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Abstract: The goal of this paper is to test the hypothesis of positive correlation between the innovative work behavior
(IWB) support on the part of agricultural managers and the production performance of agricultural companies, me-
diated through information sharing in the companies. The research was performed on a sample of 175 companies
of primary agricultural production in Slovakia. All data was analysed using the SPSS version 22.0 software package.
The Cronbach's alpha coefficient was used to assess the internal consistency of scales reliability. The Baron and Kenny
mediator model was also used. The hypothesis was confirmed by the research. Complete mediation was identified
where up to 91.6% of the overall effect is mediated through the sharing of the information variable. The practical
implications of the research point out that the transparency of communication and support of innovations introduce
positive effects in relation to the performance of agricultural companies. The IWB support is a predictor of production
performance of agricultural companies. However, it does not have a clear effect; the effects of other factors are impor-
tant. The IWB support positively affects the production performance of companies through the sharing of information
between the managers and the employees, which becomes an important tool of innovative management. Agricultural
cooperatives and joint stock companies can profit less significantly from the IWB support through the sharing of in-
formation than limited liability companies. The effect of IWB support on the production performance of cooperatives
in natural expression shows statistically less significant impact.
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Compared to research in other agricultural ar-
eas, research in agricultural management is limited.
It is often underestimated due to constant excessive
concentration of focus on sufficient policy and risk
factors, especially weather and related compensatory
payments in damages caused by its impact. The sci-
entific community says that Slovak agricultural man-
agers are not capable of thinking proactively, they are
conservative, without business and management skills,

and that they lack strategic innovative thinking and
focus on creation of added value. Furthermore, there
persists a historic perception of agriculture as a com-
plex of large agricultural cooperatives with rigid
management. It is true that Slovak agriculture, in the
context of the EU, is characterized by its large aver-
age size of companies. On the other hand, the large
size of companies accompanied by Industry 4.0 pro-
cesses provide opportunities for innovation and de-
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velopment due to lower fixed area costs (Urbancova
and Vrabcova 2020); however, they also place higher
demands on management skills of agricultural man-
agers. The need for innovation as well as innovative
approaches to management is becoming a necessity
for all entities, and agriculture is no exception. Inno-
vation is now seen as a source of cross-sectoral com-
petitiveness linked to rapid technological development
to which companies must respond flexibly. The basis
is to create conditions for establishment of an innova-
tive environment in agricultural enterprises through
support of employee innovative behavior in an envi-
ronment of information saturation. It is therefore nec-
essary to document in studies the positive effects of the
implementation of management tools on output of ag-
ricultural companies. The aim of this study is to exam-
ine the impact of support for innovation activity within
farms on their production performance. Due to societal
trends of technological development and Industry 4.0,
the topic is significant and can bring new implications
to the specific working environment of agriculture for
its further development, oriented at strengthening more
easily the internal factors affected.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND
HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

Current studies focused on the management of agri-
cultural enterprises only partially map selected mana-
gerial problems in this sector, and due to technological
development and other related trends it is necessary
to direct research to the possibilities of innovative po-
tential of employees and its support by managers in re-
lation to company performance. Innovative approaches
are partly captured in the study of Urbancova and Vrab-
covd (2020) who point out the benefits of implementing
age management in the agricultural sector of the Czech
Republic. Jankelové et al. (2017) deal with management
of human resources and its readiness for implementa-
tion of new roles of human resource professionals. Lor-
ga and Dobre (2018) describe the trends of agricultural
management in Romania and Jankelov et al. (2019) ex-
amine the innovative approaches to management with
an emphasis on soft factors. All studies operate on the
description level and as primary studies they provide
a basis for a deeper examination and possible shifts
of research in the field of agricultural management.

The ongoing industrial revolution and current
Covid-19 pandemic have pointed out other facts
as well; specifically, that in the times of a crisis it is nec-
essary to search for new procedures and innovative so-
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lutions, sustainable also in the post-crisis period and
also reflecting the new conditions in which current
agricultural companies operate. These are technologi-
cal developments (Min et al. 2019; Lezoche et al. 2020),
e-environment, use of social media (Thakur and
Chander 2018), demographic structure of employees
(Chand and Markova 2019) linked to the limited work-
force fund (Lahdesmaiki and Suutari 2020), its different
views of the working world and approaches to it, way
of life, and efforts to balance professional and personal
life (Urbancova and Vrabcova 2020), as well as many
others. The crisis accelerated adaptation of Indus-
try 4.0 and it appears that smart farming is the way
of the future, with the potential of ensuring sustain-
able agricultural production. Therefore, we assume
that the results obtained in the environment of Slovak
agricultural sector can be considered generally valid.
The research gap, which is starting point of the shap-
ing of the research model of this study is the support
of the innovative work behavior (IWB) and its impact
on the productive performance of enterprises, through
the sharing of information about the mission, policies,
goals and innovative changes towards employees.

Due to constant innovations and improvements
at the corporate level, innovative activity of individu-
als is of fundamental importance. IWB is defined
as the behavior of employees focused on creating ideas,
but also as the behavior of the leadership linked to sup-
port in their implementation (De Jong and Den Hartog
2010; De Spiegelaere et al. 2015). IWB includes 3 items
— idea generation, idea promotion, and idea implemen-
tation (Anderson et al. 2014). The managers who can
use innovative ideas of employees to acquire a wide
range of possibilities for improving production capa-
bilities of the companies and improve competitiveness
in the agricultural market will be the most successful.

Based on the above, the main hypothesis is formu-
lated as follows:

H,: We assume that the /WB support is related to the
production performance of agricultural compa-
nies (CP).

Many studies have dealt with IWB and the fac-
tors that affect it. Most common factors include job
autonomy (De Spiegelaere et al. 2016), work ethics
(Mussner et al. 2017), self-efficacy (Nisula and Ki-
anto 2016), motivation (Radaelli et al. 2014), culture
(Tsegaye et al. 2019), and information sharing (Radaelli
et al. 2014). Information sharing is related to the level
at which the company distributes information about its
financial situation, policies, goals, and changes with
its employees (Aragon-Correa et al. 2013). Informa-
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Figure 1. The mediation model and the three tested hypotheses

Source: Own processing

tion sharing in a company is a critical process because
if information is not shared and adapted in teams, then
the cognitive resources of employees are underutilized,
which is related to the risk of performance decline
of individuals and teams (Srivastava et al. 2006). Only
informed employees can contribute to implementation
of changes related to introduction of innovations in the
company (Pfeffer 2010). Aragon-Correa et al. (2013)
even state a direct link between practices supporting
information sharing and company innovations.

H,: We assume that the /WB support is related to infor-

mation sharing (IS).

Information sharing (IS) is a tool which ensures in-
dividual and team performance by informing the em-
ployees about the vision, mission, and corporate goals
through clear, timely, and regular information about
the current issues and facts (Vos and Buckner 2015).
Gibson et al. (2007) point out the significant contribu-
tion of IS to CP. In their research they also confirmed
that IS has a unique place among the different manage-
ment practices. Some studies have presented negative
effects of IS on CP; however, in the opinions of the au-
thors, the reason for this was combining various prac-
tices into a single variable, negating the positive ef-
fect of IS. Aragon-Correa et al. (2013) even point out
the positive effects of IS especially in uncertain environ-
ment and in environmentally focused companies, which
has a significant connection to the agricultural sector.
H,: We assume that information sharing (IS) is relat-

ed to the production performance of agricultural
companies (CP).

The goal of this paper is to test the hypothesis on the
relation between innovative work behavior (IWB) sup-
port on part of the agricultural managers and produc-
tion performance of agricultural companies (CP), me-
diated through the sharing of information (IS) towards
employees of the agricultural business.

Figure 1 shows the model used to test the relations
between the IWB support, IS, and CP. The model takes
into consideration the mediating role of IS in the re-
lation between IWB support and production perfor-
mance of agricultural companies (CP).

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Sample and data collection. The data necessary
to verify the hypotheses was acquired using a quanti-
tative survey in the form of an online questionnaire.
We have addressed 1 266 companies operating in Slo-
vakia in the field of primary agricultural production
included in the database of the INFORMA Business
Trading Company. The return rate was 13.82%, which
means that the size of the research sample was 175 re-
spondents of different structure in terms of their legal
form, production focus, number of employees, cul-
tivated land, region, and achieved production perfor-
mance. The questionnaire was divided into 4 sections.
The first section contained company identification data,
the second determined the production performance
of the company, the third contained items related to the
IWB support and the fourth contained items related
to information sharing.
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The structure of the respondents sample is presented
in Table 1.

All data was analysed using the SPSS version 22.0
software package. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was
used to assess the internal consistency of the scale's re-
liability.

Based on Hofmann's (1997) suggestion, we conduct-
ed a hierarchical regression analysis to test the medi-
ating effect of the sharing of information (IS) towards

Table 1. Characteristics of the examined sample of re-

spondents
Frequency Percentage
Variable Category (number %) &
of respondents) ’
AC 127 72.6
LtD 43 24.6
Legal form
JSC 5 2.9
total 175 100.0
Number of com- 10-50 55 314
panies based 51-249 120 68.6
on the number over 250 0 0.0
of employees total 175 100.0
comblngd 112 64.0
production
) crop
Production production 33 18.9
focus
animal 30 17.1
production
total 175 100.0
101-500 25 14.3
Cultivated land 501-1 000 56 32.0
(ha) over 1 001 94 53.7
total 175 100.0
Region
Banska Bystrica 22 12.6
Bratislava 25 14.3
Kosice 21 12.0
Nitra 23 13.1
Presov 23 13.1
Trencin 22 12.6
Trnava 24 13.7
Zilina 15 8.6
Total 175 100.0

AC - agricultural cooperative; JSC — join stock company;
LtD - limited company
Source: Own survey
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employees of the agricultural business between the in-
novative work behavior (/WB) support on part of the
agricultural managers and the production perfor-
mance of agricultural companies (CP). Additionally, we
followed the Baron and Kenny (1986) procedure to test
the stated mediating effect. The mediation model can
be described as a mechanism or process that seeks
to explain, name, or describe the identified relation-
ship between an independent and a dependent variable
through the inclusion of a third explanatory variable.
The mediator variable is used to explain the relation-
ship between independent and dependent variables
where the independent variable is the cause of the me-
diator and the latter then acts on the dependent vari-
able. For this reason, mediating effect is also referred
to as indirect effect.

The Baron and Kenny (1986) mediator model was
also used. The Freedman-Schatzkin test was used
to test the mediator effect. A series of regression anal-
yses was used to identify the proposed hypotheses.
Partial R?> (AR?), F-test, and standardized regression
coefficient (b) and their test statistics (¢-value) were re-
ported in all regression analyses. Company legal form,
its production focus, company size, size of cultivated
land, and region of operation were the control vari-
ables. The ANOVA variance analysis was used to ana-
lyse multiple dependencies. We worked with a 5% sig-
nificance level.

Measures. A mediator model was used to test the
relations between the /WB support, production per-
formance of agricultural companies (CP), and infor-
mation sharing (IS), which was based on the medi-
ating role of IS in the relation between IWB support
and CP. We consider mediation to be a suitable tool
to examine the causal relations between the variables
with engagement of a third variable in the basic rela-
tion, which will allow for a deeper examination of their
mutual relations.

The IWB support represents an independent explana-
tory variable. This variable is operationalized as a score
created on the basis of answers by managers to ques-
tions related to supporting IWB of their employees. The
scale for innovative work behavior was adopted from
the study of De Jong and Den Hartog (2010). Over-
all, the /WB independent variable contains 10 items
(Table 2) which are scaled using 5-point Likert-type
scales (1 — almost never to 5 — almost always). After
the reliability analysis, the Cronbach's alpha of the IWB
support was 0.984 (10 items). Our measures include
items for all three dimensions — idea generation, idea
championing, and idea implementation.
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Table 2. Contextual definition of the examined variables

Examined variables

Contextual definition

Innovative work behavior
(IWB)

(1 — almost never

to 5 — almost always)

.

How often do your subordinates pay attention to activities, which are not part of their
everyday work?

How often are your subordinates interested in how they can improve things?

How often do your subordinates look for new work methods, techniques or tools?
How often do your subordinates generate original problem solutions?

How often do your subordinates examine new approaches to doing tasks?

How often are your subordinates excited about innovations in your teams?

How often do your subordinates try to convince their colleagues to support an innova-
tive idea?

How often do your subordinates implement innovative ideas in work procedures?
How often do your subordinates contribute to the implementation of new things?
How often do your subordinates put effort in developing new things?

Information sharing

(s)

(1 — completely disagree
to 5 — completely agree)

The leadership of the company regularly informs its employees about important changes.
The leadership of the company regularly informs its employees about overall policies
and goals.

The leadership of the company regularly informs its employees about the method of evalu-
ating company performance and about the achieved results.

The leadership of the company regularly informs its employees about the plans for its
units.

The leadership of the company regularly informs its employees about the requirements

related to their work performance.

Source: Ketokivi and Castafier (2004), De Jong and Den Hartog (2010)

The second dependent variable representing the con-
sequence is the natural production performance of ag-
ricultural companies. This indicator was chosen for
several reasons. First, in order to exclude the effect
of pricing, additional policies, and other objective fac-
tors. The second reason is the high variability of agricul-
tural results of the companies. In our opinion, the eco-
nomic result in agriculture (as of December 31) is not
objectively comparable between companies with differ-
ent production focus. The third reason is the possibility
of distortion of agricultural results (profit or loss) in ac-
counting statements of the businesses, which in the end
would also affect the research results and conclusions.
The natural indicator of production performance of the
businesses for the years 2017 to 2019 was calculated
as the average of partial annual natural indicators.
The natural results of individual agricultural subjects
achieved between 2017 and 2019, in crop production
the average yields per hectare, in animal production in-
dicators of performance and reproductive characteris-
tics of livestock, were used as the basis for the calcula-
tion. The managers of the companies stated the achieved
values of selected categories based on the structure
of their production. For each value stated by them
the partial natural coefficient was calculated. The par-
tial natural coefficients for individual companies were

calculated as the ratio of values achieved by the compa-
ny in the examined indicator to the value of the national
average for a given year (if in 2018 the company achieved
an average wheat yield of 3.6 t/ha and the national aver-
age in this year was 4.78 t/ha, the partial natural coef-
ficient has a value of 0.75, calculated as 3.6/4.78). These
values express the ratio of the indicator of a specific
company to the national average for given commodity.
Subsequently, the obtained partial annual natural coef-
ficients for each company were averaged and the annual
natural indicator of the company was calculated. The
resulting summary natural indicator of the company
is the average of the annual natural coefficients for the
years 2017-2019. Indicators calculated in this way may
be used as a criterion for mutual comparison of compa-
nies in terms of their performance.

The third variable is the information sharing (1S) me-
diationvariable, a bridge between the dependentand the
independent variables. It is directly inserted in the rela-
tion between these two variables and affects the whole
model. The IS variable is operationalized as a score cre-
ated based on the statements of the managers for in-
dividual items in Table 2. The scale for IS was adopted
from the study of Ketokivi and Castafier (2004) who
measured the sharing of general information and com-
munication about corporate priorities with employees.
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The IS mediating variable contains a total of 5 items
(Table 2) which are scaled using the 5-point Likert-
type scales (1 — completely disagree, 5 — completely
agree). After the reliability analysis, the Cronbach's al-
pha of the IS was 0.985 (5 items). The internal consis-
tency of the used variables is very good.

The relation between the three variables may also
be affected by external, so-called control variables. For
control variables, we have subsequently tested their ef-
fect on the course of the basic modelled relation.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We examined the relations between the individual
variables using a correlation matrix. We have created
summary variables — IWB, IS, and CP and calculated
the overall average score using the relevant items. The
matrix also includes control variables from which we
use only the numeric variables.

The descriptive statistics and the correlation matrix
itself are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Correlation matrix (n = 175)

https://doi.org/10.17221/319/2020-AGRICECON

It is clear from the correlation matrix that there are
significant positive correlations between all three ex-
amined variables, indicating the use of a mediator
model. The set main hypothesis was used as the basis
for the mediation.

H: The dependency between supporting /WB by agri-
cultural managers and the production performance
of agricultural companies is mediated through shar-
ing of information about the companies.

The hypothesis is true if the indirect effect is sig-
nificant (use of the Freedman-Schatzkin test). The le-
gal form, production focus, business region, number
of employees, and size of cultivated land control vari-
ables were added in the modeling of the overall effect.
The ANOVA variance analysis was used to analyse
multiple dependencies. We have worked with a 5% sig-
nificance level and the obtained results are presented
in Table 4.

The displacement of the variance for the over-
all dependency for the initial model showed that out
of the control variables, only the legal form (agricul-

Variable Mean SD Number of employees  Cultivated land IWB IS
Number of employees 89 41 - - - -
Cultivated land 2726 1163 0.307** _ _ B
IWB 4 1 -0.369** 0.216** - -
5 4 1 ~0.296" 0.215% 0.941°* -
cpP 1 0.40 —-0.345** 0.131 0.803** 0.832%*

**P > 0.05; CP — company production performance; IS — information sharing; /WB — support of innovative work behavior

Source: Own results

Table 4. Displacement of the variance for the initial model (dependent variable CP)

Source (sumTZIf):;iIares) df Mean? F Significance
Corrected model 19.931 7 2.847 53.156 0.000
Intercept 0.080 1 0.080 1.487 0.224
Legal form** 0.621 2 0.311 5.799 0.004
Focus 0.140 1 0.140 2.606 0.108
Region 0.073 1 0.073 1.355 0.246
Number of employees 0.037 1 0.037 0.691 0.407
Land 0.012 1 0.012 0.227 0.635
IWB** 9.512 1 9.512 177.577 0.000
Error 8.945 167 0.054 - -
Total 201.942 175 - - -
Corrected total 28.877 174 - - -

**P > 0.05; CP — company production performance; IWB — support of innovative work behavior

Source: Own results
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tural cooperative, limited liability company, joint stock

company) was significant. Other variables were not

significant (P-value < 0.05).

Subsequently, we proceeded in three steps (4, B, C),
in which we tested the partial hypotheses by calculat-
ing three regressions. The steps examine the following
relations, expressed by the models 1 to 3, shown in the
summary Table 5:

C) There is a relation between the CP (Y) and IWB sup-
port (X).

A) There is a relation between the mediator vari-
able (M) in the form of IS and IWB support (X).

B) There is a relation between the CP (Y) and the medi-
ator variable (M) in the form of IS, on which X (IWB
support) does not participate.

The value of C represents the overall effect. The mul-
tiplication of A x B is mediated through the (indirect)
effect of X on Y to M. The difference of C' = C—- A x B
is the net (direct) effect of X on Y, without participa-
tion of M. The hypothesis is true if the indirect effect
is significant. This meansif A x B = C — C’ is significant.
Using the Freedman-Schatzkin test (A x B = 0.273,
z = 5.948, significance = 0.000) we discovered that
the overall indirect effect is significant in the positive
direction.

The results in Table 5 show that the overall effect (C)
is significant and that the dependency is positive

(model 1; coefficient = 0.298, significance = 0.000), indi-
cating the existence of a relationship between produc-
tion performance and /WB. Step A is significant, mean-
ing there is a relation between the mediator variable
(IS) and IWB support (model 2; coefficient = 1.021, sig-
nificance = 0.000). The direct effect (C’) is not signifi-
cant (model 3; coefficient = 0.025, significance = 0.605).
Step B, expressing the relation between the production
performance of the company (Y) and the mediator
variable (M) in the form of IS, on which X (IWB sup-
port) does not participate, is significant (model 3;
coefficient = 0.267, significance = 0.000). The results
show that on-farm information sharing plays a key role
in the relationship between increasing their perfor-
mance and supporting the /WB. Therefore, if corporate
managers want IWB support to have a positive effect,
it is necessary to ensure that information is shared with
employees. Information sharing gives meaning to in-
novation activity and directs it to results. It is impor-
tant for the company managers to find that sharing
information and communicating should be one of its
key activities.

In percentage expression of the size of individual ef-
fect, based on the coefficients found, it can be stated
that the size of the direct effect is 8.4% (coefficient
0.025) and the size of the indirect effect is 91.6% (coef-
ficient 0.273). Since the direct effect is not significant

Table 5. Regression results for the main effects and the mediation analysis

Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variable cp cp Is cp
dependent

coeflicient SE coefficient SE coefficient SE coeflicient SE
Constant 0.005 0.139 0.051 0.088 -0.077 0.139 0.072 0.080
Main effects
IWB 0.309%* 0.023 0.298** 0.019 1.021%* 0.030 0.025 0.048
1S - - - - - - 0.267** 0.044
Controls
JSC —0.144** 0.121 —0.157%* 0.114 0.221 0.179 -0.216** 0.104
AC -0.179 0.053 -0.192 0.044 0.047 0.069 —0.204** 0.040
Combined production ~ -0.141 0.087 - - - - - -
ot Bratitave 0066 0057 - - - - - -
Number of employees 0.000 0.001 - - - - - -
Land 0.000 0.000 - - - - - -
Adjusted R? 0.677 - 0.681 - 0.885 - 0.731 -

**P > 0.05; AC — agricultural cooperative; adjusted R? — adjusted coefficient of determination; CP — company produc-
tion performance; IS — information sharing; IWB — innovative work behavior; JSC — joint stock company; SE — standard

error of the estimate
Source: Own results
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and the indirect effect is significant in the same direc-
tion and its size is larger than 80% of the overall effect,
it can be stated that this is a complete mediation re-
lation through which it was determined that the rela-
tion of IWB support and CP is completely mediated
through IS. This finding clearly supports the thesis
of importance of information sharing for increasing
performance based on employee innovation activity.

The data presented in Table 5 indicate that agricul-
tural cooperatives and joint stock companies can profit
less by supporting /WB through information sharing
than limited liability companies. The effect of IWB sup-
port on the production performance of cooperatives
in natural expression shows a statistically less signifi-
cant impact. This may have its origin in the persisting
differences in management practices as well as eco-
nomic results between agricultural cooperatives and
commercial companies. Business companies, which
in the context of the Slovak Republic mostly emerged
from creditworthy parts of the assets of agricultural
cooperatives, achieve a lower cost of production with-
out assuming adequate liabilities to banks and business
partners. Like start-ups, they use more progressive
management methods. As the research sample includ-
ed joint stock companies (a.s.), which is not the mini-
mum legal form typical in agriculture, companies were
predominantly limited to limited liability companies,
which, thanks to the above, can use the innovative po-
tential of their employees more efficiently than coop-
eratives.

The hypothesis on the dependency of /WB support
and CP, which is mediated through IS, was confirmed
by this research. Complete mediation was identi-
fied where up to 91.6% of the overall effect is realized
through the mediating variable. This is a significant
finding, specifically that the company results are af-
fected by the support of /WB and its positive effect
is transferred to a large degree by the leadership shar-
ing information with the employees in their perfor-
mance of work. Regular sharing of information to em-
ployees by the company managers about the method
of evaluating company performance, achieved results,
and requirements related to the performance of their
work have been highlighted among the attributes of in-
formation sharing. We are aware of a possible limita-
tion of our chosen procedure, resulting from the fact
that in the modelled relationships we assume a one-
way direction and standard mistakes of coefficients
can be influenced by the fact that the product of coef-
ficients (A x B — which we tested) does not have a nor-
mal distribution.

18

https://doi.org/10.17221/319/2020-AGRICECON

Our findings are in line with many studies and find-
ings presented in scientific literature and they add new
context to the theory of supporting innovative behav-
ior in the field of agriculture. Direct effects of sup-
porting innovative behavior towards organizational
outputs were confirmed by many authors (Anderson
et al. 2014). They do exist in agriculture; however, they
are not significant and other variables enter in this re-
lation to improve its effect. Our research confirmed
the mediating effect of information sharing, follow-
ing the existing research (Aragon-Correa et al. 2013;
Hoch 2014; Radaelli et al. 2014) and verifying its va-
lidity in the conditions of primary agricultural pro-
duction. Focusing on supporting innovative behavior
of employees is not enough. The employee must know
where the company is heading, what its goals are, what
the financial situation is, what changes the company
is planning, and this information should be constantly
shared throughout the company. Information sharing
becomes an important part of innovative management.
These findings are in line with the results of the study
of Pfeffer (2010) who confirmed that only informed em-
ployees can contribute to implementation of changes
related to introduction of innovations in the company.
Information sharing together with IWB support cre-
ates the preconditions for the use of shared leadership
where a positive effect on individual and organization
performance has been identified (Carson et al. 2007;
Hoch 2014).

CONCLUSION

High demands related to performance of management
work in a highly specific environment are placed on ag-
ricultural managers. The production process is closely
linked to natural phenomena and directly depends
on climatic conditions in individual regions where the
risk-rates differ. Several types of risks affect the size
of production which may lead to adverse effects and
subsequently loss of agricultural production. The risk
in agriculture is extremely high because, given the
natural character of their activity, farmers face unpre-
dictable effects of weather throughout the year. In ad-
dition to the biological character of production and ef-
fect of climate changes, liberalization of the world food
trade (increasing competitive pressure, falling prices, re-
tail chains, high volatility of agricultural markets) is an-
other important factor, just like the political decisions
of the EU which react to current worldwide events. De-
spite these facts, the managers of agricultural compa-
nies have to look for ideas to sustain and develop their
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businesses. At the present time this encourages scien-
tific research in management with emphasis on topics
also valuable from the perspective of agricultural busi-
ness practices. We consider it important to deal with
the relation between implementation of management
tools and performance of agricultural companies, and
we consider it beneficial for the management of these
companies to learn about the relations between specific
resources in order to maintain competitiveness. The ap-
plied mediator model pointed out the need to support
the innovative behavior of employees under concurrent
sharing of information within companies.

The practical implication of our research is as fol-
lows: (i) Pro-management behavior introduces positive
effects in relation to company performance. IWB sup-
port is a predictor of production performance of agri-
cultural companies. However, it does not have a clear
effect and the effect of other factors is important.
(if) IWB support positively affects the production per-
formance of companies through information sharing
by the managers to the employees. (iif) Information
sharing is becoming an important tool of innovative
management and creates preconditions for the imple-
mentation of shared leadership, which transforms the
classically structured company into a team organiza-
tion with constant mutual exchange of information.

The conducted research has several limitations. The
first is the sample of companies, which was not se-
lected by random selection. All respondents were ad-
dressed based on their inclusion in the database with
the assumption of a low response rate. Neverthe-
less, the sample contained companies of different legal
forms, different sizes, and from all regions of Slovakia.
The second limitation of interpretation of the research
results is the local nature of the research, which was
conducted in Slovakia. The results are relevant from
regional perspective; their generalization would re-
quire a larger sample.

Another limitation is the possible overvaluation of the
positive responses on the part of the managers, which
might have been partially different if employees were
asked the questions.
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