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The main purpose of this contribution is to examtihe impact of employees’
personal values on their attitudes toward econoremyironmental, and social
aspects of sustainable development. The propossshreh agenda upgrades in
the literature prevalent partial discussions abdle influence of personal values
on each dimension of the “triple bottom line,” seit considers sustainability as
one entity of the three underlying aspects. Furtiae, relations between aspects
of sustainable development are empirically examimeat previously done in
literature. These findings reveal that personalues play an important role in
employees’ perception of different aspects of #suestdlity. Slovenian employees
understand sustainability as an entity of threeem$p: economic, environmental,
and societal, while results for the Romanian sanipticate that sustainability
comprises primarily environmental and societal disiens. Findings also suggest
that the content of the sustainability concept @urdries with different cultural
backgrounds is understood differently. The resafesreported for two culturally
different EU member states—namely, Slovenia andaRiam

1. INTRODUCTION
The literature dealing with the three underlyingpexts of sustainable

development — economic, environmental, and social abundant (Elkington,
2004; Golja and KrstigiNizi¢, 2010; Udo and Pawtowski, 2011; Metaxas and
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Tsavdaridou, 2012), although most attention isaté@ to the environmental
dimension, followed by the economic and finally istal dimension.
Theoretical discussions about relations betweesetlagpects prevail (Giddings
et al., 2002; Redclift, 2005), while there is a @guof empirical researches,
confirming those relations in a more comprehensiag (Udo and Pawtowski,
2011). Enterprises and their employees face a -wHdbetween pursuing
economical, environmental, and societal goals ({Glayand Radcliffe, 1996;
Giddings et al., 2002). A plethora of factors dsivpeoples’ behavior in
pursuing different goals and its combinations (Meggn et al., 1992; Daft,
2007; Stojanovic Aleksic et al., 2013). Various exences from Eastern and
Western countries during the last two decades benyghasized personal values
as a key factor in achieving the sustainable behaef organizations and
employees (Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004; TuziakD2Bernat, 2012).

In terms of researching the impact of personal eslon attitudes toward
sustainability, the studies about the impact ofspeal values on the
environmental aspect are prevalent (Schultz anezagl 1999; Stern, 2000;
Hards, 2011), while economic and social aspectsaaedy considered (Tuziak,
2010; Udo and Pawtowski, 2011; Radoijicic et al120 Several theoretical and
empirical attempts have been made to examine tlaiomships between
personal values and sustainable development (S2660Q; Udo and Jansson,
2009; Udo and Pawtowski, 2012); however, the wipatéure about the impact
of values on all sustainable development aspedctilliblurry.

This paper clarifies the relations between undeg\yaspects of sustainable
development and presents a new and comprehensaredago examine the
impact of personal values on all three underlyiimgeshsions of the sustainable
development, previously not done. The paper buwld®xisting findings (Udo
and Jansson, 2009; Tuziak, 2010; Udo and Pawlov2€ki2; GoluSin et al.,
2012) and upgrades them. The findings are presdotetivo East European
countries with different cultural settings — Sloieerand Romania. Some
conceptual and managerial implications like orgatan policy development,
increasing sustainability level of organization thre implications for the
organizations’ hiring process aspects are outlveskd on research findings.

2. PERSONAL VALUES AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
2.1. The three pillars of sustainable development

Sustainable development refers to the balance ketweonomic, social,
and environmental sustainability (Dunphy et al.Q@Q0Elkington, 2004; Golja
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and Krstiné Nizi¢, 2010; Udo and Pawtowski, 2011; Metaxas and TSadoia,
2012). It is a holistic concept, emphasizing thatian of the development goals
of economic growth, social well-being, and the wise of natural resources
can be reached without considering and affectimgather two (Clayton and
Radcliffe, 1996; Giddings et al., 2002; Sarotarekigt al., 2011).

Theoretical and empirical investigations of susthility aspects mainly
focus on one or two aspects. Investigations fogusin one aspect primarily
consider the environmental aspect (Schultz andzhgle1999; Dietz et al.,
2005), while researching solely the economic oiada@spect is in this context
rare. Considering the two-aspect studies, thoskndeaith both environmental
and economic aspects of sustainability prevail (8uyn1997; Prior, 1998;
Golusin et al., 2012). Meanwhile, few studies resedinkages between social
and economic aspects of sustainability (Tuziak,(2@empsey et al. 2011) or
all aspects of sustainability (Udo and Jansson920do and Pawlowski, 2011;
Radojicic et al., 2012). Thus, focusing on the &ragpect of sustainability or
linkages between two out of three aspects failadknowledge the holistic
principle of sustainable development in generatdnsidering relations among
sustainability aspects, no comprehensive empirstatly of those relations
exists (Munda, 1997). A holistic agenda for consitge sustainability is put
forth (Clayton and Radcliffe, 1996; Dunphy et 2000; Giddings et al., 2002;
Redclift, 2005; Udo and Jansson, 2009), but raeehpirically examined (Udo
and Pawtowski, 2011; Radojicic et al., 2012).

Based on the underlying idea of sustainabilitycaih be presupposed that
the economic aspect is negatively associated wighather two aspects (i.e.
environmental and societal) and vice versa (Friegni®62; Giddings et al.,
2002; Daft 2007; GoluSin et al., 2012). In turnpeasitive association exists
between environmental and societal aspects. Funthrer the state of the
country’s level of economic development might alsdluence people’s
priorities and values. Hence, we can conclude thate systems in countries
with different developmental levels and value pties, are rather different
(House et al., 2004; Alas and Edwards, 2011). iInstudy, the differences in
value priorities among employees’, which might exige to the different level
of countries’ development, are not taken into cdestion. We focus our
research on examining the impact of different caltyatterns, which are a
reflection of values, on the perception of sustailitg. Thus, giving priority to
the economic aspect (over other two) lowers thesllef sustainability as
perceived by employees, whereas giving more pyidot environmental and
societal (over economic) aspects increases thel lefe sustainability.
Employees’ perceived level of sustainability reprégs a foundation for their
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behavior in enterprises in terms of sustainabdgpects. In such a framework,
the level of sustainability can be defined alongaamtinuum, with anchors

referring to the low and high level of sustaindbil{Clayton and Radcliffe,

1996; Giddings et al., 2002). In light of this umstanding, we postulated
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: A greater concern for the environment and for sbeiety is
positively related to the level of sustainabilityhile concern for
economics is negatively related to this level, ascgived by
employees.

2.2 Personal values and their attitudes toward susinability

Values are guides and determinants of social d##yideologies, and
behavior (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz and Bilsky, 1987inajor reason for the
focus on values is the pervasive and importantuénfte of values on an
individual's interpersonal, decision-making, ethicaenvironmental, and
performance behaviors (Hemingway, 2005; Tuziak020As previously noted,
the existing sustainability literature focuses ba environmental aspect and a
combination of the environmental and economic aspeiscussions about
“sustainability drivers” reflect a similar state. nEronmental surveys
identifying important factors influencing pro-ersimmental behaviors are most
common (Axelrod and Lehman, 1993; Kemmelmeier gt24l02; Dietz et al.,
2005). Such studies recognize personal values asmportant source for
defining relationships with the environment (Schwhd Zelezny, 1999; Stern,
2000; Hards, 2011). Evidence about the impact ofsg®l values on
employees’ economic behavior can be also easilyndo(England, 1967;
Hambrick and Mason, 1984; Megginson et al., 199#)jle sustainability
literature does not consider this relation in detary frequently (Prior, 1998;
Shafer et al., 2007).

People’s personal values significantly influenceirthattitudes toward
sustainable development and its underlying asg&ctsultz and Zelezny, 1999;
Stern, 2000; Tuziak, 2010; Hards, 2011; Bernat,220Hemingway (2005)
proposed that the concern for social responsibgitgot driven exclusively by
economic motives; it may be championed as a resfulpersonal morality,
inspired by individual's own socially oriented pemal values. Each employee
has his/her own perception of the level of sustality (Munda, 1997; Ketola,
2008; Potocan et al., 2008) based on his/her paksalues. An examination of
the impact of personal values on selected aspésisstainability does not offer
a holistic picture of the influence of personalued on sustainability attitudes
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(Schultz and Zelezny, 1999; Kemmelmeier et al.. 2@&hafer et al., 2007). We
developed a very general hypothesis enabling stutly the impact of an entire
array of employees’ personal values on their pdioep of all three
sustainability dimensions:

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ personal values significantly influenteeir
attitudes toward sustainability aspects.

2.3. Personal values and attitudes toward sustaindity in different
cultural settings

Dealing with the interplay among the three intexredl pillars of
sustainability and the impact of personal valuestlose pillars inevitably
suggests the need to analyze those assumptiorieredt circumstances. The
management literature offers a natural startingtpfoir considering employees’
behavior and their attitudes—namely, cultural ddfeces, due to their
importance for organizations (Ronen and ShenkaB51%chwartz, 1992;
WVS, 2010). Cultural differences are the foundation our assumptions.
Behavioral literature attributes an important rofevalues in enterprises (e.g.
organizational culture) (Deal and Kennedy, 1982mHack and Mason, 1984;
Megginson et al., 1992). Differences in culturathgrounds have a significant
influence on leaders’ behavior (House et al., 2008)s triggers a question as
to whether the impact of employees’ personal vabresheir attitudes toward
sustainability aspects and the perceptions of sudidity are culturally bonded
or universal across cultures. Consequently, weatgue that the differences in
value orientation (in the frame of cultural sethgignificantly impact issues
related to sustainability.

We presuppose that different prevalent employeakievorientation will
result in different prevalent attitudes toward airsible development. The
examples of Slovenia and Romania, both EU membmngeal that both
countries have very similar institutional settletseisimilar GDP (e.g. Romania
has not accepted the Euro yet), and similar problara at a very similar level
of development. Despite the fact that they ardoather transitional countries,
their national cultures differ significantly based the cultural dimensions
proposed by Hofstede (1980) as well as other meagqiRonen and Shenkar,
1985; Schwartz, 1992; WVS, 2010). Adding a “cultudamension” to the
existing hypotheses results in the following hy@sts:

Hypothesis 3: Different cultural background of employee’s reftecin
differences in their attitudes toward sustainapilit
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Hypothesis 4: Different cultural background of employee’s refkecin
differences in their perception of the sustaingbiibncept.

3. RESEARCH DESIGN
3.1 Data collection and sample characteristics

An online survey was conducted among employees laveSian and
Romanian organizations. Sample characteristicewatmed in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic data for Slovenian and Ronmrasample

Variable Slovenia Romania
Age 41.90 years 32.22 years
Gender

Male 33.9% 45.3%
Female 66.1% 54.7%
Education

Did not finish primary school 7.0% 1.2%
Primary school 14.8 % 0
High school 36.5% 12.8%
Bachelor’'s degree 40.0% 59.3%
Master’s degree 0.9% 26.7%
Doctorate degree 0.9% 0
Position in the organization

Non-supervisory staff 65.2% 58.1%
First-level manager 12.2% 18.6%
Mid-level manager 18.3% 16.3%
Upper-level manager 4.3% 7.0%
Working experiences 19.04 years 10.17 years
Organization size

Fewer than 100 employees 60.0% 51.2%
100 to 1000 employees 27.0% 23.3%
More than 1000 employees 13.0% 25.6%
Industry of organization

Agriculture, mining, forestry 3.5% 2.3%
Construction 7.0% 5.8%
Manufacturing 19.1% 15.8%
Transportation, communication 7.8% 2.3%
Wholesale and retail trade 14.8% 5.8%
Finance, insurance, real estate 13.0% 4.7%
Services 7.0% 23.5%
Public administration 13.9% 9.3%
Healthcare 7.8% 8.1%
Other 6.1% 22.3%
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Sampling was done based on GVIN, which lists Slamemrganizations,
and Trade Romania which lists the Romanian ones.slinvey link was sent to
500 employees in both countries, who had directa#-atdresses available on
their organizational web pages. We received 115bles@esponses from
Slovenian and 86 from Romanian employees.

3.2. Measurement of variables

The importance of personal values was measured tlsinSchwartz Value
Survey (SVS) (Schwartz, 1992). SVS is a 56-itentrimsent that measures 10
types of personal values. The importance of eacsopal value was measured
with a 9-point Likert-type scale, ranging from “ayged to my values” (-1) to
“of supreme importance” (7). This instrument hasrbeonfirmed as a reliable
measurement of personal values on Slovenian sanipe®can and Mulej,
2007; Jerman and Zavrdnik, 2012; Potocan et allR@s well as on the
Romanian population (Frost and Frost, 2000). TheS SYestionnaire was
previously translated into both Slovenian and Rdaratfanguages. We checked
for the consistency of available translations.

A 25-item questionnaire aimed to measure econorsigial, and
environmental attitudes was used (as aspects dhisable development)
(Ralston et al., 1997; Reynaud et al., 2007). Resg® to the items were
measured with a 9-point scale, ranging from 1 (gilypdisagree) to 9 (strongly
agree). The gquestionnaire items were translatedSiovenian and Romanian
and then back-translated in order to ensure theciranslation.

After conducting a factor analysis (KMO = 0.844¢g.s& 0.000), three
factors were defined reflecting three sustainabidispects. The environment
aspect encompasses the following items: preventr@maental degradation
caused by the pollution and depletion of naturabueces (EN 1); adopt formal
programs to minimize harmful impact of organizasibractivities on the
environment (EN 2); and minimize the environmenfatipact of all
organizational activities (EN3). The economic aspe&ncompasses the
following: worry first and foremost about maximigirprofits (EC 1); bring
down labor costs to a strict minimum (EC 2); ignthre environment when jobs
are at stake (EC 3); and always be concernedafirstit economic performance
(EC 4). Finally, we propose measurements that espthe society aspect:
contribute actively to the welfare of the communi80 1); help solve social
problems (SO 2); and play a role in the societyt tiges beyond the mere
generation of profits (SO 3). The Cronback'svalues for the environment
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aspect wasy = 0.766, for the economic aspect was= 0.600, and for the
society aspect was= 0.742.

3.3. Research model

Researching the linkages between sustainabilitg@spand the level of
sustainability as perceived by employees was doneAMOS, following
Byrne’s (2010)suggestions. The impact of persorales on sustainability
aspects was examined with regression analysiswily the suggestions of Ho
(2006). The research model is outlined in Figure 1.

Achlevement/ ) Sustainability
(" Hedonism ) N
- - Environmental

, N aspect
( Stimulation P Yy, A
/ Self-direction ) /
) . Economic Level of
. “— . .
) . aspect sustainability
( Universalism | g o~
P . v
( Benevolence
\ Societal ‘/

) aspect
( Security

(- Tradition )

( Conformity )

Figure 1. Research model
4. RESEARCH RESULTS

First, the results regarding linkages among suahdlity aspects and the
level of sustainability are outlined. Having twonsgaes, Slovenian and
Romanian, the question was whether the linkagdsweld the same dynamics
for both samples. The AIC measure for testing ihef fthe two models (Byrne,
2010) shows that the AIC value for the group vdriamodel (2597.705) is
slightly lower than for the group invariant mod2608.301), indicating that the
group variant model is both more parsimonious agttebfitting than the group
invariant model.
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In terms of fit statistics for proposed relationstieen sustainability
aspects and the level of sustainability, a commeasuare — GFl, is in accepted
range in research practice (Slovenia GFlI = 0.888mé&nia GFI = 0.887)
(Byrne, 2010). The results for the Slovenian sanapke presented in Figure 2
and for the Romanian sample in Figure 3.

‘\’2'1‘/‘
I

/ N\
Environmental
aspect

‘/272\‘
h l =44

Economic Level of
aspect A _ sustainability

“/273\‘
) I =45 67

Societal
aspect

Figure 2. The pattern of structural relationshipmang sustainability
aspects for Slovenia

According to Hypothesis 1, a greater concern ferghvironment and for
society is positively related to the level of susahility, as perceived by
employees, while concern for the economics is meggtrelated to the level.

In the Slovenian sample, concern for the envirortnaenl for the society
were positively and significantly related to thedkof sustainability f = 0.86,
p <.001;p =0.67,p < .001, respectively). The concern solely for thermmic
results was negatively and significantly relatedhi level of sustainability(=
-0.66,p < .001). Thus, Hypothesis 1 is supported for tlmy&hian sample.

In the Romanian sample, it was evident that theceon for the
environment and for the society were positively amghificantly related to the
level of sustainability[{ = 0.90,p < .001;B = 0.78,p < .05, respectively). No
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significant relationship existed between concelelgdor the economic results
and the level of sustainability € -0.17,p > .05). Thus, Hypothesis 1 is partly
supported for the Romanian sample.

‘:211‘
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91 " Environmental
aspect
.83

‘/272\‘
P

Economic . Level of
aspect sustainability

(Ers

86 Societal
aspect

(Ero’

Figure 3. The pattern of structural relationshipsi@ang sustainability
aspects for Romania

According to Hypothesis 2, employees’ personal eslwsignificantly
influence their attitudes toward sustainability estp. The results from the
regression analysis for both countries are outlinétable 2.

Personal values group was measured using a 9-pdiett-type scale,
ranging from “opposed to my values” (-1) to “of seme importance” (7),
while sustainability aspects were measured usifigpaint scale, ranging from
1 (strongly agree) to 9 (strongly disagree). Weerted values for sustainability
aspects; thus, a positive relationship means hegiglot importance of the
personal value group and heightened perceived lefvslistainability among
employees while the opposite was true for the mega¢lationship.

10
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Table 2. Regression analysis of personal valuesustainability aspects in Slovenia
and Romania.

: a Economy Environment Society
VEnEEs Slovenia | Romania | Slovenia | Romania | Slovenia | Romania
Achievement 0.199 0.322* -0.222 0.066 -0.163 -0.007
Power 0.365* 0.240 -0.074 -0.040 -0.037 0.120
Hedonism -0.047 -0.260 0.184 -0.091 0.070 -0.286
Stimulation 0.254* 0.116 0.008 -0.236* -0.083 -0.255¢
Self-direction -0.418* -0.148 0.033 -0.068 0.154 0.008
Universalism -0.102 -0.276 0.102 -0.049 0.243 0.131
Benevolence -0.156 0.188 0.269* 0.561** 0.050 0.438*1
Security 0.254 -0.318 -0.043 0.342 -0.243 0.294
Tradition 0.083 0.178 -0.261 -0.094 -0.140 0.059
Conformity -0.067 0.072 0.233 -0.378* 0.149 -0.239

Note: *p < 0.05;** p < 0.001; all values in Table 2 gtevalues.

Hypothesis 2 allows us to examine the relationsveen personal values
and sustainability aspects. Hypothesis 2 was stggdor the Slovenian sample
as power, stimulation and self-direction valuesenggnificantly related to the
employees attitudes toward economic aspect (pgver0.365, t = 2.974p <
0.05; stimulationp = 0.254, t = 2.122) < 0.05), self-directionf = -0.418, t = -
3.549,p < 0.05) and benevolence values were significanghated to the
environment aspecf = 0.269, t = 2.64f < 0.05).

For the Romanian sample, Hypothesis 2 was supp@sedchievement
values were significantly related to employeesitudes toward economic
aspectff = 0.322, t = 2.025 < 0.05), benevolence, conformity and stimulation
values were significantly related to environmermahcerns (benevolencg:=
0.561, t = 4.449p < 0.001; conformity:p = -0.378, t = 3.002p < 0.05,
stimulation:p = -0.236, t = -2.444p < 0.05 ) and benevolence and stimulation
values were significantly related to the societahaern (benevolencel =
0.438, t = 4.615p < 0.001, stimulation = -0.255, t = -2.681p < 0.05).

In terms of explanation power of personal valueganance of sustainable
development aspects the following is evident. Valegplained 20.5% of the
variance in the employees’ concern for economialtegor the Slovenian, and
20.2% for the Romanian sample. For environmentpk@s personal values
explain 7.2% of the variance in employees’ attisideward environmental
aspect in the Slovenian sample and 23.6% in thedR@n sample. For the
societal aspect, the values explained 8.2% of #mmnce in the Slovenian and
25.2% in the Romanian sample.

11
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Based on demographic data, there are at first glapparent differences in
the level of education among Slovenian and Romagiaployees’ participants.
Due to that, hierarchical regression analysis waedu where the above
mentioned demographic variables (especially edmchatinfluence on the
relationship between employees personal values thed perception of
different aspects of sustainability were testede Tosults revealed that there
was no significant impact of different level of edtion on considered
relations. Furthermore, other control variables dmt have a considerable
impact.

5. DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this paper was to examine itileades between
employees’ personal values and their attitudes rfdwhree sustainability
aspects. The study also reported on the relatiehseen sustainability aspects
and the level of sustainability, as perceived byleyees.

Employee’s personal values have a relatively gogquaamation power in
the variance in sustainability aspects, as perddiyethe employees, since there
is a plethora of drivers that influence employek&havior in organizations
(Hemingway, 2005; Baumgartner, 2009; Potocan et2812; Dabic et al.,
2013). This confirms that values are an importaived of people’s perception
of sustainability (Munda, 1997; Hemingway, 2005afh et al., 2007; Tuziak,
2010). Thus, personal values play an important ralaong different
institutional, organizational, and personal fact¢esy. EU policies, national
laws regarding environmentalism, corporate strategy goals, people’s
behavior) that influence behavior related to sustaility.

The psychological literature and empirical exanioret of personal values
offer different predispositions regarding the impa¢ values on peoples’
behavior (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). Congidetactions that are
triggered by values, our results are both expeatetiunexpected. In terms of
expected impact of personal values on sustainakiBpects, the following is
evident. First, achievement values emphasize palsosuccess by
demonstrating competence in line with valid so@tndards of system or
organization in which the individual is located (8@rtz, 1992). The results for
Romanian employees confirm that their heighteneddntor achievements
increased their attitudes toward striving solely éeaonomic results. Second, a
goal of power values is a desire for better sostialus, prestige, and influence
on humans, events, and resources (Schwartz, 198@)results for Slovenian
sample confirm that a higher importance of power dmployees is realized

12



Management, Vol. 18, 2013, 2, pp. 1-20
C. E. Cirnu, B. Kuralt: The impact of employees’ peovalues on their attitudes toward...

through their higher concern solely for economisutts. Third, stimulation

values reflect people’s need for excitement, ngyedtnd challenge in life

(Schwartz, 1992). Our results for Slovenian samptmfirm that higher

employees’ needs for stimulation are realized thholiigher concern solely for
economic results. Inversely, the results for Romaranfirm that employees’
lower need for stimulation is reflected in high@ncern for the environment
and society. Fourth, benevolence values triggerfito ensure the welfare of
others or society (Schwartz, 1992). Our results tfee Romanian sample
confirm that high importance of benevolence for Eypes is reflected in their
higher concern for environmental and social asp&itsilarly, high importance

of benevolence for Slovenian employees is realthesugh higher concern for
the environment. Those findings are in line withudé¢s reporting, that

benevolence values are positively related to cantmrthe environmental and
societal issues (Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004;e8leafal., 2007).

The impact of several groups of values is unexpebtsed on previous
psychological literature and empirical evidence nfrostudies in the
sustainability context. First, conformity valuesdhe significant negative effect
on the environmental aspect in the Romanian samgiash is contrary to the
findings in the psychological literature that clathmt conformity values are
related to preventing actions that could harm atleergo against valid social
norms (Schwartz, 1992). Shafer et al. (2007) alsoficned the significant
positive impact of conformity values on a combioatiof environmental and
societal concerns. These unexpected findings duadé some roots in the level
of a country’s economic development. Thus, it carspeculated for Romania
that due to the relatively lower economic developmef the country in
comparison to Slovenia, the primary concern isefmmnomic results, instead of
favoring actions that could prevent harm to thdetgoor natural environment.
This could be a reflection of the typical hierarobfy values (Schafer et al.,
2007; Ralston et al., 20119econd, self-direction values show a negative effec
on economic concerns in the Slovenian sample, whiopposite the cognitions
from literature about innovativeness that emphaiae creativity, independent
thinking, and research are important building btook economic development
(Collins and Porras, 2002; Nedelko and Potocan,3R0In addition, the
psychological literature suggests that self-digetiialues trigger actions related
to accepting changes and searching for new idedsm@tz, 1992). But these
findings reflect some recent findings about thdestaf society in Slovenia,
emphasizing especially lower concern for creatiggnannovativeness and
collaboration (Dabic et al., 2013; Stojanovic Aliekst al., 2013).

13
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Benevolence values are the most influential grodpvaues in the
Romanian sample, reflecting Shafer’s et al. (20@W)ings about the crucial
role of benevolence. In the Slovenian sample, ipact of personal values was
not markedly dominated by any group of values. llovénia, the values that
influence people’s priority toward economic resuy®wer, stimulation, self-
direction) reflecting a more individualist orienitat (Hofstede, 1980; Potocan
and Mulej, 2007) are in the forefront, while in Ramna the values influencing
mainly environmental and social aspects (stimutatiobenevolence,
conformity), reflecting a more collectivistic origtion that in Slovenia
(Hofstede, 1980) are in forefront. The current gtudlicates that 6 groups of
personal values, altogether in both samples, s$gmfly influence
sustainability aspects, although Shafer et al. {20€ported on the influence of
four groups of values.

Findings about the differences in employee’s at&tiin Slovenian and
Romanian samples support Hypothesis 3. Generally,results support the
findings about the positive association betweenetid@ronmental concern and
sustainability level as well as between societalceon and the sustainability
level (Dunphy et al.,, 2000; Reynaud et al., 200@gspite quite similar
association between environmental aspects andirsaisilitly in both samples,
Udo and Pawtowski (2011) report about a signifiatdwer importance of
environmental sustainability indicators for Romaniaan Slovenian sample. A
stronger association of personal values with emvirental concern in Romania
reflects a high importance of ecological indicatoins sustainability
development, in economically weakly developed coestfrom Eastern Europe
compared to Western European countries, as sugdgest@olusin et al. (2012).

Further, the similarity of associations betweeniaoaspect and level of
sustainability for both countries, are in line witllo and Pawtowski’'s (2011)
findings about a similar level of social sustaimalhdex in both countries.
Looking overall, our findings about relations begénesustainability aspects and
level of sustainability are in line with Udo andwawski’'s (2011) findings
reporting high sustainability index in Slovenia anddium in Romania.

Significant differences between the two samplesewarident regarding
the impact of concern solely for the economic rsswn the level of
sustainability. Heightened concern for solely ecopiwoissues resulted in a
substantial lowering of the level of sustainabilfigr Slovenian sample, is
consistent with cognitions about negative assariatbetween economic
concern and sustainability (Friedman, 1962; Murk®97; Prior, 1998; Datft,
2007; Udo and Jansson, 2009; Golusin et al., 20d2he Romanian sample,
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the association between economic concern and tet &¢ sustainability was
also negative, but statistically insignificant. $heflects the findings of Golusin
et al. (2012) that economic indicators are an irgrpart of sustainable
development in Slovenia, while in Romania they @aside role.

Building on the results of the previous three hfypses we can conclude
that among Slovenian employees sustainability idetstood as an entity of
three aspects: economic, environmental, and sbci€tse results for the
Romanian sample strongly support the conclusionghstainability comprises
primarily environmental and societal dimensionsort&amic concerns are not
perceived to have a relation to the other two a@spafcsustainability, suggesting
a different perception of sustainability conceptsboth countries. Romanian
employees consider striving for economic resultshaut relation to the other
two sustainable goals. We assume that there idfereht understanding of
sustainability content in Slovenia and Romania,ngismediation variable
personal values. Based on those cognitions, Hypistieis supported.

6. PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In terms of conceptual implications this study éauices a comprehensive
and new research agenda for researching the redabetween sustainability
aspects, previously not done in the literature.tlfasmore, the research
confirms the important role of employees’ persoraiies in their perception of
sustainability. This research is an important abatron, since on the one hand
it clarifies the relations between economic, so@ald environmental aspects of
sustainable development and the influence of eng@l®ypersonal values on
their attitudes towards sustainability, and on tlleer, upgrades the existing
literature (Udo and Pawtowski, 2011; Radojicic ket 2012). Conceptually, the
study also reveals differences in understandingasbility in two different
cultural backgrounds, previously not dealt withihie literature.

In terms of managerial implications, there are sgvéhat are important.
First, in terms of organizational policy developmeamgnitions from the survey
can guide the re-defining of organizational valges culture) towards those
emphasizing a more sustainable behavior (Baumgar2@09; Wikstrom,
2010). Core organizational values should be aligmi¢d those reflecting a high
level of sustainability. Second, based on resefandings the role of underlying
aspects for increasing the sustainability levebigfanization could be clarified
to employees and policy makers. On the other html,management in an
organization sees the contribution of different estp of sustainable
development, and can act accordingly to the orgdioizal orientation, in terms
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of often mutually exclusive sustainable developngdls. Third, the findings
have an important implication for the organizatfmerson fit and organizations’
hiring process. Knowing the relations between pmbwalues and attitudes
towards sustainability could be useful in the s@becprocess. In that way, an
organization could reduce resistance to later achdaogards a more sustainable
behavior. Fourth, cognitions warn that sustaingbiltould be differently
understood in different cultural settings. Thug thanagement must take this
into consideration when doing business outsiddérstultural settings.

7. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The main limitation of this research is that itdses on two countries, both
of which belong to Central and East European camtthat have recently
finished their transition. A minor limitation is eéhsample size. Furthermore,
there are some differences in the level of educadioboth groups involved.
Regarding future work using the proposed framewibrkpuld be interesting to
extend this research to more countries having rdiffie cultural backgrounds,
along more coherent samples as in this study. Eumttre, why the employees
understand the concept of sustainability in diffiéreays should be examined
as well as why the differences occur in understamdind perceiving the
relations between sustainability aspects and thel lef sustainability, as
perceived by employees, in different countries.tdnms of possible future
research direction there could be an investigatbrthe association to the
different sustainability measures and indexes.
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UTJECAJ OSOBNIH VRIJEDNOSTI ZAPOSLENIKA NA STAVOVE PREMA
ODRZIVOM RAZVOJU: SLU CAJ SLOVENIJE | RUMUNJSKE

Sazetak

Temeljni je cilj ovog rada analiza utjecaja osobwillednosti zaposlenika na njihove
stavove prema ekonomskom, okoliSnom i druStvenomelds odrzivog razvoja.
Predlozeni istraziwki pristup nadopunjuje do sada prevlada¥gjpristup analize
djelovanja osobnih vrijednosti na svaku od dimemZzijostruke bilance", s obzirom da
se odrzivost smatra jedinstvenim konstruktom. Nadampirijski se analiziraju odnosi
izmedu razliitin aspekata odrzivog razvoja, Sto do sada udltei nije bio sldaj.
Rezultati istraZivanja govore da osobne vrijednasidju vaznu ulogu u percepciji
razli¢itih aspekata odrzivosti od strane zaposlenika.ogkgmici u Sloveniji razumiju
odrzivost kao jedinstveni konstrukt s tri dimenzijekonomskom, okoliSnom i
drustvenom, dok se u Rumunjskoj podrazumijevajunprno okoliSne i druStvene
dimenzije. Rezultati talder ukazuju da se sadrzaj koncepta odrzivosti dijeggaumai

u zemljama s raglitom kulturom, Sto se prikazuje na &hju dvije razlite ¢lanice EU
— Slovenije i Rumunijske.
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