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Abstract: In the contemporary economic reality, which is based on relations, the role of trust both in the
intra- and inter-organisational context is growing in importance. Impersonal trust is characterized by
considerable durability and forms a solid framework for developing interpersonal trust. In consequence,
many researchers’ attention is drawn towards practices aimed at the development of such trust. The
goal of the paper is to analyse potential relations between the degree ofimpersonal trust and innovative
culture and, in particular, to operationalise the variables, i.e. determine the dimensions of impersonal
trust and innovative culture, estimate the impact of the individual dimensions of the former onto those
of the latter. The survey was conducted in Poland among 630 employees of large and medium-
sized enterprises. Verification of the theoretical model was performed based on structural equation
modeling. The research led to the identification of dependencies between the particular dimensions of
impersonal trust and innovative culture, confirming the importance of impersonal trust in the process
of shaping organisational culture. Impersonal trust was recognized as a separate construct which
determines the nature of innovative culture. Feeling of security has special significance at workplace
because guarantees stability, durability and openness in relations, enhances creativity of staff and
gives them freedom to try non-conventional solutions to problems. Organisational assurance, i.e.
a conviction about the clarity of rules and principles, open communication and making staff feel they
are included in organisational processes, has a weaker impact on the dimensions of innovative culture
when compared to feeling of security.

Keywords: Impersonal trust, dimension of trust, innovative culture, Poland.

JEL Classification: 015, O33.

APA Style Citation: Krot, K., & Lewicka, D. (2020). Relationship between Impersonal Trust
and Innovative Culture: An Empirical Study. E&M Economics and Management, 23(3), 82—100.
https://doi.org/10.15240/tul/001/2020-3-006

Introduction

In the uncertain and volatile environment of
the modern world, the role of trust is growing.
A volatile business environment has forced
organisations to deconstruct some of their
structures and build other structures internally
(Lewicka & Rakowska, 2017). These often-
occurring and sometimes hardly predictable
transformations, trigger natural resistance and
uncertainty among members of organisations
and, in consequence, a need for trust is born,

not only towards the staff but also towards
the entire organisation, which is expected to
guarantee stability and predictability (Lewicka,
2010). So far, researchers have mostly focused
on interpersonal organisational trust, pointing
to its role in supporting innovation (Dirks &
Ferrin, 2001; Heyns & Jearey, 2013), often
disregarding the role of impersonal trust.
However, as it turns out, impersonal trust
may become a serious source of competitive
advantage. Trust guarantees a feeling of
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security and freedom of operation required in
the context of risk connected with innovation
and the uncertainty, ambiguity and complexity
that accompany it (Six, 2005). For this reason,
trust is necessary to generate new ideas but
also to transform them into business solutions
and new products. In an atmosphere of trust,
employees do not waste their time controlling
things, reviewing previous arrangements and
agreements, do not participate in a game but are
focused on creating innovation (Carolyn, 2009).
Confidence that innovative ideas will be treated
seriously by an enterprise is a prerequisite for
their dissemination.

Recently, the role of impersonal trust
is growing because interpersonal trust has
been deteriorating, has become fleeting and
extremely difficult to rebuild (Vanhala et al.,
2011). According to Kramer (1999), impersonal
trust may be permanent to the extent that it also
exists when interpersonal trust is low.

An increasingly large group of researchers
regard organisational culture as one of the
core factors with a substantial impact on
the operation of organisations, one which
determines effectiveness and efficiency (Deal
& Kennedy, 1982; Yilmaz & Ergun, 2008).
Some claim that organisational culture lies
at the heart of innovation (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 2004). Some researchers
show that culture can support the creativity
and innovation of an organisation in a number
of ways, including the process of socializing,
communicated values, artefacts, practices and
procedures. Motivation and decision-making by
employees are largely determined by corporate
culture (Guiso et al., 2015). This means that
organisational culture should also be treated
as one of the organisational determinants of
innovation (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2010).
The above arguments prompt us towards the
assumption that the phenomenon of innovative
culture does exist (Ahmed, 1998; Dobni, 2008;
Mufioz-van den Eynde et al., 2015). However,
many researchers are still trying to identify
the characteristics of organisational culture
which support innovation, making it possible
for business entities to achieve success and
indicate that there are types of culture with
greater potential to support innovation.

The relationship between trust (impersonal
trust in particular) and organisational culture
has not been studied very intensively through
empirical research. For this reason, it would

be interesting to develop a clearer definition of
the relationship between impersonal trust and
innovative culture and, moreover, to answer the
question whether and to what extent, the degree
of impersonal trust shapes innovative culture.
So far, research has focused on attempts to
demonstrate the impact of organisational trust
on innovativeness (Ellonen et al., 2008; Vanhala
& Ritala, 2016). It should be remembered that
there exist some difficulties with generating
objective data on innovative achievements of
enterprises and that the studies conducted so
far have limitations arising from the fact that
the measurement of the degree of innovation is
often based on respondents’ views. Further to
the above, the authors of this paper believe that
it is worthwhile to analyse innovative culture
on the assumption that it is a source of values,
models and stimuli for innovative attitudes and
behaviours such as generating ideas, genuine
acceptance of testing new approaches and
solutions, tolerance for errors and mistakes,
implementing initiatives and organisational
solutions oriented towards supporting innovation.

Both ‘impersonal trust and ‘innovative
culture’ are relatively new terms, not thoroughly
researched yet, but promising as subjects of
scientific inquiry. The studies conducted thus
far have revealed a dependence between
general trust and innovation (Semercitz
et al., 2011; Ellonen et al., 2008). There is
a cognitive gap regarding factors based
on impersonal trust which stimulate the
development of innovative culture. Bearing
in mind the special role of impersonal trust as
a framework for organisational processes, it
is worth investigating the impact of this trust
on innovative cultures. ldentification of the
constructs of impersonal trust and innovative
culture can (i) throw a spotlight on the strength
of the influence of impersonal trust, and (ii) help
to verify these constructs.

Therefore, this paper aims to identify
the trust-related determinants of a culture of
innovation, analysing and verifying the potential
and possible relations between the degree
of impersonal trust and innovative culture
with dual goals: firstly, to operationalise the
variables, i.e. determine the dimensions of
impersonal trust and innovative culture and,
secondly, to attempt to estimate the impact of
the individual dimensions of impersonal trust
onto the dimensions of innovative culture
(Glinska-Newes, 2013).
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Our study contributes to the existing body
of knowledge in the following ways. Firstly, the
dimensions of impersonal trust are identified.
So far, little research has focused on impersonal
trust, favouring interpersonal trust instead.
For this reason, our research contributes to
the development of investigations related to
impersonal trust. Secondly, the important role
of impersonal trust in the process of shaping
innovative culture is proved and it is pointed out
that the dimensions of this type of trust tend to
have a different impact on innovative culture.
Thus far, impersonal trust has usually been
approached as a mediator of a relationship
(Lewicka & Krot, 2015; Vanhala & Ritala, 2016).
In this paper, its real impact on the perception
of an organisational culture is demonstrated
and proven. Thirdly, the research results may
inspire an academic debate about the nature
of the relationship between trust, including
impersonal trust, innovative culture and
innovation; even more so that the issue has not
been the focal point of many studies.

1. Literature Review
1.1 Impersonal Trust

In the literature on organisational trust,
interpersonal trust, which applies to the
relationship among an employee’s line

managers and colleagues, is differentiated
from impersonal (institutional) trust (Bahman
& Ipken, 2011). Trust in an organisation as
a whole is how the organisation’s credibility
is assessed by its employees. Processes in
organisations are assessed from the point of
view of the potential benefits for employees and
for the entire organisation (Atkinson & Butcher,
2003). Impersonal trust is a belief that some
necessary structural conditions exist which
increase the probability of achieving the desired
outcome (McKnight et al., 2002).

Vanhala et al. (2011) define impersonal
trust as employees’ expectations about the
opportunities created by their employer in the
employment process and the fairness of the
existing procedures. With this kind of trust,
employees are fully convinced of the sense and
benefits of the enterprise or project in which
they are involved. At the same time, it assures
security and stability in a variable environment
(Krot, 2010).

Ellonen et al. (2008) emphasise that
impersonal trust may also be defined as trust
which the members of an organisation have

towards its vision and strategy, its technical and
commercial competences, fair processes and
its HR policy. Impersonal trust is built largely
through effectiveness of management and
fairness of the rules governing the operation
of each level in the structure of an organisation
and the entire enterprise.

Impersonal trust arises from evaluation of
formal structures embedded in an organisation,
such as: accreditations, certificates or licenses,
which guarantee stability, security and
predictability (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000).
This is why impersonal trust is comprehended
in two dimensions: structural assurance and
situational normality. The first one stands
for the conviction that formal structures, i.e.
guarantees, regulations, promises and other
procedures are aimed to promote the delivery of
goals (Shapiro, 1987). The second dimension,
situational normality, indicates a belief that the
environment of the organisation is arranged in
an orderly fashion and appropriately structured,
and that it promotes success possible or
more probable (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). This
dimension is based on the employees’ belief
that the enterprise operates as planned and
everything seems to be working correctly,
enabling the delivery of plans. Ellonen et al.
(2008) mention a third factor — vision, strategy
and communication. According to Pavlou et al.
(2002), the importance of these dimensions of
impersonal trust changes in time. At the initial
stage of building relations with an organisation,
when other premises for trust are missing,
structural assurance is the most important
dimension  supporting impersonal  trust.
Similarly, situational normality, at the initial
stage, is of particular importance since any
deviations noticed by employees may destroy
the initial trust.

1.2 Innovative Culture

In the early 1980s, the concept of culture,
derived from anthropology, began to be used in
the context of organisations (Kluckhohn, 1951).
Ever since, growing interest in the phenomenon
of organisational culture has been observed in
both organisational science (Schein, 1984;
Smircich, 1983) and business practice (Deal &
Kennedy, 1982).

Organisational culture encompasses shared
assumptions, core values and standards (Shein,
1985); it is defined as collective programming of
the minds of people who spend time in the same
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environment (Hofstede, 1984), a pattern of
one’s convictions and beliefs, giving employees
a purpose and providing them with rules of
behaviour (Davis, 1985). Definitions of culture
also imply its role as a factor affecting people’s
behaviour in an organisation (Armstrong, 2011).
The dependence is strongly emphasised by
Bjerke (2004, p. 28), who points out that culture
means “basic behaviour standards, values and
assumptions (convictions) which have been
interpreted and given meaning in the process
of interaction and which have an impact
on behaviour while they are not behaviour
themselves”. Colguitt et al. (2002) define culture
as shared social knowledge in an organisation,
encompassing principles, standards and values
which develop the attitudes and behaviour of
staff. The impact of culture on the behaviour
of participants in an organisation depends on
the type of culture and its other features, e.qg. its
power. Organisational culture offers a common
system of meanings which serves as the basis
for communication and mutual understanding.
An analysis of the notion of organisational
culture should also include the distinction
between organisational climate and organisational
culture, as these two terms are closely
interrelated. The unique culture of an organisation
creates a specific atmosphere, which is felt by
employees and can be called ‘organisational
climate’. This phrase denotes the way in which
employees experience organisational culture.
Some researchers (e.g. Trunk Sirca et al., 2013)
treat climate as part of organisational culture
and refer to it as “a climate for something”,
e.g. a climate for security, diversity, and/or
innovation. As organisations tend to have many
different priorities, there may be many types
of climates (Schneider et al., 1994) which,
interestingly, may be felt or experienced with
a different intensity in the same organisation.
Organisational climate is more susceptible to
changes, e.g. through the activities of the top
management, unlike culture, which lies outside
managerial control (Alvesson, 1991) and which
is not easy to change as it would take a long
time and involve many coordinated actions
to change it (Sutkowski & Sikorski, 2014).
According to Bjerke (2004), studies of climate
make it possible to verify whether people’s
expectations regarding their work in a given
organisation are met, which is expressed
by the degree of consistency between the
organization’s culture and the values expressed

by the employees. Climate studies disclose
the root causes of some phenomena, e.g. low
commitment or conservative attitudes of the
staff. On the other hand, culture is about the
nature of these phenomena. However, it should
be remembered that there are very clear and
strong links between the culture and climate of
an organisation (Wallace et al., 1999).

Ahmed (1998) emphasises that culture has
two components: explicit and implicit, which
help to understand the method to be applied
in its researching and managing. Explicit
culture points out to the behavioural patterns
and artefacts on the basis of which the culture
manifests itself in an organisation. The implicit
component of culture encompasses those
values, standards, beliefs and premises which
come as the basis for organisational behaviours
and artefacts. Explicit culture is easier to study
quantitatively than its outer layers.

When investigating the main research
and analytical perspectives on organisational
cultures, one must remember that they differ
chiefly in terms of the origin of the factor
which impacts the culture of organisations. In
quantitative studies, organisational culture is
treated either as an independent or dependent
variable. In cross-national research and
comparative management, it is usually regarded
as an independent variable, i.e. an external
factor which directly influences management
styles and the behaviour of the members of
organisations in a given country (Smircich,
1983; Hofstede, 1980; Hampden-Turner &
Trompenaars, 2001).

The other approach considers organisational
culture to be dependent on other organisational
factors: type of ownership, sector, branch,
transaction costs, the activity of entrepreneurs,
strategy leaders, mission leaders, etc. Under
this approach, culture is created within
organisations (Smircich, 1983). Our paper
concurs with this view. Deliberate and conscious
nurturing of trust towards an organisation, as
well as emphasis on forming relationships
based on trust, should (along with other
measures taken by leaders) contribute to the
gradual emergence of the desirable changes in
organisational cultures.

In essence, organisational culture is
tantamount to a factor which affects human
behaviour and management processes in an
organisation (Sydow et al., 2009). Following
this assumption, a culture may also stimulate
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innovative or reactive actions of employees
which represent a context for forming evaluating
judgments about desirable and undesirable
elements in an organisation. Many authors
study dependencies between organisational
culture and innovation in an organisation,
pointing out strong relations between certain
types of organisational culture and the degree
of its innovation (Chang & Lee, 2007; Lau
& Ngo, 2004). On this basis, the concept of
innovation-supporting culture (or ‘innovation
culture’) was created.

The conceptofinnovative culture is receiving
increased attention from many researches
(Quinn & Cameron, 2003; Dobni, 2008). From
this attention grows a need to clarify what the
term ‘innovation culture’ means and how to
study it. Much work on innovative culture has
been conceptual and theoretical rather than
empirical in nature, which is understandable
given the difficulties and methodological
challenges of measuring the dimensions of
culture. The construct certainly still needs to be
operationalised and measured.

As various authors created their
typologies of culture, they incorporated in
them dimensions which were, to an extent,
associated with innovation, e.g. long-term
and short-term orientation (Hofstede, 1980)
or introduced innovative culture as a separate
type of culture. For instance, ‘adhocracy
culture’, described by Cameron and Quinn
(2003), is a model of culture which supports
innovation. Such an organisation requires
rapid growth, entrepreneurship and creativity.
Its members are not afraid of risk. Cohesion
of an organisation stems from its inclination to
experiment and introduce innovation.

From the point of view of the considerations
presented in this paper, the culture of an
incubator, characteristic of Silicon Valley
companies, is also interesting (Trompenaars,
2010). Itis an egalitarian and individual-oriented
culture. The leitmotif of this type of culture
is the idea that ‘existence comes before an
organization’, which is reflected in the conviction
that it is the organisation that should be used by
employees as a means for self-fulfillment. They
are encouraged to free themselves from routine
and turn to creative activity. It is mostly creativity
and initiative that count. In such organisations,
hierarchy is limited to the minimum and
leadership is connected with creativity, intuition
and seeking opportunities. An incubator culture

promotes emotional commitment to work and
allows employees to find joy in the process of
creation and innovation (Hampden-Turner &
Trompenaars, 2001).

A holistic and empirically verified model of
innovative culture is presented by Dobni (2008,
p. 551). It is defined as a multi-dimensional
construct which involves:
® an innovation intention, which consists

of two sub-dimensions: an innovation

propensity and organisational constituency,
which set out the strategic conditions for
innovation;

= jnnovation infrastructure, which encompas-
ses two dimensions: organisational
learning, creativity and empowerment;

= jnnovation influence, which encompasses
two dimensions: market orientation and
value orientation, focusing on the processes
of producing customer value;

= jnnovation implementation concentrating on
the implementation context which involves
the ability to provide pro-active support
of systems and processes in favour of
changes, handling uncertainty, eliminating
barriers and difficulties in the process of
implementing and commercialising new
ideas.

According to Dobni (2008), the above-
presented model may be used for describing,
diagnosing and comparing results in each
dimension to identify the area of improvement
to justify calling an organisation innovative.

On this basis, an innovation culture can be
described as one which is founded on a deep-
rooted conviction about the value of innovation.
The shared values within an organisation form
the basis for the development of norms which
legitimise certain behaviours (Katz & Kahn,
1978). Norms are defined as expectations
about behaviour or its results which are at least
partially shared by a social group (O’Reilly,
1989). An innovation culture promotes such
values, norms and behaviours which are
oriented towards unhampered co-operation,
creativity, self-reliance, free communication
and discussion, sharing of knowledge and
ideas, as well as mutual support and tolerance
of mistakes. Among its inherent components
is also orientation towards experimenting,
support for new ideas, risk-taking, as well as
a conviction that these attitudes and behaviours
are conducive to the development of the
organisation and its employees. The outcomes
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that such behaviours generate include:
innovations, increased customer satisfaction
and streamlining of processes. Missions, visions
and strategies of organisations often specify by
what values and norms they are guided. Ideally,
however, these values should permeate the
activities undertaken by organisations, instead
of being empty declarations.

1.3 Impersonal Trust versus Innovative

Culture

So far, few researchers have focused on
impersonal trust, although it evidently plays an
important and unique role in creating innovation-
supporting conditions. Research into the
subject leads to the conclusion that impersonal
trust may have both a direct and indirect impact
on innovative culture. Some authors claim that
impersonal trust is a prerequisite for building
interpersonal trust. Pennington et al. (2003)
confirm that impersonal trust precedes other
types of trust. According to other studies, this
kind of trust has a strong influence on general
trust in managers (Nyhan, 1999) and on trust
in particular dimensions (McKnight & Chervany,
2001). For this reason, impersonal trust seems
to be a necessary background required to build
trust between people in an organisation. Based
on these conclusions, two hypotheses can be
made:

H1: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on managerial support.

H6: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on managerial support.

Some even claim thatimpersonal trust exerts
a stronger impact on (product and process)
innovation of companies than interpersonal
trust (Semercioz et al., 2011). It may signify that,
in some cases, implementation of innovation
relies more on procedural conveniences than
on interpersonal relations (Atkinson & Butcher,
2003). Employees need formal protection to
take up challenges which may sometimes end
in failure. With a high level impersonal trust,
employees are fully convinced about the sense
and benefits of the enterprise or project they
intend to be involved in. At the same time, it
offers them security and a degree of stability in
a volatile and unpredictable environment which
surrounds innovative processes.

According to research results, impersonal
trust affects a series of innovative culture
components such as: employee commitment
and identification with the organisation (Ellonen

et al., 2008), higher effectiveness and efficient
communication (Shockley-Zalabak et al.,
2000; Vanhala & Ahteela, 2011), expanding
collaboration (Mayer et al., 1995; Tyler, 2003)
and creativity (Bidault & Castello, 2008). As
McEvily et al. (2003) state, it is a very important
feature of impersonal trust that it helps build
a dense, permanent and relatively compact
network of cooperating persons (often from
different departments or even companies).
However, before interpersonal trust is built
among people, impersonal trust is required. Itis
the bond, the binding material of the impersonal
trust relationship springing from organisational
procedures and rules of conduct. Based on
the above, two further hypotheses have been
made:

H2: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on creativity.

H7: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on creativity.

Impersonal trust has a major bearing on
knowledge processes. Employees as team
members will share their knowledge to generate
new knowledge if the created mechanisms
facilitating and encouraging dissemination of
information evoke trust (Rolland & Chauvel,
2000). Fear, cynicism and excessive caution
will suppress all knowledge-sharing (Ford,
2004). Trust helps overcome the tension
between the willingness to share knowledge
and its protection (Bogers, 2011). As Rolland
and Chauvel (2000) claim, trust is also the most
important condition for transferring knowledge.
Impersonal trust has, moreover, a huge impact
on knowledge codifying processes. Persons
engaged in a knowledge-creating process
must be convinced that their knowledge is
appropriately stored and protected against
those who should not have access to the
knowledge and that the knowledge will be
used appropriately (Ford, 2004). This is why
employees may search for a third party — an
organisation — to reduce uncertainty and risk
and to guarantee the securing of each party to
the exchange information process (Ford, 2004).
In view of the above, the next two hypotheses
regard risk acceptance:

H5: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on risk acceptance.

H10: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on risk acceptance.

Lastly, it should be noted that also the skill
of employing external knowledge requires the
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right procedures and organisational openness.
Therefore, impersonal trust plays a significant
role in this process as well (Davenport &
Prusak, 2000).

As can be seen, impersonal trust creates
conditions for initiating interactions, effective
communication and, in a longer perspective,
for development of collaboration, building
relations and knowledge-sharing. So it seems
that trust strengthens innovative cultures with
procedural support required in decision-making
processes concerning innovation and provision
of impersonal conditions for efforts in support of
innovation. In addition, it also creates a feeling
of security required to implement risky projects
which are often innovations themselves. Four
hypotheses can be proposed here:

H3: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on strategic orientation
towards innovation.

H4: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on operational orientation
towards innovation.

H8: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on strategic orientation towards
innovation.

H9: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on operational orientation towards
innovation.

Further to the above, we may say that there
is a strong dependence between trust and
innovative culture. The above reasoning is the
basis for formulating the research hypotheses
presented in the paper.

2. Research Methodology

21 Research Assumptions

The objective of the research was to verify
the relationship between impersonal trust
and the individual dimensions of innovative
culture. The majority of the work is focused on
analysing the importance of interpersonal trust
in different aspects of an enterprise’s operation
(Zeffrane & Connell, 2003). As can be seen,
the impact of impersonal trust on innovation

Authors of the constructs

or other strategic objectives is equally strong

or even stronger than that of interpersonal

trust (Vanhala & Ritala, 2016; Semercioz et al.,

2011). However, culture is a more complex and,

consequently, ambiguous object of research.

Its multidimensional character increases

the complexity of the research process and

makes the identification of its “structure” more
problematic. What is more, its multidirectional
relations with other elements of an organisation
and the environment render it more difficult to
analyse. Many elements and dependencies
are invisible and often even unaware to us,
thus hardly observable and measurable

(Gadomska-Lila, 2011). For this reason, the

specific objectives of the study include:

a) to identify the dimensions of impersonal
trust;

b) to discuss the dimensions of impersonal
trust;

c) to determine the strength and direction
of the interdependence between the
dimensions of impersonal trust and those of
innovative culture.

It is assumed that trust is strictly connected
with organisational culture; however, the nature
and strength of these relationships have not
been determined as vyet, in particular with
regard to impersonal trust. While Dobni (2008)
suggests that trust is an element of innovative
culture, it is not reflected in the dimensions
of culture which she proposes. It should also
be noted that the factor analysis conducted
by the authors of this paper confirm that the
dimensions of impersonal trust and innovative
culture are separate constructs.

For this reason, the results presented here
are among the very few attempts to demonstrate
the relationship between impersonal trust
and innovative culture on the basis of a large
sample of employees in innovative companies.

The choice of the purpose of the research
determined the scales used, i.e. the scale
analysing impersonal trust and innovative
culture. For more information about the scales,
see Tab. 1 and attachment.

Scale

Bibliographical sources

Impersonal trust (14 items)

Robinson (1996), Ellonen et al.(2008)

Innovative culture (40 items)

Dobni (2008)

Source: own
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Both scales were subject to explorative
factor analysis by using the main component
technique with Varimax rotation to reduce them
to dimensions with higher internal homogeneity.
But first, both cases were K-M-O tested to
confirm the legitimacy of running the factor
analysis:
= |mpersonal trust: KMO measure = 0.923;
= |nnovative culture: KMO measure = 0.975.

In the case of impersonal ftrust, the
explorative factor analysis led to separating
two dimensions: organisational assurance and
feeling of security. They both have satisfactory
Alfa Cronbach factors: feeling of security = 0.87
and organisational assurance = 0.90.

Organisational assurance (7 items, e.g.,
“if anything in my organisation is going really
wrong, | am sure | will be informed about it;
there is a steady flow of information in my
organization”) as a dimension of impersonal
trust is a conviction about the clarity of rules
and principles, open communication and
a sense among staff that they are included
in organisational processes. What is more,
employees should also feel informed on an on-
going basis about everything that is happening
in their organisation. In addition, high efficiency
of communication processes is also an element
of organisational assurance. Meanwhile, the
feeling of security (5 items, e.g., “my organisation
creates the best conditions for development for
me; | feel safe at my workplace”) is a conviction
that everything in the organisation happens in
a certain order, ensuring a sense of security
and satisfying the essential needs of individuals,
such as personal development and the ability to
express their own ideas.

In the case of innovative culture, a similar
approach was followed. First, the K-M-O test
was run and then the dimensions to be analysed
were identified in terms of their reliability. Factor
analysis led to selecting five dimensions of
innovative culture. For each of them, Alfa
Cronbach factors reached satisfactory values:
= Managerial support — Alfa Cronbach: 0.929;
= Creativity — Alfa Cronbach: 0.900;
= Strategic orientation towards innovation —

Alfa Cronbach: 0.918;
= QOperational orientation towards innovation

— Alfa Cronbach: 0.933;
= Risk acceptance — Alfa Cronbach: 0.743.

Managerial support(5items, e.g., “managers
communicate openly their expectations
regarding innovation to employees; ifemployees

wish to look for innovative solutions, they
have their managerial support”) is interpreted
mainly as leadership skills oriented towards
implementation of innovative undertakings.
Creativity of employees (7 items, e.g., “in my
organisation, employees are expected to show
initiative; Innovations stand more chance
of success if employees may express non-
standard and unique solutions in their daily
operation”) denotes their original and innovative
way of thinking and acting, as well as showing
initiative at work. Atftitude to risk (3 items,
e.g., ‘in my organisation, risk is acceptable;
in my organisation, employees decide about
taking risk”) is simply declared acceptance for
participating in different risky projects. Another
element contributing to the development
of innovative culture — strategic orientation
towards innovation (7 items, e.g., “innovations
are the key values in my organisation; in my
organisation, resources are flexibly redirected
toward innovative activities”) — refers to clear
communication of values and principles related
to innovative undertakings and awareness on
the part of employees that innovation is crucial
to the development of a company, and that it
depends, to a large extent, on the use of the
stakeholders’ potential.

The last component of innovative culture
— operational orientation towards innovation
(9 items, e.g., “in my organisation, free
access to information and knowledge was
given; optimal conditions were created for us
also to have cross-functional cooperation”) —
refers to organisational values and conditions
conducive to innovation, manifested in the daily
activities of the company, such as knowledge
sharing, stimulating cooperation, initiative
and responsibility for company development,
and appreciation of employees’ personal
contribution to innovation.

In the process of structuring the business
model, it was assumed that both dimensions of
impersonal trust: organisational assurance and
feeling of security affect individual dimensions of
innovative culture. Find a graphic presentation
of these assumptions on Fig. 1.

The dependence between these dimensions
of impersonal trust and culture allowed us to
formulate 10 research hypotheses:

H1: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on managerial support.

H2: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on creativity.
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Theoretical model of relationship between impersonal trust
and innovative culture

H1

Organisational H2

Managerial support

H6
Creativity

assurance

Feeling of security

H7
H3

Strategic orientation
towards innovation

H4
Operational orientation

H10

towards innovation
H9

Risk acceptance

H3: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on strategic orientation
towards innovation.

H4: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on operational orientation
towards innovation.

Hb5: Organisational assurance has a positive
and direct impact on risk acceptance.

H6: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on managerial support.

H7: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on creativity.

H8: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on strategic orientation towards
innovation.

H9: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on operational orientation towards
innovation.

H10: Feeling of security has a positive and
direct impact on risk acceptance.

To confirm the correctness of the
proposed model, the opposite assumption
was also verified, i.e. that the dimensions of
innovative culture affect institutional trust.
Such conceptualisation of the relationship
between trust and innovative culture has not
been the subject of scientific inquiry so far.
Only the influence of national culture on trust
has been analysed by Doney, Cannon and
Mullen (1998). Analysis of the model of the

Source: own

influence of innovation culture on institutional
trust shows that most of the relationships
between the dimensions of innovation culture
and the dimensions of trust have proved
to be insignificant. Statistically significant
dependencies can be observed only between
strategic orientation to innovation and trust,
although overall goodness-of-fit test results
are unsatisfactory. These results confirm the
validity of the models adopted by the authors.

2.2 Sample and Data Collection

1,769 respondents took partin the questionnaire
survey. These were employees representing
Polish innovative companies and had been
selected on the quota basis. The studied
companies were selected using the level of
innovation and sector (industry or service) as the
criteria. In this case, innovation was diagnosed
with an additional form. The authors of the
“Ranking of the Most Innovative Businesses
in Poland” made an attempt to identify the
characteristics of innovative companies. In
their research pool, industrial companies
represented 35.3% while 51.4% were service
companies (including trade companies). For
this reason, it was decided that — in order to
keep the structure of businesses the same as in
the results of the research — businesses had to
be selected to be included in the sample in the
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right way. However, considering the objective
of the paper, a decision was made to modify
the structure of the sample, i.e. remove small
enterprises (with fewer than 49 employees)
from the studied group. The decision was
dictated by the results of earlier analyses,
which clearly showed the specific character of
small entities, stemming from the very nature of
impersonal trust. Because of the small number
of employees working in such businesses,
they often do not have any procedures and
standards while their communication is often
more personalised and informal, as a result of
which they report exceptionally low impersonal
trust (Krot & Lewicka, 2016).

Eventually, 630 respondents were included
in the sample. They were working for large
and medium-sized companies, mostly in the
manufacturing sector. For the structure of
the research sample, see Tab. 2. Most of the
members of the sample were persons under
45 years old and with professional experience
reaching 8 years. 50% are full-time employees,
mainly with secondary or higher education.

Research sample structure

3. Research Results
The descriptive statistics for the all
dimensions are reported in Tab. 3.

Structural equation modelling (SEM), which
is a linear cross-sectional statistical modelling
technique that includes path analysis and
regression analysis, was applied to verify the
theoretical model. Because SEM is mostly used
to determine whether a model is valid rather
than to ‘find’ a suitable model, it is the most
applicable statistical method to validate the
proposed model (Fig. 1). This is where theory
plays an important role in justifying the model
(Rodriguez & Pérez Gutiérrez, 2007).

To construct a model of the relationship
between impersonal trustand innovative culture,
the authors applied the maximum likelihood
(ML) estimation method. The ML function is
a structured means model which reflects how
closely the sample mean vector is reproduced
by the estimated model's mean vector. It also
indicates how closely the sample covariance
matrix is reproduced by the estimated model’s
covariance matrix. As a result, a model may fit

the

Number % Number %
Sex Contract type

Woman 281 447 Open full-time contract 31 50.0
Men 347 55.3 Term contract 256 41.2
Age Probation 33 5.3
<25 years 68 10.9 Atemp 19 3.1
25-35 245 39.2 Part-time 2 0.3
36-45 205 32.8 Self-employed 1 0.2

46-55 87 13.9 Work experience
56 and more 20 3.2 Up to 3 years 208 33.9
Education 4-8 215 35.1
Elementary 11 1.7 9-13 111 18.1
Vocational 88 14.0 14-18 54 8.8
secondary 274 43.5 19 and more 25 41

College/university 246 39.0 Enterprise (size)
Doctorate 5 0.8 40-200 employees 268 46.0
Sector 201-500 employees 44 7.5

Manufacturing 521 82.7
- 500+ employees 271 46.5
Service 109 17.3
Source: own
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Descriptive statistics of dimensions
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Organisational assurance| 24.45 5.79
Feeling of security 19.07 4.36 0.71*
Managerial support 20.98 5.23 0.65** | 0.66**
Creativity 25.72 5.47 0.61** | 0.77** | 0.75**
Strategic orientation | 5 ) | 45 | 073+ | 073 | 0.75* | 0.80*
towards innovation
Risk acceptance 9.97 2.39 0.58** | 0.45** | 0.55** | 0.56** | 0.61**
Operational orientation | ;) | gg5 | 077+ | 0.71* | 0.80* | 0.76* | 0.83* | 0.68™
towards innovation
Source: own

Note: ** Correlation significant at 0.01 bilaterally.

badly if the means are modelled poorly, or if
the co-variances are modelled poorly, or both
(Bentler, 1995).

Each major SEM model may be
accompanied by at most two other indices of fit,
such as CFl (comparative fit index) and RMSEA
(root mean square error of approximation)
(Bentler, 2007). The results revealed a chi-
square of 4,263.44 based on 851 degrees of
freedom with a probability level of 0.000. As the
indicators show, the goodness-of-fit measures
are satisfactory CFl = 0.84, RMSEA = 0.0798,
HOELTER (0.05) = 136. All paths in the model
are statistically significant.

The results of Fig. 2 confirm H1, H3, H4 and
H5, which is a statistically positive and direct
relationship between organisational assurance
and four dimensions of innovative culture, and
namely: managerial support, strategic and
operational orientation towards innovation, and
risk acceptance. Organisational assurance has
the strongest impact on operational orientation
towards innovation and the weakest for managerial
support. Confidence in the organisation’s
procedures and the way in which the organisation
acts, clarity and transparency of organisational
principles ensure a stability which allows
employees to take risks, creates an atmosphere

of mutual co-operation between managers and
employees for innovative ventures. In addition,
the stability is a guarantee of the effectiveness
of activities which support innovation, provides
favourable conditions for creating a set of values
(sharing, collaboration, etc) that are necessary in
an innovative organisation.

However, H2 was not confirmed, i.e. the
path between the organisational assurance and
creativity was statistically insignificant.

The hypotheses related to feeling of
security (H6, H7, H8, H9 and H10) were verified
positively. Feeling of security as a dimension of
impersonal trust which has a positive impact on
all the dimensions of innovative culture. Feeling
of security, i.e. a belief that an organisation
meets its employees’ needs, providing them
at the same time with a sense of security,
encourages creativity, risky ventures, and
ensures managerial support. What is more, it
further enhances employees’ awareness of
their key role in innovation processes and the
necessity of cooperation with external partners.

In addition, the power of the impact exerted
by feeling of security is definitely higher than
that of organisational assurance (regression
factors are definitely higher than in the case
of organisational assurance). Risk acceptance
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m Model of relationship between impersonal trust and innovative culture

Organisational
assurance

Feeling of security

Managerial support

Creativity

Strategic orientation
towards innovation

Operational orientation

towards innovation

Risk acceptance

Source: own

Standardized regression weights
Estimate Estimate

Managerial _ Organisational 0.29 Creativity _ Feeling . 0.95
support assurance of security
Strategic Strategic
orientation — Organisational 043 orientation — Feeling . 0.76
towards assurance towards of security
innovation innovation
Operational Operational
orientation - Organisational 0,52 orientation - Feeling . 0.73
towards assurance towards of security
innovation innovation
Risk - Organisational 0.46 Risk - Feeling 0.42
acceptance assurance ’ acceptance of security ’
Managerial - Feeling of 0.74
support security ’

Source: own

is the only exception here. Both of these
dimensions of impersonal trust have a relatively
weaker impact on this aspect of innovative
culture; and yet the impact of organisational
assurance is stronger that the impact of feeling
of security. The latter has the most powerful
impact on employee creativity and strategic
orientation towards innovation.

Discussion and Conclusion

Discussion

Search for innovation-stimulating factors
in enterprises is an important issue for
researchers and practitioners alike. Both these
groups consider innovative culture and the
degree of impersonal trust to be significant
determinants. Approaching innovation as
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an intraorganisational process related to
employee attitudes and behaviour, with strong
cultural influences, an attempt was made to
prove that there is a relationship between
the analysed constructs. Both of them are
multi-dimensional, co-dependent and difficult
to operationalise. In particular, the nature of
innovative culture causes many doubts in the
research process. The authors of this study
assume that an innovative culture consists of
five dimensions (Dobni, 2008), affected by both
dimensions of impersonal trust: organisational
assurance and feeling of security (Elonnen et
al., 2008). Impersonal trust was recognized
as a separate construct which determines the
nature of innovative culture. The results of the
study allowed to achieve the assumed goal.
The structural modelling demonstrates that both
of the studied dimensions of this kind of trust
strongly affect different aspects of innovative
culture but feeling of security exerts a stronger
and more holistic impact, i.e. it influences all
the dimensions of culture, albeit with a different
power. Feeling of security has special significance
for stimulating creativity of the personnel (H6),
while it has a relatively weaker impact on their
acceptance of risk (H10). Feeling of security at
workplace, which guarantees stability, durability
and openness in relations, enhances creativity
of staff and gives them freedom to try non-
conventional solutions to problems (Von Krogh
et al,, 2000). Many authors emphasize that
a supportive and safe climate is important for
creativity (Jia et al., 2014).

On the one hand, embarking on risky
enterprises requires a feeling of security and
assurance which comes with trust (Neves &
Eisenberger, 2014) and, on the other hand,
determination and self-confidence depend
on certain personal factors along with risk
propensity and perceived competence
(Zuckerman & Kuhlman, 2000). For this
reason, the impact of impersonal trust in both
dimensions onto risk acceptance is weaker
(H5, H10). These results are, to some degree,
supported by other authors. In the literature, it is
commonly believed that there is a relationship
between the level of trust and risk perception
(Colquitt et al., 2007; Baer et al., 2018), and that
the level of risk acceptance is also connected
with risk perception. Thus far, the link between
trust and risk in intraorganisational relationships
has been analysed only in the context of
interpersonal relations (Meyer et al., 1995).

The authors point out that behaviour depends
on the ratio of trust levels to the degree of
perceived risk, which means that whenever the
level of trust exceeds the threshold of perceived
risk, the trustor is willing to take risks in the
relationship. The obtained result suggests that
a similar dependence exists for impersonal trust
and propensity for risk taking in organisations.

Organisational assurance, i.e. a conviction
about the clarity of rules and principles, open
communication and making staff feel they
are included in organisational processes,
has a weaker impact on the dimensions of
innovative culture when compared to feeling of
security. Importantly, hypothesis H2 about the
impact of this dimension of trust on creativity
was not confirmed. The literature does not fully
support the result, as some authors point out
that the system and structural solutions support
creativity of staff members (Andriopoulos,
2001). However, the dependence requires
further and deeper-reaching research.

Conclusion

This study gains understanding about how
impersonal trust (both dimension: feeling of
security and organisational assurance)influence
on innovative culture. The main results is that
trust strongly affect all aspects of innovative
culture but feeling of security exerts a stronger
and more holistic impact than organisational
assurance. The feeling of security influences all
the dimensions of culture, albeit with a different
power. Whereas the impact of organisational
assurance on creativity was not confirmed.

Theoretical Contribution

The present study addresses the question of
the relationship between impersonal trust and
innovative culture, which has been virtually
ignored in the literature. As was indicated,
the concept of innovative culture has not
been widely discussed by researchers. There
is, therefore, a cognitive gap regarding the
factors that stimulate the development of such
a culture.

Our study contributes to the elimination of
this deficiency by indicating two dimensions of
impersonal trust as their determinants.

The majority of studies search for
determinants of innovation in enterprises.
According to Skerlavajetal. (2010), this complex
issue is a combination of two constructs:
(1) innovative culture and (2) innovations in
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products, services (technical innovations) and
processes. A comprehensive approach to this
phenomenon can result in conclusions that are
insufficiently precise because the studied sub-
constructs have potentially varying strengths
of links with the independent variables, e.g.
trust and other determinants. Therefore, two
possible solutions can be considered. The first
one involves separating these two constructs
(a culture of innovation and innovation as such)
and attempting to identify the nature of the
relationship that exists between each of them
and the independent variables. However, the
weakness of such an approach is that data
regarding innovation are not readily available
and that one must rely on opinion surveys,
which merely gauge perceived innovation
levels. The other solution involves creating
a model including one of the constructs, e.g.
innovation culture, in relation to independent
variables. This is associated with the difficulty in
distinguishing (in the opinions of respondents,
without referring to hard data on innovation)
between innovative culture which influences
the conditions for innovative activity and
the outcomes of these conditions. In this
paper, the second of these two solutions is
chosen. Omitting the remaining elements of
innovativeness makes it possible to better
understand the mechanism of the studied
phenomenon, i.e. the impact of impersonal trust
on innovative culture, because, as Neal and
Shon (1976) observe, the choice of what to take
into consideration or ignore in a model depends
on the purpose of this model or, in other words,
on the question which the model addresses.
Many authors have indicated the influence
of perceived innovative culture on improvement
of performance or its characteristics and on
outcome-oriented issues (Jamrog et al., 2006).
Therefore, identification of the determinants
of innovative culture seems to be a significant
challenge for researchers and business
practitioners. This study offers an elaboration on
the literature of the subject by documenting the
influence of specific dimensions of impersonal
trust on the particular dimensions of innovative
culture. The obtained results also suggest
a moderate impact of impersonal trust on the
dimension of culture that stimulates employees
to take risks. Unlike other research, the
current study emphasises that no association
exists between organisational assurance
and creativity. The theoretical contribution of

the paper also involves identification of and
differentiation between the dimensions of
a culture of innovation and impersonal trust.

Managerial Implication
Trust is a phenomenon/value of exceptional
importance in the contemporary business
environment. For this reason, many authors
point out to the need to deliberately build
organisational cultures based on trust in order
to keep the position of an enterprise oriented
towards competing through innovation to fully
deploy the power of human potential and
obtain higher efficiency of companies, thus
strengthening their competitive edges. In
particular, it is important to build impersonal
trust, which seems to have escaped the
attention of researchers and practitioners.
Similarly to the introduction of changes,
building trust in an organisation should start
from the ‘top’, i.e. from impersonal trust which
would provide a basis for enhancing trust
between people (Pennington et al., 2003;
Nyhan, 1999). This paper offers guidelines on
how to build the credibility of organisations in
the eyes of employees. Therefore, it proposes
a set of guidelines to form trust-based relations
between employees and their organisations.
Impersonal trust represents a significant
value for an organisation and, in addition, it
contributes to creating innovative cultures. To
exist and thrive, this kind of culture needs not
only deeply rooted and clearly communicated
values and standards but also tools that
would support it, such as systems of rewards
for innovators, organisational support for
innovators, codes of ethics, training aimed
at developing good relations and stimulating
cooperation, procedures for solving conflicts or
disputes in the workplace. What is more, it takes
a long-term and well-planned effort to build
an innovation-supporting culture. Therefore,
the paper prepares managers for changes by
identifying the dimension of impersonal trust
that contributes to building a specific ‘element’
of innovative culture. Managers encouraging
employees to innovate should first of all pay
attention to the feeling of security as a dimension
of impersonal trust. This dimension, apart from
the fact that it strongly influences innovative
culture as a whole, is particularly important in
supporting creatitivity. Convincing employees
that their interests are protected encourages
them to be creative, which is connected with
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the risk of failure and requires overcoming fear
thanks to the feeling of security.

Limitations and Directions for Further

Research

Undoubtedly, the limitation of the paper is the
research sample, i.e. participation of large and
medium-sized enterprises, which remained in
the sample after small enterprises had been
eliminated, in the research. Such an approach,
while resulting from the objective of the
research, does not guarantee that the sample
is representative, thus making generalisation of
the research results impossible.

Another obvious limitation is the fact of
surveying employees’ opinions, particularly
about innovative culture. Firstly, in the literature
on management, the terms: ‘organisational
culture’ and ‘organisational climate’ are
sometimes interchangeable (Barker, 1994).
A lot of research on organisational climate was
conducted in the 1980s and 1990s, but recently
these topics have been far from popular. The
relationships between these two constructs
are not unambiguously defined and, to some
extent, it is difficult to identify them precisely.
Culture is interpreted as a set of assumptions,
values and beliefs which give sense to an
organisation and, consequently, it seems less
distinctive (less prone to assumptions) than
climate which comprises empirically available
components such as behaviour or attitudes.
Therefore, participants of an organisation find
it much easier to identify its organisational
climate since its elements are more accessible
to experience. For the same reason, it is easier
to measure.

Secondly, many researchers share the
view that research with the pool of respondents
recruited among employees of the researched
organisation may only examine organisational
climate, i.e. the external layer of a work culture
(Bjerke, 2004). However, some scientists
emphasise that, in fact, perceived corporate
culture is analysed in qualitative research of
organisational culture (Ortega-Parra & Sastre-
Castillo, 2013). The construct ‘perceived
corporate culture’ seems convergent with
organisational climate. So the introduction of
the term ‘perceived corporate culture’ may be
partially deemed as an attempt to reconcile
the above-presented positions. In this study, in
spite of the doubts discussed above, the term
‘innovative culture’ was used after Dobni (2008)

and other contemporary researchers of the
subject. As pointed out in the paper, there are
a number of doubts as to the method used to
analyse and study innovative culture and, more
extensively, organisational culture. As a more
correct solution, the authors would definitely
suggest supplementing quantitative research
with qualitative research. In addition, research
into the matter could also go in the direction of
analysing enterprises per sector.
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