products that out-pace most of their competitors.

Summarizing the above one facet of corporate soegdonsibility - the firm performance
concerning social issues predicts innovation clemiatall seven countries - Estonia, China,
Germany, Finland, Czech, Slovakia and Japan. Anottaeet of corporate social
responsibility - the firm respects the interestsagents predicts innovation climate in 3



countries — Estonia, Czech and Slovakia. Thisiggiahip is influenced by social, political
and economic environment where organization isaipe.

Most difficult and important social problems carie understood and solved, without
innovative climate in the organization, without enstanding the interests of different agents
and without taking into account the influence ofiab political and economic environment.

References

Allen, D.B., & Husted, B. W. (2006). Corporate sacresponsibility in the multinational
enterprise: Strategic and institutional approacfiearnal of International Business Studies
37, 6, 838.

Amabile, T. M. (1988). A model of creativity anchiovation in organization, in Shaw, B. M.
& Cummings, L. L. (Eds), Research in Organizatiddehaviour, 10, 123-67.

Anderson, N. R., de Dreu, C. K. W. & Nijstad, B. @004). The routinization of innovation
research: a constructively critical review of theats-of-the-science,Journal of
Organisational Behaviour, 25, 2, 147-74.

Asongu, J. J. (2007). Innovation as an ArgumenClorporate Social Responsibilitjournal
of Business and Public Policy, 1, 3,

Axtell, C. M., Holman, D. J., Unsworth, K. L., Wall. D., Waterson, P.E. & Harrington, E.
(2000). Shopfloor innovation: facilitating the segtjons and implementation of ideas,
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psyclglp73, 265-85.

Baron, D.P. (2001). Private politics, corporateigloesponsibility and integrated strategy,
Journal of Economics and Management Strategy, 10:4b.

Bird F. and Smucker J. (2007). The Social Respdiigb of International Business Firms in
Developing AreasJournal of Business Ethics, 73, 1-9.

Borger, F. G., Kruglianskas, I. (2006). Corporateial responsibility and environmental and
technological innovation performance: case studie®razilian companiesinternational
Journal of Technology, Policy and Managemént, 399-412.

Brentani, U. (2001). Innovative versus incremen&l business services: Different keys for
achieving success. lithe Journal of Product Innovation Managemeh8, 3, 169-187.

Buckler, S. A.; Zien, K. A. (1996). From Experienc€he Spirituality of Innovation:
Learning from storiedn: The Journal of Product Innovation Managemdr&, 5, 391-405.

Carroll, A. B. (1999). Corporate social responsijzil Evolution of a definitional construct.
Business & Society, 38, 3, 268-295.

Cornelius, N., Todres, M,. Janjuha-Jdivraj, S,. WaoAl, & Wallace, J. (2008). Corporate
Social Responsibility and the Social Enterprig®yrnal of Business Ethics, 81, 355-370.



Damanpour, F., & Schneider, M. (2006). Phases @& #doption of innovation in
organizations: Effects of environment, organizateomd top manager®ritish Journal of
Management, 17, 215-236.

Drucker, P F. (1984). The new meaning of corporsdeial responsibility.California
Management Review, 26, 53-63.

Epstein, E. M. (1987). The corporate social popeycess: Beyond business ethics, corporate
social responsibility, and corporate social respamess.California Management Review,
29, 99-114.

Ekvall, G., Avrvonen, J. & Waldenstrom-Lindblad’s, (1983). Creative organizational
climate: Constructiorand validation of a measuring instrumeiReport 2. Stockholm: FA
radet, The Swedish Council for Management and Qzgtional Behavior.

Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic Management: Aebialkier ApproachBoston: Pitman.

Freeman, R. E. (1994). The Politics of Stakeholdexory: Some Future DirectionBusiness
Ethics Quarterly, 4, 409-422.

Frederick, W. C. (1960). The growing concern ovesibess responsibilityCalifornia
Management Review, 2, 54-61.

Garriga, E. & Melé, D. (2004). Corporate Social Ressibility Theories: Mapping the
Territory. Journal of Business Ethics, 53, 1-2, 51-71.

Hillman, A. and Keim, G. (2001). Shareholder valstggkeholder management, and social
issues: what's the bottom lin8®%ategic Management Journal, 22, 2, 125-139.

Humphreys, M., & Brown, A.D., (2008). An Analysi$ Gorporate Social Responsibility at
Credit Line: A Narrative Approaclpurnal of Business Ethics, 80, 403-418.

Ishikawa, A., Mako, C. & Warhurst, C. (2006). Wodnd Employee Representation:
Workers, Firms and Unions. Part 3. Tokyo: Chuo @rsity Press.

Janssen, O. (2000). Job demands, perceptionsaf-edivard fairness and innovative work
behaviourJournal of Occupational & Organizational Psycholo@y, 287-302.

Janszen, F. (2000). The Age of Innovation: makingitess creativity a competence, not a
coincidence. Prentice-Hall. London.

Jones, T. M. (1980). Corporate social respongybilievisited, redefined.California
Management Review, 59-67.

Marcel van Marrewijk (2003) Concepts and definisaf CSR and Corporate Sustainability:
Between Agency and Communicatidournal of Business Ethics, 44, 2/3, 95-105.

Martins, E. C., & Terblanche, F. (2003). Buildingganisational culture that stimulates
creativity and innovatiorEuropean Journal of Innovation Management, 6, 1784



Morimoto R. et al. (2005). Corporate Social Resguhty Audit: From Theory to Practice.
Journal of Business Ethics, 63, 315-325.

Mumford, M. D., & Gustafson, S. B. (1988). Crediyvsyndrome: Integration, application,
and innovationPsychological Bulletin, 103, 27-43.

Mumford, M. D. & Licuanan, B. (2004). Leading fannovation: conclusions, issues and
directions,Leadership Quaterly, 15, 1, 163-71.

Orchard, L. (1998). Managerialism, economic rati@mna and public sector reform in
Australia: Connections, divergences, alternativeAustralian Journal of Public
Administration, 57, 1, 19-32.

Orlitzky, M., Schmidt, F. & Rynes, S. (2003). Corate social and financial performance: a
meta-analysisOrganization Studies 24, 3, 403-441.

Quaak L. et al. (2007). Transparency of Corporateic® Responsibility in Dutch Breweries,
Journal of Business Ethics, 76, 293-308.

Parker, R., & Bradley, L. (2000). Organizationaltate in the public sector: Evidence from
six organizationsinternational Journal of Public Sector Managemeg, 2, 125-141.

Phills, Jr. J. A., Deigimeier, K & Miller, D. T. @8). Rediscovering Social Innovation.
Stanford, Leland Stanford Jr. University: Socialdmation Review.

Schwab, K. (2008). Global Corporate Citizenslipreign Affairs 87, 1, 107-118.

Scott, S. G. & Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinantdrofovative behaviour: a path model of
individual innovation in the workplacé&cademy of Management Journal, 38, 1442-65.

Schumpeter, Joseph A. (1932he Theory of Economic Developme@ambride: Harvard
University Press.

Sethi, S. P. (1975). Dimensions of corporate soeeformance: An analytic framework.
California Management Review, 17, 58-64.

Sleeper, B. J., Schneider, K. C., Webé, S. & Weber, J. E.(2006). Scale and Study of
Students Attitudes Toward Business Education’s Rokddressing Social Issuekurnal of
Business Ethics, 68, 4, 381-391.

Smith, G. P. (2002). The new leader: bringing evégtand innovation to the workplace,
Chart Your Course, Conyers, Georgia.

Tanimoto, K., Suzuki, K. (2005 Corporate Social Responsibility in Japan: Analyzihg
participation companies in global reporting initiea¢. Working Paper 208.

Unsworth, K. & Parker, S. (2003). Proactivity amshavation: Promoting a new workforce
for the new workplace. In D. Holman, T. Wall, C.eGY, P. Sparrow & A. Howard (Eds.),



The New Workplace: A Guide to the Human Impact of Mndéforking PracticesWest
Sussex, UK: Wiley.

Valle, M. (1999). Crisis, culture and charisma: Thew leader's work in public
organizationsPublic Personnel Management, 28, 2, 245-257.

Waddock, S. & Graves, S. (1997). The corporateasgerformance-financial performance
link. Strategic Management Journal, 18, 4, 303-319.

Van de Ven, Andrew H. (1986). Central Problems e tManagement of Innovation.
Management Sciencg2, 5, 590-607.

Wood, D. J. (1991). Social Issues in Managementoffhand Research in Corporate Social
PerformanceJournal of Management 17, 2, 383—-406.

Wright, P. & Ferris, S. (1997). Agency conflict amrporate strategy: the effect of
divestment on corporate valugtrategic Management Journal, 18, 1, 77-83.

Zaltman, G., Duncan, R. & Holbek, J. (1973). Innmas and Organizations, Wiley, New
York, NY.

Zhou, J. & Shalley, C. E. (2003). Research on eyg#areativity: a critical review and
proposal for future research directions, in MartoacJ. J. & Ferris, G. R. (EdResearch in
Personel and Human Resource Managentesgvier, Oxford.

Appendices
Figure 1. How corporate social responsibility predits innovation climate

CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

FIRM PERFORMANCE FIRM RESPECTS THE INTERESTS
CONCERNING SOCIAL ISSUES OF AGENTS

¢—————————|—— -

INNOVATION




Study VI

Ubius, U., Alas, R. (2009). Innovation and Corper&ocial Responsibility in Estonian
Organizations. International Research Journal "lBrob and Perspectives in Management”,
2.



Innovation and Corporate Social Responsibility in Etonian Organizations

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to investigate conoestbetween innovation and corporate
social responsibility in Estonian organizations amdind out major influencing factors. The
interviews were conducted in 86 Estonian orgarreti

The results of an empirical study show that innimvaind corporate social responsibility are
closely related constructs in Estonian organizatidme author's survey shows that the main
focus of Estonian managers and employees, hasdregenerating innovations. According
to this study marketing and sales, product andga®nnovations took place most often in
Estonian organizations. Estonian organizations vate most often in order to increase
efficiency and to offer a better service.

Keywords: innovation, corporate social respongihiEstonia, public organization, private
organization.

Introduction

Today, pioneering enterprises integrate socialepnéneurship into their core activities by
actively chanelling their research-and-developnmapabilities in the direction of socially
innovative products and services (Schwab, 2008e&eh has called for organizations to be
more entrepreneurial, flexible, adaptive and intieeato effectively meet the changing
demands of today's environment (Orchard, 1998;d?&Bradley, 2000; Valle, 1999).

Asongu (2007) states that companies that haveisabta policies tend to be technological
leaders, as they seek imaginative new methods dducing pollution and increasing
efficiency. In many cases, these companies are tbleome out with new, innovative
products that out-pace most of their competitors.

According to Phills et. al. (2008) many social imabons involve the creation of new
business models that can meet the needs of undedsgropulations more efficiently,

effectively, and if not profitably, at least sustalbly. Borger and Kruglianskas (2006) found
that there were many evidences of a strong relstipnbetween the adoption of a CSR
strategy by the firm and an effective environmeatal innovative performance.

This study investigates connections between inmavadnd corporate social responsibility
(CSR) in Estonian private and public organizatiofitiere is no commonly accepted
definition about corporate social responsibilityar\swus conceptualizations of innovation and
corporate social responsibility have been discusgkd main aim of the study is to find out
connections between innovation and corporate saeegdonsibility and major influencing
factors. In recent years it is common to Estoniaganizations to develop and implement
CSR strategies and innovations. The semi-structunéerviews about innovation and
corporate social responsibility were conducted @ EBstonian private and public sector
organisations. The correlation analysis was usedroter to find statistically relevant



connections between innovation and corporate saesponsibility. The main research
guestion is: Are there connections between innowand corporate social responsibility?

This study, therefore, investigates connectionsvéen innovation and corporate social
responsibility. Current paper commences with aftimerview of the concepts of corporate
social responsibility and innovation. Data is cotésl from empirical studies in Estonian
public and private organizations. Results are dised.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Innovation

The Schumpeterian definition (Shumpeter, 1934) a@ihovation states that the
commercialization of all new combinations is basggbn the application of any of the
following: new materials and components, the iniicitbn of new processes, the opening of
new markets, and the introduction of new organmireti forms. Only when a change in
technology is involved is it termed an "inventioblit as soon as the business world becomes
involved, it becomes an "innovation" (Janszen, 2000

Innovation involves the creation of a new prodsetyice or process. "New” products can be
viewed in terms of their degree of newness, ran@iom a totally new, or discontinuous,
innovation to a product involving simple line extens or minor adaptations/adjustments
that are of an evolutionary, or incremental, naf@mentani, 2001).

Individual innovation helps to attain organizatibsaccess (Van de Ven, 1986; Amabile,
1988; Smith, 2000; Unsworth & Parker, 2003). Empkg/ innovative behaviour depends
greatly on their interaction with others in the Wwaace (Anderson et al., 2004; Zhou &
Shalley, 2003). According to Damanpour & Schne(@®06) the climate for innovation is a
direct result of top managers' personal and positioharacteristics.

Climate for innovation is studied as an indicatbth® capacity of organizations to become
innovative. That is, the degree of support and eragement an organization provides its
employees to take initiative and explore innova@ypproaches is predicted to influence the
degree of actual innovation in that organizatioraftihs & Terblanche, 2003; Mumford &
Gustafson, 1988).

Previous studies treated employees’ innovative Wiehas a one—dimensional construct that
encompasses both idea generation and applicatimewioe (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Janssen,
2000). This implies that differences in relevarader behavior between the two phases
remain invisible, which is why recent work recommenkeeping these phases of the
innovation process separate (Mumford & LicuananP420 Innovation theorists often
describe the innovation process as being compos$ev@ main phases: initiation and
implementation (Zaltman et al., 1973; Axtell et aD00).

According to Buckler & Zien (1996) innovation isetlpurpose of the whole organization, a
broad activity. In this kind of culture, new ideasme forward into an atmosphere of

enthusiastic support and a desire to contributbem, even though everyone knows that the
majority of these ideas will not make it to the kedr Innovative companies are on watch to
continually refresh this climate, because it cambgermined.



,Out of the box” thinking is certainly a major claateristic of an innovative environment. It
is essential to become somewhat comfortable wighidea that at times the ,unreasonable”
solution is exactly what's called for (Buckler &eai, 1996).

Types of innovations

According to OECD (2006) a product innovatigrthe introduction of a good or service that
is new or significantly improved with respect tg itharacteristics or intended uses. This
includes significant improvements in technical sipeations, components and materials,
incorporated software, user friendliness or othenctional characteristics. A process
innovation is the implementation of a new or sigaifhtly improved production or delivery
method. This includes significant changes in teghes, equipment and/or software. A
marketing innovation is the implementation of a maarketing method involving significant
changes in product design or packaging, producept&nt, product promotion or pricing.

A confirmatory analysis of the data from 85 pubiraries showed that, over consecutive
time periods, changes in the social structure,rgget by the adoption of administrative
innovations, lead to changes in the technical sysfrtrayed by the adoption of technical
innovations (Damanpour et al, 1989).

Specifically, process innovation may result in légiproductivity performance than product
innovation in the short run. This result stems fritva difference in efficiency growth when
productivity growth is decomposed into two compdserfficiency growth and technical
growth. That is, product innovation by definitiamvolves product development and radical
innovation and so, it can deteriorate efficiencgvgh relative to other types of innovation
due to the process of product development and dpestments that are needed to new
innovations whereas process innovation is implestend reduce defects, lead time, costs
and other factors, and as such is very efficientgntated. Consequently it helps improve
efficiency growth (Lee, Kang, 2007).

To summarize, the innovations differ accordingyjoet.

Process of innovation

Considering the wide variety of possible innovatiorms and application domains,
generalizations are difficuliThe innovation process encompasses several systestegis,
beginning from problem/requirement analysis to ideaeration, idea evaluation, project
planning, product development and testing to finploduct marketing. These steps may be
categorised into 3 broad phases — conception, mgéation and marketing. Conception
phase involves requirement analysis, idea generatiea evaluation and project planning.
Implementation phase involves development/constmctprototype development, pilot
application and testing. Marketing phase involvexipction, market launch and penetration
(Tiwari & Buse, 2007).

According to Coffin & Allen (2008) managing new plkect development effectively is a
trade-off between process and innovation. Compam#ed to develop new products quickly
and efficiently, and this demands that they be ggeariented.

According to Perez-Bustamente (1999) it is posstblddentify six basic phases in the
innovation process model (IPM) whose phases aremmomto most innovation processes:
problem identification phase, ideation phase, apghialevelopment phase, operationalisation
phase, evaluation phase, exploitation phase.

Corporate social responsibility (csr)



Different organizations have framed different dafoms about CSR - although there is

considerable common ground between them. Todayocatg leaders face a dynamic and
challenging task in attempting to apply societdlicatl standards to responsible business
practice (Morimoto et al., 2005). Nowadays corpesdcial responsibility is an integral part

of the business vocabulary and is regarded as @atfyuimportant issue in management

(Cornelius et al., 2008; Humphreys & Brown, 2008).

Sethi (1975) stated that whereas social obligatisnproscriptive in nature, social
responsibility is prescriptive. Jones (1980) stateat corporate social responsibility is the
notion that corporations have an obligation to tituesnt groups in society other than
stockholders and beyond that prescribed by lawwsmoin contract. Epstein (1987) provided
a definition of CSR in his quest to relate socedponsibility, responsiveness, and business
ethics.

According to Frederick (1960) social responsibility the final analysis implies a public
posture toward society's economic and human reeswand a willingness to see that those
resources are used for broad social ends and nmglysifor the narrowly circumscribed
interests of private persons and firms. The praperal responsibility of business is to tame
the dragon that is to turn a social problem inton@enic opportunity and economic benefit,
into productive capacity, into human competenceo iwell-paid jobs, and into wealth
(Drucker, 1984).

In the 1990s concept of corporate social perforraatieam emerged (Wood, 1991). Carroll
(1999) CSR model identifies four components: ecanprtegal, ethical and voluntary
(discretionary). The economic aspect is concerngl the economic performance of the
company; while the other three categories — legfhical, and discretionary — are address the
societal aspects of CSR.

Waddock & Graves (1997) have found positive refsdlop between a firm's social
performance and its financial performance, wheiaight and Ferris (1997) have found a
negative relationship. Orlitzky et al. (2003) clatimat there is strong empirical evidence
supporting the existence of a positive link betwsecial and financial performance.

Marcel van Marrewijk (2003) has narrowed down thenaept of corporate social

responsibility so that it covers three dimensiohsarporate action: economic, social and
environmental management. Garriga & Mele” (2004upged theories of corporate social
responsibility into four groups: instrumental, pickl, integral and ethical theories.

Hillman & Keim (2001) suggested that, when assegstie returns to CSR, it was critical to
discriminate between stakeholder management CSRs@ridl CSR. This is consistent with
Baron's (2001) distinction between altruistic artcategic CSR. More specifically, the
authors concluded that whereas stakeholder-orie@®B was positively correlated with
financial performance, social CSR was not.

Corporate social responsibility is a concept wheretimpanies fulfil accountability to their
stakeholders by integrating social and environmierdacerns in their business operations
(Tanimoto, Suzuki, 2005). Companies will necesganidve to take into account cultural
differences when defining their CSR policies anthownicating to stakeholders in different
countries (Bird & Smucker, 2007).

The tendency to invest in companies that practiceraport CSR is increasiri§leeper et al.,
2006). Corporate social responsibility forces répmsng of strategies from profit-driven



organizations to organizations with attention fbe tcompanies influence on social and
environmental aspects (Quaak et al., 2007).

Connections between innovation and corporate socia¢sponsibility

Today, pioneering enterprises integrate socialepnéneurship into their core activities by
actively chanelling their research-and-developnmpabilities in the direction of socially
innovative products and services (Schwab, 2008).

According to Borger and Kruglianskas (2006) it iasnd that there were many evidences of
a strong relationship between the adoption of a G8&egy by the firm and an effective
environmental and innovative performance.

According to Asongu (2007) the key to success imgusany type of innovation to a
company’s advantage from the CSR perspective otomunication with local municipal
authorities, the press and most importantly, theegd public that stands to benefit from such
initiatives.

Asongu (2007) states that companies that haveisabta policies tend to be technological
leaders, as they seek imaginative new methods dducing pollution and increasing
efficiency. In many cases, these companies are tbleome out with new, innovative
products that out-pace most of their competitors.

According to Phills et. al. (2008) many social imabons involve the creation of new
business models that can meet the needs of undedsgropulations more efficiently,
effectively, and if not profitably, at least susiably. Many innovations tackle social
problems or meet social needs, but only for sanbvations is the distribution of financial
and social value tilted toward society as a whélesocial innovation can be a product,
production process, or technology (much like inimrain general), but it can also be a
principle, an idea, a piece of legislation, a socivement, an intervention, or some
combination of them.

Based on the relevant literature we developeddhewing general propositions:

P1. Marketing and sales innovations are mostly appl@dovation types in Estonian
organizations

P2. Generating and realizing are mostly used procesgesnnovation in Estonian
organizations

P3. To increase efficiency and to offer a better senare the most important reasons for
innovations in Estonian organizations.

P4. Corporate strategy and strategic implementatienpasitively related to the success of
the implemented innovations.

P5. Innovations are successful in organizations wheaeagers support innovation.

P6. Innovations are successful in organizations wiESR influences innovation positively.

EMPIRICAL PART
Methodology

The main aim of this study was to examine the i@ighip between innovation and corporate
social responsibility in Estonian organizations.the end of 2008 survey was conducted in



86 Estonian organizations. The organizations inelvarious industries and sectors. The
sample consisted of 36 top managers (42%), 30 evlidher managers (35%) and 20
specialists (23%). 23 respondents (27%) workedpaldic organizations and 63 respondents
(73%) worked in the private organizations.

86, face-to-face, semi-structured interviews weyrdcicted with managers and employees.
The interview questions focused on innovation, ooafe social responsibility and the
relations between these constructs.

Although most questions were open-ended, in sorsescalosed-ended questions were used,
for example, in order to find out what kind of irmaions have been implemented, what part
of the innovation process are considered most itapbm Estonian organizations.

Authors read the transcripts and coded informatging emergent coding. Authors coded the
data and grouped the themes in similar categoFiesl coding labels were created based
upon the actual wording the research participasgsiu

Correlation analyses were carried out in order Hows statistically relevant connections
between innovation and corporate social respoitgibil

Results

Results

Respondents were asked to evaluate the types ovations (yes/no answer), the process of
innovation on a 4-point scale, indicators charasitey reasons for innovation (yes/no

answer), organizational functions (yes/no ansveeid organizational indicators on a 10-

point scale. Respondents evaluated also the siofeke implemented innovations on a 7-
point scale.

Types of innovations

The results indicate that marketing and sales (27#89duct (25%) and process (22%)
innovations had most often taken place in Estobrganizations. Support group innovations
(1%) and incremental (3%) innovations had takewelass in Estonian organizations (Table
1).

It should be noted that implementing innovationsriabeen practised for a long time in
Estonian organizations. It is a new issue in Estomirganizations and has came into practice
lately.

Technical innovations (r=.383, p<0.01) and marlgtnd sales innovations (r=.328, p<0.01)
are significantly correlated with the success efithplemented innovations (Table 1).

Table 1. Types of Innovations in Estonian Organizabns.

Types of innovations % of answers Correlation with
evaluation about
success of the
implemented
innovations
Incremental innovation 3% 146
Breakthrough innovation 11% .075
Process innovation 22% 151
Product innovation 25% 134
Marketing and sales innovatign 27% 328*
Support group innovation 1% .138
Technical invention 11% .38

** Correlations are significant at the 0.01 level



The process of innovation

The main focus of Estonian managers and employsaaexd to be on generating innovations
(33%). Respondents rated also highly two other spaft the process of innovation:
completing (26%) and realising (25%). Respondeatsdr low the part of the process of
innovation: exploring (16%) (Table 2).

Following processes of innovations: exploring (642p<0.01), generating (r=.265, p<0.01)
and realising (r=.309, p<0.01) are significantlyrretated with the success of the
implemented innovations (Table 2).

Table 2. Processes of Innovation in Estonian orgazations

Processes of % of Mean Std. Dev. Correlation
Innovations answers with evaluation
about success
of the
implemented
innovations
Exploring 16% 1.85 1.01 254**
Generating 33% 3.19 .92 .265**
Realising 25% 2.47 .87 .309**
Completing 26% 2.61 1.20 173

** Correlations are significant at the 0.01 level

Reasons for innovations

The most important reasons for innovations in Hatororganizations are: to increase
efficiency (28%) and to offer a better service (38%easons that were less mentioned
according to innovations in Estonian organizatiorese: to encourage wider participation
(1%), to start to use other resources (1%) anchppave effectiveness (4%) (Table 3).

The success of the implemented innovations areifisigntly correlated with following
reasons for innovations: to increase efficiency.32%, p<0.01), to offer a better service
(r=.478, p<0.01), to enhance expertise (r=.293,@K0and to improve effectiveness (r=.221,
p<0.05) (Table 3).

Table 3. Reasons for Innovations in Estonian organations

Reasons for Innovations % of answers Correlation vt
evaluation about
success of the
implemented
innovations
To make a difference 8% -.096
To increase efficiency 28% 327
To be creative 10% .041
To offer a better service 28% A478**
To enhance expertise 8% .293**
To make practical improvements 12% 074
To improve effectiveness 4% 221*
To encourage wider participation 1% 130
Other — to start to use other 1% -.153
resources




** Correlations are significant at the 0.01 level
* Correlations are significant at the 0.05 level

Organizational functions that are involved in innowating

Customer service (15%), process improvement (18é6porate strategy (12%), new product
development (12%) and recruitment (12%) arganizational functions that are mostly
involved in innovating in Estonian organizationsto€s functional teams (4%), product
features (7%), administration (8%), resourcing (8%{l strategic implementation (9%) are
less involved in innovating in Estonian organizati@Table 4).

Following organizational functions: administratiqr=.203, p<0.05), corporate strategy
(r=.212, p<0.05), resourcing (r=.319, p<0.01) atrdtsgic implementation (r=.336, p<0.01)
are significantly correlated with the success efithplemented innovations (Table 4).

Table 4. Organizational functions that are involved in innovating in Estonian

organizations

Organizational functions % of answers Correlation wth
evaluation about
success of the
implemented
innovations
Administration 8% .203*
Corporate strategy 12% .212*
Cross functional teams 4% .107
Customer service 15% -.057
New product development 12% 137
Process improvement 13% .097
Product features 7% -.016
Recruitment 12% .098
Resourcing 8% .319**
Strategic implementation 9% .336**

** Correlations are significant at the 0.01 level
* Correlations are significant at the 0.05 level

Organizational indicators that influence innovation

Clarity of vision and strategies (m=9.25, sd=.8B6anagers who support innovation (m=9.25,
sd=.44), strong organizational community (m=8.%5.85), transparency and truth (m=9.00,
sd=1.03), good treatment of people (m=8.75, sd=a&% focus on customers (m=8.75,
sd=.85) are mostly valuedrganizational indicators that influence innovatimgEstonian
organizations. Self selection (m=5.25, sd=1.37)pidimg the ,home run“ philosophy
(m=4.25, sd=1.40), tolerance of risk, mistakes &aildre (m=5.00, sd=1.34) and no hand-
offs (m=4.75, sd=1.91) were less valwgdanizational indicators that influence innovating
Estonian organizations (Table 5).



Following organizational indicators: support fottrapreneurs (r=.501, p<0.01), managers
who support innovation (r=.496, p<0.01), empowemdss-functional teams (r=.460,

p<0.01), discretionary time (r=.590, p<0.01), ditemon the future (r=.502, p<0.01), self-

selection (r=.547, p<0.01), no hand-offs (r=.4p%0.01), boundary crossing (r=.418,

p<0.01), strong organizational community (r=.2830/®1), choice of internal suppliers

(r=.289, p<0.01), measurement of innovation (r=,3840.05) and avoiding the "home run"

philosophy (r=.559, p<0.01) are significantly posty correlated with the success of the
implemented innovations. Following organizatiomaicators: decision making by the doers
(r=-.260, p<0.01) and transparency and truth (5%,20<0.01) are significantly negatively

correlated with the success of the implementedvations (Table 5).

Table 5. Organizational indicators that influence nnovating in Estonian organizations

Organizational Mean Std. Correlation
Indicators Dev. with evaluation
about success
of the

implemented
innovations

Clarity of vision and 9.25 .85 .053

strategies

Tolerance of risk, 5.00 1.34 .043

mistakes, and failure

Support for intrapreneurs 5.75 1.60 501**

Managers who support 9.25 A4 496**

innovation

Empowered cross- 6.00 1.65 460**

functional teams

Decision making by the 7.50 1.54 -.260**

doers

Discretionary time 6.00 1.57 .590**

Attention on the future 8.50 1.15 .502**

Self-selection 5.25 1.37 H47**

No hand-offs 4.75 1.91 A27+*

Boundary crossing 6.00 1.65 418**

Strong organizational 8.75 .85 .283**

community

Focus on customers 8.75 .85 -.044

Choice of internal 8.00 1.03 .289**

suppliers

Measurement of 7.75 .85 .201*

innovation

Transparency and truth 9.00 1.03 -.251**

Good treatment of 8.75 .85 134

people

Social, environmental, 8.00 1.26 126

and ethical responsibility

Avoiding the "home run’ 4.25 1.40 559**

philosophy




** Correlations are significant at the 0.01 level
* Correlations are significant at the 0.05 level

Connections between CSR and innovation
The success of the implemented innovations arefisigntly correlated with an indicator -
CSR influences innovation (r=.524, p<0.01).

Indicators Mean Std. Dev. Correlation with
evaluation about
success of the
implemented
innovations

CSR influences 3.46 1.57 .524**
innovation

** Correlations are significant at the 0.01 level

Conclusions

Empirical study in Estonian organizations indicatibst innovations are successfully
implemented in organizations where managers suppodgnd where CSR influences
innovations positively.

The propositions discussed at the beginning op#peer will now be re-evaluated.

P1 postulated that marketing and sales innovatiorsnawstly applied innovation types in
Estonian organizations. This postulate was supgobg findings. Marketing and sales
innovations are mostly applied innovations in Egtororganizations.

P2 postulated that generating and realizing are massled processes of innovation in
Estonian organizations. This postulate was alsgp@ted by findings. Realizing and
generating are indeed important parts of the psoégnovations in Estonian organizations.
In addition to this completing was also rated hyghuhd is therefore also an important part of
the process of innovations.

P3 postulated that the most important reasons fasvations in Estonian organizations are to
increase efficiency and to offer a better servi€his postulate was also supported by
findings. To increase efficiency and to offer atbeservice are the most important reasons
for innovations in Estonian organizations.

P4 postulated that corporate strategy and strategpdeimentation are positively related to
the success of the implemented innovations. Thistutate was supported by findings.
Corporate strategy and strategic implementatiorsayaficantly correlated with the success
of the implemented innovations. In addition to tlidministration was also significantly
correlated with the success of the implementedvations.

P5 postulated that innovations are successful in rorgéions where managers support
innovation. This postulate was supported by findinbpnovations that are supported by
managers are successfully implemented.

P6 postulated that innovations are successful in roegéions where CSR influences
innovation positively. This postulate was suppotigdindings. Implemented innovations are
successful in organizations where it is considéinet CSR influences innovation positively.

According to this study marketing and sales, prodnd process innovations took place most
often in Estonian organizations. Technical innawadi and marketing and sales innovations
are significantly correlated with the success ef thhplemented innovations. Nowadays it is
very common to put a lot of effort into marketingdasales innovations in Estonian

organizations and as the study showed it is alsteic@to the success.



The main focus of Estonian managers and emplagees generating innovations and also
completing and realising innovations. Following gaeses of innovations: exploring,
generating and realising are significantly coredflatvith the success of the implemented
innovations. Therefore generating and realisingraportant processes of innovations, which
are also related to the success of the innovatioBstonian organizations.

The most important reasons for innovations in Hatororganizations are: to increase
efficiency and to offer a better service. The sascef the implemented innovations are
significantly correlated with following reasons fanovations: to increase efficiency, to offer
a better service, to enhance expertise and to wepeffectiveness. Estonian organizations
innovate in order to increase efficiency and teofi better service and it is related to the
success of the implemented innovations.

Customer service, process improvement, corporastegly, new product development and
recruitment areorganizational functions that are mostly involvedimnovating in Estonian
organizations. Following organizational functionadministration, corporate strategy,
resourcing and strategic implementation are sicguifily correlated with the success of the
implemented innovations. Therefore organizatidaattion - corporate strategy is involved
in innovating in Estonian organizations and is akated to the success of the implemented
innovations.

Clarity of vision and strategies, managers who euppnovation, strong organizational
community, transparency and truth and good treatnwnpeople are mostly valued
organizational indicators that influence innovatiimg Estonian organizations. Following
organizational indicators: support for intrapremgumanagers who support innovation,
empowered cross-functional teams, discretionarg tiattention on the future, self-selection,
no hand-offs, boundary crossing, strong orgaromali community, choice of internal
suppliers, measurement of innovation and avoidihg thome run" philosophy are
significantly positively correlated with the sucsed the implemented innovations. Therefore
managers who support innovation is an importanticatdr that influence innovating in
Estonian organizations and this indicator is akdated to the success of the implemented
innovations.

Finally the success of the implemented innovatemessignificantly correlated with an
indicator - CSR influences innovation.

Our findings are consistent with following studies:

Today, pioneering enterprises integrate socialepnéneurship into their core activities by
actively chanelling their research-and-developnwapabilities in the direction of socially
innovative products and services (Schwab, 200&ongdu (2007) states that companies that
have sustainable policies tend to be technolodeadlers, as they seek imaginative new
methods for reducing pollution and increasing &ficy. In many cases, these companies are
able to come out with new, innovative products thatpace most of their competitors.

According to Phills et. al. (2008) many social imabons involve the creation of new
business models that can meet the needs of undedsgropulations more efficiently,
effectively, and if not profitably, at least sustably. Borger and Kruglianskas (2006) found
that there were many evidences of a strong relstipnbetween the adoption of a CSR
strategy by the firm and an effective environmeatal innovative performance.

To summarise, innovation and corporate social msipdity are related constructs in
Estonian organizations. Estonian organizationsgpldt of effort into marketing and sales
innovations which are related to the success ofrtipfemented innovations. Generating and
realising are important processes of innovationsEstonian organizations and these
processes are related to the success of the imptechénnovations. Estonian organizations
innovate in order to increase efficiency and t@p# better service and therefore innovations
are successful. Corporate strategy is involvednimovating and it is also related to the



success. Innovations that are supported by managess successfully implemented.
Implemented innovations are successful in orgaioaatwhere it is considered that CSR
influences innovation positively.

Implications for managers — there is connectionwbenh corporate social responsibility and
innovation. Innovations that are supported by maragare successfully implemented.
Implemented innovations are successful in orgaioatwhere it is considered that CSR
influences innovation positively. Corporate stragtég involved in innovating and it is also
related to the success. Limitations of study -dleme also limitations in this study connected
with its general framework. The author explored arete connections between a limited
number of factors and the other influences have e for future research. This research
was done in Estonian, public and private orgarorstiand results from other countries and
organizations can be different.

Further research proposal - the connection betwsmporate social responsibility and
innovation could be studied in more detail by usitige results of this research.
Organizational culture change over time and thipaat on corporate social responsibility
and innovation should be studied. Organizationdedeship and business ethics should be
measured and connections concerning corporatel sesponsibility and innovation should
be analyzed. In order to get more information abibwt influence of institutional stage,
comparative studies should be done in other cmstsuch as other European Union
countries, USA etc.
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Appendix 1.

Interview questions.
Company name:
Number of employees:
Industry:

Year of establishment:
Your position:

1. What is thought by "innovation™ in your orgartina?

2. Describe the most significant or creative prest@n/idea that was
developed/implemented in your organization.

3. Describe a time when a creative solution/idegégot/report came up to a problem in your
organization.

4. Tell me about a time when a new process or progras created that was considered
risky. What was the situation and what was done?

5. Can you think of a situation where innovatiorswequired at work? What was done in this
situation in your work?

6.When were the main innovations implemented irr ywganization? Which factors caused
these innovations?

7. In what areas do the current measurement systény®ur organization do more to
encourage than to discourage innovation? Pleasentr ‘+’ in following table:

Factor

Incremental innovation

Breakthrough innovation

Process innovation

Product innovation

Marketing and sales innovation

Support group innovation

Technical invention

8. Why would your organization innovate ? Pleasekrttzose that apply to you.

Factor

To make a difference




To increase efficiency

To be creative

To offer a better service

To enhance expertise

To make practical improvements

To improve effectiveness

To encourage wider participation

9. On what sort of issues would you get involvethimovating? Please rank in order of
frequency your top four, with 1 being most frequénhext most frequent, etc.

Issues

Administration

Corporate strategy

Cross functional teams

Customer service

New product development

Process improvement

Product features

Recruitment

Resourcing

Strategic implementation

Other (please describe)

10. Innovation contains four different processesexploring, generating realising and
completing. Please evaluate these process accdaliimge you spent on them. | spend most
of the time — 4 points, then next — 3 points, thert — 2 points and next — 1 point.

Exploring -

Generating -

Realising -

Completing -

11.How did the implementation of organizationalauation take place ? Which steps were
taken in the process of implementation of orgaronal innovation ?

12.Did you meet resistance to innovation? How téssstance appeared? Please describe it.
13.What did your company do to overcome resistamaenovation?

14.How do you evaluate success of the implementedvations in your company on a 7
point scale (7 is the highest mark and 1 the lowest

15. Which were the most difficult issues during timplementation of innovations?

16. What did you learn from implementation of theseovations? What would you do
differently in the future?

17. How do you define corporate social responsyhiti your organization?



18. What kind of organizational culture supportgoooate social responsibility ?
19. What kind of organizational culture supportsawations in organization?

20. How does corporate social responsibility infice innovations discovery and
implementation?

21. Please evaluate the indicators in followinddab your organization as a whole. Think
about all employees. Please use a 10 point scdlis ¢he highest mark and 1 the lowest).

Indicator Grade from 1 to 10

Clarity of vision and strategies

Tolerance of risk, mistakes and failure

Support for intrapreneurs

Managers who support innovation

Empowered cross-functional teams

Decision making by the doers

Discretionary time

Attention on the future

Self selection

No hand-offs

Boundary crossing

Strong organizational community

Focus on customers

Choice of internal suppliers

Measurement of innovation

Transparency and truth

Good treatment of people

Social, environmental and ethical
responsibility

Avoiding the ,home run“ philosophy




Part 4. CONCLUSIONS

4.1 Discussion of the research propositions

Today, successful enterprises integrate corporaigals responsibility and innovation
performance. Organizations need to be more flexdudiaptive and innovative to effectively
meet the changing demands of today's environmdd.ré&sults of this survey in Estonian,
Chinese, Japanese, Czech, Finnish, German, Rumsia8lovakian organizations reveal that
there is connection between corporate social resbpitity and innovation climate. This
relationship is influenced by organizational cudtuindividual and organizational level
factors and social, political, economical, histaticand cultural environment where
organization is operating.

P1. Corporate social responsibility predicts indidal and organizational level factors.
This postulate was supported by findings. Accorditag the study corporate social
responsibility predicts individual and organizaabtevel factors, but it differs according to
different countries. The biggest similarities wdoeind concerning the facet of corporate
social responsibility - firm respects the interest@gents, which is predicted in Estonia and
Japan by job satisfaction, powerfulness of firmcompetition against rivals, behaviour of
management and policy of firm. The differences wetmd concerning the facet of corporate
social responsibility - firm performance concernisgcial issues, which is predicted by
powerfulness of firm in competition against rivaisd policy of firm in both countries but
also by meaning of work and attitude toward thenfin Estonia and by job satisfaction and
behaviour of management in Japan. The differenees be explained by organisational
culture in both countries which is different. ThHere in Estonian enterprises firm
performance concerning social issues is achievedsbyring meaningful work and positive
attitude toward the firm among employees wherea®pan it is assured by management and
employees job satisfaction.

Corporate social responsibility in enterprise isorsgly influenced by society where
enterprise is operating. The Japanese approactigsedt from the Western approach, given
various particularities in the Japanese economysamitty. Even though many companies
are now acting on a global scale, they may stilehaational, or at least regional,
characteristics. Differences and similarities concw corporate social responsibility
indicate that corporate social responsibility isluenced by similar factors in different
countries and also by different factors in difféarenuntries. Differences are influenced by
different social, economical, political and culturbackground where organization is
operating.

P2. Organizational culture predicts individual amdanizational level factors.

There is the critical need for culture change irdera organizations. The chaotic, rapid-fire
vacillations in the external environment createribk that yesterday's organizational culture
will inhibit rather than contribute to corporatecsass (Cameron, Quinn, 1999). There are
many kinds or levels of culture that affect indived and organizational behaviour.
Researchers such as Hofstede (1980) and Trompe(a8€2) have reported marked
differences among continents and countries basedcemain key dimensions. This
proposition was supported by findings. The concdudrom this study is that organizational
culture types — clan, market, hierarchy and adloycpaedict individual level factors — job
satisfaction, meaning of work and attitude towdre firm and organizational level factors -



powerfulness of firm in competition against rivatghaviour of management and policy of
firm (Study I1).

P3. Organizational culture predicts corporate $aegponsibility

This proposition was partly supported by findingdl four organizational culture types
according to Cameron and Quinn (1999) - hierarckan, market, and adhocracy predict the
facet of CSR - the firm performance concerningaadssues. 3 organizational culture types —
clan, hierarchy and adhocracy predict the face€C8R - the firm respects the interests of
agents (Table 1 in Study II).

According to Strautmanis (2007) social respongibis part of organizational culture and a
value in the organizational culture environmentv@&epment of social responsibility is a
change in values orientation, whose task is shapimeg attitudes, transformation of the
personal position so that it matches individual @udblic interests. Managers in wealthier
countries are clearly less inclined to think abthe welfare of the greater community or
society in their decision-making. In poorer couggrimanagers may feel more of a personal
responsibility toward the community and societyaage (Waldmaret al., 2006). A crucial
aspect of business today is the corporate socthkeamironmental responsibility behavior of
all companies, but particularly of those within therld economic power basis because these
countries set the norms for others to follow (Bwr2001).

P4. Individual, organizational level factors andjamizational culture predict innovation
climate

This proposition was supported by findings. Induad level factors - job satisfaction,
meaning of work and attitude toward the firm prédimovation climate in this study.
Organizational level factors - powerfulness of fimcompetition against rivals, behaviour of
management and policy of firm predict innovatiommelte in this study. Organizational
culture predicts innovation climate but it diffexrscording to different countries.

As the environmental changes and demands orgamzato change and adapt to new
conditions, innovations are the vehicle to intragluthange into outputs, structure and
processes and factors at different levels — indiaid organizational and environmental
(Fariborz, 1991).

Individual level factors - job satisfaction, meagiof work and attitude toward the firm

predict innovation climate, organizational levettfars - powerfulness of firm in competition

against rivals, behaviour of management and pafdyrm also predict innovation climate in

Estonian, Slovakian, Czech, Russian, Chinese grah&ae enterprises.

Four organizational culture types — clan, hierarehgrket and adhocracy predict innovation
climate. Connection between organizational culttyiges and innovation climate differs

according to countries. In China, Japan and Estibmee organizational culture types — clan,
market and adhocracy predict innovation climateSlovakia and Czech two organizational
culture types —market and adhocracy predict innonatlimate. In Russia one organizational
culture type - adhocracy predicts innovation ctiena

P5.Corporate social responsibility predicts innovatatimate.

Social, political and economic environment whergaoiization is operating influences how
corporate social responsibility predicts innovataimate. In different countries concepts of
corporate social responsibility and innovation @imare understood and applied differently
in organizations.

There are similarities and differences concernhng ¢connections between corporate social
responsibility and innovation climate in differarguntries.



This proposition was partly supported by findingsom this study one facet of corporate
social responsibility - the firm performance comieg social issues predicts innovation
climate in all seven countries - Estonia, Chinayn@my, Finland, Czech, Slovakia and
Japan. Another facet of corporate social respditgibi the firm respects the interests of
agents predicts innovation climate in 3 countrieSstonia, Czech and Slovakia and doesn’t
predict innovation climate in 4 countries - Chidapan, Finland and Germany. Therefore
innovation climate is influenced by the facet ofpmrate social responsibility - the firm
respects the interests of agents and this reldtipns influenced by social, political and
economic environment where organization is opegatiBocial, political and economic
environment in Estonia, Czech and Slovakia has Is#milar during the last decades and
different from China, Japan, Germany and Finlarstofia, Czech and Slovakia have been
influenced by Soviet Union. Estonia was occupied944, Czechoslavakia in 1948. In 1990s
Slovakia, Czech and Estonia gained independendghvde countries joined the European
Union in 2004. Germany, Finland, Japan and ChirsaHaal different political, economical
and social environment. Therefore institutionainfework has influence on the connection
between innovation climate and the facet of corfgosacial responsibility - the firm respects
the interests of agents.

Some corporate leaders now see CSR as part ofdineiegic management program, while
others see it as a source of innovation (Allen &tdd, 2006).

According to Borger and Kruglianskas (2006) it iasnd that there were many evidences of
a strong relationship between the adoption of a G8&egy by the firm and an effective
environmental and innovative performance. Todapneering enterprises integrate social
entrepreneurship into their core activities by \adfi chanelling their research-and-
development capabilities in the direction of sdgiahnovative products and services
(Schwab, 2008). Asongu (2007) states that compdhashave sustainable policies tend to
be technological leaders, as they seek imaginaidwe methods for reducing pollution and
increasing efficiency. In many cases, these congsaare able to come out with new,
innovative products that out-pace most of their petitors.Most difficult and important
social problems can’'t be understood and solvedhowit innovative climate in the
organization, without understanding the interestdifferent agents and without taking into
account the influence of social, political and emoit environment.

P6. There is connection between corporate sogabresibility and success of innovations.

This postulate was supported by findings. Empirgtatly in Estonian organizations indicates
that innovations are successfully implemented iganizations where CSR influences
innovations positively. According to Borger and Klianskas (2006) it was found that there
were many evidences of a strong relationship batvee adoption of a CSR strategy by the
firm and an effective environmental and innovatiperformance. Today, pioneering
enterprises integrate social entrepreneurship timo core activities by actively chanelling
their research-and-development capabilities indinection of socially innovative products
and services (Schwab, 2008). Asongu (2007) stdiass dompanies that have sustainable
policies tend to be technological leaders, as #emk imaginative new methods for reducing
pollution and increasing efficiency. In many caghese companies are able to come out with
new, innovative products that out-pace most ofrtbe@mnpetitors.

According to Phills et. al. (2008) many social imatbons involve the creation of new
business models that can meet the needs of undedsgropulations more efficiently,
effectively, and if not profitably, at least susiaibly.

To summarise, corporate social responsibility amgcess of innovations are related
constructs in Estonian organizations. Implementethovations are successful in



organizations where it is considered that CSR arfies innovation positively. According to
this study there is connection between corporataksesponsibility and innovation in
Estonian organizations.

4.2. The results in the institutional context

Institutionalisation stage at the societal levelluences the impact of corporate social
responsibility on innovation climate. The authourid that innovation climate is influenced
by the facet of corporate social responsibilithe firm respects the interests of agents and
this relationship is influenced by social, econahi@and political environment where
organization is operating. According to the resolftshis study one facet of corporate social
responsibility - the firm performance concerningiabissues predicts innovation climate in
all seven countries. Another facet of corporateataesponsibility - the firm respects the
interests of agents predicts innovation climatethree countries — Estonia, Czech and
Slovakia and doesn't predict innovation climatéounr countries - China, Japan, Finland and
Germany. Estonia, Czech and Slovakia were influgrme Soviet Union and organizations
were operating in socialist planned economy dutimg time. In 1990s Slovakia, Czech and
Estonia gained independence and in 2004 all thoemtdes joined the European Union,
where organizations are operating in capitaliston®my. Therefore organizations in all
three countries had to operate in an environment¢hwtiansformed from socialist planned
economy to capitalistic economy. Germany, Finlajahan and China has had different
political, economical and social environment. There institutional framework has
influence on the connection between innovation ateamand the facet of corporate social
responsibility - the firm respects the interestagénts.

The conclusion from this study is that organizagioculture types — clan, market, hierarchy
and adhocracy predict individual level factors - jsatisfaction, meaning of work and
attitude toward the firm and organizational le\adtbrs - powerfulness of firm in competition
against rivals, behaviour of management and palityfirm and this connection differs
according to countries.

All four organizational culture types according@meron and Quinn (1999) - hierarchy,
clan, market and adhocracy predict the facet of €8 firm performance concerning social
issues. 3 organizational culture types — clan,anadry and adhocracy predict the facet of
CSR - the firm respects the interests of agentbl€TAin Study II).

Different organizational culture types are domingtin enterprises from different countries.
In Estonian and Finnish enterprises clan, in Clanessterprises market and adhocracy, in
Japanese enterprises market and hierarchy, in &ussid German enterprises market, in
Czech and Slovakian enterprises hierarchy culyypest were rated highly.

From this study all four organizational culture égp- clan, hierarchy, market and adhocracy
predict innovation climate but this connection eliff according to countries. In China, Japan
and Estonia three organizational culture types an,clmarket and adhocracy predict
innovation climate. In Slovakia and Czech two oigational culture types —market and
adhocracy predict innovation climate. In Russia organizational culture type - adhocracy
predicts innovation climate. Therefore social, wrdt, political, historical and economical
environment where organization is operating infoesn the connection between
organizational culture and innovation climate.



According to the institutionalist perspective, argations are socially embedded in a
particular society (Geppert, 2003). According toyleet. al. (1994) institutions are accounts
of how the social world works and embody normagvieciples and social values.

Social, cultural, political, historical and econaali environment where organization is
operating influences the connection between cotpaacial responsibility and innovation
climate.

CORPORTAE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

N N,

INDIVIDUAL LEVEL FACTORS ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL FACTORS

Job Meaning of Attitude Behaviour of Powerfulness of firm in Policy of
satisfaction work toward the mana- competition against firm
firm gement rivals

N |/

INNOVATION, INNOVATION CLIMATE

ORGANIZATION CULTURE

Figure 2: The impact of corporate social responsibility onavation climate.

4.3. Implications for managers, limitations and sugestions for further
research

The author has described some implications for gewsain Estonian, Chinese, German,
Finnish, Czech, Slovakian, Russian and Japanesaniaegions. The model consists of
following parts: (1) determining individual leveddtors; (2) determining organizational level
factors; (3) determining organizational culturedyg4) analyzing organizations™ corporate
social responsibility strategy; (5) analyzing ihgional context; (6) predicting organizations

innovative performance (Figure 2).

Through the identification of individual and orgaaiional level factors, organizational

culture and corporate social responsibility strgteganagers are in a better position to
understand the innovative performance of the engasyin the organization. Managers are



successful in creating an innovative environmenthie organisation when they have clear
understanding of the indicators that influence it.

There is connection between corporate social respitity and innovation climate.
Innovations that are supported by managers areessitdly implemented. Implemented
innovations are successful in organizations wheres iconsidered that CSR influences
innovation positively. Corporate strategy is invavin innovating and it is also related to the
success (Study V).

National culture where organization is operatiniuignces how organizational culture types
predict individual and organizational level factortn different countries different
organizational culture types dominate. Nowadayis tommon that subunit of one culture
type exists in larger organizations that have aidant culture of a different type.

There is the critical need for culture change indera organizations. Nowadays it is also
common that culture type in organization has chdrmgeer time and it consists the traits of
different culture types. Usually one culture typmmihates. Therefore it is important to be
aware of all existing culture types in organizatiamd their impact on individual,
organizational level factors, corporate social oesibility and innovation climate.

The conclusion from this study is that organizagioculture types — clan, market, hierarchy
and adhocracy predict individual level factors - jsatisfaction, meaning of work and
attitude toward the firm and organizational le\adtbrs - powerfulness of firm in competition
against rivals, behaviour of management and palityfirm and this connection differs
according to countries.

Innovation climate is a complex entity. Individuevel factors - job satisfaction, meaning of
work and attitude toward the firm and organizatidesel factors - powerfulness of firm in
competition against rivals, behaviour of managenaamt policy of firm predict innovation
climate. Therefore managers should be aware ofetheffuences when they create an
innovative climate in an organization.

Although some useful conclusions and implicatiorerevdrawn, it should be stressed that
such complex phenomenas as corporate social rabpitypsand innovation can only be
touched by one doctorate thesis. As with all redearojects, the research conducted by the
author of this thesis has limitations and requicdsw-up studies.

There are limitations of this study connected with general framework. Due to the
limitations of this doctoral thesis, the author fasused only on individual, organizational
level factors and organizational culture, there Ildoalso be other factors influencing
corporate social responsibility and innovation @imin organizations. The author explored
concrete connections between a limited numberaidfa, and the other influences have been
left for further research. Besides the importarfcadividual, organizational level factors and
organizational culture to the connection betweempa@te social responsibility and
innovation, the other factors like ethics and lealdg could also be taken into consideration.
Different leadership styles should be analyzed eoring the application of corporate social
responsibility strategy and management of innowatidusiness ethics should be analyzed
according to corporate social responsibility antbiation.

This research project was done in both private puldlic organizations. But the research
results cannot be generalised for both sectorsausecthe amount of research done in the
public organizations was limited. The questionreiere conducted in Estonian, Chinese,
German, Finnish, Czech, Slovakian and Japanestrielelectronic machine, retail store,
information-software production and machine-buitdirenterprises. In this case the
enterprises branches were not representative twliloée business era. In order to get more



information about the influence of institutionahgé upon the connection between corporate
social responsibility and innovation, comparatitiedges could be done in other countries like
USA, other European Union countries, Australia.eAtion should also be turned to other
industries. Studies should also be conducted irimational organizations.

The connection between corporate social respoitgitahd innovation climate could be
studied in more detail by using the model develdpetis doctorate thesis. Questions should
be also about the attitudes toward the implementeobvations and corporate social
responsibility strategies. Questions should alsoabeut different leadership styles and
business ethics.

Besides finding connections between corporate keegponsibility and innovation, it is
important to analyze other factors, e.g. leadershyfes, business ethics that influence this
relationship and it is also important to analyzes tbonnection broader, for example in
multinational companies.

4.4. The main conclusions at individual, organizatinal and societal level

The main conclusions of this doctoral researchdea@/n out on three levels: at the individual
level, at the organizational level and at the maevel of societies.
Conclusions at the individual level:
- Individual level factors - job satisfaction, meamiaf work and attitude toward the
firm predict innovation climate (Study V).

- Individual level factors - job satisfaction, meamiaf work and attitude toward the
firm are predicted by the facets of corporate docesponsibility — the firm
performance concerning social issues and the fespects the interests of agents
(Study ).

- Individual level factors — job satisfaction, meapiof work and attitude toward the
firm are also predicted by four organizational gréttypes — clan, market, hierarchy
and adhocracy (Study II).

- Therefore organizational culture and organisatiocporate social responsibility
strategy influence how satisfied people are withrttvork, how meaningful is a work
for them and what are their attitudes toward tha fand these individual level factors
influence organizations™ innovation climate.

Conclusions at the organizational level:

- Two facets of corporate social responsibility —fin@ performance concerning social
issues and the firm respects the interests of aggmedict individual and
organizational level factors (Study I).

- Organizational culture types — clan, market, hirgr and adhocracy predict
individual level factors — job satisfaction, meamiof work and attitude toward the
firm and organizational level factors - powerfulges firm in competition against
rivals, behaviour of management and policy of f(@tudy II).

- All four organizational culture types according @ameron and Quinn (1998) -
hierarchy, clan, market and adhocracy predict élcetfof CSR - the firm performance
concerning social issues. Three organizationalucelltypes — clan, hierarchy and
adhocracy predict the facet of CSR - the firm respé¢he interests of agents. One
organizational culture type — market doesn't ptethe facet of CSR - the firm
respects the interests of agents (Study IlI).



- Individual, organizational level factors and orgaational culture predict innovation
climate (Study IV).

- From this study two facets of corporate social oesgbility - the firm performance
concerning social issues and the firm respectintieeest of agents predict innovation
climate (Study V).

- Corporate social responsibility and success ofwation are positively related (Study
VI).

- Therefore corporate social responsibility predintsovation climate directly and also
through individual and organizational level factofs means that organizations’
corporate social responsibility strategy has iniltee on employees job satisfaction,
their attitude toward the firm, powerfulness ofnfirin competition against rivals,
behaviour of management, and policy of firm and¢himdividual and organizational
level factors in turn influence innovation clima@xganizational culture surrounds all
these factors and influences individual, organiretl level factors, corporate social
responsibility and innovation climate.

Conclusions at the macro level of societies:

- Corporate social responsibility predicts individaald organizational level factors, but
it differs according to different countries. Thegdest similarities were found
concerning the facet of corporate social respolitgibifirm respects the interests of
agents, which is predicted in Estonia and Japajolbysatisfaction, powerfulness of
firm in competition against rivals, behaviour of mgement and policy of firm. The
differences were found concerning the facet of o social responsibility - firm
performance concerning social issues, which isipted by powerfulness of firm in
competition against rivals and policy of firm inthaountries but also by meaning of
work and attitude toward the firm in Estonia andjddy satisfaction and behaviour of
management in Japan. The differences can be erdldin organisational culture in
both countries which is different. Therefore indsan enterprises firm performance
concerning social issues is achieved by assuringnmgful work and positive
attitude toward the firm among employees whereaslapan it is assured by
management and employees job satisfaction (Study 1)

- In different countries different culture types -art] market, hieararchy and adhocracy
predict individual and organizational level factai$ferently. Organizations are, in
many ways, embedded in larger society in which theyst and therefore
organizations™ organizational culture is influencég national culture where
organization is operating (Study II).

- Clan and market organizational culture types pte#lidacets of corporate social
responsibility - the firm performance concerningiabissues and the firm respects
the interests of agents. Hierarchy and adhocraggrizational culture types predict 1
facet of corporate social responsibility - the fipgrformance concerning social issues
according to this study in Estonian, Chinese, JagmahRussian enterprises. Different
organizational culture types are dominating in gises from different countries. In
Estonian enterprises clan, in Chinese enterprisakanh and adhocracy, in Japan
enterprises market and hierarchy and in Russiaergiges market culture type were
rated highly (Study III).

- Four organizational culture types — clan, hieraramarket and adhocracy predict
individual, organizational level factors and innbga climate. Connection between
organizational culture types and innovation climdiféers according to countries.In
China, Japan and Estonia three organizational reultypes — clan, market and



adhocracy predict innovation climate. In Slovakiad aCzech two organizational
culture types —market and adhocracy predict innomatlimate. In Russia one
organizational culture type - adhocracy predict®vation climate (Study V).

One facet of corporate social responsibility - fine performance concerning social
issues predicts innovation climate in all sevenntoes - Estonia, China, Germany,
Finland, Czech, Slovakia and Japan. Another fatebiporate social responsibility -
the firm respects the interests of agents prednetsvation climate in 3 countries —
Estonia, Czech and Slovakia and doesn't predicviation climate in 4 countries -
China, Japan, Finland and Germany. Therefore itrmva&limate is influenced by
the facet of corporate social responsibility - flien respects the interests of agents
and this relationship is influenced by social, pcdl and economical environment
where organization is operating. Social, politiGald economic environment in
Estonia, Czech and Slovakia has been similar ddasigdecades and different from
China, Japan, Germany and Finland (Study V).

Therefore corporate social responsibility predintsovation climate directly and also
individual and organizational level factors whiehturn predict innovation climate.
Organizational culture surrounds all these factarsd influences individual,
organizational level factors, corporate social oesbility and innovation climate.
Social, economical, political, historical and cuétu environment surrounds and
influences organizational culture and individualrganizational level factors,
corporate social responsibility and innovation @imand connections between them.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1. Questionnaires about individual leveldctors

Job satisfaction

Are you satisfied with following
working conditions?

Dissatisfied

More or les

Uy

Satisfié

xd

a. Self-actualization of your ability «

work

b. Range of your competence at work

c. Labor conditions (e.g. light, heating,

noise)

d. Trust between workers and
management

e. Work load

f. Length of working time

g. Payments and bonuses

h. Competence of management

i. Promotion possibilities

j. Training and retraining

k. Security of employment

I. Equal opportunities for men and
women

m. Welfare provisions in the firm

n. Interaction with your boss

0. Interaction with your colleagues

p. Access to information about
organization




Meaning of work

What do you think about the meaning of work?

Entirely
disagree

More
or less

Completely,
agree

a. Work gives you status and prestige

2

b. Work provides you with income that is neede 1

23

c. Work keeps you absorbed in and excited

2

d. Work provides you with social contact with

other people

e. Work is a way for you to serve for society

W

f. Work is in itself interesting

Attitude toward the firm

How do you think of your attitudes toward
the firm?

disagree

Unsure

agree

a. | always have ideas that can be approve
by management

[®N

b. I would like to take part in company’s
decision making, because I think my opinig
is important

n

c. | could take managerial position is
situation demanded it

d. | am ready to take risk if it is approved

e.lt is normal to sacrifice something for
organization’s sake

f. Sometimes | feel myself a screw in a larg
machine

e 1 2

Appendix 2. Questionnaires about organisational leal factors

Powerfulness of firm in competition against rivals

Powerless at
all

How much do you think
your firm is powerful in
competition against rivals

Unsure

Powerful
enough




concerning different aspects
below raised?

a. Image of the firm 1

b. Quality of products and 1
service

c. Cost 1

d. Brand 1

e. Technology 1

f. Marketing 1

g. Scale merit 1

h. Aftercare service 1

i. Quality of human 1
resources

N
pbbhbb

j. Capability of Top 1
management

Behaviour of management

As for the behaviour of management, do yc
agree the following views?

palisagree

Unsure

agree

a. If management promised something, than 1

it will do what promised

nY

b. Management is sure that it controls activ
of all departments

ity 1

c. Leaders of organization have long term
goals

d. Management puts clear goals for worker

[72]
[EEY

e. Leaders & managers follow principles the
set for the organization

f. There is a clear set of principles that are
followed by organization in it's activity

Policy of firm

How do you perceive policy of your firm ?

disagree

unsure

agree




a. Management is apt to be behind the time 1 3 5
for reacting to changing market

b. We always try to overcome our rivals 1

c. If market demands it, our organization can 1

quickly restructure

d. Goals of organization are clearly seton all 1 3 5
organization’s levels

€. In some situations instructions and 1 3 5
regulations are obstacles to effective work

f.itis possible to be a good manager even|not 1 3 5
knowing answers to all questions of

subordinates

g. In some cases one worker is under two 1 3 5
managers

h. Every process of work is governed in 1 3 5
detail by instructions and rules

i. The order of organization is not 1 3 5
hierarchically structured rigidly

j. Employees qualification is considered to pe 1 3 5
a very important source of competitive

domination

k. Resources including human resources are 1 3 5
not allocated properly nor integrated totally|

|. Reward for success does not go to the 1 3 5
department although everyone put an effort

m. We realize our input into society and feel 1 3 5

our importance

Appendix 3. Questionnaire about four culture types— clan, market, hierarchy and

D

adhocracy
Clan

disagree unsure agre
a. Agreement is easily achieved even 1 3 5
concerning hard problems in organization
b. Competition between colleagues usually 1 3 5
brings more harm than use
c. It is not accepted to talk about people 1 3 5

behind their back




D

D

D

d. In group everyone must put maximum 1 3 5
effort to achieve common goal
e. Reward for success must go to department, 1 3 5
because everyone put an effort
Market

disagree unsure agre
a. Customers’ interests are often ignored in 1 3 5
decision making of organization
b. We constantly improve our methods of 1 3 5
work to gain advantages over rivals
c. During conflict everybody tries to solve it 1 3 5
quickly and mutually profitable
d. It is very important to feel market changes 1 3 5
to react contemporarily
Hierarchy

disagree unsure agre
a. We have informal norms and rules which 1 3 5
are to be followed by everyone
b. Rules of the company must not be 1 3 5
disobeyed even if employee thinks that he
acts in favour of company
c. Instructions and regulations are needed o 1 3 5
govern every process of work
d. Organization must have strict hierarchy 1 3 5
e. One needs to control spending of resources 1 3 5
strictly, or total disorder will happen
Adhocracy

disagree unsure agre
a. Workers of any division have equal 1 3 5
perspectives
b. Information is available for everyone. One 1 3 5
can get any needed information
c. Projects are coordinated easily through all 1 3 5
functional units
d. New ideas must be applied immediately 1 3 5

otherwise they become old and obsolete




e. Most competent representative of group
must make decisions even if formally he is
not a leader of the group

Appendix 4. Questionnaire about two facets of corpate social responsibility — the firm
performance concerning social issues and the firmespects the interests of agents

Firm performance concerning social issues

To which extent does your firm pay effort to not at all more or very
perform for the following issues? less actively
a. Compliance with the laws for business 1 2 3 4 5
activities

b. Compliance with the laws for worker 1 2 3 4 5
protection

c. Care and service for consumers 1 2 3 4 5
d. Environmental protection 1 2 3 A4 5
e. Trustful relations with customers 1 4

f. Safety and Security of products and 1 4
services

0. Realization of the best quality of products 1 2 3 4 5
and services

h. Aftercare for users 1 4

i. Publicity of company information for 1 2

society

j. Contribution to science and culture 1 5
k. Public activities for local community 1 4

Firm respects the interests of agents

How much do you your firm respects the | not at all more or very
interests of the following agents? less actively
a. Customers 1 2 3 4 5
b. Subsidiary, subcontract firms 1 2 3 4 5
c. Consumers 1 2 3 4 5
d. Stock holders 1 2 3 4 5
e.Employees 1 2 3 4 5
f. Trade union 1 2 3 4 5
g. Public administration 1 2 3 4 5
h. Local community 1 2 3 4 5




Appendix 5. Questionnaire about innovation climate

Innovation climate

a. How do you think you are| 1.Notat | 2.Less | 3.Unsure| 4.Rather| 5.Greatly
estimated properly at your all estimated estimated estimated
work?
b. What do you feel toward 1.1don’t | 2. | feel| 3. 4. | 5.1
the firm you are working for? | care for |almost | Unsure | would would put
the firm | nothing apply as | maximum
towards much effort
the firm effort, as | toward
much the firm’s
will be success
rewarded
by the
firm
c. These five years have yoyu 1. Yes, || 2.No, | 3.1t
attended trainings or seminars| have haven't | doesn’t
organized by the firm inside or happen
outside? in our
firm
How do you perceive the disagree unsure agree
situations of your workplace?
d. Rules of the firm are 1 2 3 4 5
occasionally disobeyed when ar
employee thinks it would be in
favour of the firm
g. Our organization relies more 1 2 3 4 5
on horizontal control and
coordination, rather than strict
hierarchy
h. Most capable persons commit 1 2 3 4 5
in decisions to solve an urgent
problem,
i. Fresh creative ideas are 1 2 3 4 5
actualized on time,
J. Current vision creates stimuli 1 2 3 4 5
for workers,
k. Company realizes clear 1 2 3 4 5
mission that gives meaning and
sense to work,
l. If department is short on hands, disagree unsure agree
department’s leader may hire
temporary workers by himself,
m. Our organization cares even 1 2 3 4 5
about temporarily hired workers
n. We all clearly imagine future 1 2 3 4 5




of our organization,

0. Failure is considered as a 1 2 3 4 5
stimulus to learning and
development,

p. All the employees should be 1 2 3 4 5
aware of the important role of the
their firm in society

Appendix 6.

Interview questions.
Company name:
Number of employees:
Industry:

Year of establishment:
Your position:

1. What is thought by "innovation" in your orgartina?

2. Describe the most significant or creative prest@n/idea that was
developed/implemented in your organization.

3. Describe a time when a creative solution/idegégot/report came up to a problem in your
organization.

4. Tell me about a time when a new process or progvas created that was considered
risky. What was the situation and what was done?

5. Can you think of a situation where innovatiorswequired at work? What was done in this
situation in your work?

6.When were the main innovations implemented irr ywganization? Which factors caused
these innovations?

7. In what areas do the current measurement systénysur organization do more to
encourage than to discourage innovation? Pleadsewitlr ‘+’ in following table:

Factor

Incremental innovation

Breakthrough innovation

Process innovation

Product innovation

Marketing and sales innovation

Support group innovation

Technical invention

8. Why would your organization innovate ? Pleasekrttzose that apply to you.



Factor

To make a difference

To increase efficiency

To be creative

To offer a better service

To enhance expertise

To make practical improvements

To improve effectiveness

To encourage wider participation

9. On what sort of issues would you get involvethimovating? Please rank in order of
frequency your top four, with 1 being most frequénhext most frequent, etc.

Issues

Administration

Corporate strategy

Cross functional teams

Customer service

New product development

Process improvement

Product features

Recruitment

Resourcing

Strategic implementation

Other (please describe)

10. Innovation contains four different processesexploring, generating realising and
completing. Please evaluate these process accdaliimge you spent on them. | spend most
of the time — 4 points, then next — 3 points, thert — 2 points and next — 1 point.

Exploring -

Generating -

Realising -

Completing -

11.How did the implementation of organizationalauation take place ? Which steps were
taken in the process of implementation of orgaronal innovation ?
12.Did you meet resistance to innovation? How téssstance appeared? Please describe it.

13.What did your company do to overcome resistamaenovation?

14.How do you evaluate success of the implementadvations in your company on a 7
point scale (7 is the highest mark and 1 the lowest

15. Which were the most difficult issues during timplementation of innovations?

16. What did you learn from implementation of theseovations? What would you do
differently in the future?



17. How do you define corporate social responsybiti your organization?
18. What kind of organizational culture supportgoooate social responsibility ?
19. What kind of organizational culture supportsawations in organization?

20. How does corporate social responsibility infice innovations discovery and
implementation?

21. Please evaluate the indicators in followinddab your organization as a whole. Think
about all employees. Please use a 10 point scdlis ¢he highest mark and 1 the lowest).

Indicator Grade from 1 to 10

Clarity of vision and strategies

Tolerance of risk, mistakes and failure

Support for intrapreneurs

Managers who support innovation

Empowered cross-functional teams

Decision making by the doers

Discretionary time

Attention on the future

Self selection

No hand-offs

Boundary crossing

Strong organizational community

Focus on customers

Choice of internal suppliers

Measurement of innovation

Transparency and truth

Good treatment of people

Social, environmental and ethical
responsibility

Avoiding the ,home run“ philosophy
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