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ABSTRACT
The paper contributes to the discussion on the catalytic role of SMEs in generating innovation as a basis for a competitive economy. It focuses on Innovation Management of SMEs from six countries in Europe representing both, ‘established’ and transitional settings (United Kingdom, Republic of Cyprus, Spain, Italy, Greece and Lithuania) and differentiates the respective SME perceptions, key factors and levels of innovation management. To the knowledge of the authors this comprehensive differentiated approach is an innovative contribution to the field. Significant quantitative research findings being an integral part of a wider action research approach validates the hypothesis that different levels of Innovation Management exist in the European settings. In addition, based on factor and multiple regression analysis, the factors explaining the respective levels are provided for both, an individual country as well as an integrated perspective. Across all countries, a correlation between the innovation and corporate culture indices, which had been created, could be identified. Multiple Regression analysis led to four independent variables explaining innovation management when considering all countries together. These are, in descending order of degree of explanation, ‘corporate culture’, ‘formal processes/innovation department’, ‘size of company (number of employees)’ and ‘review of products’.
INTRODUCTION
Acronyms like ‘Gold Dust for an Efficient Economy’ or ‘Backbone and Heart’ of an economy illustratively reflect the significant macro economic contribution of small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) to the economy and society. These very beneficial roles are based on the capacity of an ‘optimizing agent’ to capitalize on gaps or disequilibria in the market or, overcome structural crisis situations in small as well as large companies. Exemplarily, fields of application of the entrepreneurship model refer to newly create industry segments (i.e. agrotourism, high tech products, new service trends), mitigate the stress on the social welfare system triggered, for example, by public budget constraints, utilize the cultural richness of ‘Europe of the Regions’ or contribute to the affirmative coping of economies in transition countries. This ‘optimizing agent’ role, however, can only be achieved and guaranteed if the level of creativity and innovation in an economy is sufficiently high. In current research, innovation has been correlated with national or regional competitiveness, profitability and international business success. Against this background, it appeared to be an interesting research aim to investigate if different levels and factors of innovation management in SMEs in a variety of European settings exist. The research represents an integral part of the MINT project (2008 – 2009) which was supported by the LEONARDO program of the European Union.  
INNOVATION AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP
In the current globalization era, a higher level of competitiveness of companies, countries, regions and towns as well as market efficiency (Zimmerer and Scarborough, 2001; Kaufmann and Durst, 2008) have become key macro-economic objectives. Innovation is regarded as a key driver for nations’, companies’ and mankind’s competitiveness (Denton, 1999). The relationship between macro-economic aspects as, for example, needs of society and market place, technological developments, tax issues and innovation created by entrepreneurship has been established in literature (Choueke and Armstrong, 1998; Darroch and McNaughton, 2002; Shaw, O’Loughlin, and McFadzean, 2005; Wolff and Pett, 2006; Oke.et al, 2007). Referring to the micro perspective, innovation has been linked to marketing and consumer orientation in general (Weerawardena, 2003; Drucker, 1954 in O’Dwyer et al., 2009; Neira et al., 2009) as well as to marketing behaviors of SMEs in particular (Morris and Lewis, 1995 and Sexton and Arbaugh, 1992, in: O’Dwyer et al., 2009). The Classical School of Entrepreneurship associates entrepreneurial characteristics with innovation, creativity and discovery (Cunningham and Lischeron cited in Koh, 1996). This view is supported by the definition of innovation of entrepreneurship by the EU (in Klapper, 2004): “the mindset and process to create and develop economic activity by blending risk-taking, creativity and/or innovation with sound management, within a new or an existing organization”.
THRIVING ON DISEQUILIBRIA
 The entrepreneur as an optimizing agent exploits disequilibria and gaps which represent market opportunities (O’Dwyer et al., 2009; Boyett, 1997 in Kaufmann, 2009).  These gaps and opportunities might, fore example, refer to overcome public budget constraints, integrating economically marginalized rural areas, coping with a changing socio-economic structure in industrialized countries reflected by industry segment problems in certain areas (e.g. textile, tourism, or agriculture), or providing for diversification and differentiation of products and services (Kaufmann, 2009). 
Innovation, in order to be effective, requires systematic and planned, discipline and intervention programs approaches (Boer et al, 1990) rather than representing natural or ad hoc progress (Amabile et al,2002 cited in McAdam et al, 2007). 

MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS RELEVANT FOR INNOVATION
This aforementioned systematic process is regarded as difficult as innovation is a multidimensional process (Zhao, 2005; Neira et al, 2009) and embraces the complete management discipline including change management, especially if radical innovations are to be pursued (Damanpour, 1991), quality management and marketing (Sing and Smith, 2004; Phino, 2002), organizational learning (Han et al., 1998; Wyer et al., 2000) , administrative processes and technology (Han et.al, 1998), action learning by SMEs (Choueke and Armstrong (1998), work organization systems (Weerawardena, 2003) corporate culture (i.e. decision making patterns, teamwork, ‘open culture’, leadership (i.e. empowerment) (Burpitt and Bigoness, 1997; Barsh et al, 2008; Hurley and Hulti 1998; Prajogo and Sohal, 2003) and knowledge management (Du Plessis, 2007). Although innovation management related studies on SMEs exist in literature, albeit focusing on individual member states (i.e. Oke et al., 2007; Salavou and Avlonitis, 2008; Radzeviciene, 2008), no recent comparative studies have been conducted on Innovation Management of European SMES as to the knowledge of the author. 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The research aims of this study were to investigate still existing hurdles for innovation and the level of systematic application of different management functions relevant for innovation management in European SMEs. Further objectives of the study were to investigate

· if different levels of innovativeness of European SMEs exist

· to what extent companies pursue innovation as a strategic approach

· research the factors companies employ to encourage innovation

· investigate factors which block innovation

· investigate the perceived level of innovation support by other institutions, agencies and companies

Representing an integral part of the 2 years (2008-2009) lasting MINT project (http://www.mintproject.org/), a consortium of six partners from 6 European companies was selected to investigate these research objectives. The mix of partners coming from academic and professional education institutions with partners from agencies/consultancies provided a very good basis for an action research approach using both quantitative and qualitative research methods and techniques. The quantitative (survey) and qualitative research (participant observation) was designed into 5 stages.

Action Research Steps

1. A literature review was undertaken to theoretically underpin the empirical stage.

2. Pursuing a quantitative survey method a questionnaire was designed to be 

distributed to SMEs in Cyprus, England, Greece, Italy, Spain and Lithuania. The questionnaire was pre-tested with respectively 10 SMEs and an incubation center in England and Cyprus. The questionnaires were personally administered to the companies by the partners of the project. In some countries, it was perceived necessary to translate the questionnaire into the local language. After receipt, 203 questionnaires could be analyzed using the statistical software package of SPSS. This stage tested the hypothesis that the factors of innovation management approaches have to be differentiated according to the different European countries.

3. Based on the results of a previously conducted research project, the literature review and the questionnaire findings respectively 5 pilot seminars for 14 SME     representatives were conducted in England and Cyprus where participants’ perceptions and behavior could be observed. The feedback of the SMEs on these seminars represented a very good basis for a continuous improvement and adaptation of the course content. 

4. After the pilot study additional seminars were conducted in each member country. 

‘Train the Trainer’ Seminars were conducted to transfer the seminar content to local trainers. Again, feedback of the course participants was integrated in the final content design. For this reason, some of the material had to be translated into the local language. 

5. The final course content was transferred into an online seminar with tutor support integrating a variety of teaching methodologies relevant for online learning. Part of the course content is going to be provided. 

Sample characteristics

The quota sample included 204 companies. There were 6 countries involved in the study, namely Italy, England, Greece, Cyprus, Lithuania and Spain. Greece was divided in two parts, Athens and Thessaloniki. More specifically, 30 companies were selected from Italy (14.7%), 30 from England (14.7%), 23 from Greece-Thessaloniki (11.3%), 33 from Greece-Athens (16.2%), 30 from Cyprus (14.7%), 30 from Lithuania (14.7%), and 28 from Spain (13.7%). 

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
Respondents’ profiles and company characteristics

Appendix 1 provides information about the companies’ and respondents’ profiles. Chi-square (Χ2) tests of independence were performed in order to examine whether cross-country differences existed in terms of the characteristics (company profiles and respondent profiles). The results show that significant cross-country differences existed for all the questions, in terms of the sample characteristics. Appendix 2 reveals how exactly the countries differed. 
Different levels of innovativeness 

Appendix 3 provides the results regarding the innovation levels of the different countries under study. The results imply that a relatively high percentage (ca. 30%) of SMEs in Italy, Spain and Cyprus did not generate any product/service innovation in the last two years. Compared to product/service innovations, social and process innovations in these countries fare even worse. The highest level of product/service innovations were achieved in Greece (Thessaloniki), England, Lithuania and Cyprus. Hence, in Cyprus, there seems to be a gap between very innovative and less innovative companies. In total, the companies prefer more incremental rather than radical product changes. This might point to a lack of creativity and innovativeness required for radical changes. Only in Cyprus and Greece (Thessaloniki) higher levels of radical changes are apparent. Better technology, new market opportunities and customers’ requirements are perceived by all companies as reasons for improvements. Minimizing waste, cost reduction and, especially, suppliers’ suggestions are less considered reasons for improvements. Taking the generally accepted importance of customer orientation into account, it is astonishing that customer requirements are only considered to a very low extent as reasons for improvements in Italy, Greece (Athens) and Spain. 83.6% of all SMEs perceived the improvements as having been successful measured by financial gains (43.5%) and increased market position (40.1%). Whilst perceiving the improvements as successful, ca. 28% of SMEs in Italy and England noticed problems.
Chi-square (Χ2) tests of independence were performed, in order to examine whether significant cross-country differences existed in terms of how innovative the companies are. The results appear in Appendix 4. The results show that significant cross-country differences existed in the level of innovation, for all the questions. 

Corporate Innovation Strategies

Patents, quicker integrating social changes and systematic formal innovation processes have to come to the fore

Whereas 77.3% of the respondents need only up to one year for product/service introduction, 22.8% need 2 or more years. The quickest ‘introducers’ are Cyprus, England and Italy with Spain, Lithuania and Greece being the slowest ones. The vast majority of 91.7% did not register a patent in the last 2 years, with Lithuania not achieving a single patent registration. The highest level of patent registrations can be observed in Cyprus, followed by Spain and Italy. Whereas England confirms the general trend of this deplorable state of patent registrations, a small number of companies (3.3%) achieved more than 10 registrations in the last two years. A lack of strategic approach as to innovations is reflected in that almost 34% of the companies do not state innovation in its corporate strategy with Cyprus negatively heading the list (70%). 

50.5% of all companies introduce the products quicker than the competitors (first to market strategy). Especially, Cyprus (30%) followed by Lithuania (27.6%) lag behind competitors in terms of speed of product introduction. Ca. 29% of all companies do not quickly integrate social changes or tendencies. Spanish SMEs are much closed (66.7%) to this very important factor of the external business environment. Furthermore, the lack of strategic approaches as to innovation is highlighted by a lack of innovation department or formal innovation processes stated by 73.6% of all companies. 64, 7% of all companies are innovating organically. 

Chi-square (Χ2) tests of independence were performed, in order to examine whether cross-country differences existed in terms of aspects as to corporate innovation strategies. The results appear in Appendix 6. The results show that significant cross-country differences existed for most of the questions. Where differences exist, looking at the percentages in Appendix 5 can reveal how exactly countries differed.

Empowering employees is still left to be desired

Every fourth SME does not empower employees to actively contribute to innovation. Especially, Spain, Lithuania and Cyprus need to catch up on this leadership function;

this is so important to generate innovation. On the other hand, SMEs in England, Italy and Greece are the frontrunners in this respect. This result is mirrored in that 27.3% of all respondents (especially in Italy and Cyprus), which are not the owner, do not perceive an influence on new product and service development (Q 23). On average, the means of empowerment, infrastructure, incentives, training and teamwork are used to almost the same extent across all countries. However, the answers of the various countries reflect different individual priorities in terms of empowerment means. Whereas Italy, Spain and England are those countries which apply teamwork the most, Infrastructure is preferred most by Greece (Thessaloniki), Incentives by Lithuania and Cyprus and Training by Greece (Athens). In the majority of cases, new product ideas come from owners. Owners were strongly involved in the generation of product in Cyprus (90%) followed with some distance by Italy, Greece (Thessaloniki) and Lithuania.  Customer requirements and, especially, supplier suggestions are suggested to be taken more intensively into account as a source of innovation. There seems to be a contradiction between the awareness of the importance of customer requirements (see analysis of Appendix 3) and the actual involvement of customers in the innovation and creativity process. The paramount role of the customer as well as the supplier for product idea provision is mostly acknowledged by Cyprus and England. Interestingly and encouragingly, in most of the cases across all countries ‘any employee’ is integrated in product/service idea selection and screening. Again, customers and suppliers are less considered in this respect. 

Whereas 77.1% of all companies regard their employees as skilled in product/service development or creativity, 22.9% decline that statement. The lack of skilled employees in this context is biggest in Cyprus, Greece (Athens) and Lithuania whereas in England seem to be the most skilled employees as to innovation and creativity.  Also, the corporate culture is regarded by the vast majority of respondents as supportive for innovation. The highest level regarding a less supportive corporate culture can be found in Cyprus (30%) and Spain (25%). In those cases, where corporate culture was not regarded as conducive to innovation, the main reasons for that were seen to exist in a lack of necessary resources (49%), lack of preparedness to take risks (42.9%) and a lack of innovation training for employees (28.6%).

Lack of capital and time resources: the major hurdles to be overcome
The two major reasons blocking innovation are seen to be lack of money (42.2%) and lack of time (40.6%). The lack of money is strongest perceived in Italy, Greece (Thessaloniki) and Lithuania. A perception of a lack of time (most prevalent in Greece –Thessaloniki- and England) points to an underestimation of the strategic importance of innovation and creativity and confirms the existing lack of an innovation department or formal processes as to innovation.  It catches the idea that 50% of Cyprus SMEs seem to lack creative ideas and that the company’s risk adverse culture is seen as the major stumbling block for innovation in Greece (Athens) and Cyprus. The reasons for previous innovation problems are quite equally scattered with high production costs (31.2%) being regarded as the major problem in retrospect. The measurements for innovation success are quite equally evaluated being ‘financial growth’, followed by ‘better market position’ and ‘business growth’. The relevance of resistance to change was confirmed by 36.5% of all respondents, a situation most prevalent in Cyprus (70%) and Greece (Thessaloniki). Chi-square tests have shown significant cross-country differences. For more details on the stumbling blocks of innovation, see Appendices 9 and 10.

Crucial gaps: government support, application for funds and co-operation with universities

Asked about their perception if governments support innovation, most concerning, 60% of all respondents do negate this statement. The situation seems to be especially alerting in Cyprus where 93.1% of all SMEs do not regard the government as supporting innovation. Vice versa, the highest level of government support is perceived by English (62.5%), Greece KEK (54.5%) and Spanish (56%) SMEs. Among all SMEs the most known funding organizations are the EU (52.7%) and the Regional Development Agencies (41.9%) with the knowledge level of other important fund providers being below 10% respectively. Taking the aforementioned role of capital with regard to stumbling blocks for innovation and corporate culture into account, it is most alarming that 64.3% of all employees did never apply for public funds with Cyprus (96.7%) and England (77.8%) as leaders of this deplorable development. Higher levels of fund applications exist according to this study in Greece (Athens) (60.6%) and Spain (48.1%). However, 61.9% of all SMEs intend to apply in the future for funding but still a relatively high number of 38.1% do not intend to apply for funds in the future. The amount of SMEs which do not intend to apply for funds is the highest in Cyprus (60%) and Italy (59.8). The highest number of funding proposals can be expected to come in the future from Greece (Thessaloniki) (90.5%) and Lithuania (86.2%). Very disappointing and detrimental for innovation development can be regarded the very low level of SME co-operation with universities in the 6 countries in question. 62.2% of all companies do not co-operate with universities in terms of innovation. The highest level of non-cooperation can be observed in Cyprus (96.7%), Spain (78.3%) and Italy (72.4%) whereas the highest level of SME- University cooperative spirit exists in Lithuania, Greece (Thessaloniki) and England. For more details, see Appendix 11.

Creation of an innovation index: Differences in innovation level between countries

An index of “innovation” was created, using questions 7, 8, 9, 14 (see Appendices 3 and 5 for the wording of the questions). The questions were recoded accordingly, so that low values showed a low degree of innovation and high values of the index showed that the company has a high level of innovation. The respondents’ answers were averaged so that the index ranged continuously from 0 to 4, where zero shows no innovation at all. Descriptive statistics for the innovation index can be found in Appendix 13. 

Since results showed various significant demographic differences among the respondents of each country (see Appendix 2), index means were adjusted so that the respondents’ profiles of each country would not affect the results, and that samples were made comparable. Cross-country statistical comparisons of the innovation level were thus performed. The statistical method that was used was Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA), where the covariates used were the demographic variables for which significant differences were identified. More specifically, the covariates were ‘position in company’, ‘familiarity with innovation’, ‘gender’, age and ‘education’. The adjusted indices were compared across the countries. Marginal means were estimated for each country, along with 95% confidence intervals, and an ANCOVA F-test. Results showed no significant country differences in terms of innovation (F=0.927, p=0.477). 

Since results of Appendix 2 showed that, in addition to respondents’ profiles, the profiles of companies were also different, cross-country statistical comparisons of the innovation level were performed, not only adjusting for the respondents’ profile but, additionally, adjusting for the size of the SME. Results showed significant country differences in terms of innovation (F=3.881, p=0.001), where Cyprus had the highest level of innovation and Spain had the lowest (see Appendix 14). When comparing the results from ANCOVA adjusting only for respondents’ profiles and ANCOVA adjusting both for respondents’ profiles and the size of the SME, since the latter identified significant differences, an additional finding from this comparison is that the size of the SME is an important factor of innovation, and will be further examined in multiple regression analysis.  
Creation of a Corporate Culture Index

An index of “corporate culture” was created based on questions 20, 21(b), (d) (if managers/senior employees/employees participate in new ideas), 23, 25 and 28 (see Appendices 7 and 9 for the wording of these questions). The questions were recoded accordingly, so that low values showed a low degree of corporate culture and high values of the index showed that the company has a high level of corporate culture. The respondents’ answers were averaged so that the index ranged continuously from 0 to1, where zero shows no corporate culture at all. Descriptive statistics for the corporate culture index appear in Table 1. 
[Insert Table 1 about here]

Cross-country statistical comparisons of the corporate culture level were performed, using ANCOVA to adjust for the respondents’ profiles and companies’ size, since these were found to differ between countries. Results showed that no significant differences in corporate culture existed between the countries, with F=1.507 and p-value= 0.185.

The relationship between Corporate Culture and Innovation

Correlation analysis was performed, in order to examine the relation between corporate culture innovation and innovation level. The Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated between the two indices, both, for the total sample and for each country separately. Results showed that a positive relationship existed between the two indices for the total sample (r=0.494, p<0.001), but cross-country differences were apparent, where there was no relation between the two indices for Italy, England, Greece and Spain. The relation was significant and positive only for Cyprus and Lithuania, showing that for these two countries, the higher the corporate culture level, the higher the innovation level.

[Insert Table 2 about here]

Factors leading to successful/unsuccessful innovation: Multiple Regression Analysis for all countries together and individual countries

In an attempt to identify factors leading to successful/unsuccessful innovation, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed, where the independent variables were key questions of the questionnaire. The results for all countries together, as well as for each country separately are provided and it can be seen that differences exist between countries in terms of the factors leading to successful innovation. Interestingly, the level of explanation of the innovation index was reflected in a high RSquare both when examining all countries together or individual countries. 
Multiple Regression Analysis for all countries

For all countries together (Table 3), the factors that significantly lead to successful innovation are (i.e. those with p-values smaller than the level of significance, 5%): 

1) High level of corporate culture (the positive coefficient shows that when corporate culture index increases by 1 unit, then innovation index increases by 1.028 units).

2) If the company has a department of innovation or a formal process for innovation. Note that the independent variable was coded as 1=yes, 2=no, therefore the negative coefficient shows that if the company does not have a department or a formal process for innovation then the innovation index decreases. 

3) The size of the company. The positive coefficient shows that the more employees the higher the level of innovation, or, on average, when moving from one size category to the next the innovation index increases by 0.311 units. 
4) Whether existing products, even successful ones, get reviewed from time to time. The negative coefficient is interpreted as in 2) above. 

[Insert Table 3 about here]

The value of Rsquare and the importance of each significant variable can also be seen in Table 3. The final Rsquare of the model is 63.9%. It can also be seen that the most important variable is “culture index” (it explains 36.8% of the variation), then follows “whether the company has a department of innovation or a formal process” (it explains an additional 15.3%) and then the size of the company (7.2%) and the review of products (4.6%). 
Multiple Regression Analysis for individual countries- Italian SMEs

Two significant variables exist: number of employees and whether the SME has an innovation department/formal processes). Table 4 provides the significant variables and information about Rsquare. 

[Insert Table 4 about here]
Multiple Regression Analysis for individual countries- English SMEs

Only variable “number of employees” was found to be significant, where the larger the company the higher the level of innovation (positive coefficient) (Table 5). The Rsquare value is 55.2% of this single variable.

[Insert Table 5 about here]

Multiple Regression for individual countries- Greek SMEs (Thessaloniki)

No significant factors were found.  

Multiple Regression for individual countries- Greek SMEs (Athens) 

Two significant factors exist: ‘whether innovation is part of the strategy’ and the ‘number of employees’ (Table 6). The respective RSquare values are also provided.

[Insert Table 6 about here]

Multiple Regression for individual countries- Cypriot SMEs

Significant variables are “culture index” and “whether existing products, even successful ones, get reviewed from time to time” (Table 7). RSquare (0.83) is very high. 

[Insert Table 7 about here]

Multiple Regression for individual countries- Lithuanian SMEs

 The significant variables for a successful innovation index for Lithuanian SMEs are (Table 8): 1) If the company has a department of innovation or a formal process for innovation, 2) If innovation is part of the strategy, 3) If the company quickly integrates social trends and 4) If the company has applied in the past for public funds (question 31 in the questionnaire; the variable is coded 1=yes, 2=no). The importance of the variables in terms of the variation of innovation explained is also seen in Table 8. 

[Insert Table 8 about here]

Multiple Regression Analysis for individual countries- Spanish SMEs

The elicited two significant variables are ‘number of employees’ and ‘integration of social trends’ explaining the innovation level with RSquares of 0,591 and 0,204 respectively (Table 9).

[Insert Table 9 about here]

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
The study revealed that significant differences between the SMEs in the 6 EU countries exist. The analysis has been performed both on an integrated as well as on an individual country basis. Higher levels of product/service introductions should be pursued in Italy, Spain and Cyprus. In addition to product/service and incremental innovation, a stronger emphasis should be placed on social-, process- and radical innovation. Customer requirements, supplier suggestions, minimizing waste and cost reduction should be taken more intensively into account as reasons for product/service improvements.  Referring to all SMEs higher levels of patent registrations are strongly suggested. The awareness of the importance of continuously tracking and integrating social trends as a major source for innovation has to be increased. Innovation should be perceived by the SMEs as a systematic and formal process with paramount strategic implications (i.e. creating innovation departments). The leadership function of empowering employees should be significantly improved. The importance of employees being skilled and trained in creativity and innovation techniques is confirmed by this research albeit with differentiated levels in the respective countries. Due to the strategic importance of innovation appropriate resources in terms of capital and time have to be allocated to innovation. Resistance to change is an existing phenomenon and has to be expected and planned for when intending to improve the level of innovation. Most concerning, SMEs do not feel to be supported by governments as to innovation activities. The reasons for this perception are suggested to be subject for further research. Research questions could include if this negative perception is due to a lack of communication on behalf and with the government, governmental and EU agencies (i.e. EU Info Centers) or if a real actual lack of support exists. SMEs are strongly suggested to be supported for and when applying for public funding. SMEs and Universities/Colleges are strongly encouraged to more intensively engage in concerted actions to facilitate innovation for the benefit of the companies as well the regional/national economies. SMEs might better utilize research resources of universities to mitigate the capital gap and universities might take a more prominent role in supporting SMEs as to funding information and actual procedures. A correlation between the innovation and culture indices could be identified for all countries together. Multiple Regression analysis led to four independent variables explaining innovation management when considering all countries together. These are, in descending order of degree of explanation, ‘corporate culture’, ‘formal processes/innovation department’, ‘size of company (number of employees)’ and ‘review of products’. The variables of the individual countries have been provided. Slight variations existed in terms of the signficicant factors leading to successful innovation, where all or some of the aforementioned four variables were found significant, with the addition or other variables such as whether innovation is part of the strategy, whether the company quickly integrates social trends and whether the company has applied in the past for public funds. The findings enable educators, trainers, consultants, and industrial associations to focus on SME specific factors of Innovation Management and to differentiate as to 6 European countries. The final course content developed on these findings was transferred into an online seminar with tutor support integrating a variety of teaching methodologies relevant for online learning. As a basis for education and training, the following summary of a business model focusing on innovation is provided:
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for corporate culture index

	
 Country
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Italy
	.6458
	8
	.16517
	.33
	.83

	England
	.7685
	18
	.20721
	.33
	1.00

	Greece/Thessaloniki
	.5833
	8
	.23570
	.17
	.83

	Greece/KEK
	.6667
	6
	.34960
	.17
	1.00

	Cyprus
	.5370
	18
	.41443
	.00
	1.00

	Lithuania
	.7308
	26
	.24073
	.17
	1.00

	Spain
	.6250
	20
	.28549
	.00
	1.00

	Total
	.6619
	104
	.28770
	.00
	1.00


Table 2: Correlation coefficients (r) and p-values, for the relation between corporate culture and innovation level, by country

	Country
	r
	p-value

	Italy
	0.354
	0.437

	England
	0.217
	0.403

	Greece/Thessaloniki
	0.431
	0.334

	Greece/KEK
	0.531
	0.278

	Cyprus
	0.885*
	<0.001

	Lithuania
	0.490*
	0.011

	Spain
	0.089
	0.710

	Total
	0.494*
	<0.001


*Correlation is statistically significant at the 5% level.

Table 3: Multiple regression for innovation: all countries together

	 
	B
	Stand. Coefficient
	T
	p-value
	R Square
	Adj. R Square
	R Square Change

	(Constant)
	1.603
	 
	3.429
	.001
	
	
	

	Culture index
	1.028
	.349
	4.299
	<.001
	.368
	.359
	.368

	Department or formal process
	-.525
	-.263
	-3.144
	.002
	.521
	.508
	.153

	Number of employees
	.311
	.291
	3.692
	<.001
	.594
	.576
	.072

	Review
	-.443
	-.238
	-2.981
	.004
	.639
	.619
	.046


Table 4: Multiple regression for innovation: Italian SMEs 

	
	 
	B
	Stand. coefficient 
	T
	p-value
	R Square
	Adj. R square
	R Square Change

	
	(Constant)
	1.883
	 
	2.122
	.049
	
	
	

	 
	number of employees
	.729
	.550
	3.280
	.004
	.367
	.332
	.367

	 
	department or formal process
	-1.015
	-.409
	-2.437
	.026
	.531
	.476
	.164


Table 5: Multiple regression for innovation: English SMEs

	 
	 
	B
	Standardized coefficient
	T
	p-value
	Rsquare

	1
	(Constant)
	-.008
	 
	-.013
	.990
	

	 
	number of employees
	.664
	.743
	3.330
	.009
	.552


Table 6: Multiple regression for innovation: Greek (Athens) SMEs

	 
	B
	Stand. Coeff.
	T
	p-value
	R Square
	Adj. R square
	R Square Change

	(Constant)
	1.532
	 
	4.221
	.000
	
	
	

	innovation part of strategy
	-.928
	-.508
	-3.611
	.001
	.234
	.209
	.234

	number of employees
	.444
	.418
	2.971
	.006
	.408
	.369
	.174


Table 7: Multiple regression for innovation: Cypriot SMEs 

	 
	B
	Stand.

coefficient
	T
	p-value
	R Square
	Adj. R square
	R Square Change

	(Constant)
	1.534
	 
	2.126
	.052
	
	
	

	culture_index
	1.768
	.617
	3.926
	.002
	.766
	.751
	.766

	review
	-.826
	-.362
	-2.300
	.037
	.830
	.806
	.064


Table 8: Multiple regression for innovation: Lithuanian SMEs 


	 
	B
	Stand.

coefficient
	T
	p-value
	R Square
	Adj. R square
	R Square Change

	(Constant)
	4.682
	 
	11.229
	.000
	
	
	

	department or formal process
	-.670
	-.370
	-3.188
	.005
	.410
	.383
	.410

	innovation part of strategy
	-.653
	-.385
	-3.397
	.003
	.615
	.578
	.205

	integration of social trends
	-.444
	-.298
	-2.559
	.019
	.739
	.700
	.124

	applied in the past
	-.412
	-.255
	-2.170
	.043
	.791
	.747
	.052


Table 9: Multiple regression for innovation: Spanish SMEs 

	 
	B
	Stand. Coefficient
	T
	p-value
	R Square
	Adj. R square
	R Square Change

	(Constant)
	1.314
	 
	3.224
	.007
	
	
	

	number of employees
	.659
	.904
	6.623
	.000
	.591
	.559
	.591

	integration of social trends
	-.836
	-.472
	-3.455
	.005
	.795
	.761
	.204


Appendixes

Appendix 1: Information about the company and respondents’ profile 

	Question
	Italy

%
	England

%
	Greece

(Thes.)

%
	Greece

(Ath.)

%
	Cyprus

%
	Lithuania

%
	Spain

%
	Total

%

	People employed in company

Under 10

11-49

50-250

More than 250
	63.3

26.7

6.7

3.3
	44.8

13.8

27.6

13.8
	73.9

26.1

-

-
	42.4

57.6

-
-
	46.7

53.3

-
-
	33.3

53.3

-

-
	39.3

14.3

-

-
	48.3

36.0

9.4

6.4

	Type of company

                     Public

                      Private
	-

100
	29.6

70.4
	-

100.0
	3.0

97.0
	10.0

90.0
	16.7

83.3
	3.6

96.4
	9.0

91.0

	Year established

          Before 1950

             1950-1970

             1971-1980

             1981-1990

             1991-2000

              after 2000
	-

20.9

16.8

8.4

25.1

29.2
	12.0

8.0

12.0

20.0

24.0

24.0
	-

-

-

5.9

47.1

47.1
	-

3.0

12.1

6.0

36.3

39.3
	7.4

11.1

7.4

18.5

37.0

18.5
	-

-

-

-

64.1

35.8
	12.6

20.9

12.5

8.4

33.4

12.5
	3.9

9.8

9.0

10.2

38.2

29.2


	Place of business

a) Village (up to 2000 residents)

b)Town (2001-20000 residents)

c) Small city (20001-100000 residents)

d) City (more than 100000 residents)
	13.3

30.0

36.7

20.0
	35.7

42.9

3.6

17.9
	-

  4.3

  4.3

91.3
	 -

-

-

100.0
	   3.3

  26.7

  43.3

  26.7
	3.3

23.3

70.0

3.3
	-

3.6

14.3

82.1
	7.9

18.8

25.2

48.0

	Type of industry

Financial

Tourism

Retail

Engineering

Automotive

Telecom

Health

Construction

Manufacturing

Research

Consulting

Services general

Other
	-

7.1

3.6

10.7

3.6

25.0

17.9

10.7

21.4
	3.6

14.3

7.1

17.9

3.6

3.6

3.6

3.6

3.6

10.7

28.6
	9.5

9.5

4.8

4.8

9.5

19.0

9.5

33.3
	6.1

9.1

6.1

6.1

3.0

3.0

3.0

3.0

9.1

51.5
	-

20.0

10.0

6.7

3.3

10.0

6.7

30.0

13.3
	3.3

26.7

10.0

10.0

13.3

3.3

3.3

3.3

10.0

16.7
	7.1

3.6

3.6

3.6

14.3

3.6

35.7

3.6

25.0
	4.0

11.6

5.6

6.6

3.5

2.0

5.1

2.5

6.6

4.5

8.6

12.1

27.3


	Respondent’s position in company

Owner or Owner/manager

Senior manager

Other manager

Employee
	69.0

  6.9

3.4

20.7
	34.5

    27.6

6.9

31.0
	73.9

    8.7

8.7

8.7
	72.7

  18.2

9.1

0.0
	50.0

   28.6

7.1

14.3
	16.7

    30.0

23.3

30.0
	19.2

  34.6

34.6

11.5
	48.0

  22.2

13.1

16.7


	Familiar with creativity or innovation processes

Yes

No
	70.0

30.0
	92.6

7.4
	95.7

4.3
	93.9

6.1
	63.3

36.7
	73.3

26.7
	70.4

29.6
	79.5

20.5

	Gender

Male

Female
	80.0

20.0
	48.3

51.7
	21.7

78.3
	48.5

51.5
	70.0

30.0
	16.7

83.3
	78.6

21.4
	52.7

47.3

	Age

Up to 35

36-65

65+
	30.0

63.3

6.7
	21.4

71.4

7.1
	43.5

52.2

4.3
	12.1

78.8

9.1
	46.7

53.3
	50.0

50.0
	46.4

53.6
	35.1

60.9

4.0

	Level of education

a)No school degree

b) Compulsory

c) Secondary school or technical college

d) Higher technical

e) University
	3.3

30.0

40.0

3.3

23.3
	7.1

10.7

-

28.6

42.9
	4.5

95.5
	-

3.0

12.1

15.2

69.7
	10.0

43.3

46.7
	3.3

26.7

26.7

43.3
	100.0
	1.5

7.0

14.9

17.9

58.7


Appendix 2: Testing for significant cross-country differences for selected questions 

                   on the company profiles and respondents’ profiles
	Question
	Significant cross-country differences?
	Chi-square (Χ2)
	df
	p-value

	Position of respondent in company

Number of people employed (size)

Type of industry

 Type of company

Familiar with creativity/innovation processes

Gender of respondent

Age of respondent

Education of respondent

Location of Business
	YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
	60.45

78.08

155.74

24.01

19.30

45.02

21.82

111.17

168.75
	18

18

72

6

6

6

6

24

18
	<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

0.001

0.004

<0.001

0.040

<0.001

<0.001


Appendix 3: Measures of Innovativeness 
	Question
	Italy

%
	England

%
	Greece

(Thes.)

%
	Greece

(Ath)

%
	Cyprus

%
	Lithuania

%
	Spain

%
	Total

%

	Qu7: New products/services in last 2 years

a) One

b) 2-4

c) 5-10

d) 10+

e) None
	20.0

26.7

6.7

16.7

30.0
	10.7

28.6

32.1

21.4

7.1
	9.1

59.1

27.3

4.5

-
	54.5

21.2

9.1

3.0

12.1
	6.7

40.0

20.0

6.7

26.7
	16.7

50.0

6.7

13.3

13.3
	14.3

25.0

10.7

21.4

28.6
	19.9

34.8

15.4

12.4

17.4

	Qu8: Social innovations in last 2 years

a. One

b.    2-4

c.    5-10

d.   10+

e)    None
	20.7

24.1

3.4

10.3

41.4
	17.2

34.5

17.2

6.9

24.1
	18.2

59.1

-

9.1

13.6
	33.3

33.3

9.1

21.2

3.0
	3.3

33.3

16.7

6.7

40.0
	33.3

33.3

13.3

6.7

13.3
	17.9

28.6

14.3

7.1

32.1
	20.9

34.3

10.9

10.0

23.9


	Qu9: Process innovations in last 2 years

a) One

b) 2-4

c) 5-10

d) 10+

      e)  None
	23.3

20.0

13.3

-

43.3
	   27.6

17.2

27.6

10.3

17.2
	  17.4

60.9

4.3

4.3

13.0
	  60.6

33.3

3.0

-

3.0
	    6.7

30.0

16.7

10.0

36.7
	    40.0

36.7

6.7

10.0

6.7
	   7.1

42.9

10.7

7.1

32.1
	 27.1

33.5

11.8

5.9

21.7

	Qu10a: Changes to services/products in last 2 years

a) No

b) Yes, radical

c)Yes, incremental

d)Not yet; plan
	30.0

3.3

50.0

16.7
	   10.7

17.9

71.4

-
	    8.7

30.4

52.2

8.7
	   9.1

6.1

72.7

12.1
	  30.0

43.3

26.7

-
	    13.3

13.3

46.7

26.7
	   7.1

14.3

64.3

14.3
	15.8

17.8

55.0

11.4


	Qu11: Reasons for improvements*

a)Better technology

b)Minimize waste

c)Competition

d)Customers’ requirements

e)Suppliers’ suggestions

f)Cost reduction

g)New market opportunity

h)other
	30.0

6.7

13.3

6.7

0.0

13.3

36.7

0.0
	23.3

26.7

10.0

36.7

0.0

16.7

40.0

0.0
	73.9

4.3

17.4

39.1

4.3

4.3

17.4

4.3
	39.4

18.2

36.4

9.1

6.1

12.1

21.2

12.1
	13.3

6.7

46.7

46.7

6.7

0.0

13.3

0.0
	16.7

13.3

46.7

36.7

3.3

13.3

10.0

0.0
	39.3

14.3

17.9

10.7

0.0

32.1

46.4

0.0
	32.4

13.2

27.5

26.0

2.9

13.2

26.5

2.4

	Qu11b: Introduction was successful?

a)Yes, financial gains 

b)Yes, better market position

c)Yes, but problems

d)No
	27.8

44.4

27.8

-
	47.6

23.8

28.6

-
	52.6

36.8

10.5

-
	34.8

47.8

17.4

-
	72.7

27.3

-

-
	40.0

50.0

10.0

-
	29.2

50.0

12.5

8.3
	43.5

40.1

15.0

1.4


*Note that respondents provided up to 2 answers. Numbers in table represent percentages of respondents who selected the specific reason in each country and so, since respondents could choose up to 2 reasons, the total percentages for all reasons do not sum up to 100% for each country. 

	Qu12: Review of existing products

Yes

No
	46.4

53.6
	96.6

3.4
	86.4

13.6
	96.9

3.1
	60.0

40.0
	53.3

46.7
	96.4

3.6
	76.4

23.6


Appendix 4: Testing for significant cross-country differences regarding the innovation level of companies. 
	Question
	Significant cross-country differences?
	Chi-square (Χ2)
	df
	p-value

	New products/services in last 2 years

Social innovations in last 2 years

Process innovations in last 2 years

Changes to services/products in last 2 years
Introduction was successful?

Review of existing products
	YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
	67.60

42.50

72.94

53.34

30.10

48.66
	24

24

24

18

18

6
	<0.001

0.011

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001


Appendix 5: Strategic Aspects
	Question
	Italy

%
	England

%
	Greece

(Thes.)

%
	Greece

(KEK)

%
	Cyprus

%
	Lithuania

%
	Spain

%
	Total

%

	Qu13: How long it takes for introduction of new products to the market

a) Less than 1 year 

b) 1 year

c) 2 years

d) 3 years

e) More than 3 years
	59.1

31.8

 -

4.5

4.5
	77.8

7.4

11.1

3.7

-
	39.1

47.8

8.7

4.3

-
	 39.4

33.3

27.3

 -

-
	95.7

4.3

- 

- 

-
	40.0

26.7

26.7

 -

6.7
	33.3

14.8

44.4

3.7

3.7
	53.5

23.8

18.4

2.2

2.2

	Qu14: Number of patents registered in last 2 years
a) None

b) One

c) 2-4

d) 5-10

e) more than 10
	90

6.7

3.3

-

-
	96.7

-

-

-

3.3
	95.7

-

4.3

-

-
	97.0

3.0

-

-

-
	70.0

3.3

16.7

10.0

-
	100.0

-

-

-

-
	92.9

-

3.6

3.6

-
	91.7

2.0

3.9

2.0

0.5


	Qu15: Is innovation stated in company’s strategy?                 
                                              a) Yes

                                                     b) No
	75.0

25.0
	51.9

48.1
	77.3

22.7
	90.9

9.1
	30.0

70.0
	66.7

33.3
	71.4

28.6
	66.2

33.8

	Qu16: Type of new product introduction strategy
a)First to market

b) Same time with competitors

c)Later than competitors
	70.0

10.0

20.0
	64.0

24.0

12.0
	65.2

26.1

8.7
	66.7

30.3

3.0
	36.7

33.3

30.0
	31.0

41.4

27.6
	26.9

53.8

19.2
	50.5

32.3

17.2

	Qu17: Does company quickly integrate new social trends or new tendencies?                                               

                                                     a)Yes

                                                    b) No
	64.3

35.7
	71.4

28.6
	87.0

13.0
	90.9

9.1
	70.0

30.0
	63.3

36.7
	33.3

66.7
	71.1

28.9

	Qu18: Is there innovation department or formal innovation process
                                                     a)Yes

                                                     b) No
	17.9

82.1
	27.6

72.4
	34.8

65.2
	33.3

66.7
	30.0

70.0
	16.7

83.3
	25.0

75.0
	26.4

73.6


	Qu19: Does company innovate organically or through other means

a) Organically

b)Through other means

c) None
	37.9

10.3

51.7
	86.2

10.3

3.4
	86.4

9.1

4.5
	84.8

12.1

3.0
	66.7

 -

33.3
	23.3

50.0

26.7
	71.4

17.9

10.7
	64.7

15.9

19.4


Appendix 6: Testing for cross-country differences in corporate innovation strategies 
	Question
	Significant cross-country differences?
	Chi-square (Χ2)
	df
	p-value

	How long it takes for introduction of new products to the market

Number of patents registered in last 2 years
Is innovation stated in company’s strategy?
Type of new product introduction strategy
Does company quickly integrate new social trends or new tendencies
Innovation department or formal innovation process

Does company innovate organically or through other means?
	YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

YES
	63.36

43.09

31.56

29.73

21.07

4.41

77.30
	24

24

6

12

6

6

12
	<0.001

0.01

<0.001

0.003

0.002

0.621

<0.001


Appendix 7: Encouraging innovation
	Question
	Italy

%
	England

%
	Greece

(Thes.)

%
	Greece

(KEK)

%
	Cyprus

%
	Lithuania

%
	Spain

%
	Total

%

	Qu20: Your company empowers employees to actively contribute to innovation.

a) Yes

b) No
	86.7

13.3
	93.1

6.9
	82.6

17.4
	84.8

15.2
	63.3

36.7
	60.0

40.0
	57.1

42.9
	75.4

24.6

	In what ways?*

a)Infrastructure

b) Incentives

c) Training

d) Teamwork

e) other
	13.0

26.1

21.7

69.6

0.0
	30.4

34.8

43.5

43.5

0.0
	57.9

21.1

26.3

36.8

5.3
	17.9

10.7

60.7

10.7

0.0
	61.1

66.7

11.1

27.8

0.0
	5.3

73.7

42.1

10.5

0.0
	43.8

18.7

25.0

43.7

6.2
	30.8

34.2

34.9

33.6

1.4


* The sample includes companies that answered “yes” in question 20. Multiple answers were allowed.

	Q. 21 How new product ideas emerge*

a) Owner

b) Managers/senior employees

c) Any employee

d) Customers’ requirements/suggestions

e) Supplier suggestions
	66.7

23.3

20.0

13.3

13.3
	35.7

50.0

64.3

53.6

28.6
	65.2

39.1

43.5

47.8

8.7
	21.2

36.4

51.5

27.3

3.0
	90.0

66.7

66.7

66.7

53.3
	60.0

60.0

40.0

33.3

13.3
	28.6

50.0

39.3

46.4

17.9
	52.0

46.5

46.5

40.6

19.8

	Who participates in product or service idea selection and screening*

a) Owner

b) Managers/senior employees

c) Any employee

d) Customers 

e) Supplier 

* Multiple answers were allowed


	56.7

20.7

10.0

3.3

3.3
	32.1

42.9

67.9

32.1

14.3
	52.2

39.1

73.9

8.7

8.7
	21.2

36.4

51.5

27.3

3.0
	90.0

60.0

53.3

50.0

23.3
	46.7

63.3

73.3

3.3

0.0
	25.0

53.6

42.9

10.7

14.3
	46.0

45.3

52.5

19.8

9.4


	Qu23: If you are NOT the owner do you feel you have influence on new product or service development?

a) Yes

b) No
	63.6

36.4
	75.0

25.0
	77.8

22.2
	83.3

16.7
	61.1

38.9
	76.9

23.1
	75.0

25.0
	72.7

27.3


	Qu24: Are the employees of your company skilled enough to participate in product or service development or creativity? 

a) Yes

b) No
	75.9

24.1
	89.7

10.3
	82.6

17.4
	72.7

27.3
	70.0

30.0
	73.3

26.7
	77.8

22.2
	77.1

22.9

	Qu25: Is the corporate culture supportive of innovation?

a) Yes

b) No
	82.1

17.9
	86.2

13.8
	91.3

8.7
	87.9

12.1
	70.0

30.0
	86.7

13.3
	75.0

25.0
	82.6

17.4


	Qu25b: If No to questions 23-25 what are your views on the reasons* 

a) Company does not wish to take risks

b) Company doesn’t have the necessary resources

c) Level of bureaucracy is too high

d) Past innovations have been unsuccessful 

e) Employees need training in innovation

f) There is no team culture

g) There is no use of cross-cultural teams

* Multiple answers were allowed


	N=7

42.8

57.1

14.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0


	N=4

25.0

50.0

50.0

25.0

50.0

0.0

0.0


	N=6

16.7

33.3

16.7

0.0

33.3

50.0

0.0


	N=5

60.0

0.0

0.0

20.0

20.0

20.0

0.0


	N=10

80.0

80.0

50.0

80.0

40.0

20.0

0.0


	N=6

33.3

83.3

16.7

0.0

33.3

0.0

0.0


	N=11

27.3

27.3

9.1

0.0

27.3

18.2

9.1


	N=49

42.9

49.0

22.4

20.4

28.6

16.3

2.0




Appendix 8: Testing for cross-country differences in encouragement of innovation 
	Question
	Significant cross-country differences?
	Chi-square (Χ2)
	df
	p-value

	Does your company empower employees to actively contribute to innovation?

Idea from Owner 

Owner participates

Idea from Manager/senior employee

Manager/senior employee participates

Idea from any employee

Any employee participates

Idea from customers

Customers participate

Idea from supplier

Supplier participates
	YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
	 20.39

43.98

40.41

15.71

15.90

18.44

34.89

23.63

34.56

31.87

14.39
	6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6
	 0.002

<0.001

<0.001

0.015

0.014

0.005

<0.001

0.001

<0.001

<0.001

0.026


Appendix 8 (continued)

	Question
	Significant cross-country differences?
	Chi-square (Χ2)
	df
	p-value

	Q23. If NOT the owner, do you have influence on new product development?

Q24. Are the employees of your company skilled enough to participate in product or service development or creativity?

Q25. Is the corporate culture supportive of innovation?
	NO

NO

NO
	2.47

4.47

    6.90
	6

6

6
	 0.871

0.613

0.330


Appendix 9: Stumbling Blocks for Innovation
	Question
	Italy

%
	England

%
	Greece

(Thes.)

%
	Greece

(KEK)

%
	Cyprus

%
	Lithuania

%
	Spain

%
	Total

%

	Qu26a: What are the main obstacles or delays in innovation? *
a) Lack of time

b) Lack of money

c) Lack of relevant ideas

d) Risk-averse company culture

e) Company is struggling to maintain its current position

f) Past innovations unsuccessful

g) Company is content with current position

h)Lack of IT

*Multiple answers allowed


	52.4

61.9

0.0

0.0

9.5

9.5

19.0

0.0


	   59.3

   51.9

    7.4

7.4

    7.4

3.7

18.5

     3.7


	  61.9

  61.9

   9.5

  23.8

  0.0

0.0

4.8

0.0

  
	9.1

33.3

12.1

54.5

3.0

12.1

21.2

  15.1


	 43.3

10.0

50.0

40.0

13.3

3.3

23.3

   10.0


	31.0

    62.1

    31.0

17.2

10.3

10.3

6.9

13.8
	42.3

42.3

 15.4

  7.7

  15.4

3.8

30.8

  7.7


	 40.6

42.2

 19.2

23.5  

   8.6

6.4

  18.2

   8.0


	Qu26b: If company had previous problems with innovation, what were these? *

	N=18
	N=18
	N=15
	N=33
	N=30  
	N=29
	N=14
	N=157

	a) Poor design/bad idea


	16.7
	22.2
	20.0
	3.0
	20.0
	6.9
	28.6
	14.6

	b) Higher production costs


	72.2
	11.1
	26.7
	12.1
	40.0
	27.6
	42.9
	31.2

	c) Poor process for delivering new service


	5.5
	27.8
	20.0
	12.1
	30.0
	17.2
	21.4
	19.1

	d) no pilot testing


	5.5
	22.2
	20.0
	9.1
	20.0
	0.0
	21.4
	12.7

	e) no market research-service not required


	0.0
	16.7
	13.3
	6.1
	33.3
	10.3
	14.3
	14.0

	f) staff not adequately trained


	11.1
	27.8
	13.3
	24.2
	16.7
	10.3
	7.1
	22.9

	g) (new product) manufacturing facilities and technology insufficient


	0.0
	5.5
	6.7
	6.1
	10.0
	3.4
	21.4
	7.0

	h) no budget available for innovation


	5.5
	16.7
	13.3
	30.3
	20.0
	34.5
	7.1
	21.0


	Qu27: If you think the new product or service is successful, on what information do you base this view? 

a) Business growth

b) Financial growth

c) Better market position

d) other
	25.0

25.0

50.0

0.0
	29.6

40.7

25.9

3.7
	31.8

13.6

36.4

18.2
	21.2

30.3

42.4

6.1
	28.6

66.7

4.8

0.0
	15.4

50.0

34.6

0.0
	58.3

8.3

33.3

0.0
	29.6

33.7

32.5

4.1

	Qu28: Do you perceive resistence to change?                           a)Yes

                                                b) No
	18.2

81.8
	21.4

78.6
	54.5

45.5
	30.3

69.7
	70.0

30.0
	26.7

73.3
	33.3

66.7
	36.5

63.5


Appendix 10: Testing for cross-country differences regarding prevention of innovation 
	Question
	Significant cross-country differences?
	Chi-square (Χ2)
	df
	p-value

	Qu27: If you think the new product or service is successful, on what information do you base this view? 

Qu28: Do you perceive persistence to change? 
	YES

YES
	48.65

25.47
	18

6
	<0.001

<0.001


Appendix 11: Perception of Support
	Question
	Italy
	England
	Greece

(Th)
	Greece

(K)
	Cyprus


	Lith.


	Spain


	total

	Qu30: Do you know of any public funds or organizations that support innovation? *
a) Regional Development Agency

b) Defra

c) Business Link

d) EU funds

e) Euro Info Centre

f)Venture capitalists/business angels

g) Incubation Centres

h) Consultants

*Multiple answers allowed
	72.7

27.3

22.7

27.3

4.5

4.5

0.0

9.1


	52.4

14.3

23.8

0.0

0.0

9.5

4.8

0.0
	40.0

0.0

0.0

55.0

0.0

0.25

20.0

15.0
	48.5

0.0

3.0

69.7

3.0

0.0

3.0

0.0


	N=2

0.0

0.0

0.0

50.0

0.0

0.0

50.0

0.0
	20.7

0.0

0.0

79.3

0.0

10.3

24.1

3.4
	23.8

0.0

14.3

66.7

0.0

9.5

4.8

23.8
	41.9

6.1

9.5

52.7

1.3

8.8

9.5

7.4


	Qu29: Do government instit. support innovation in SME’s?             a) Yes

                           b) No 
	37.0

63.0
	62.5

37.5
	30.4

69.6
	54.5

45.5
	6.9

93.1
	34.5

65.5
	56.0

44.0
	40.0

60.0


	Qu33: Do you co-operate with universities as to innovation?*
a) new company formation as a result of innovation


b) employment of graduates

c) licensing of patents
d) education and training
e) conferences and other events
f)  staff exchange  
g) collaborative efforts
h) conduct research and consulting
i) monitoring of innovation activities

j) incubation centres
k) NO
	0.0

6.9

10.3

17.2

3.4

3.4

6.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

72.4
	4.0

28.0

4.0

12.0

32.0

20.0

0.0

20.0

8.0

4.0

44.0
	17.4

43.5

4.3

17.4

17.4

13.0

17.4

17.4

4.3

0.0

43.5
	0.0

0.0

0.0

3.0

3.0

18.2

21.2

9.1

6.1

9.1

54.5
	0.0

0.0

0.0

3.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

96.7
	0.0

10.0

0.0

10.0

16.7

20.0

0.0

3.3

6.7

3.3

43.3
	0.0

21.7

8.7

13.0

4.3

4.3

0.0

13.0

0.0

0.0

78.3
	2.6

14.0

3.6

10.4

10.4

11.4

6.7

8.3

3.6

2.6

62.2


	Qu31: Have you applied in the past for any public funds? 

a) Yes

b) No
	33.3

66.7
	22.2

77.8
	52.2

47.8
	60.6

39.4
	3.3

96.7
	31.0

69.0
	48.1

51.9
	35.7

64.3

	Qu32: Will you apply in the future for any funds? 

a) Yes

b) No
	40.7

59.3
	58.3

41.7
	90.5

9.5
	69.7

30.3
	40.0

60.0
	86.2

13.8
	52.0

48.0
	61.9

38.1


Appendix 12: Testing for significant cross-country differences regarding country support 

	Question
	Significant cross-country differences?
	Chi-square (Χ2)
	df
	p-value

	Qu29: Do government institutions support innovation in SME’s?

Qu31: Have you applied in the past for any public funds? 

Qu32: Will you apply in the future for any funds? 
	YES

YES

YES
	25.22

29.62

27.78
	6

6

6
	<0.001

<0.001

<0.001


Appendix 13: Descriptive statistics of the innovation index 
	 Country
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Italy
	0.9655
	29
	.86531
	.00
	3.00

	England
	1.5446
	28
	.79656
	.00
	3.00

	Greece/Thessaloniki
	1.4524
	21
	.53979
	.25
	2.50

	Greece/KEK
	1.2197
	33
	.53311
	.25
	2.25

	Cyprus
	1.3583
	30
	1.14033
	.00
	3.50

	Lithuania
	1.3250
	30
	.69217
	.00
	3.00

	Spain
	1.2500
	28
	1.00231
	.00
	3.50

	Total
	1.2940
	199
	.83349
	.00
	3.50


Appendix 14: Estimated marginal means, confidence intervals, ANCOVA results (F-Statistic, degrees of freedom, p-value), for cross-country comparisons for innovation- adjusted for respondents’ profile and size of SME.

	Country
	n
	Mean
	Lower Bound

of 95% CI
	Upper Bound

of 95% CI
	F (df)
	p-value

	Italy

England

Greece (Thessaloniki)

Greece (KEK)

Cyprus

Lithuania

Spain

Total
	28

26

20

33

28

30

25

190
	1.358

1.265

1.466

1.135

1.561

1.444

0.801

1.290
	1.097

1.023

1.174

.917

1.330

1.209

.529

1.204
	1.618

1.507

1.757

1.354

1.793

1.680

1.073

1.377
	3.881 (6)


	0.001
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Abstract

The paper contributes to the discussion on the catalytic role of SMEs in generating innovation as a basis for a competitive economy. It focuses on Innovation Management of SMEs from six countries in Europe representing both, ‘established’ and transitional settings (United Kingdom, Republic of Cyprus, Spain, Italy, Greece and Lithuania) and differentiates the respective SME perceptions, key factors and levels of innovation management. To the knowledge of the authors this comprehensive differentiated approach is an innovative contribution to the field. Significant quantitative research findings being an integral part of a wider action research approach validates the hypothesis that different levels of Innovation Management exist in the European settings. In addition, based on factor and multiple regression analysis, the factors explaining the respective levels are provided for both, an individual country as well as an integrated perspective. Across all countries, a correlation between the innovation and corporate culture indices, which had been created, could be identified. Multiple Regression analysis led to four independent variables explaining innovation management when considering all countries together. These are, in descending order of degree of explanation, ‘corporate culture’, ‘formal processes/innovation department’, ‘size of company (number of employees)’ and ‘review of products’.
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