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Impact of national culture on innovation activities of companies:
a case of Germany, Austria, Switzerland and the Czech Republic

Abstract. Culture is a central topic of the behavioural studies of organisation. It has an impact on various business areas and
business performance. Our intention is to examine the impact of culture on innovation activities of enterprises. Given the large
differences in innovation activities and innovativeness in European countries according to different rankings, it is meaningful to
explore possible reasons. In this regard, authors of scientific researches explore many aspects, whereas we have focused on
the impact of culture. To go deeper into our research, we conducted an analysis of two cultures from one region. One group is
represented by three countries: Germany, Austria and Switzerland (AT, DE, CH, respectively). The other group is represented by
the Czech Republic (CZ). By undertaking a large-scale questionnaire survey in 2015-2018, we were able to obtain approximately
the same sample for both groups, which allowed us to compare and draw conclusions. Both sample groups contained more than
400 respondents, with the first group having 574 and the second group consisting of 419 respondents. The aim of the research
was to analyse the impact of national cultures on business behaviour, especially with regard to innovations. The contribution
of this article is a comparative study of the in-depth analysis of cultural relations and innovation activities. The main results
presented in this study show that cultural aspects in the examined groups have a strong impact on perceiving business partners
as reliable, having trust in benefits of mutual cooperation, presenting positive role models or encouragement to innovation
and creativity in education. In particular, willingness to cooperate and less anxiety or fear of know-hows being stolen, which is
observed in the group of AT, DE, CH companies, may lead them to their position of strong and excellent innovators. Meanwhile,
Czech companies and their behaviour are largely influenced by their historical experiences and only starting to move towards a
more open innovation culture, with strategic partnerships being a new trend.
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Manyna 4.

KaHamnaaT eKOHOMIYHNX HayK, OOLUEHT, BUKnagay, hakynsteT ynpasniHHs, YHiBepcuteT KomeHcbkoro, bpatncnasa, CnosavynHa
KoxHoBa J1.

KaHamaaT eKOHOMIYHMX HayK, Buknagad, dakynsteT ynpasniHHa, YHiBepcuteT KomeHcbkoro, Bpatucnasa, CnosayynHa
ManynoBa 3.

KaHamMaaT eKOHOMIYHNX HayK, OOLEHT, BUKnagaY, hakynsteT ynpasniHHs, YHiBepcuteT KomeHcbkoro, bpatucnaea, CnosavynHa
BnnuB HauioHanbHOI KynbTypy Ha iHHOBaUIWHY AisnbHICTb NignpuemMcTs: Kenc HimeyuuHn, AscTpii, LLIBenyapii Ta Yexii
AHoTauif. KynbTypa € LeHTpanbHO TEMOK AOCHIAKEHHS MOBEAIHKM opraHisauii. BoHa BnNnvBae sk Ha AiNoBY aKTUBHICTb,
Tak i Ha edeKTUBHICTb BefeHHs1 6i3Hecy. MeTa LbOoro AOCNIOKEHHS MONsrae y BUBYEHHI BMMBY KyNbTYpu Ha iHHOBaLiiHY
LisnbHICTL NignpnemMcTs. Bepyyn o yBaru CyTTeBI BiMIHHOCTI, LLO CTOCYHOTbCSA SIK iHHOBAUNHOT AisifIbHOCTI, Tak i iIHHOBaLiMHOCTI
B EBPOMNENCBbKMX KpaiHax, aBTopy CTaTTi BUBYMIM MOXMBI MPUYUHM NOSBU JAHOMO ABULA. Y TOM 4Yac K iHLWi AOCRIQHMKM
3BEPTalOTb yBary Ha BCE PI3HOMAHITTA NMPUYUH, WO O6YMOBMIOIOTL MOABY BigNOBIAHMX BiGMIHHOCTEN MiXK KpaiHamu, aBTopwu
LibOro AOCHIAXXEeHHS 30cepeannu yeary Ha KynsTypHOMY acnekTi. [nsa Toro, wo6 3pobuTin 6inbLu rmmboke [oCNiOKEHHS, asTopu
CTaTTi NPOoBeNV NOPIBHANBHWUI aHani3 ABOX KynbTyp OOQHOrO perioHy, BU3Ha4vBLM ABi rpynu KpaiH. MNeplia rpyna npegcrasneHa
HimeyunHoto, ABcTpieto Ta LlBenuapieto, apyra — Yecbkow Pecny6nikoto. OnuTyBaHHSA, npoBegeHe B nepiog 2015-2018
pp., BKto4ano B cebe 993 pecnoHaeHTW. Pesynstatv, oTpuMaHi nig 4Yac AOCRIAXKEHHSA, MOKasyoTb, WO (akTop KynbTypu
Mae iCTOTHWIA BNAMB Ha CNPUAHATTA AiNOBUX MapTHEpiB, B3aEMOBWrigHE CMiBPOGITHULTBO, NOGYAOBY MO3UTUBHUX PONBOBUX
mMogene, iHHOBaUiiHUIA PO3BUTOK Ta PO3BUTOK OCBITU. 30Kpema, roTOBHICTb A0 cniBnpadi B rpyni kpaiH «HimevynHa — ABCTpis —
LLIBelyapisi», a TaKoXX MEHLUMIA CTyMiHb CTYpOOBAHOCTI CTOCOBHO MOX/IMBOCTI KpPafiXKoK HOy-xay B rpyni, 4O SIKOi Hanexarb
HiMeLbKi, aBCTPINCbKI Ta WBeliLapcbki KoMNaHii, 4O3BONSE iM 3aiMaT CTiliKi nigepcbki no3unuii B cdepi iHHoBaujin. Y Toi e Yac
noBefiHKa YeCbKUX KOMMaHil 3Ha4HOO MipOI0 3a3Hae BM/IMBIB iICTOPUYHOIO [OCBIAY W TiIbKU NOYMHAE AaBaTth NapoCTKmM GinbLu
BiJKPWTOI iIHHOBALNHOT KyETYpY 3 eNeMeHTaMy CTpaTeriyHoro napTHepCTBa K HOBOrO TPeHAY.

Knro4voBi cnoBa: KynsTypa opraHsisauii; HauioHanbHa KynsTypa; acnekTu Kynstypu; iHHoBauii; HimevunHa; AscTpis; LLseliuapis;
Yecbka Pecny6nika.

Papula, J., Kohnova, L., & Papulova, Z. / Economic Annals-XXI (2018), 169(1-2), 26-30 © Institute of Society Transformation, 2018

26


https://doi.org/10.21003/ea.V169-05
mailto:jan.papula%40fm.uniba.sk?subject=
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5761-9213
mailto:lucia.kohnova%40fm.uniba.sk%0D?subject=
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4787-3901
mailto:zuzana.papulova%40fm.uniba.sk%0D?subject=
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4415-6595

WORLD ECONOMY AND INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC RELATIONS

Manyna {1.

KaHOMOaT SKOHOMUYECKMX HayK, AIOLIEHT, Mpenogasarenb, (hakynsTeT ynpasneHus, YHueepcuteT KomeHckoro, BpaTtncnasa, Cnosakus
KoxHosa J1.

KaHanaaT 3KOHOMUYECKMX HayK, Npenogasatenb, hakynsTeT ynpasneHus, YHuBepcuTteT KomeHckoro, bpaTtncnasa, Cnosakus
ManynoBa 3.

KaHaMaaT 3KOHOMUYECKMX HayK, [OLIEHT, Mpenofasatenb, (hakynsTeT ynpasneHus, YHueepcuteT KomeHckoro, BpaTtucnasa, Cnosakus
BnusiHme HauMoHanbHOM KyNbTypbl HA UHHOBALMOHHYIO AeATE/IbHOCTb KOMMaHWA:

kenc lepmanuun, ABctpum, LLisenyapum n Yexumn

AHHOTaumsa. Kynstypa sBnseTcsa LeHTpanbHOW TEMON UCCNEAoBaHMsA noBedeHns opraHnsaumin. OHa okasbiBaeT BMSHUE Ha
OenoBYI0 aKTMBHOCTb 1 3 eKTUBHOCTL BefeHus 6usHeca. Llenb faHHOro nccnefosaHns 3aknioyaeTcs B U3YYeHUW BANSIHUS
KyNbTYpbl Ha MHHOBALUMOHHYIO OEATENbHOCTb NpeanpusaTui. MNprHuMas BO BHUMaHNE CyLLECTBEHHbIE Pasnnyns, KacatoLmecs
KaK MHHOBALMOHHOW AeATeNbHOCTU, TaK Y MHHOBALUMOHHOCTU B €BPOMENCKUX CTpaHax, aBTopbl CTaTbW U3YHYNIN BO3MOXXHbIE
NPWYYHbI JaHHOMO siBNeHMs. B TO Bpemsi Kak Apyrve uccrnefoBaTenn o6pallatoT BHUMaHWe Ha BCE MHoroobpasue MpuudiH,
06YyCNoBMBAIOLLMX NOSBIEHNE COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX PA3NNYMA MEXXAY CTPpaHamu, aBTOpPbl JaHHOro UCCNENOBaHNSA COCPEAOTOHMNN
CBO€ BHMMaHWe Ha KyfnsTYpHOM acnekTe. B uenax ocywecteneHuns 6onee riy6b0Koro ccneqosaHuns, asTopbl 4aHHOW CTaTbu
NPOBENV CPaBHUTENbHBIN aHanu3 ABYX KynbTyp OQHOrO PEervoHa, BbiAeNuB OfiA 3TOro Ase rpynnbl cTpaH. lNepsas rpynna
npeacTaeneHa Tpemsi ctpaHamu: lfepmanuvent, Asctpuein n LLiseniuapuein. Bropas —Yewckoii Pecny6nmkoi. Onpoc, NpoBeaeHHbINn
B nepwog 2015-2018 rr.,, no3sonun asTopam MNPOBECTU WCCNeAoBaHue N COPMyNMpoBaTb COOTBETCTBYIOLUME BbIBOAbI.
Kaxxgas n3 geyx rpynn Bblbopku BKo4ana B cebst 6onee 400 pecnoHAeHTOB. Pe3ynbTaThl, NonyYeHHble B XOAe UCCNeaoBaHuns,
NoKasbIBaloT, YTO (PaKTOP KYMbTYPbl UMEET CYLLUECTBEHHOE BAMSHME HA BOCMPUSATUE AENOBbIX NapTHEPOB B OTHOLUEHUU WX
HageXHOCTY, Ha B3aMMOBbIrOQHOE COTPYOHUYECTBO, MOCTPOEHNE MNONOXNTENBHBIX PONEBbLIX MOAENEN, UHHOBAaLMOHHOE pPa3BuTre
1 pa3BnTne ob6pasoBaHmns. B 4acTHOCTW, FOTOBHOCTL K COTPYAHUYECTBY B rpynne cTpaH «fepmaHusa — AscTpus — LLseliuapus»,
a TaKXXe MeHblUasi CTeneHb 06eCNOKOEHHOCTI BO3MOXHOCTBIO KPaXX HOY-Xay B rpynne, K KOTOpOW NpuHagnexar HeMeLKue,
aBCTPUICKME U LUBENLAPCKNE KOMMaHUW, No3BOMSIOT UM 3aHUMaTb YCTONYMBbIE NMAepPCKMe nosvumm B cdepe nHHosaumin. B
TO >XE BPEMS MOBEAEHMNE YELLCKNX KOMMaHUA B 3HAYUTENIbHOWN CTEMEHN NOABEPXKEHO BIMSHUIO UCTOPUYECKOTO OMbITa 1 TONBbKO
Ha4MHaeT gaBaTb POCTKU 6onee OTKPbITON MHHOBALMOHHON KYNLTYPbl C 3NEMEHTaMn CTpaTerm4eckoro napTHepCTBa kak HOBOro
TpeHaa.

KnroueBble cnosa: KynbTypa opraHu3auuy; HauvoHasbHas KynbTypa; acnekTbl KynbTypbl; MHHOBauuu; FepmaHus; ABcTpus;

LLIsenuapusi; Yewckan Pecnybnuka.

1. Introduction

Today, the promotion of innovation is a hot topic not on-
ly at the national or company level, but also at the level of
the European Union. In the Europe 2020 strategy, one of the
key objectives is to achieve smart growth based on know-
ledge and innovation. Horizon 2020 supports these objectives
through activities aimed at excellence in science and achieve-
ment of industry leadership through innovation. Yet, innova-
tiveness, as well as innovation activity, is different in each
country. Innovations arise from ideas of employees, custo-
mers, companies, within a joint partnership, and so on. Here-
with, organisational culture, which has to be an innovative cul-
ture, is always the starting point. Organisational culture is con-
ditioned and influenced by the national culture, traditions and
attitudes of a company to entrepreneurship and creativity in
business. The research question is therefore what impacts the
approach to innovation and innovativeness in those countries
that are regionally close, yet culturally different. The aim of this
research is to analyse the impact of national cultures on busi-
ness behaviour.

According to a comparative assessment of research and
innovation performance of European countries, elaborated
by the European Commission, the positions of the examined
countries have not changed dramatically during 2010-2016.
The 2016 data are the most recent data provided by the Euro-
pean Commission. Switzerland and Germany position them-
selves as innovation leaders; Austria is viewed to be a strong
innovator. On the other hand, the Czech Republic has re-
tained its position of a moderate innovator. Even though the
measurement framework in the European Innovation Score-
board 2017 met several adjustments as compared to previous
scoreboards, the positions have remained unchanged, with
Austria and Germany achieving results similar to the 2016
data. (Figure 1). Based on innovation scoreboard results, we
compare our research questions with regard to the excellent
innovators (AT, DE, CH) and the moderate innovator (CZ) to
identify the key differences (European Commission, 2018).

2. Brief Literature Review

The term «culture» comes from the Latin cultura, which re-
fers to a cult or an object of worship and, in a broader sense,
can be explained as the results of human interaction (Matije-
vic et al, 2015). Culture can be seen as a key determinant of
human behaviour. In general, it is described as a set of values,
norms and behaviour patterns. Culture includes expected

behaviour, beliefs, traits, values, language, and living practi-
ces shared by members of a society (Herbig & Dunphy, 1998).
It represents collective faith and values as principal assump-
tions upon which rational arguments of society are based
(Tyson & Jackson, 1997).

At the organisational level, culture is often perceived as a
too complex and hard to define phenomenon which signifi-
cantly affects organisational performance. On the one hand,
culture may be a source of strength and competitive advan-
tage (Lukasova, 2004; Serrat, 2017), and can have a positive
impact on the overall business performance (Hilman & Ka-
liappen, 2015; Rihle & Wagner, 2016; Nazarian et al, 2017).
On the other hand, it may impede the organisational develop-
ment, or even be a source of its destruction (Lukasova, 2004).
If an organisation wants to move forward and be successful, it
should be aware of the importance and impact of its culture.
Culture plays an important part in supporting changes in an
organisation and in implementing its strategies. If an organisa-
tion wants to avoid difficulties in promoting changes or imple-
menting its strategy, its employees should regard themselves
as belonging to it (Charvat, 2006). Due to appropriate orga-
nisational culture, employees can gain a sense of continuity,
personal identification both with the organizations’ goals and
the organization itself.

Fig. 1: Comparison of innovation score
of examined countries during 2010-2016 according to the
European Innovation Scoreboard
Source: Compiled by the authors based
on data of the European Innovation Scoreboard 2017
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Nowadays, we can see a growing importance of organisa-
tion culture in the context of knowledge development and inno-
vation growth. Researches and publications on innovation em-
phasise the importance of culture as a key determinant of inno-
vation performance (Leal-Rodriguez et al, 2013; Ozman et al,
2013; Hogan & Coote, 2014; Brettel et al, 2015; Naranjo-Valen-
cia et al, 2016; Kassa, 2016). Culture has a profound influence
on the innovative capacity, and it also provides social direction
to the process of technological development (Herbig & Dunphy
1998). According to the research conducted by Chua et al
(2015), culture affects cross-border creativity engagement
and success and has an impact on the innovator’s ability to
work creatively. In organisations, culture should also support
the creativity, because, in general, creativity enhances innova-
tive activities (Sarooghi et al, 2015). Organisational culture en-
hances firm innovation and can create a positive effect on firm
performance, especially if the culture is oriented to values and
practices, e.g.: adhocracy culture (adaptability), risk-taking atti-
tude, ambitious objectives, priority to customer satisfaction and
willingness to try out new ideas (Naranjo-Valencia et al, 2016).
Rothwell & Wissema (1986) pointed out nine essential factors of
innovation, in which three factors were directly and others indi-
rectly linked to culture. Based on such results, it is essential to
understand that culture can encourage and support innovation
and innovative entrepreneurships.

In this context, not only organisational culture but also na-
tional culture contributes to innovations. According Smale, na-
tional culture influences socially and economically important
behaviour, including innovation practice (Smale, 2016). There
are studies about national cultures in connections to innovation
growth of companies (Demirglig-Kunt & Levine 2004; Furman,
et al, 2002) that suggest four factors underlying most explana-
tions why certain firms representing certain nations are more in-
novative than others. These factors are skilled labour, capital,
government and culture. The results of other study (Tellis, Prab-
hu and Chandy, 2009) imply that culture is an important driver
of innovation, being even more important than labour, capital
and government regulations. The finding is affected by increa-
sing globalisation and the removal of barriers to movement of
labour and capital. Today, it is easier to get labour and capital
for the development of innovation from abroad than it was in the
past; yet organisation culture is unique to each company, it is
hard to define and to follow, it can be difficult to change, which
therefore represents its significant competitive advantage.

Jones and Davis (2000) also confirm that national cultures
affect innovation. Hofstede is best known for cultural studies.
He describes the national culture as «the collective program-
ming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one
group or people from another» (Hofstede, 2001, p. 3). However,
he also points out that people can belong to different cultures at
the same time, for example national cultures and organizational
cultures. National cultures alone are considered very important
in terms of their impact on economic factors. To compare, na-
tional cultures have created dimensions that define culture itself.
They are power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism/
collectivism, masculinity/femininity, long/short Term Orienta-
tion and indulgence/restraint (Hofstede, 2011). According to
Hofstede (2001), cultures with lower uncertainty avoidance are
unfamiliar risks. Low uncertainty avoidance thus implies willin-
gness to enter into unknown ventures that seem to be neces-
sary for innovative activity, especially when dealing with radical
innovations. Hofstede (2001) also suggested that cultures with
low power distance have a greater tendency to innovate. Ac-
cording to Erdingen & Waarts (2003), innovative-oriented cul-
tures should ideally have a low power distance, low uncertainty
avoidance and long-term orientation. Other dimensions should
be neutral. Innovation depends on the flow and sharing of in-
formation, so high power distance might prevent the spread
of information. Innovation is stimulated by free communica-
tion, decentralisation and trust between the various hierarchical
levels and thus the possibility to communicate their ideas and
share knowledge within the structures of the organisation (Kas-
sa & Vadi, 2010). Also Jones and Davis (2000) claim that po-
wer distance in the presence and level of social or organisatio-
nal hierarchy, centralised power, formal vertical communication
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flows, top-down control, formal rules and procedures, and re-
sistance to change affects innovation. A less formal hierarchy of
authority and control, free exchange of information and know-
ledge sharing, low power structure, decentralisation of know-
ledge and responsibility support innovations and central power,
top down control, excessive rules, rigid stratification will ham-
per innovation (Jones & Davis, 2000). In terms of the dimen-
sion of collectivism and individualism, the initiation of innova-
tion is more linked to individualism, given that the idea arises
in one head and the surrounding environment can either sup-
port it or not. Cultures based on individualism are usually more
«free» and employees belonging to them have more opportuni-
ties to try something new, and also expect a reward and recog-
nition of their individual contribution (Erdingen & Waarts, 2003).
Also, a culture of collectivism can have a positive impact on in-
novation. Several authors have investigated the dependency of
the individualism/collectivism on the number of patents, inven-
tions and creativity in the economy and discovered a significant
positive correlation, except for family style collectivism which
has negative results (Shane, 1993). In terms of the dimension
of masculinity and femininity a direct impact on creativity and
innovation has not been proven. In this sense, however, femi-
ninity is a way of management oriented more to people, a low
number of conflicts and emotional support to employees. In
this case, men represent assertiveness, hardness and focus on
material success (Williams & McGuire, 2010). According other
studies (Kassa & Vadi, 2010; Kassa, 2013), the most innovative
countries are characterised by a low level of uncertainty avoi-
dance and a low degree of masculinity. Avoiding uncertainty
may pose organisational culture barriers. Innovation is often as-
sociated with changes and, therefore, a degree of uncertainty.
If a country/organisation has negative relationship with uncer-
tainty, it tends to create rules and laws that reduce confusion.
Individuals in such circumstances may also have less incentive
to present their ideas and inventions because their ideas and
inventions may be rejected.

The general level of human capital of a country, which in-
cludes knowledge, skills and abilities of the labour force, is
considered to be one of most important factors of innovation.
It can be improved with education which is commonly sup-
posed to positively influence innovation (Kassa, 2016).

3. Purpose

The purpose of this research is to analyse the impact of
national cultures on business behaviour. In terms of simila-
rity, Ronen and Shenkar (2017) divided European countries
into several groups: the Nordic countries (Sweden, Norway,
Denmark, Finland), the Anglo-Saxon countries (Great Britain
and Ireland), the Latin countries (France, Spain, Portugal, Italy
and Belgium), the German countries (Germany, Austria and
Switzerland) and the East European countries (the Czech Re-
public, Estonia, Hungary, Slovakia, Poland, Slovenia, etc.). For
the purpose of this study, we select 2 sample groups which
contain a similar number of respondents in order to provide
a comparison, as well as a statistical evaluation, which tells
about the behaviour of the total population. We have divided
the respondents into a group of Czech companies (CZ) with
419 respondents and a group of Austrian, German and Swiss
companies (AT, DE, CH - the German countries) with 574 re-
spondents. AT, DE, CH businesses represent a group of more
developed countries and achieve higher rankings in innovation
rankings, while Czech enterprises are considered weaker in-
novators. These two groups were chosen also because their
geographical proximity and economic connection, however
a different cultural aspects. To conduct a deeper analysis of
companies from the selected sample groups, we have ana-
lysed both groups with regard to the stage of maturity of com-
panies in terms of starting, growing and mature businesses.

4. Sample data and collection

The sample data were obtained within a research pro-
ject, which was conducted during the 2015-2018 period. The
data were collected by means of an electronic questionnaire
in 2015 and 2016, with a sample of 419 CZ companies and
574 AT, DE, CH companies, and compared with the newest
European Innovation Scoreboard 2017 (results from 2016).
The respondents were the owners, managers and employees



of companies, who oversaw various sectors. We analysed
87 starting, 249 growing and 657 mature businesses.

In the survey, the respondents were asked to answer the
question: «What is the level of pro-innovation culture in your
country?», where they could choose from the numerical as-
sessment on a scale from 1 to 4. The meaning of the numeri-
cal evaluation was as follows:

1 - very low, not existing;

2 - quite low;

3 - medium, medium high;

4 - very high.

When evaluating the data, we used the basic descriptive
statistics and calculations of the mean percentage. When ana-
lysing the differences between the groups surveyed, (CZ and
AT, DE, CH enterprises), we used nonparametric chi-square test.

5. Results

Czech companies have
a much deeper fear of know-
hows being stolen than the

WORLD ECONOMY AND INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC RELATIONS

models, the partners’ confidence in the benefits of mutual co-
operation, culture and the ability to see opportunities.

The areas which indicated a statistically significant diffe-
rence between the groups surveyed were further analysed in
terms of the maturity stage of the companies (Table 3). The dif-
ferences between starting, growing and mature AT, DE, CH and
CZ companies can be observed in the question about provi-
ding encouragement to innovation and creativity in education.
Among CZ businesses, a high level of incentives was seen by
starting companies (52%), yet it was not so high in the group
of growing (28%) and mature businesses (31%). In the group
of AT, DE, CH companies, on the contrary, most businesses
that perceive a high level of encouragement to innovation and
creativity in education are mature businesses (53%), start-ups,
and growing businesses perceive it less (38%). In terms of the

Tab. 1: Percentage of companies of the selected sample groups with answers to the question
about the level of pro-innovation culture in their countries evaluated as 3 or 4 on the scale

Austrian, German and Swiss (Part 1)
companies do. Similarly, they What is th t What is th What is the risk What is the level of
. . i at is the encouragemen at is the at is the ris at is the level o

pef\“j"elve, a hlgher level of ad to innovation and creativity perceived fear of perception presenting positive role
ministrative burden. Converse- in education stealing know-hows of success models of successful
ly, AT, DE, CH companies have (primary, secondary, higher between and fear of innovative businesses
a higher level of presenting T it S07% S

g . (] . 0 . 0 . 0
positive role models, as well AT,DE,CH 47.04% 53.48% 68.82% 61.50%
as a higher level of encourage- Chi 1.84E-06 2.39E-14 0.957532 4.22E-11

ment to innovation and crea-
tivity in education. (Figure 2).
The following Table 1 and
Table 2 show the percentage
of companies representing
the two groups of AT, DE, CH
and CZ businesses, who re-

Source: Compiled by the authors

Tab. 2: Percentage of companies of the selected sample groups with answers to the question
about the level of pro-innovation culture in their countries evaluated as 3 or 4 on the scale

(Part 2)

What is the
partners’
confidence in
the benefits of

sponded to the question with
the evaluation of 3 or 4. Sta-
tistically significant differen-
ces were found in the issue

What is
the level of

entrepreneurship

tradition and

What is the country’s
culture to indulge
(the ability to
indulge success,

What is the
ability among
businesses and
individuals in

What is the
perception of
barriers and

administrative

: mutual ingenuity in the | which is not the envy | business to see | burdens limiting
of encouragement to innova- cooperation country of the success) opportunities innovation
tion and creativity in educa- cz 41.53% 72.79% 27.21% 51.79% 73.75%

. _ AT,DE,CH 56.79% 67.42% 36.76% 64.98% 69.16%
tion, the fear of know-hows Chi 2.01E-06 0.068973 0.001534 2.90E-05 0.115602

being stolen, the level of the
presentation of positive role

Source: Compiled by the authors

Fig. 2: Comparison of the average evaluation of AT, DE, CH and CZ companies on the question about the level of
pro-innovation culture in their countries
Source: Compiled by the authors
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Tab. 3: Percentage of companies of the selected sample groups with answers to the question about the level
of pro-innovation culture in their countries evaluated as 3 or 4 on the scale

(Part 2)

What is the encouragement What is the What is the level of What is the What is the country's |What is the ability

to innovation and creativity | perceived fear of |presenting positive role confidence of culture to indulge among businesses

in education stealing know-how| models of successful partners on the | (the ability to indulge | and individuals in

(primary, secondary, between innovative businesses |benefits of mutual |success, that is not the| business to see

higher education) busir and entrepreneurs cooperation envy of the success) opportunities

Ccz AT, DE, CH Ccz AT, DE, CH cz AT, DE, CH cz AT, DE, CH cz AT, DE, CH Ccz AT, DE, CH
Starting b. 52% 38% 78% 50% 44% 50% 41% 53% 19% 27% 59% 65%
Growing b. 28% 38% 78% 54% 41% 55% 49% 49% 24% 34% 57% 61%
Mature b. 31% 53% 77% 54% 40% 67% 40% 61% 29% 40% 50% 67%

Source: Compiled by the authors

question about presenting positive role models of successful,
innovative entrepreneurs, the evaluation of answers given by
67% of AT, DE, CH mature businesses indicated high or very
high values, which was 11 and more percent higher than those
of starting and growing companies. However, in the case of
CZ companies, it was 40%, comparable with the perception of
starting and growing companies in the CZ group. Similar diffe-
rences between mature businesses in the CZ group and ma-
ture businesses in the AT, DE, CH group can also be seen in
questions about confidence in the benefits of cooperation with
partners, culture and ability to see opportunities.

In other questions, no big difference among the analysed
stages of maturity has been found in each of the groups.

6. Conclusions

According to the research results, several significant dif-
ferences were identified in the studied groups. To understand
the interpretation of the results, it is necessary to be aware of
cultural differences. With regard to the modern market eco-
nomy, the Czech Republic has gradually created its business
environment. However, the country’s negative experience re-
lating to the collapse of enterprises, as well as the specula-
tive behaviour of some owners or managers, has left its mark
and lead to cautiousness. At the governmental level, such
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