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Abstract: In the globalised business environment, increasing complexity and competition impel firms to continuously innovate in order to sustain their own competitive advantage. The effectiveness of knowledge transfer becomes consequently more and more important to allow innovation at both the firm’s and the context’s level. Since very few firms are able to develop a wide range of knowledge internally, their innovative capacity strongly depends on collaboration, as well as on the ability to acquire new external knowledge. However, the effectiveness of knowledge transfer depends on many factors, and partners’ inclination plays a big role. Partners have to be aware of the necessity to share their knowledge, and they have to be ready to acquire knowledge from each other. Given that people’ inclination to learning and knowledge transfer is culturally embedded, knowledge transfer and innovation spreading are affected by culture, too. National culture influences individuals’ inclination to take risks, share responsibilities, and accept others’ idea, determining consequently firms’ capability to find and evaluate external opportunities. 

According to the above considerations, our paper aims at analyzing in depth the influence of culture on innovation spreading and particularly on donor’s intentionality, and receiver’s inclination to transfer and share their knowledge. As a result, a new interpretative model of innovation spreading systems will be proposed. 
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1. Introduction
The expansion of markets, both domestically and internationally, intensifies environmental turbulence, impelling firms to enhance flexibility and to improve their innovative capability. Knowledge becomes one of the most strategically-significant resources, and there is an increasing recognition that the ability to create, transfer, and use knowledge assets is a key issue for both firms and contexts’ (territory) competitiveness.
Firms are expected to continuously innovate, but innovating alone is very difficult, besides that costly. Cooperation becomes consequently very important. It gives firms the opportunity to share risks and costs, as well as to reduce the innovation time, through the sharing of resources. Contexts and networks become crucial: if firms are deeply embedded in a given context, they may relate with local actors; complex learning process can arise thanks to institutional support, and cultural homogeneity, thus fostering the diffusion of new and valuable knowledge, with positive effects on the  local context, too. Firms’ relationship with local actors, institutional support, and cultural homogeneity (Lundvall, 1992) promote the arising of complex learning process, driving firms to easily innovate. On the contrary, when an effective knowledge transfer among the parties does not exist, innovation does not spread its effects over the context, thus advantage the only firm that realised it. 

In order to exploits the advantages of relationships, firms usually locate in areas characterised by a positive entrepreneurial atmosphere, and a deep “contextual knowledge”
. Located in a given knowledge and relational systems, firms may be able to support local growth by introducing, not only financial resources, but also new knowledge and other valuable intangibles (i.e.: notoriety). 
Innovation and knowledge are strongly related: local availability of know-how is the background for setting up the learning process; which can lead to innovation. Every innovation arises and includes certain knowledge; at same time, every innovation is responsible for new knowledge diffusion (Grant, 1991). From a systemic perspective, once generated, an innovation has to be transfer by the donor, absorbed by the receiver and locally diffused. At the context level, the rise of competitive innovation system depends on innovation diffusion: innovations spread through the existing networks, and the transfer of knowledge creates the right background  new entrepreneurial activities, as well as for the growth of local system competitiveness. Knowledge transfer is consequently the basis of innovation, but it is also a very complex process, neither automatic nor easy to start. Knowledge transfer depends on firms’ capability to establish fruitful relationships, as well as on their ability to recognise, acquire, and exploit external knowledge (Wang and Blomstrom, 1992; Cohen and Levinthal, 1989). 

As a matter of fact, According to the above considerations, our paper aims at investigating the conditions which may favour or limit knowledge transfer at the local level. The effectiveness of knowledge transfer depends on two main factors: 
· The donor’s intentionality to transfer his own knowledge; 
· The receiver’s inclination to acquire donor’s knowledge. 
Both these factors are strongly influenced by culture. However, as far as many contributions are given on the linkage between culture and innovation, nobody has still defined which cultural dimensions affect donor’s intentionality, and receiver’s inclination. Authors mainly focus on the impact of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions on the first stage of the innovation process i.e. the creation of new ideas (Eisenberg, 1999; Taylor, Wilson, 2010; Hung Lin, 2009; Yao, et. Al., 2012). Nobody focuses on the influence that values and beliefs have on both individuals and firms’ openness to transfer and acquire knowledge. In order to fill this gap, our paper investigates how two of the GLOBE
 cultural dimensions - Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance - affect Knowledge Transfer, and allow innovation spreading. 

Our paper aims at answering the following research question: 

RQ1: Does national culture impact on the rise of innovation systems? 

RQ2: Are Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance connected to donor’s intentionality to knowledge transfer and receiver’s inclination to knowledge acquisition?

We based our research on an explorative analysis. We used the European Innovation Scoreboard to take data about innovation spreading in different European countries. From the European Innovation Scoreboard we got an idea of the kind of innovation systems existing in the different countries, then we researched information about the kind of relationships existing within the local networks, located in the chosen areas,. We developed an interpretative model crossing donor’s intentionality to knowledge transfer, and receiver’s inclination to acquire donor’s knowledge. Crossing donor’s intentionality and receiver’s inclination to knowledge transfer, we got 4 innovative systems may arise: Fruitless Systems, Milieux Innovateurs, Never-born Systems and Catching up Systems. 

In order to study the impact of national culture, we used the project GLOBE (House et al., 2004) and took GLOBE’s scores of Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance. Crossing the data, we verified the relationships between the underlined cultural dimensions and the dimensions of our model. More precisely, we verified the existence of a positive relation between: a) Future Orientation and donor’s intentionality to transfer his own knowledge; b) Uncertainty Avoidance and receiver’s inclination to accept donor’s knowledge. The developed model helps us to map different countries by taking back, each of them to the right quadrant (innovative system). At a moment, we have mapped 15 countries, belonging to the GLOBE project, but new countries would be added in the future. 

1. Limiting innovations’ diffusion: from “Knowledge is Power” to the “Not Invented Here” syndrome
After created, by internal learning process or by acquisition from external sources, innovation needs to be transferred, in order to be locally diffused. However, while very important, knowledge transfer is difficult to manage because of both internal and external features. 
Some authors investigated knowledge transfer process referring to the type of knowledge involved, tacit versus explicit; simple versus complex and independent versus systemic (Kogut, Zander, 1992; Nonaka, Takeuchi, 1995) or to the nature of business activities and firm’s reward system (Lei, Slocum, Pitts, 1997), recognising the relevance that “casual ambiguity” has on knowledge transfer. Very often, knowledge is deeply embedded in firms’ products (Inkpen, 1998); it cannot be easily reproduced, because of the “ambiguity” that characterizes the way inputs interact one to each other (Lippman and Rumelt, 1982; Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka e Takeuchi, 1995; Szulanski, 1996; Spender, 1996).
Since innovations often lie in tacit knowledge, their diffusion may be limited by the knowledge embedment in social norms and practices. Knowledge codification is a very important process in allowing innovations transfer, both within firms, and among the organizations belonging to the same network or located in the same context. Codification is a pre-condition for innovation transfer and diffusion: after codified innovations need to be transferred by the donor and absorbed by the receiver. That means innovation transfer and diffusion may be also affected by actors’ propensity to transfer and share what they already know; as well as by their capability to recognise, absorb and use outside knowledge for commercial ends (Cohen and Levintal, 1990). Both individuals’ inclination to transfer and share knowledge, and their inclination to acquire outside knowledge are shaped by the kind of culture prevailing in a given context (Van Everdingen and Waarts, 2003; Steensma et al., 2000; Abegglen and Stalk, 1998; Calvelli, 1998; Tiessen, 1997), thus affecting innovation spreading too. 

As we already noted, the organization’s success depends on its capability to create new knowledge and innovation. Successful firms create unique and valuable knowledge; diffuse it throughout the organization, turning it into new products or process. Not surprising innovative firms need intellectual capital able to foster innovation development, leading to superior results: everybody have to be a knowledge worker in a knowledge creating company, making personal knowledge available to the others (Parjanen, 2012). Unfortunately, very often, it doesn’t happen: both managers and workers often retain their own knowledge and do not diffuse the innovations they have already developed. They look at knowledge as a source of power, thus limiting its diffusion both within and outside the firm. From an intra-organizational point of view, unique and valuable knowledge is leveraged in order to get personal advantages, like the continuity of one’s own career or the access to new and more powerful job positions. 

At same time, a lot of firms limit knowledge transfer outside the organization, in order to avoid imitation and the decline of monopolistic advantages. In both situations firms seem to underestimate the advantages arising from collaboration and knowledge sharing. Every cooperative arrangement is difficult to start and manage. Cooperative arrangements often require a lot of time to be established and it may be very expensive for all the involved parties, so that managers consider economic disadvantages more important than the benefits they could obtain in the long time. 

The “knowledge is power” syndrome is not the only obstacle to knowledge transfer and to the innovation diffusion in a given context. Even when all the actors agree in sharing their knowledge, in fact, the diffusion of innovations may be limited by the receiver’s capability to accept and absorb the knowledge coming from outside (Absorptive Capacity). 
The Absorptive Capacity plays affects receivers’ capability to acquire new knowledge, and to implement it. The concept was introduced by Cohen and Levinthal (1990) to label the ability of the firm to evaluate, assimilate and use outside knowledge for commercial ends. They defined the absorptive capacity construct as “The firm’s ability to identify, assimilate and exploit knowledge from the environment” (1989, p. 569). Recognizing the relevance of a defined resource is the pre-condition for the absorption of that information, which will be relevant for gaining a competitive advantage. According to the authors, new knowledge adds to the old one through an association mechanism and events are stored in memory according to their homogeneity with the already existing know-how (Van Wijk, Van den Bosch e Volberda, 1999). On the contrary, learning is more difficult in novel domain, and when the object of learning is not related to what individuals or organizations already know (Amburgey e Al-Laham, 2001).
The underlined perspective avoids the possibility that cognitive asset may change over time, implying a static approach to learning. In a more dynamic perspective, the relationship between absorptive capacity and the know-how to be assimilated develops like a “virtuous cycle”, since the diversity between new and old knowledge makes the learning process more difficult to develop; but learning process itself widen one’s knowledge, thus fostering the adoption of new initiatives (Calvelli, 1998)
. 

Absorptive Capacity may be affected by culture too. According to De Long and Fahey (2000) culture shapes the assumption about what knowledge is and which kind of knowledge is important. Additionally “Culture heavily influences what is perceived as useful, important, or valid knowledge in an organization. Culture shapes what a group defines as relevant knowledge, and this will directly affect which knowledge a unit focuses on” (De Long and Fahey, 2000).
In a wide perspective, some firms may refuse outside, or external knowledge, since they consider the last one “non-relevant” for the organization. The so-called “Not Invented Here” syndrome may lead individuals, and organization as well, to adopt defensive or inertial behaviours, refuse the knowledge coming from outside, hidden sabotage, and reject both the adoption and the implementation of innovation (Katz e Allen, 1982; Zaltman, Duncan e Holbeck, 1973). 

The “Not Invented Here” syndrome may be due to users’ disappointment and dissatisfaction: individuals give little value to what the others do, thus adopting inertial behaviours and obsolete practices, the last ones inadequate to sustain firm’s competitive advantage, according to the new and variable environmental conditions. 

According to Birley and Norburn (1998), the “Not Invented Here” syndrome seems to arise more in small (SMEs) than in large firms: SMEs’ managers are often “closed-minded”; they feel themselves better than the others and they never bring themselves into question (Morin, 1980)
. In spite of this, the “Not Invented Here” syndrome may also characterize large and geographical dispersed firms. Within multinational organizations opportunistic or antagonistic behaviors may obstacle knowledge transfer both among subsidiaries and between subsidiaries and headquarter, thus fostering intra-organizational conflicts, difficult to be managed.

By conclusions, beside knowledge characteristics, innovation transfer and diffusion may be also affected by actors’ propensity to transfer and share what they already know; individuals’ inclination to transfer and share their knowledge, as well as their openness to outside knowledge, are both influenced by the kind of culture prevailing in a given context. Culture operates at many level of aggregation, and at whatever level it impacts on the capability to use knowledge assets, culture operating through institutional structures that must themselves be considered as knowledge assets (Boisot, 1998). At a context level, innovation spreading is affected by national culture, too, and may improve or, on the contrary, represent a barrier to cooperation itself (Tiessen, 1997; Calvelli, 1998; Steensma et al., 2000).
2. Why should I share my new ideas? The role of culture on innovation spreading
National culture influences individuals’ inclination to take risks, to share responsibilities and to accept others’ idea, determining firms’ capacity to find and evaluate opportunities. Many authors have actually focused on the linkage between national culture and firms’ innovativeness. A lot of them mainly focus on only one step of innovation process, namely the initiation stage or creativity (Parjanen, 2012; Eisenberg, 1999, Taylor and Wilson, 2012; Hung Lin, 2009). Similarly the authors use to investigate the role of Hostede’s cultural dimensions on national innovation rates (ex.: Taylor, Wilson, 2012).

Kaasa and Vadi (2010) explored the relationship between Hofstede’s cultural dimensions and firms’ capacity to introduce innovation, the last measured by the number of patent applications in Europe. The authors found that the most successful (in patenting) European countries characterize for high levels of Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, and Masculinity. Similarly Hung Lin (2009) examined the impact of national culture on process management and technological innovation by investigating the major automakers in 14 countries. According to the authors, uncertainty avoidance and long-term orientation are positively related to innovation. Their results partially contrast with previous researches about the effect of uncertainty avoidance on innovation. Hofstede (2001) himself noted that uncertainty avoidance negatively affects the innovation process, because of the strong need for rules, instructions and controls that workers show. Van Everdingen and Waarts (2003, 2005) analyzed the innovative behaviour of 2000 European medium size firms, and particularly their inclination to adopt Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) systems. They found out that high level of uncertainty avoidance, masculinity, and power distance negatively impact on the adoption of ERP systems. But, from an alternative perspective, implementing early changes and developing new products may be an efficient strategy for avoiding uncertainty within more risk adverse cultures (Hung Lin, 2009). 
In addition to uncertainty avoidance, individualism vs. collectivism affects innovation, too. Individualism particularly supports the idea generation, whereas collectivism promote more the implementation step (Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996; Tiessen, 1997). According to Yao et al. (2013) individualists perform better than the collectivists during the initiation phase because they are usually open to new experiences, autonomous, and self-confident. Collectivists, on the other hand, are more able to implement innovation than the individualist, because of their propensity to cooperation and to interdependence. The underlined results support the previous researches. Tiessen (1997), Calvelli (1998), and Abegglen and Stalk (1998) explained that international cooperation can easily start in individualistic context, where the necessity to accept the foreigner is justified by the perception of a great opportunity – thus reducing the risk of a closure towards diversity, but that in collectivistic contexts co-operations, even if more difficult to start, are longer and much stronger. These studies highlight the influence of National culture on knowledge transfer and consequently on the widespread of innovation, which is our main interest. Even if easier to start, relationships involving individualistic players are unstable because they tend to abandon the cooperation when they have reached their own interests. In this kind of situation, opportunism may advantage the strongest partner, who is able to grasp the knowledge from the other, limiting the diffusion of innovation at the local (contextual) level. On the contrary, collectivism favours long-term and trust-based relationships, supports the interactions between all the involved actors, and foster knowledge transfer, as well as a local innovation spreading (Canestrino, 2006).
Innovation spreading may be affected not only by the way people interact, but also by the way they communicate one to each other. From a knowledge perspective, communication refers to the different forms used for expression and information exchange: in many assertive societies (like in many Western countries), for example, communication is direct and non ambiguous, thus people tend to use the so-called low- context language (Hall, 1959; Schneider & Barsoux, 1997). By the contrast, less assertive cultures tend to use high –context language, which is less direct, more ambiguous, and more subtle (Schneider & Barsoux, 1997). In high context cultures, a message meaning relies heavily on the group’s understanding of voice tone, body language, face expressions, and use of silence. As Walker D.M., Walker T., Schmitz, (2003) noted the tendency to high context communication is the reason why people coming from Asia, Middle East or Latin America, “yes” can mean “yes”, “maybe”, “I don’t know” or even “I have said this unenthusiastically enough for you  to understand that I mean no”. In high context cultures, a message meaning depends more on the context, than on the words.

When different cultural groups cross, communication problems may arise, especially in cases of non- face to face communication; knowledge transfer may be limited, as well as innovation spreading (Canestrino, Magliocca, Nocilla, 2012).
Other inquiries have highlighted a direct relationship between the implementation of software and individuals’ inclination to communicate in a formal way, communication style typical of low contexts societies (Tosi, 1994). The difference between high context and low context societies is actually dependent on the way people communicate and interact; high contexts societies, such as Italy, Japan or China give a great importance to interpersonal relationships, which are considered the best way to transfer and share information. On the contrary, in low contexts societies such as Germany, Swiss and USA, information flows through formal mechanisms, such as reports, database, and Internet (Morden, 1999). That’s why low context societies are more suitable to the adoption of ERP systems, as noted by Van Everdingen and Waarts (2003). 

3. Innovation spreading at the contextual level: an interpretative model 

The reviewed literature is the starting point for further researches. As far as innovation spreading is very important, cross-cultural studies do not focus on this process, but on innovation itself. On the contrary, we aim at understanding if national culture impacts on firms’ inclination to spread innovation, and on their ability to accept, and implement outside-born innovations. The results of innovation spreading depend on two subjective factors:
- Donor’s intentionality to transfer his knowledge, and 
- receiver’s inclination to learn from the donor. 
Both donor’s intentionality and receiver’s inclination to learn are shaped by national culture. 

National culture can be studied according to different model and through many cultural dimensions. Among the others Future Orientation, and Uncertainty Avoidance (House et al., 2004) seem to affect the effectiveness of a knowledge transfer process. According to the authors of the GLOBE project, Future Orientation can be meant as “the degree to which a collectivity encourages and rewards future-oriented behaviours, such as planning and delaying gratification” (p. 282). Future oriented societies tend to pursue economic success, evaluate success in the long term, have and pursue strategic aims. By contrast, cultures with a low Future Orientation are able to enjoy the moment and to be spontaneous; they are free from both past worries and future anxiety; at same time they are not able to plan a sequence to realize their own goals (Keoguh et al., 1999).
Uncertainty Avoidance is "the extent to which a society, organization, or group relies on social norms, rules, and procedures to alleviate the unpredictability of future events” (p. 30). In uncertainty avoidant societies people tend to avoid ambiguous situations, and to take calculated risks. Societies higher on Uncertainty Avoidance have a tendency to formalize their interactions with others and to take moderate calculated risks. In business relationships, individuals coming from high uncertainty avoidance societies keep meticulous records, documenting conclusions drawn in meetings; they establish end follow rules, verify communication in writing and limit new product development
.. If Uncertainty Avoidance is strong, changes are felt as dangerous, and “what is already known” is preferred to changes: both individuals and organisations adopt procedures for predicting and reducing the uncertainty of future events. Depending on the above Uncertainty avoidance enables learning because learning is meant as the way to reduce uncertainty and unknown. 

Both Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance are important for innovation wide spreading. Future Orientation leads people to plan and to scarify short-term goals in order to achieve bigger results in the long term. Uncertainty Avoidance leads people to learn and to develop innovation externally in order to reduce risks. Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance speed up innovations’ spreading, with positive effects for the creation of local innovation systems. 

According to the dimensions’ meaning, our hypotheses are:
Hp.1: Future Orientation positively relate to donor’s intentionality to knowledge transfer;
Hp.2: Uncertainty Avoidance positively effects the receiver’s learning inclination. 
Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance relate to both “Knowledge is Power” and the “Not Invented Here” syndromes. Referring to the “Knowledge is Power” donor’s awareness of the long-term advantages deriving from the knowledge transfer may reduce his “protective” behaviour. Since future oriented people are more inclined to invest in the long-term, they may be more able to evaluate the advantages and the innovation opportunities arising from cooperation, thus accepting to share the knowledge they already have. Similarly, Uncertainty Avoidance may reduce the “Not Invented Here” syndrome. If people are afraid of the unknown and feel uncomfortable with risky activities, they will be more inclined to learn, even when learning implies the acceptance of others’ knowledge. Catching knowledge is the most suitable way to reduce uncertainty and to manage risks, even if new knowledge comes from an external source. 

Summing up the underlined considerations, we argue that:

a) the presence of a high level of Future Orientation turns into a high individual’s intentionality to knowledge transfer (a low Future Orientation means low propensity to transfer knowledge); 
b) the presence of a high level of Uncertainty Avoidance turns into a high individual’s inclination to accept (and absorb) new knowledge. 
When both the parties involved into a knowledge transfer process show a high propensity to transfer and to absorb knowledge (High donor’s intentionality, High Receiver’s inclination), the best conditions for the spreading of innovation arise, thus fostering the develop of a milieu innovateur: donor is future oriented, so he can understand all the advantages connected to the knowledge transfer, by considering receiver’s learning as a long-term investment. At the same time, the receiver (high on Uncertainty Avoidance) wishes to acquire new knowledge, in order to reduce the risks coming out from an innovative activity. As a consequence, the receiver accepts the know-how coming from external sources, without rejecting it. 

FIG n. 1: The drivers of innovation spreading: from the fruitless systems to the milieu innovateurs 
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Source: our elaboration
The second quadrant is characterized by an High Donor’s intentionality, and a Low Receiver’s inclination. When the underlined dimensions cross a sterile network reasonably arises: even if the donor wants to transfer his knowledge, the receiver is not able to accept and absorb the external information, thus limiting an effective innovation spreading at local level. The receiver may be also unable to understand the importance of knowledge itself. In any case, a learning process couldn’t arise with negative consequences for both  innovation implementation and improvements. 

When Low Donor’ intentionality and Low Receiver’s inclination cross a never-born system arises. This quadrant shows us the weak solution. The donor does not recognize the value of knowledge transfer; he protects the knowledge (he) already has, avoiding its diffusion to the receiver. At same time the receiver has no propensity to acquire knowledge from outside, thus limiting his own learning process. Either the receiver has a strong belief in his capability, either he is low inclined to learn. In the last case, knowledge is not recognized as a core competence. From a cultural perspective, the born of a real system is avoided by the lack of Future Orientation, and of Uncertainty Avoidance. 
Under the underlined circumstances a virtuous cycle knowledge- innovation does not arise; local context does not experience the development opportunities coming from innovation spreading and it is not able to attract new investments. 

The fourth quadrant (Low donor’s intentionality, High Receiver’s inclination) shows us the dangers deriving from a lack of donor’s Future Orientation. In this case, the donor has a low intentionality to knowledge transfer. He would like to keep the advantages deriving from the innovation and he does not believe in the system support. Probably, he looks at the relationship with the receiver in an opportunistic way. He transfers to the receiver the minimum knowledge he can, in order to preserve the control. However, the receiver is very inclined to learn. He refuses uncertainty and risks and considers learning as the best way to overcome the unknown. He wants to fill the knowledge gap he has with respect to the donor, and this is a big push to learn. The cross of these two factors can generate a, so called, catching up system, typical of emerging countries, where local players learn simply by observing foreign investors, and by imitating their products. 
3.1. The empirical investigation
The different situations explained by our interpretative model have been empirically verified, by using the Globe’s country classification. According to the Globe’s scores, each country shows a different level of Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance. Since the existing relation between the mentioned cultural dimensions and the propensity of the donor and the receiver to transfer and acquire knowledge, each country may reasonably represent different conditions for innovation systems, as well as for the arising of a different innovative system. The following table shows GLOBE’s “as is” scores for both Future Orientation, and Uncertainty Avoidance.

Tab. 1:  GLOBE’s findings – as is scores
	
	Future orientation
	
	Uncertainty avoidance

	Countries
	As is scores
	
	As is scores

	
	
	
	

	Denmark
	4.44
	
	5.22

	Finland
	4.24
	
	5.02

	Sweden
	4.39
	
	5.32

	Germany
	4.27
	
	5.16

	
	
	
	

	Brazil
	3.81
	
	3.60

	Egypt
	3.86
	
	4.06

	Philippines
	4.15
	
	3.89

	
	
	
	

	Hungary
	3.21
	
	3.12

	Turkey
	3.74
	
	3.63

	Greece
	3.40
	
	3.39

	Morocco
	3.26
	
	3.65

	Italy
	3.25
	
	3.79

	
	
	
	

	China
	3.75
	
	4.94

	France
	3.48
	
	4.43

	New Zeeland
	3.47
	
	4.75

	
	
	
	

	Mean
	3.85
	
	4.16

	Standard deviation
	0.46
	
	0.60


Source: House et al., 2004

According to the GLOBE Denmark, Finland, Sweden and Germany have a high level of both Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance. The underlined dimensions lie above the mean (3.85 for Future Orientation and 4.16 for Uncertainty Avoidance) in all the selected countries. If we look at the European Innovation Scoreboard 2009, the selected countries are rich of innovation systems, too. They are characterized by a high presence of innovative firms and important spillovers, so that in specific geographical area, a high concentration of innovative firms exists. We define this kind of systems milieux innovateurs. Brazil, Philippines, and Egypt characterize for a high level of Future Orientation (a bit lower than the mean only in Brazil), and a low level of Uncertainty Avoidance (lower than the mean in all the selected countries). Even if government attracts foreign firms and high tech multinationals, spillovers are very limited. R&D investments could reach better results if local firms gave more importance to learning and cooperation, and policy maker should look for the right mechanism to improve receivers’ inclination. Because of the collected information about local systems’ innovativeness, as well as about local firms’ cultural traits, Fruitless systems seem to arise.
As we already noted, the worst situation is that of the Never-born systems, that is areas in which innovative systems difficulty arise because firms are not inclined to transfer their knowledge and to cooperate. 
According to the GLOBE Hungary, Turkey, Greece, Morocco, and Italy show actually a low level of both Future Orientation, and Uncertainty Avoidance (below the mean for all the selected countries). According to the European Innovation Scoreboard 2009, all these countries show, also, a preference towards low-tech activities, mainly focusing on traditional sectors. Even if these areas present high R&D investments, they are above all public investments and reach low results. Depending on the above considerations, we classify Hungarian, Turkish, Greek, Moroccan and Italian local systems as Never-born systems. 
Fig. 2 The drivers of innovation spreading: A country perspective
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Source: our elaboration
Last, but not least the hypothesis that Catching up systems arise in countries characterized by a low level of Future Orientation, and a high level of Uncertainty Avoidance. This kind of systems is connected more to receiver’s capability to catch knowledge, than to donor’s intention to transfer it. This is typical of areas characterized by a high level of entrepreneurship, by a high birth rate of firms, even small firms, which develop as followers or suppliers of large innovative firms, such as in France, and in New Zeeland. On the same hand, Catching up systems may arise when international activities delocalize their activities in countries, and local firms start to produce their products independently, to learn foreigners’ technology, instead of producing only on demand and keeping focused on the final output, such as in China. 
4. Discussion and Conclusions

The capability to innovate can be rightly considered as the main source of competitive advantage, both for firms and contexts. Because of the increasing competition and the high level of environmental turbulence, firms have to fasten in developing innovation and in deriving profits from it. Contexts compete, too , and the spreading of innovation is a unique guarantee of welfare and productivity.

In order to better understand the nature of innovation spreading and it functioning, our paper focuses on the players of the process more than on the mechanism. We are interested in understanding the conditions upon which an effective knowledge transfer may develop, thus fostering the born of fruitful innovation systems. We focus on partners’ inclination to knowledge transfer, and we investigate the relationships between national cultural and partners’ inclination. While many contributions are given on the linkage between culture and innovation, nobody has defined cultural dimensions, which could speed up, or avoid, innovation widespread. Given that innovation spreading depends on two dimensions: Donor’s intentionality and Receiver’s inclination to learn, we investigate if Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance are related to those dimensions. Future Orientation impels people to plan and to consider long terms benefits more important than the short terms ones. Uncertainty avoidance leads people to refuse ambiguity. It is positively related to learning, since people used to consider knowledge as a way to reduce the uncertainty of what they do not know, as well as the better way for managing risks. 

We hypothesized a positive relationship between Future Orientation and Donor’s intentionality, on one hand, and between Uncertainty Avoidance and Receiver’s inclination to learn from the donor, on the other. 
Crossing Donor’s intentionality and Receiver’s inclination to learn, we obtain four kinds of innovation systems. After developed our theoretical model, we used the Globe’s country classification in order to identify the cultural traits of those countries reported by the European Innovation Scoreboard 2009
. We select some countries for each of the four European Innovation Scoreboard group; after that, we look at the their cultural traits, by crossing GLOBE’s rating about Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance.  
Since the relationship between Future Orientation and donor intentionality to transfer knowledge, on one side, and the existing linkage between Uncertainty Avoidance and the propensity of local players to accept outside knowledge, on the other, each country has been putted into one of the quadrant (innovative system) presented into our model.
The validity of our choice has been then verified by considering the level of innovation for each of the mentioned countries. We particularly referred to European Union sources, and Eurostat data reported into the “European Innovation Scoreboard 2008. Competitive Analysis of innovation performance”. 

Data confirm the possibility to locate the countries in the hypothesized quadrant, and that the lack of Future Orientation and the lack of Uncertainty Avoidance are important obstacles to innovation spreading.  

According to our model, an effective milieu innovateur arises when both the dimensions are at a high level. It represents the best solution: innovation spreading is guaranteed by the existence of innovative firms (donors) and follower firms strongly learning oriented (receivers). This is the case of Denmark, Sweden, Finland, all countries characterized by a high percentage of innovative firms and competitive innovation systems. On the contrary, when a low level of Uncertainty Avoidance crosses with a low level of Future Orientation, the innovation spreading is very limited. This is the case of the never born systems and examples of them can be easily found in Hungary, Turkey, Greece, Morocco, and Southern Italy.
5. Research Limits and suggestions 

The model gives some highlight in understanding innovation spreading through the different countries. It helps in highlighting how culture affects the process and to understand which kind of problems can arise in the four different situations. However, the research has still to go on. First of all, the correlation among the different GLOBE’s dimensions should be evaluated, in order to test if other dimensions impact on the model. Secondly, given that innovation systems can arise in particular areas and that countries not always present homogeneous characteristics, the model would be more useful if it could help in understanding the innovation spreading opportunities existing in particular context, at a under-national level. In order to satisfy this exigency, further researches will try to reproduce Globe’s dimensions, namely Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance, at an under-national level, in order to highlight the differences existing within a country and to verify if they affect innovation spreading. Finally, in order to analyze the possibility to improve innovation spreading and to create successful innovation systems, the analysis should be conducted according to a dynamic perspective. Highlighting the values, which impact on innovation spreading could be very useful indeed. To understand this level, the use of GLOBE’s “should be” scores is necessary.
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� Contextual knowledge refers to the knowledge deeply embedded in a given context. This kind of knowledge is usually implicit and context-specific It is typically shared and understood through direct observation and shared experience. (Spender, 1996).


� The Global Leadership and Organizational Behaviour Effectiveness Research Project (GLOBE) is a multi-phase, multi-method project in which researchers investigate 62 countries, grouped into ten cultural clusters, in order to analyse in depth their different cultures. Cultural contexts are examined through nine dimensions (power distance, uncertainty avoidance, institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism, gender egalitarianism, performance orientation, future orientation, human orientation, assertiveness) which explain the different perception and acceptance of leadership within each context. Each dimension is studied at two levels, in order to understand the practices and the values prevailing in each context, in order to highlight the main cultural tendencies emerging within them.


� In addition, the absorptive capacity may be stimulated by firm’s R&D investments: R&D investments allow cognitive spillover, supporting the “virtuous cycle” between absorptive capacity itself and learning process. This is also coherent with Mowery, Oxley and Silverman’s (1996) perspective, according to which the absorptive capacity come out by constant and long term firms’ knowledge investments: when firms do not invest in R&D, their absorptive capacity cannot widen, and their propensity to invest in the future will be limited too. As a consequence firms with a high absorptive capacity tend to be more proactive than the others.


� According to the empirical evidences, the “Not Invented Here” syndrome is typical of some emerging countries, like Russia (Holden, 1998) or Tunisia, where the managers do not usually accept the ideas coming from external sources. External knowledge is often valuated as an affront to the those developed within the country – mainly in Russia – or as serious threat to national identity – mainly in Tunisia – (Cannavale, 2008). Particularly, Russian are very suspicious of the knowledge developed by the outsider (Holden defines the “Not Invented Here” syndrome as “ancestral suspicious”). Russians’ “not invented here” syndrome bases on two factors (Holden, 1998): the group belonging feeling, and the mistrust foreigners. The group belonging feeling leads people to reject everything can mine social group stability, its order and continuity over time. When the group belonging feeling is very strong, it often turns into a “clan collectivism”, according to which people relate and share knowledge within their own group, but not outside it (Calvelli, 1998). Russians use knowledge more for getting individual power than for supporting collective growth; as a consequence, they are more able to store knowledge than to share it.





� Uncertainty Avoidance has a strong impact over communication, both at social and at organisational level. It affects also firms’ time orientation and planning According to Gudykunst (1988, 1995) and Hofstede (2001), communication effectiveness depends on individuals’ capacity to manage anxiety/uncertainty (Anxiety may be considered as the emotional equivalent of Uncertainty). When anxiety grows, individuals feel worry, uncomfortable and apprehensive (Gudykunst & Nishida, 2001), with negative consequence on their communication and on knowledge transfer, at least.


� The European Innovation Scoreboard 2009 divided the countries into 4 different groups, according to their innovation performance:  Denmark, Finland, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK are the Innovation leaders, with innovation performance well above that of the EU27 and all other countries. Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Estonia, France, Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Slovenia are the Innovation followers, with innovation performance below those of the innovation leaders but close to or above that of the EU27; Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Malta, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia and Spain are the Moderate innovators with innovation performance below the EU27; Bulgaria, Croatia, Latvia, Romania, Serbia and Turkey are the Catching-up countries. Although their innovation performance is well below the EU27 average, this performance is increasing towards the EU27 average over time.





1

