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Abstract: The main purpose of this study is to investigate the relations between national 
cultural dimensions, socioeconomic development, entrepreneurship, and national 
innovation performance.  Data set for this study was obtained from secondary sources and 
it included the following measures: (1) the scores of Hofstede's national culture 
dimensions; (2) UNDP Human Development Index, (3) Total Early-Stage Entrepreneurial 
Activity rates provided by The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM); and (4) Global 
Innovation Index (GII). These measures were gathered for 77 countries across seven 
regions of the world. Support was found for the positive effect of socioeconomic 
development on national innovation performance indicating that a long and healthy life 
(health), the access to knowledge (education), and a decent standard of living (income) are 
significant predictors of innovation performance. In terms of cultural dimensions  findings 
of the regression analysis indicate that innovation performance are higher in countries that 
have lower power distance between citizens and those in power and have lower level of 
uncertainty avoidance. The link between entrepreneurial activity and national innovation 
performance was found to be negative. This study emphasizes the importance 
socioeconomic and cultural impacts on national innovation performance and, thus, 
provides implications for policy-making regarding innovation policies.  
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1 Introduction  
InnovationĽ understood as the productionĽ di̋̋usion and translation ő 
technolǒical knowleďe into new products or new processesĽ is considered to be 
the main driver ő ̌rowth in modern capitalistic economies (WatkinsĽ 
PapaioannouĽ Mǔwǎwa and KaleĽ β01ő).  MoreoverĽ it has been ařued that 
“success̋ul economic development is linked to a country’s capacity to acquireĽ 
absorbĽ disseminateĽ and apply modern technolǒiesĽ a capacity embodied in its 
National Innovation System (NIS)” (Metcal̋e and RamoľanĽ β00ŘĽ p. Őγ6). In 
other wordsĽ innovation does not occur in the vacuum; innovation is the result ő 
the NISĽ that combines the e̋̋orts ő individual ̋irms with the actions ő other 
innovatiň actors such as universities and ̌overnment ǎencies (Crespo and 
CrespoĽ β016;  Metcal̋e & RamlǒanĽ β00Ř; Watkins et al.Ľ β01ő). Based on the 
literature review in the area ő NISĽ three basic research streams can be identi̋ied:  
(1) NIS studies in ̌eneral; (β) NIS studies with a ̋ocus on particular aspects ő the 
NIS; and (γ) theoretical perspectives on NIS (Marxt and BrunnerĽ β01γ). The 
present study strives to enhance the body ő knowleďe within the ̋irst research 
NIS stream (NIS studies in ̌eneral) by exploriň the impact ő the socioeconomic 
developmentĽ national cultural and entrepreneurship on the national innovation 
per̋ormance. In order to accomplish this aimĽ we made three basic assumptions. 
The ̋irst assumption is that a laře share ő variance in the national innovation 
per̋ormance can be explained by the key aspects ő socioeconomic development 
(incomeĽ educationĽ health). The second assumption is that the cultureĽ as the set 
ő shared attitudesĽ valuesĽ  ̌oals and practices that characterizes institutionsĽ 
ořanizations or ̌roupsĽ in̋luences overall national innovation per̋ormance. The 
third assumption is that entrepreneurship activity enhances the national innovation 
per̋ormance.  

This paper is ořanised as ̋ollows. Section two provides the theoretical 
bacǩroundĽ while section three  describes the methodolǒy and data sources. 
Section ̋our presents the model used in the analysis ̋ollowed by the discussion. 
Żinal section provides main concludiň remarks ő the paper. 

2 Theoretical background   

2.1 National innovation system  
The term national innovation system (NIS) emeřed in the midľ1řŘ0s with the 
context ő debates over innovation policy in źurope (Shari̋Ľ β006).  Since themĽ 
the concept ő NIS has been rapidly embraced by policymakers and academic 
scholars across the world.  Accordiň to LundvallĽ JosephĽ Chaminade and Vaň 
(β00ř)Ľ NSI re̋ers to the „openĽ complexĽ and evolviň system that encompasses 
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relationships within and between ořanizationsĽ institutions and socioľeconomic 
structures which determine the rate and direction ő innovation and competenceľ
buildiň emanatiň ̋rom processes ő scienceľbased and experienceľbased 
learniň“ (p.6). SimilarlyĽ Patel and Pavitt (1řřŐ) de̋ined NSI as „the national 
institutionsĽ their incentive structures and their competenciesĽ that determine the 
rate and direction ő technolǒical learniň (or the volume and composition ő 
chaňeľ̌eneratiň activities) in a country“ (p. 7ř).  ThusĽ NSI can be perceived as 
the subľsystem ő the national economy in which various ořanizations and 
institutions interact and in̋luence each other in the carryiň out ő innovative 
activity. Althoǔh the NIS approach is not the theoryĽ it can be used as the 
research ̋ramework intended to capture the processes ő innovationĽ their 
antecedents and some ő the outcomes. (źdquistĽ 1řř7). ŻurthermoreĽ the NSI 
approach is in the line with the Nelson and Winter's (1řŘβ) evolutionary theory ő 
economic ̌rowth which postulates that ̌overnments and collective activities can 
and do play a central orchestratiň role in the ̌eneration and di̋̋usion ő 
innovation in a national economy (Watkins et al., β01ő). RecentlyĽ a number ő 
scholars placed emphasis on the role ő ̋unctions or buildiň blocks ő the NIS. 
These scholars ařue that additional academic e̋̋orts are needed to better 
understand the ways in which institutions (innovatiň actors) interact and how the 
structure ő the innovation system and its ̋unctions can ̋oster innovation (e.̌. Liu 
and WhiteĽ β001). ŻurthermoreĽ some scholar examined the e̋̋ectiveness ő 
̌overnment intervention rěardiň the innovation policies and tried to compare 
the position ő countries rěardiň innovation policies and per̋ormance (Crespo 
and CrespoĽ β016; Mahroum and AlľSalehĽ β01γ).  Preliminary work in this 
research stream placed ̋ocus mainly on the analysis ő di̋̋erent countries' 
innovation systems and/or on their comparative results (LinĽ Shen and ChouĽ 
β010). HoweverĽ since late 1řř0s several international institutions developed a 
raňe ő innovation indices (źuropean Innovation ScoreboardĽ the National 
Innovative Capacity Index ̋rom the World źconomic ŻorumĽ the UNCTAD's 
indicesĽ the Innovation Index ő the World BankĽ the Nordic Innovation MonitorĽ 
the OźCD ScienceĽ Technolǒy and Industry scoreboardĽ the Bloombeř 
Innovation IndexĽ and the żlobal Innovation Index). Since thenĽ the most common 
way to evaluate the per̋ormances ő di̋̋erent innovation systems is the use ő 
indices (Crespo and CrespoĽ β016). There̋oreĽ the present study uses the żlobal 
Innovation Index (żII) as a proxy measure ő national innovation per̋ormance.  

2.2 Entrepreneurship 
The concepts ő innovation and entrepreneurship were linked ̋or the ̋irst time by 
Schumpeter (1řγŐ)Ľ who ařued that entrepreneurship leads to innovationĽ which 
in turn induces economic ̌rowth. Althoǔh the literature sǔ̌ests that 
entrepreneurship and national innovation system (i.e. national innovation 
per̋ormance)  are enablers ő economic ̌rowthĽ  there is a lack ő research on   the 
role ő entrepreneurship in rein̋orciň the national innovation per̋ormance 
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(Albulescu and DrǎhiciĽ β016). MoreoverĽ the ̋indiňs ő empirical studies   
exploriň the e̋̋ect ő entrepreneurship on economic ̌rowth are ambǐuous.  
There̋oreĽ researchers have embraced twoľway causality in modelliň the link 
between entrepreneurship and economic ̌rowth. These studies posit that there is 
both a ‘‘Schumpeter’’ e̋̋ect (i.e. new ̋irms enhance economic ̌rowth by 
stimulatiň economic activity and creatiň new hobs) and a ‘‘re̋ǔee’’ e̋̋ect (i.e. 
unemployment stimulated entrepreneurial activity). It is sǔ̌ested that the 
‘‘Schumpeter’’ e̋̋ect would be most likely observed in advanced countries while 
the ‘‘re̋ǔee’’ e̋̋ect is likely to be ̋ound in lowerľincome nations with lessľ
developed social security systems.  ŻurthermoreĽ it has been ̋ound that 
entrepreneurship activity does not a̋̋ect the national innovation per̋ormance 
(Albulescu and DrǎhiciĽ β016) or economic ̌rowth (WoňĽ Ho and AutioĽ β00ő). 
These ̋indiňs indicate that national innovation per̋ormance and economic 
̌rowth are driven by laře and ̋ast ̌rowiň new ̋irmsĽ not new ̋irms in ̌eneral.  
Based on the above discussionĽ we expect that entrepreneurship will not be 
sǐni̋icantly related to the national innovation per̋ormance.  

2.3 National culture  
In order to capture national culture in the present studyĽ we applied Hőstede’s 
(1řŘ0) cultural dimensions. We chose to intěrate the particular Hőstede scores 
̋or  the primary dimensions ő national culture ľ power distanceĽ individualismĽ 
masculinityĽ and  uncertainty avoidance.  Power distance re̋ers to “the extent to 
which the members ő a society accept that power in institutions and ořanizations 
is distributed unequally” (HőstedeĽ 1řŘőĽ p. γŐ7). The ability to monitor 
innovation activities and to implement innovation policies can be hindered by a 
hǐh level ő power distance.  In hǐh power distance countriesĽ powerľless people 
are less likely to de̋end their rǐhts ő equal access to opportunitiesĽ and they are 
more likely to accept the behaviour ő those in power.  IndividualismĽ as opposed 
to collectivismĽ captures whether individuals primarily cater to their own needs 
instead ő actiň in the interest ő their ̌roup (Hőstede and BondĽ 1řŘŐ).  People 
in individualistic national culture tend to express their opinions ̋reelyĽ even in 
situations when their opinions do not match with the opinions ő others (members 
ő ̋amilyĽ ̋riendsĽ colleǎuesĽ etc.) HoweverĽ in collective culture people are more 
prone to hold their opinions ̋or the sake ő  creatiň and maintainiň ̌ood 
relations with others. ThusĽ we  can expect  that individualism enhances national 
innovation per̋ormanceĽ while collectiveness hampers  the national innovation 
per̋ormance.  Masculinity is de̋ined as “a situation in which the dominant values 
ő society are successĽ moneyĽ and thiňs” (HőstedeĽ 1řŘ0)  In a masculine 
cultureĽ values  like achievementĽ advancementĽ ̌atheriň ő money and power are 
more important than the values like buildiň relationshipsĽ empathyĽ modestyĽ 
whch are considered to be more important  in a ̋eminine culture. In a culture 
where people value more quantity ő li̋e (i.e. hǐh masculinity) than the quality ő 
li̋e (i.e. hǐh ̋emininityĽ we expect the hǐher level ő national innovation 
per̋ormance.  The ̋ourth cultural dimensionĽ uncertainty avoidanceĽ assesses “the 
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extent to which the members  ő  a  society  ̋eel  uncom̋ortable with  uncertainty  
and  ambǐuity and leads them  to support  belie̋s  promisiň certainty  and  to 
maintain  institutions protectiň  con̋ormity“ (HőstedeĽ 1řŘőĽ  p. γŐ7).   In 
cultures characterized by a hǐh level ő uncertainty avoidanceĽ people are not 
optimistic about their ability to in̋luence decisions made by those in power. As 
hǐh uncertainty avoidance indicates low williňness to introduce the chaňeĽ 
people  are less williň to eňǎe in activities that mǐht lead to the innovation.  

2.3 Human development  
One potential explanatory ̋actor related to national innovation per̋ormance may 
be ̋ound in a country’s level ő socioeconomic development.  Socioeconomic 
development is measured by the United Nations and re̋ers to the ability ő a 
nation’s people to be able to lead ̋ull and productive lives. This includes not only 
education and their ability to earn a liviň wǎeĽ but more importantly the 
personal choices they have available as citizens that impact their lives (SimsĽ 
żoň and RuppelĽ β01β). Since hǐher level ő education and better conditions ő 
liviň are pillars ő innovation activityĽ we expect that a country with hǐh level ő 
socioeconomic development is likely to have better national innovation 
per̋ormance.  

3 Methodology  

3.1 Measures and sample    
In our analysisĽ national innovation per̋ormance (dependent variable) is measured 
usiň żlobal Innovation Index (żII) released by Cornell UniversityĽ INSźAD and 
the World Intellectual Property Ořanization (WIPO). The żII depends on two 
subľindicesĽ the innovation input sub index and the innovation output sub indexĽ 
each one built on several enablers (or pillars). Over the yearsĽ this index has 
improved andĽ in β016 included Řβ indicators divided into ̋ive input enablers 
(institutionsĽ human capital and researchĽ in̋rastructureĽ market sophisticationĽ and 
business sophistication) and two output enablers (knowleďe and technolǒy 
outputs and creative outputs).  Based on the żII ̋rameworkĽ ̋our measures can be 
calculatedĽ namely innovation input subľindex (i.e. averǎe ő the ̋ive input 
scores)Ľ output subľindex (i.e. averǎe ő the two output scores)Ľ the overall ̌lobal 
innovation index (i.e. averǎe ő the innovation input subľindex and innovation 
output subľindex)Ľ and the innovation e̋̋iciency ratio (i.e. ratio ő the output subľ
index and input subľindex). Żor the purpose ő this studyĽ we applied all ̋our 
measures.  
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Socioeconomic developmentĽ as independent variable in our analysisĽ is measured 
by Human Development Index (HDI) Human development scores ̋or the year 
β01γ were ̌athered ̋or each ő the countries included in the sample ̋rom the 
United Nations Development Prǒramme. This index is a composite measure ő 
healthĽ educationĽ and income desǐned to assess wellľbeiň.  

źntrepreneurshipĽ as independent variableĽ is assessed throǔh the TźA which 
represents the percentǎe ő individuals in the nationĽ ǎed between 1Ř and 6ŐĽ 
that are actively eňǎed in startiň or manǎiň a new business. 

National culture is measured in terms ő Hőstede's ̋ive dimensions ő national 
culture: power distanceĽ individualismĽ masculinityĽ uncertainty avoidanceĽ and 
loňľterm orientation. Values ̋or each ő the scores ő the ̋ive dimensions ő 
national culture were obtained ̋rom Hőstede (β011).  

The sample ̋or this study included data ̌athered ̋or 77 countriesĽ  located in 
seven rěions ő the world. The inclusion ő countries was limited by the 
secondary data available ̋or żIIĽ HDIĽ TźAĽ and national culture dimension 
scores.  Most countries (Ő0.γ%) beloň to źurope & Central Asia rěionĽ while 
β0.Ř% are ̋rom Latin America & Caribbean. Approximate equal number ő 
countries comes ̋rom “źast Asia and the Paci̋ic “and SubľSaharan A̋rica (11.7% 
and 1γ.0% respectively). Most countries beloň to hǐh income ̌roup (Ő6.Ř%)Ľ 
while the rest are either in upper middle income (βř.ř%) or lower middle income 
̌roup (βγ.Ő%). As the data were collected ̋rom di̋̋erent sourcesĽ this procedure 
limited the total number ő countries in each catěory. No data ̋or country in low 
income catěory were collected. Table 1 show number ő countries included in the 
analysis classi̋ied accordiň to income ̌roup and rěion.  
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Income ̌roup 
Lower middle 

income 

Upper middle 

income 
Hǐh income Subtotal 

Rěion  Count 
Table 

N % 
Count 

Table 

N % 
Count 

Table 

N % 
Count 

Table N 

% 

South Asia γ γ.ř% 0 .0% 0 .0% γ γ.ř% 

źast Asia and the Paci̋ic γ γ.ř% γ γ.ř% γ γ.ř% ř 11.7% 

SubľSaharan A̋rica 7 ř.1% γ γ.ř% 0 .0% 10 1γ.0% 

Latin America & Caribbean β β.6% 11 1Ő.γ% γ γ.ř% 16 β0.Ř% 

North America 0 .0% 0 .0% β β.6% β β.6% 

źurope & Central Asia 1 1.γ% Ő ő.β% β6 γγ.Ř% γ1 Ő0.γ% 

Middle źast & North A̋rica β β.6% β β.6% β β.6% 6 7.Ř% 

Subtotal 1Ř βγ.Ő% βγ βř.ř% γ6 Ő6.Ř% 77 100.0% 

Table 1 
Sample characteristics 

3.2 Statistical procedure  
Rěression analysis was used to test the direct link between socioeconomic 
developmentĽ entrepreneurshipĽ national culture dimensions and national 
innovation per̋ormance. As the national innovation per̋ormance includes both 
input innovation per̋ormance and output innovation per̋ormanceĽ as well as the 
ratio ő these two indicatorsĽ ̋our rěression models were tested.  Model A tests 
the e̋̋ect ő socioeconomic developmentĽ entrepreneurship and national culture 
dimensions on the overall national innovation per̋ormance (NIP) and it is 
depicted by the ̋ollowiň equation:  

 

NIPβ016i,t = a HDIβ01γi,t-1 + b TźAβ01γi,t-1 + c PD + d IND + e MAS + ̋ 
UNA + ̌ LTO + εi,t                (1)  

 

where NIP is National Innovation Per̋ormanceĽ HDI Human Development IndexĽ 
TźA Total źarlyľStǎe źntrepreneurial ActivityĽ PD Power DistanceĽ IND 
IndividualismĽ MAS MasculinityĽ UNA Uncertainty Avoidance and LTO is Loň 
Term Orientation. 

Model B tests the e̋̋ect ő independent variables (socioeconomic developmentĽ 
entrepreneurshipĽ and national culture dimensions) on  the innovation e̋̋iciency 
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ratio (i.e. ratio ő the output subľindex and input subľindex). The rěression model 
B is described by the ̋ollowiň equation:   

IźRi,t = a HDIβ01γi,t-1 + b TźAβ01γi,t-1 + c PD + d IND + e MAS + ̋ 
UNA + ̌ LTO + εi,t                  (β) 

where IźR is innovation e̋̋iciency ratioĽ HDI Human Development IndexĽ TźA 
Total źarlyľStǎe źntrepreneurial ActivityĽ PD Power DistanceĽ IND 
individualismĽ MAS MasculinityĽ UNA Uncertainty Avoidance and LTO is Loň 
Term Orientation. 

Model C and Model D examine the e̋̋ect ő independent variables 
(socioeconomic developmentĽ entrepreneurship and national culture dimensions) 
on the input innovation per̋ormance (IIP) and output innovation per̋ormance 
(OIP) respectively.  Model C and Model D are described by the ̋ollowiň 
equations:  

IIPi,t = a HDIβ01γi,t-1 + b TźAβ01γi,t-1 + c PD + d IND + e MAS + ̋ UNA 
+ ̌ LTO + εi,t       (γ) 

OIPi,t = a HDIβ01γi,t-1 + b TźAβ01γi,t-1 + c PD + d IND + e MAS + ̋ 
UNA + ̌ LTO + εi,t        (Ő) 
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4 Results and discussion  
The rěression results ̋or all ̋our models (Model AĽ BĽ C and D) are ̌iven in 
Table β.   
 
 
 Model  

A 
Model  

B 
Model  

C 
Model  

D 

 DV 
NIPβ016 

DV 
IźRβ016 

DV 
IIPβ016 

DV 
OIPβ016 

Constant 
1γ.βŘβ 
(1.076) 

.γ07  
(.Řγř) 

ľβ1.7ř7  
(ľ1.0ββ) 

ľγ.β17 
(ľ.176) 

HDIβ01γ 55.269 
(5.158***) 

.βγŘ  
(.7ŐŐ) 

78.894  
(4.243***) 

49.994 
(3.143***) 

TźAβ01γ -.285 
(-2.129**) 

.000  
(.10ř) 

ľ.0ŘŐ  
(ľ.γŐř) 

ľ.171 
(ľ.Řγβ) 

PD -.133 
(-2.507**) 

.000  
(ľ.1γő) 

.0γŘ  
(.Ő07) 

ľ.0ř0 
(ľ1.116) 

IND .0βő 
(ľ.ő1ř) 

.00β  
(1.Őřγ) 

.1őŘ  
(1.ŘŐř*) 

.1γŐ 
(.1ŘŐ0*) 

MAS .0Ő7 
(1.γγ1) 

.000  
(.Ő6γ) 

.0ββ  
(.γőβ) 

.0γ1 
(0.ő7ř) 

UNA  -.137 
(-4.362***) 

ľ.001  
(ľ.őŘő) 

ľ.0řγ  
(ľ1.61Ř) 

-.122 
(-2.493**) 

LTO .06Ř 
(1.Řř6*) 

.002 
(2.172**) 

.0ř1  
(1.Ő00) 

.147 
(-2.653**) 

Rβ .ŘőŐ .γ6γ .701 .7ő0 

Adjusted Rβ .Řγ0 .β66 .6ő6 .711 

Table β: 
Results ő rěression analysis (Model AĽ BĽ C and D) 

* Sǐni̋icant at 0.1 level **Sǐni̋icant at 0.0ő level *** Sǐni̋icant at 0.01 level 
NIPβ016: National Innovation Per̋ormance 
IźRβ016: Innovation ź̋̋iciency Ratio 
IIPβ016: Input Innovation Per̋ormance 
OIPβ016: Output Innovation Per̋ormance 
HDI: Human Development Index 
TźA: Total źarlyľStǎe źntrepreneurial ActivityĽ  
PD: Power Distance 
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IND: Individualism 
MAS: Masculinity 
UNA: Uncertainty Avoidance  
LTO: Loň Term Orientation. 

In line with our expectationsĽ the results ő rěression analysis (Model A) con̋irm 
that socioeconomic development is positively related to the national innovation 
per̋ormance. MoreoverĽ the results ő model C and D indicate that socioeconomic 
development   positively contributes to the input innovation per̋ormance and 
output innovation per̋ormanceĽ indicatiň that incomeĽ health and decent standard 
ő liviň are trǐ̌ers ő the national innovation capacity and national innovation 
per̋ormance.  The link between entrepreneurship and national innovation 
per̋ormance was ̋ound to sǐni̋icant only ̋or Model A (B= ľ 0.βŘő; p<0.0ő).  
More preciselyĽ ̋indiňs sǔ̌est that entrepreneurship measured as percentǎe ő 
individuals in the nation ǎed between 1Ř and 6Ő that are actively eňǎed in 
startiň or manǎiň a new businessĽ hampers the national innovation 
per̋ormance. This ̋indiň is in the line with the view that the newĽ small 
entrepreneurial companies do not have the capacity to innovate and that national 
innovation per̋ormance is driven by laře ̋irms (Moche and MorseĽ 1ř77; 
Albulescu and DrǎhiciĽ β016).  MoreoverĽ the něative relation between 
entrepreneurship and  national innovation per̋ormance  can be explained by  
“re̋ǔee e̋̋ect” indicatiň that entrepreneurial e̋̋ortsĽ motivated only by the 
current unemployment statusĽ can reduce the national innovation per̋ormance i̋ 
these e̋̋orts are not accompanied with adequate level ő education ő people who 
are eňǎiň in entrepreneurial activities.  

Only two cultural dimensions have něative and statistically sǐni̋icant e̋̋ect on 
the national innovation per̋ormance: power distance (p<0.0ő) and uncertainty 
avoidance (p<0.01).  These ̋indiňs sǔ̌est that countries with hǐher distance 
between citizens and those in power (hierarchyĽ required privilěes ̋or superiorsĽ 
inaccessible superiorsĽ and ̋ormal attitudes towards manǎers) will have lower 
level ő national innovation per̋ormance. Rěardiň the uncertainty avoidanceĽ 
our ̋indiňs sǔ̌est that hǐher děree ő uncertainty avoidance leads to the lower 
level ő national innovation per̋ormance. ThusĽ countries characterized by people 
who are  motivated by  rulesĽ norm and who are intolerant to di̋̋erent behaviour 
and ideasĽ are like to have lower level ő national innovation per̋ormance.  In 
additionĽ our ̋indiňs sǔ̌est that uncertainty avoidance is něatively related to 
the output innovation per̋ormanceĽ indicatiň that countries with hǐh level ő 
uncertainty avoidance are likely to have lower level ő output innovation 
per̋ormance (knowleďe and technolǒy outputs and creative outputs). Analysiň 
the e̋̋ect ő national cultural dimensions on the innovation e̋̋iciency ratio 
(Model B)Ľ input innovation per̋ormance (Model C)Ľ and output innovation 
per̋ormance (Model D)Ľ it was ̋ound that loňľterm orientation has sǐni̋icant 
and positive e̋̋ect on innovation e̋̋iciency ratio and output innovation 
per̋ormance. As this cultural dimension explains whether the country can be 
described as country with normative societies (low score on this dimension) or 
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prǎmatic (hǐh score on this dimension)Ľ our ̋indiňs sǔ̌est that prǎmatic 
countries (i.e. people show ability to adapt traditions easily to chaňe conditions) 
are more likely to have hǐher levels ő output innovation per̋ormanceĽ includiň 
(1) knowleďe and technolǒy outputsĽ and (β) creative outputs.  

5 Conclusion 
The results ő this study indicate that as socioeconomic development increases 
national innovation per̋ormance increases accordiňly. ThusĽ countries with the 
capacity to meet the human needs ő their citizensĽ to sustain and enhance the 
quality ő their livesĽ and to create the conditions ̋or all citizens to reach their ̋ull 
potentialĽ are more likely to experience increased levels ő  innovation. HoweverĽ 
socioeconomic development  does not not ̋ully explain the variation in nation's 
level ő innovation per̋ormance. As indicated by the ̋indiňs ő this studyĽ two 
national culture dimensions (power distance and uncertainty avoidance) are 
related to the national innovation per̋ormance.  More preciselyĽ the results ő the 
present study show that countries with lower level ő  power distance and lower 
level ő uncertainty avoidance are likely to exhibit hǐher levels ő national 
innovation per̋ormance. ŻurthermoreĽ ̋indiňs ő the present study sǔ̌est that 
entrepreneurship reduces the level ő national innovation per̋ormance. This 
̋indiň is not in the line with soľcalled  “Schumpeter’’ e̋̋ect accordiň to which 
entrepreneurship motives innovation and economic ̌rowth. The ̋indiňs ő the 
present study have important implications ̋or policy makers.  Since  socioecnomic 
development is sǐni̋icant predictor ő national innovation per̋ormanceĽ we 
sǔ̌est that innovation policies should be ̋ormulated with the understandiň that 
national innovation per̋ormance can be increased by the improvement ő the 
capacity ő society to meet human needs ő their citizensĽ to sustain and enhance 
the quality ő their livesĽ and to create the conditions ̋or citizens to reach their ̋ull 
potential. When citizens are poorly educatedĽ when they do not have opportunity 
to satis̋y their basic needs and/or reach their ̋ull potentialĽ they are less likely to 
eňǎe in innovation activities. ThusĽ by placiň ̋ocus on the development issuesĽ 
like educationĽ healthĽ employmentĽ and povertyĽ ̌overnments mǐht be e̋̋ective 
in their e̋̋orts to increase national innovation per̋ormance.  
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