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Abstract

Published: 21 August 2025

This paper examines the impact of European Union (EU) integration on management and organizational practices in Central and Eastern

European (CEE) countries from 1995 to 2023. Employing a Difference-in-Differences (DiD) approach, Structural Equation Modeling

(SEM), and Counterfactual Impact Evaluation (CIE), we analyze changes in regulatory adaptation, innovation, and workforce flexibil-

ity. The findings indicate that while EU directives drive convergence in managerial practices, they also allow for localized adaptations.

Foreign direct investment (FDI) and labor mobility emerge as key drivers of corporate strategies. Insights from 30 in-depth managerial in-

terviews underscore both strategic realignment and challenges in regulatory compliance, offering valuable implications for policymakers,

researchers, and business leaders.
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1. Introduction

The European Union (EU) has played a central role in
reshaping the economic and organizational landscapes of
its member states. In particular, the integration of Central
and Eastern European (CEE) countries has triggered pro-
found changes in management practices and organizational
behaviors across the region. The adoption of unified EU
regulations, access to a broader market, and the infusion of
EU structural funds have collectively influenced manage-
ment strategies in CEE countries, often driving firms to-
ward greater alignment with EU standards.

However, the specific impact of EU integration on
management practices within these countries remains com-
plex, reflecting a mix of both convergence toward European
norms and localized adaptations rooted in national contexts.

This paper represents a significant contribution to the
literature on the impact of EU integration on management
practices in CEE countries. While much-existing research
has focused on the broader economic impacts of EU mem-
bership, this study delves deeper into the specific transfor-
mation of management practices within the CEE region.
Furthermore, this paper goes beyond a simple pre-post anal-
ysis, offering a more sophisticated understanding of the dif-
ferential impact across countries and sectors.

The research not only investigates the direct effects of
EU integration but also explores the indirect and mediated
influences of EU policies on organizational behavior, mar-

ket access, and innovation strategies. This multi-faceted
approach sets this study apart by addressing the complexi-
ties of EU integration and its unique effects on management
practices across a diverse region.

This paper utilizes a rich dataset sourced from the
World Bank, covering CEE countries from 1995 to 2023.
By analyzing a diverse set of variables—ranging from eco-
nomic indicators such as Gross Domestic Product (GDP)
per capita and Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) inflows
to social metrics like innovation indices and regulatory
scores—we aim to explore the nuanced impact of EU in-
tegration on management practices within the CEE region.
The focus on these variables is informed by the varied eco-
nomic trajectories and political histories of these countries,
which provide fertile ground for understanding how EU in-
tegration has influenced management strategies across the
region.

In exploring the effects of EU integration, this study
builds on the premise that the integration process has had
a differential impact across the CEE countries, potentially
leading to distinct management practices when compared
to their Western European counterparts. Central to this re-
search are two primary questions: (1) How has EU integra-
tion influenced management practices in Central and East-
ern European countries? (2) What are the comparative dif-
ferences in management practices between CEE and West-
ern European countries following EU integration? By ad-
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dressing these questions, we seek to move beyond the sim-
plistic binary of positive versus negative effects, offering
a nuanced exploration of the transformative impact of EU
integration on management practices and organizational be-
havior.

To achieve this, the paper employs three advanced
analytical models: Difference-in-Differences (DiD), Struc-
tural Equation Modeling (SEM), and Counterfactual Impact
Evaluation (CIE). These models are chosen for their abil-
ity to unpack the complex relationships within the dataset,
helping to isolate the causal effects of EU integration on
management practices. The DiD analysis allows us to com-
pare the pre- and post-EU integration periods, providing in-
sights into the longitudinal impacts of EU membership. The
SEM model, which assesses the relationships between EU
integration policies, regulatory harmonization, market ac-
cess, and management practices, provides a framework for
understanding the direct and indirect effects of EU policies
on organizational behaviors. Lastly, the CIE model helps to
estimate the counterfactual impact of EU integration, offer-
ing a hypothetical scenario to compare the actual outcomes
against what would have happened in the absence of EU
membership.

Through these methodologies, our study aims to con-
tribute to the ongoing discourse on the impact of EU in-
tegration on management practices, offering empirical in-
sights that can inform both scholarly discussions and practi-
cal policy decisions. By examining the complexities of this
integration process, we hope to advance the understanding
of how external pressures from the EU, combined with lo-
cal cultural and institutional factors, reshape management
behaviors in the region.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows.
Section 2 presents a comprehensive literature review on
EU integration, management practices, and related organi-
zational and institutional changes, followed by an outline
of the research methodology in Section 3. The results and
discussions are presented in Sections 4 and 5, respectively,
before concluding with the implications for both research
and practice.

2. Literature

2.1 The Impact of EU Integration on Management and
Organizational Practices

The integration of CEE countries into the EU repre-
sents a significant transformation in the political, economic,
and organizational landscapes. EU accession triggered a
realignment of management and organizational strategies
to align with European norms, fostering regulatory har-
monization, institutional restructuring, and market-oriented
decision-making (Cieslik and Turgut, 2021). However, EU
integration has not been a uniform process across all mem-
ber states; historical, cultural, and institutional factors have
mediated its effects, leading to varied adoption of manage-

rial best practices across the region (Copeland, 2014; Bower
and Turrini, 2010).

2.1.1 Defining Managerial and Organizational Practices

Managerial practices refer to decision-making frame-
works, strategic leadership approaches, corporate gover-
nance models, and resource management techniques that
guide businesses. These practices evolve in response to
both internal organizational objectives and external regula-
tory pressures, particularly those imposed by the EU’s cor-
porate governance and compliance frameworks (Sharman,
2004). The adoption of EU norms has led to improvements
in managerial transparency, strategic innovation, and cross-
border operations in CEE firms, but also challenges in nav-
igating the complexity of EU regulations (Pollack, 2009).

Organizational practices, on the other hand, en-
compass structural and cultural dimensions, including
workforce development, Human Resources (HR) policies,
and operational efficiency strategies (Hughes and Allen,
2009). As CEE countries transitioned from post-socialist
economies to fully integrated market economies, organiza-
tional restructuring became necessary to increase competi-
tiveness within the EU market (Hunya and Iara, 2006).

2.1.2 Pre-Accession Changes in Management Practices

Many firms in the CEE region began restructuring
their management practices well before accession, as part
of the EU pre-accession process (Soltész, 2004). Govern-
ments and companies anticipated EU membership require-
ments and adapted corporate strategies, HR policies, and
investment plans accordingly (Phinnemore, 2014).

Simionescu (2018b) highlights that labor migration
patterns shifted even before EU accession, as firms pre-
pared for a more open labor market. This pre-accession
period (1990s—early 2000s) led to the adoption of HR prac-
tices focused on workforce flexibility, international recruit-
ment, and talent mobility. Similarly, FDI inflows into CEE
countries increased in anticipation of market expansion, en-
couraging firms to align management structures with EU
expectations (Bower and Turrini, 2010).

Sharman (2004) argues that the costs of adaptation
were not evenly distributed across sectors. Industries with
high compliance burdens (such as finance and manufac-
turing) struggled more with regulatory alignment, whereas
service sectors experienced faster integration due to lower
structural barriers (Copeland, 2014).

2.1.3 Post-Accession Impact on Organizational Practices

Post-2004, EU membership accelerated regulatory
harmonization, forcing firms to modernize governance
structures and enhance transparency (Resende et al, 2024).
The adoption of Enterprise Risk Management (ERM)
frameworks became critical for firms seeking to mitigate
financial and operational risks associated with EU poli-
cies (Zhelyazkova et al, 2024). This shift toward regula-
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tory compliance strengthened corporate governance prac-
tices but also increased operational complexity, particularly
for small and medium enterprises (SMEs).

Moreover, EU integration stimulated innovation and
knowledge transfer, as companies in CEE engaged in cross-
border partnerships and research and development (R&D)
collaborations (Zavarska et al, 2024). However, the bene-
fits of EU integration did not materialize uniformly across
all sectors. Research by Pridham (2008) suggests that firms
in countries with strong institutional frameworks (e.g.,
Poland, Czech Republic) adapted more effectively, whereas
those in weaker governance environments (e.g., Romania,
Bulgaria) faced persistent challenges in corporate adapta-
tion and market competitiveness.

2.1.4 Key Challenges in Management Integration

Despite overall improvements in management and or-
ganizational practices, EU integration did not lead to com-
plete convergence between CEE and Western European
firms (Pollack, 2009). Several challenges remain.

2.1.4.1 Regulatory Complexity. Firms struggled with nav-
igating EU compliance requirements, particularly in envi-
ronmental, labor, and financial regulations (Phinnemore,
2014).

2.1.4.2 Innovation Disparities. While EU funding boosted
R&D initiatives, CEE firms still lag behind Western Europe
in technology adoption and knowledge-based economies
(Cieslik and Turgut, 2021).

2.1.4.3 Institutional Weaknesses. Corruption, weak legal
enforcement, and bureaucratic inefficiencies have slowed
the full implementation of EU policies in some CEE coun-
tries (Soltész, 2004). In summary, the integration of CEE
countries into the EU has profoundly reshaped manage-
rial and organizational practices. Firms have modernized
their governance structures, expanded market access, and
enhanced regulatory compliance. However, challenges re-
main, particularly in bridging the managerial gap between
Eastern and Western Europe. While EU integration cat-
alyzed innovation and regulatory adaptation, institutional
weaknesses continue to shape firm-level responses, neces-
sitating continued research on the long-term effects of ac-
cession.

2.2 Comparative Studies of Management Practices
between CEE and Western European Countries

The enlargement of the EU has sparked an ongoing
debate on whether management practices in CEE countries
are converging with those of Western Europe or whether
persistent institutional and cultural differences are prevent-
ing full alignment. While EU integration promotes harmo-
nization of managerial standards, regulatory frameworks,
and corporate governance, empirical research continues to
highlight significant divergences due to historical legacies,
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economic structures, and institutional variations (Copeland,
2014; Pridham, 2008).

2.2.1 Convergence and Harmonization of Management
Practices

A study suggest that EU membership has acceler-
ated managerial convergence in CEE countries by impos-
ing EU-wide governance standards, labor laws, and sus-
tainability policies (Bower and Turrini, 2010). A key area
of harmonization is corporate governance and corporate so-
cial responsibility (CSR). Corciolani (2023) show that CSR
frameworks in CEE countries are evolving to meet EU di-
rectives, reflecting broader integration trends. However,
CSR in CEE is still influenced by local cultural and institu-
tional contexts, which results in distinctive national adap-
tations rather than complete adoption of Western European
models. This highlights the dual challenge of harmonizing
with EU norms while maintaining local relevance (Hughes
and Allen, 2009).

Another aspect of managerial convergence is labor
market integration and workforce mobility. Simionescu
(2018a) emphasize that cross-border labor migration has re-
shaped HR management strategies in CEE. The movement
of workers between CEE and Western European countries
has driven CEE firms to adopt more flexible employment
models and integrate diverse talent pools. However, chal-
lenges remain, particularly in industries where historical la-
bor structures and trade union influence remain strong (Pol-
lack, 2009).

2.2.2 Persistent Differences Between CEE and Western
European Management Practices

Despite efforts to harmonize business environments,
studies continue to show that CEE and Western Euro-
pean countries differ significantly in their management ap-
proaches. This divergence is driven by institutional factors
such as legal frameworks, political stability, and corporate
structures (Sharman, 2004; Hunya and Iara, 2006).

2.2.2.1 Regulatory Implementation Gaps.

* While EU policies dictate common regulatory frame-
works, the way these policies are implemented varies
across CEE countries (Zhelyazkova et al, 2024).

* Some CEE countries lack the institutional capacity to
enforce EU regulations effectively, creating compliance
challenges for businesses (Soltész, 2004).

» Example: The adoption of EU environmental policies
in some CEE nations has been slower compared to their
Western European counterparts due to insufficient fund-
ing and legal infrastructure (Phinnemore, 2014).

2.2.2.2 Cultural and Strategic Differences in Management.

* The historical legacies of socialism in CEE have shaped
different corporate decision-making processes compared
to Western European firms (Copeland, 2014).
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* Leadership styles in CEE remain more hierarchical and
centralized compared to the more collaborative and de-
centralized models prevalent in Western Europe (Prid-
ham, 2008).

» Example: Employee relations in CEE firms still re-
flect paternalistic traditions, whereas Western European
firms emphasize participatory management and work-
place democracy (Sharman, 2004).

2.2.2.3 Innovation and Knowledge Gaps.

» While EU membership has encouraged R&D invest-
ment and innovation collaboration, CEE firms lag be-
hind Western European firms in technology adoption
(Cieslik and Turgut, 2021).

» Example: The innovation capacity of firms in countries
like Poland and the Czech Republic is increasing due
to EU funding, but firms in Romania and Bulgaria still
face barriers such as institutional inefficiencies and brain
drain (Hunya and Iara, 2006).

2.2.3 Dual Pressures: Global Integration vs. Local
Realities

As firms in CEE move toward greater EU integration,
they face a dual challenge:

1. Complying with EU-wide business regulations and
management norms to access larger markets and attract for-
eign investments.

2. Navigating local constraints, such as political in-
stability, regulatory uncertainty, and workforce shortages,
continue to shape how firms operate (Pollack, 2009).

Zhelyazkova et al (2024) argue that while EU di-
rectives push for policy convergence, companies in CEE
strategically adapt to retain elements of national business
traditions. This tension between global harmonization and
local adaptation remains a defining feature of EU integra-
tion (Soltész, 2004).

In summary, comparative studies emphasize that CEE
management practices are evolving but remain distinct from
their Western European counterparts. While EU policies
promote regulatory alignment, historical and institutional
differences continue to shape corporate strategies, labor re-
lations, and innovation capacities. Future research should
explore sector-specific differences and the long-term tra-
jectory of managerial convergence, particularly as digital
transformation and sustainability pressures increase across
the EU.

2.3 EU Integration and Organizational Behavior

The impact of EU integration on organizational be-
havior extends beyond economic growth and regulatory
alignment. It influences corporate decision-making, man-
agerial practices, and workforce dynamics, yet gaps re-
main in understanding how factors such as labor mobility,
innovation capabilities, digital transformation, and socio-
cultural influences shape management strategies in post-

accession CEE firms. The transition from centrally planned
economies to integrated market economies has created a
complex environment where firms must navigate the dual
challenge of global competitiveness and compliance with
EU regulations while accounting for national institutional
constraints. Scholars such as Copeland (2014) and Pollack
(2009) have emphasized that while EU directives provide a
framework for business modernization, the actual transfor-
mation of organizational behavior remains an uneven pro-
cess across the region.

One of the most profound effects of EU integration on
CEE organizations has been the opening of labor markets,
which has redefined workforce management strategies. The
free movement of labor within the EU has allowed skilled
professionals to seek employment in Western Europe, but
this has also led to challenges related to brain drain and
workforce sustainability. Sharman (2004) highlights that
certain industries, such as healthcare and technology, have
been particularly affected, as high-skilled workers migrate
to countries offering better salaries and career opportuni-
ties.

This shift has forced firms in CEE to compete for tal-
ent not just within national borders but across the entire
EU, leading to adjustments in recruitment strategies, com-
pensation models, and employee retention policies. At the
same time, labor mobility has had positive effects by fa-
cilitating cross-border knowledge transfer, exposing CEE
firms to Western European business models, and encour-
aging the adoption of multinational HR practices that im-
prove corporate governance and workplace diversity. How-
ever, research suggests that these changes have not been
uniform across industries, as firms in labor-intensive sec-
tors continue to struggle with workforce shortages. Hunya
and lara (2006) argue that EU labor policies aim to facilitate
economic convergence, but the reality remains that labor
migration has created imbalances in regional employment
structures, particularly in smaller economies with limited
capacity to attract returning skilled workers.

EU membership has also played a significant role in
fostering innovation-driven organizational change in CEE
countries. However, while firms are encouraged to adopt
advanced technologies and participate in EU-funded inno-
vation programs, the actual impact of these initiatives on
managerial decision-making remains underexplored. Cies-
lik and Turgut (2021) note that while EU directives pro-
mote investment in digital infrastructure and research and
development, firms in CEE often struggle to translate these
investments into competitive advantages. This is partly
due to institutional inefficiencies and management cultures
that are less risk-oriented than those in Western Europe.
Copeland (2014) further emphasizes that regulatory-driven
innovation does not automatically lead to shifts in manage-
rial behavior, particularly in firms where leadership remains
hierarchical and centralized. Some CEE firms have suc-
cessfully adapted to the EU’s innovation-driven agenda by
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adopting Western-style leadership models that emphasize
collaboration and data-driven decision-making. However,
others, particularly state-influenced enterprises, continue
to operate under rigid decision-making structures, slow-
ing the diffusion of innovation throughout the organization.
Plekhanov et al (2023) argue that future research must ex-
amine the direct relationship between EU integration, tech-
nological adoption, and managerial transformation to better
understand how firms in the region are leveraging innova-
tion for long-term growth.

Another critical but underexplored area in the litera-
ture is the influence of socio-cultural factors on organiza-
tional adaptation to EU integration. Family-owned busi-
nesses continue to play a dominant role in many CEE
economies, yet studies on their response to EU membership
remain limited. Reina et al (2023) highlight that cultural
values and socioemotional wealth considerations signifi-
cantly influence how family firms integrate EU governance
policies into their management practices. Many of these
businesses, particularly those with generational leadership,
prioritize stability and long-term legacy over rapid regula-
tory adaptation. Soltész (2004) argues that this cautious
approach to change means that many family businesses
have integrated EU norms selectively, choosing compliance
measures that align with their strategic goals while resisting
external governance models that could disrupt established
leadership structures.

Unlike multinational corporations, family businesses
tend to be more resistant to adopting Western-style cor-
porate social responsibility and transparency initiatives.
Hughes and Allen (2009) suggest that while some family
firms have viewed EU integration as a growth opportunity
and restructured their ownership models to attract Western
investors, others remain protective of traditional manage-
ment practices and prefer to adapt at a slower pace. The
intersection of culture and regulatory compliance in CEE’s
family business sector remains a significant research gap
that requires further exploration.

Digital transformation represents another dimension
of organizational behavior that has been influenced by EU
integration but remains insufficiently studied in the context
of CEE firms. While digitalization has become a priority
for businesses across Europe, the extent to which it has al-
tered managerial behavior and organizational agility in CEE
is still unclear. Pomerlyan and Belitski (2023) argue that
although EU funding initiatives, such as the Digital Europe
Program, have provided significant resources for digitaliza-
tion, structural barriers within firms continue to hinder the
effective adoption of digital tools.

One major obstacle is limited digital literacy among
middle and senior managers, particularly in industries that
have historically relied on traditional business models. Pol-
lack (2009) observes that while younger, tech-savvy leaders
are pushing for modernization, legacy organizational struc-
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tures often resist change, leading to the slow adoption of
data-driven decision-making processes.

At the same time, the EU’s emphasis on cross-border
e-commerce and smart supply chains has incentivized firms
in more developed CEE economies, such as Poland and
Estonia, to modernize logistics and customer engagement
strategies. Cieslik and Turgut (2021) note that these coun-
tries have successfully leveraged EU funding to develop IT
infrastructure that supports digital business models, but in
less developed economies, firms still struggle to integrate
digital tools effectively. Future research should focus on
how digital transformation is reshaping leadership styles
and corporate decision-making across different sectors and
countries within CEE.

Overall, while EU integration has significantly shaped
organizational behavior in CEE firms, the transition re-
mains uneven across industries and firm types. The chal-
lenges associated with labor mobility, innovation poli-
cies, digitalization, and cultural adaptation suggest that EU
membership alone is not sufficient to drive full managerial
convergence. Institutional weaknesses, leadership struc-
tures, and historical legacies continue to influence how
firms respond to EU-driven reforms.

Future research must go beyond regulatory compli-
ance to examine how managers in CEE are transforming
organizational cultures and leadership frameworks in re-
sponse to the evolving demands of the EU market. There
remains a critical need for longitudinal studies that track
how these behavioral shifts unfold over time, particularly
in response to emerging trends such as sustainability, arti-
ficial intelligence, and further EU policy changes.

2.4 Impact of EU Integration on Organizational Change
and Innovation

EU integration has driven significant organizational
transformation across member states, particularly in CEE
countries, which have undergone profound shifts to align
with EU regulatory frameworks and remain competitive in
the single market. The literature consistently highlights EU
membership as a catalyst for structural changes in firms,
prompting them to realign their strategic planning, oper-
ational processes, and innovation strategies to meet the
demands of a more integrated European business envi-
ronment. However, while EU-driven policies and fund-
ing mechanisms have encouraged innovation and organiza-
tional restructuring, the actual outcomes of these changes
vary significantly across CEE firms due to institutional and
cultural differences (Copeland, 2014; Pollack, 2009).

Scholars such as Pomerlyan and Belitski (2023) and
Liao et al (2023) argue that EU membership has com-
pelled firms to undergo deep organizational restructuring,
particularly in economies that previously operated under
centralized state control. Many CEE firms were required
to rethink their strategic direction and modernize opera-
tional processes to comply with EU regulations, leading to
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a fundamental shift in management practices. A growing
emphasis on efficiency, regulatory compliance, and sus-
tainability has reshaped corporate decision-making, with
firms integrating Western-style governance structures and
innovation-driven management models.

The EU’s funding mechanisms have played a pivotal
role in accelerating innovation within CEE firms. Programs
such as Horizon 2020 and the European Structural and In-
vestment Funds have encouraged cross-border collabora-
tions, supporting firms in developing R&D capabilities and
expanding into international markets (Virtanen et al, 2023).
These initiatives have strengthened the region’s innovation
ecosystem, enabling firms to invest in new technologies,
product development, and digital transformation. However,
disparities remain between CEE firms and their Western
European counterparts in innovation output and technolog-
ical adoption rates (Béwer and Turrini, 2010).

Despite the availability of EU support, the impact on
innovation has not been uniform across CEE economies.
Ribeiro et al (2023) note that institutional weaknesses, lim-
ited R&D investment, and structural inefficiencies continue
to hinder innovation-led growth in some CEE countries.
Firms in countries such as Poland and the Czech Repub-
lic have benefited significantly from EU integration, devel-
oping competitive high-tech industries and strong interna-
tional trade networks. However, in economies such as Ro-
mania and Bulgaria, weaker institutional environments and
slow regulatory adaptation have resulted in lower R&D out-
put and a reduced ability to compete in high-tech sectors
(Pridham, 2008; Phinnemore, 2014).

Institutional differences continue to shape how firms
adapt to EU integration and leverage innovation policies.
Sundermeier and Mahlert (2023) argue that regulatory
alignment alone is insufficient in driving innovation; in-
stead, national institutions and market conditions influence
how businesses respond to EU integration. The capacity of
firms to adopt new technologies, restructure management
practices, and expand into European markets is often con-
strained by factors such as bureaucratic inefficiencies, cor-
ruption risks, and underdeveloped venture capital markets
(Sharman, 2004). These constraints have limited the effec-
tiveness of EU-driven innovation initiatives, leaving gaps in
competitiveness between CEE and Western European firms
(Hunya and Iara, 2006).

Beyond formal institutional factors, informal institu-
tions and cultural norms also play a significant role in me-
diating the effects of EU integration on organizational prac-
tices and innovation. Hemrajani et al (2023) argue that
while EU integration has led to greater participation in
innovation networks and technological collaboration, cul-
tural attitudes toward financial risk, entrepreneurship, and
market competition still shape how firms approach innova-
tion. The legacy of centralized economic planning in CEE
countries has contributed to more cautious business strate-
gies, with firms often relying on incremental improvements

rather than disruptive innovation. This contrasts with the
more risk-tolerant entrepreneurial culture in Western Eu-
rope, where firms are more likely to invest in high-risk,
high-reward innovation strategies (Copeland, 2014).

Despite these challenges, EU integration has unde-
niably transformed the organizational landscape of CEE
economies, pushing firms toward greater collaboration, ef-
ficiency, and technological advancement. However, the
long-term sustainability of these changes depends on con-
tinued institutional reform, investment in knowledge-based
economies, and the ability of firms to overcome cultural and
structural barriers to innovation. Policymakers must focus
on closing the innovation gap by addressing institutional de-
ficiencies, enhancing access to venture capital, and support-
ing digital entrepreneurship in CEE economies (Béwer and
Turrini, 2010).

In conclusion, while EU integration has been a power-
ful driver of organizational change and innovation, the de-
gree of impact varies significantly across the CEE region.
While some firms have successfully transitioned into glob-
ally competitive players, others remain constrained by insti-
tutional inefficiencies and slow adaptation processes. Fu-
ture research should explore how firm-level strategies, na-
tional policies, and regional innovation clusters interact to
shape long-term organizational change in CEE economies.
More importantly, understanding the relationship between
formal EU regulations and informal business norms will
be essential in ensuring that the benefits of integration are
broadly distributed across different sectors and national
contexts.

3. Theoretical Framework

The theoretical underpinnings of this study draw upon
a multidisciplinary approach, combining insights from in-
ternational business, organizational change, and innovation
management theories to explore the nuanced impacts of EU
integration on management and organizational practices in
CEE countries. EU integration serves as a critical exter-
nal influence on firms’ strategic orientation and operational
practices.

EU integration affects firms’ ownership, location, and
internalization advantages. Specifically, the removal of
trade barriers and harmonization of regulations within the
EU creates new opportunities for CEE firms to access
broader markets, adopt advanced technologies, and engage
in cross-border collaborations, thereby influencing their
strategic management practices.

These opportunities, particularly in the pre-accession
period (1990s to early 2000s), set the stage for changes in
managerial practices as firms began to prepare for EU mem-
bership, aligning their strategies with anticipated regulatory
and market shifts. The transition period (first few years
post-accession, 2004-2007) marks a phase of deeper inte-
gration, where firms are actively adapting their practices,
while the long-term post-accession period (2008 onward)
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focuses on sustained changes and full alignment with EU
standards (Troitifio et al, 2024; Quttainah and Ayadi, 2024).

To understand how CEE firms adapt to the challenges
and opportunities presented by EU integration, we incor-
porate theories of organizational change. Lewin’s Change
Management Model provides a useful framework, high-
lighting the stages of unfreezing, change, and refreezing,
which characterize how firms align their structures, cul-
tures, and strategies with the new business environment
(Lewin, 1947). This framework is further enriched by In-
stitutional Theory, which emphasizes the role of coercive,
mimetic, and normative pressures in shaping organizational
practices in response to EU integration, particularly during
the transition and post-accession periods (DiMaggio and
Powell, 1983).

Theories of innovation management, especially
Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovations Theory, offer additional
insights into the mechanisms through which CEE firms
adopt new technologies and practices in response to
EU integration. This theory’s focus on the attributes of
innovations—such as relative advantage, compatibility,
and complexity—and the stages of the innovation-decision
process highlight how EU integration influences firms’
innovation capabilities and outcomes. The long-term
post-accession period is particularly illustrative of the
broad adoption of sustainability and innovation-driven
practices (Quttainah and Ayadi, 2024; Zavarska et al,
2024).

The framework is also informed by the Dynamic Ca-
pabilities View, which emphasizes firms’ ability to inte-
grate, build, and reconfigure internal and external compe-
tencies to address rapidly changing environments (Teece et
al, 1997). We argue that EU integration catalyzes the de-
velopment of dynamic capabilities in CEE firms, enabling
them to navigate the complexities of the enlarged mar-
ket, regulatory changes, and increased competition. Fur-
thermore, eco-innovation and organizational agility have
become increasingly critical as firms adapt to EU-driven
environmental standards and competitive pressures (Gaj-
dosikova and Vojtekova, 2024; Troitifo et al, 2024).

This theoretical framework offers a comprehensive,
multi-level understanding of the impact of EU integra-
tion on management and organizational practices in CEE
countries. It underscores the relationship between external
pressures and internal capabilities, illustrating how firms’
strategic responses to EU integration are shaped by a com-
bination of international business opportunities, organi-
zational change imperatives, and innovation management
challenges.

3.1 Hypothesis
3.1.1 EU Integration’s Impact on Management Practices

The literature consistently highlights that EU integra-
tion has a significant influence on management practices
across CEE countries. As countries adopt EU policies,
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they are compelled to integrate with the European market,
aligning their regulatory frameworks and operational stan-
dards with EU norms. This alignment leads to the diffusion
of best managerial practices and organizational changes
within firms, fostering a more standardized approach to
management. The assimilation of EU policies acts as a
transformative force, improving operational strategies and
corporate governance in CEE countries.

Several studies, including Corciolani (2023), suggest
that the EU’s harmonization process plays a crucial role in
disseminating managerial expertise, thereby enhancing or-
ganizational performance. These processes are expected to
raise management standards across the region. Thus, the ar-
gument suggests that EU integration will lead to improve-
ments in management practices.

Hypothesis 1: The adoption of EU integration poli-
cies leads to significant improvements in the management
practices within Central and Eastern European countries.

3.1.2 Comparative Differences in Management Practices
Between CEE and Western Europe

Despite the EU’s efforts to harmonize management
practices, significant differences persist between CEE and
Western European countries. These differences stem from
historical and institutional legacies that influence how man-
agerial practices evolve in different regions. The literature
highlights that the pace of economic development and the
extent to which countries can absorb EU policies shape the
way firms adapt their management strategies. Ghosh et al
(2023) emphasize that CEE countries, due to historical, eco-
nomic, and institutional differences, lag behind Western Eu-
rope in implementing new management models and prac-
tices.

The disparities in institutional contexts—especially
regarding legal frameworks and governance structures—
compound these differences, thus forming a crucial point
of discussion regarding the extent of convergence in man-
agement practices across Europe post-integration.

H?2: Testing a Narrowing Gap in Management Prac-
tices Over Time.

The assumption that EU integration significantly re-
shapes management practices in CEE countries has been
well-established in prior literature. However, despite for-
mal integration into the EU, managerial disparities between
CEE and Western European firms persist due to differences
in institutional development, historical business environ-
ments, and economic capacity (Copeland, 2014; Bower and
Turrini, 2010). While previous research highlights these
ongoing gaps, the longitudinal nature of available data al-
lows for an analysis of whether these disparities are narrow-
ing over time rather than remaining static.

Hypothesis 2

H2: Post-EU integration, management practices in
Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries increas-
ingly converge with those of Western European firms over
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time, though disparities remain due to institutional and eco-
nomic legacies.

This reformulation shifts the hypothesis from a binary
comparison of persistent differences to a dynamic analy-
sis of convergence. While full alignment may not yet be
achieved, the narrowing gap suggests that firms in CEE are
progressively adapting to EU regulations, competitive pres-
sures, and Western European business models.

3.1.3 The Role of Local Institutional Factors in
Management Convergence

The integration process within the EU is not a uniform
or immediate transformation across member states. Local
institutional factors—including the efficacy of national le-
gal systems, regulatory enforcement, corporate governance
structures, and market dynamics—play a mediating role in
how quickly firms in different CEE countries adjust to EU
managerial norms.

Institutional Theory (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983)
suggests that the influence of EU-driven regulatory frame-
works on corporate management depends on the extent of
institutional alignment between national and EU norms.
In this context, countries with strong institutional frame-
works and proactive policy implementation (e.g., Poland,
the Czech Republic) are likely to experience faster man-
agerial convergence compared to those with weaker insti-
tutions and inconsistent policy enforcement (e.g., Romania,
Bulgaria) (Pridham, 2008; Phinnemore, 2014).

A narrowing gap in management practices can be ex-
plained by three key mechanisms.

3.1.3.1 Regulatory Harmonization. Over time, CEE firms
align their corporate governance, transparency, and compli-
ance structures with Western European standards due to the
pressure of EU directives and market expectations (Pollack,
2009).

3.1.3.2 Labor Mobility and Knowledge Transfer. The
movement of professionals between CEE and Western Eu-
rope has contributed to knowledge spillovers and best-
practice adoption, helping CEE firms adjust their manage-
rial approaches (Sharman, 2004).

3.1.3.3 FDI and Market Pressures. Increased Western in-
vestment in CEE firms has facilitated the adoption of West-
ern management models, particularly in multinational sub-
sidiaries and competitive industries (Bower and Turrini,
2010).

3.1.4 Empirical Testing Approach

To assess whether management practices in CEE
countries are converging with Western European firms, the
study should analyze longitudinal data across multiple time
periods rather than relying solely on a static pre/post-EU
accession comparison. A trend analysis of key manage-

rial indicators—including corporate governance structures,
strategic decision-making processes, innovation strategies,
and HR practices—will allow for a more accurate assess-
ment of convergence trends.

Hypothesis 3: The impact of EU integration on man-
agement practices in Central and Eastern European coun-
tries is significantly mediated by local institutional factors,
including the alignment with EU norms and the robustness
of legal and regulatory frameworks.

4. Methods

4.1 Data Description and Operationalization of
“Management Practices”

This study employs a comprehensive dataset from the
World Bank and other relevant sources, covering the period
1995 to 2023 across 13 countries within the EU, including
both CEE and Western European nations. The dataset in-
cludes key economic and managerial indicators that allow
for a detailed examination of the gradual impact of EU in-
tegration on management practices.

4.1.1 Defining Organizational and Managerial Practices

Organizational practices refer to the shared beliefs,
values, and institutional structures that influence workplace
coordination, corporate governance, and employee engage-
ment. Patterson et al (2005) define organizational practices
as the climate and procedural frameworks within firms that
shape productivity, decision-making, and innovation. Sim-
ilarly, Tengblad and Vie (2012) emphasize that organiza-
tional practices include leadership strategies, institutional
norms, and workforce coordination mechanisms, which
vary depending on historical and cultural contexts. These
practices form the foundation of how firms structure their
operations, manage employees, and align with external reg-
ulatory frameworks.

Managerial practices, on the other hand, pertain to
the methods and techniques used by managers to enhance
performance, implement business strategies, and coordi-
nate teams. Whitley (1988) argues that managerial prac-
tices influence corporate decision-making and the profes-
sionalization of management roles, shaping how firms re-
spond to market pressures, regulatory demands, and strate-
gic challenges. Tracey and Hinkin (1998) further highlight
that managerial practices are critical determinants of lead-
ership effectiveness, directly impacting employee motiva-
tion, corporate strategy execution, and overall business per-
formance.

4.1.2 Operationalization of “Management Practices”

To systematically analyze how management practices
evolved due to EU integration, this study constructs a com-
posite index incorporating three key indicators:

4.1.2.1 Innovation Index. This measures a firm’s capacity
for innovation, technological adoption, and strategic adap-
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tation. Innovation is a critical component of managerial
change, as firms integrated into the EU must comply with
competitive pressures, digital transformation, and evolving
business models (Patterson et al, 2005).

4.1.2.2 Business Regulation Environment Score. This re-
flects how firms adjust to and comply with EU-mandated
regulations, such as labor laws, competition policies, and
environmental standards. EU directives have progressively
shaped the regulatory landscape for businesses, requiring
firms to restructure governance mechanisms and improve
corporate transparency (Tengblad and Vie, 2012).

4.1.2.3 FDI Inflows. FDI serves as a proxy for exter-
nal investment attractiveness and corporate adaptation to
international standards. FDI inflows indicate how firms
align their management structures, operational efficiency,
and business strategies with global investment expecta-
tions. Increased foreign investment in CEE economies
post-accession has been linked to shifts in managerial pri-
orities and operational models (Whitley, 1988).

By integrating these three dimensions, the study cap-
tures the evolution of management practices in response to
EU integration, examining both internal organizational ad-
justments and external market-driven transformations. This
approach acknowledges that managerial and organizational
adaptation is not uniform, as firms in different countries
respond at varying speeds based on institutional capacity,
economic development, and cultural predispositions toward
regulatory compliance.

The dataset captures:

* GDP per capita—Measures economic growth and devel-
opment.

» FDI inflows—Indicates foreign investment trends and
firm attractiveness to international investors.

* R&D expenditure—Reflects a country’s commitment to
innovation.

» Unemployment rate—Serves as a proxy for labor market
dynamics and workforce integration.

* Business regulation environment score—Indicates the
extent to which firms adapt to EU regulations.

* Innovation index—Measures firms’ ability to implement
new ideas and technologies.

These indicators provide a nuanced exploration of
economic and managerial shifts as CEE countries pro-
gressed through the EU accession process and integrated
into a common market environment.

4.1.3 Operationalization of Management Practices

To define and measure management practices, a com-
posite index is constructed based on three critical dimen-
sions:

* Innovation Index—Measures firms’ capacity for inno-
vation and adaptation to new business models. This is
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a key component of strategic management evolution in
response to EU integration.

 Business Regulation Environment Score—Reflects how
well firms adjust to EU-mandated business regulations,
particularly in areas such as labor laws, competition poli-
cies, and environmental compliance.

» FDI Inflow—Serves as a proxy for external investment
attractiveness, capturing firms’ ability to adapt manage-
rial strategies to meet international standards.

This multi-faceted operationalization allows the study
to examine both internal organizational changes and exter-
nal market dynamics, acknowledging the interplay between
regulatory adaptation, innovation, and foreign investment
in shaping management practices.

4.2 Periods and Data Handling: A Multi-Stage
Event-Study Approach

To ensure a more precise analysis of the transition
process, this study expands the timeframe and introduces
multiple periods for a gradual, stage-based examination.
This approach acknowledges that many firms began adjust-
ing their management strategies well before formal EU ac-
cession, making it essential to capture these anticipatory
changes rather than relying on a simple before-and-after
comparison.

The analysis incorporates data from 1995 to 2023, seg-
menting it into the following five distinct periods:

4.2.1 Early Pre-Accession Period (1995-1999)

* This period captures the initial transition from central-
ized economies to market-driven economies in CEE.

» Countries were not yet official candidates, but interna-
tional organizations (e.g., the EU, International Mone-
tary Fund (IMF), World Bank) were encouraging struc-
tural reforms.

Management practices began to shift as firms adapted
to privatization, foreign investment, and early trade liberal-
ization policies (Copeland, 2014; Pridham, 2008).

4.2.2 Late Pre-Accession Period (2000-2003)

» The formal negotiation phase, during which candidate
countries had to demonstrate regulatory compliance with
EU standards.

* Many firms proactively changed their corporate gover-
nance structures, HR policies, and compliance frame-
works to align with anticipated EU requirements (Shar-
man, 2004).

» FDI significantly increased as foreign investors gained
confidence in the region’s stability (Bower and Turrini,
2010).

4.2.3 Immediate Accession Period (2004—2006)

* The first wave of CEE countries officially joined the EU.
 Firms experienced immediate regulatory shifts, includ-
ing labor market adjustments and tax policy alignment.
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* Some short-term economic volatility was observed as
firms adapted to new competition pressures from estab-
lished EU firms (Phinnemore, 2014).

4.2.4 Early Post-Accession Period (2007-2013)

» EU funding and Horizon 2020 initiatives boosted inno-
vation and business expansion.

» Labor mobility intensified, impacting HR strategies
(Pollack, 2009).

« Institutional weaknesses led to uneven adoption of man-
agerial best practices, particularly in firms from coun-
tries with weaker governance frameworks (Hunya and
Iara, 20006).

4.2.5 Mature EU Membership Period (2014-2023)

* By this stage, management practices in some CEE coun-
tries began converging with those of Western Europe,
while others struggled with persistent institutional barri-
ers.

* The role of digital transformation, sustainability regula-
tions, and EU market integration has become more pro-
nounced (Cieslik and Turgut, 2021).

4.3 Difference-in-Differences (DiD)

The DiD approach is employed to evaluate the causal
impact of EU integration on management practices in CEE
countries. This method compares EU accession countries
(treatment group) with non-EU European countries (con-
trol group) to isolate the effect of EU membership while
controlling for external influences such as global economic
shifts or regional business cycle fluctuations.

4.3.1 Control Group Selection

A key clarification is the selection of the control group
for the DiD analysis. The control group consists of Euro-
pean countries that did not join the EU during the same pe-
riod but share similar economic and institutional character-
istics with the CEE accession countries before 2004. These
include:

* Norway

* Switzerland

* Serbia

 Ukraine (pre-EU association agreements)

These countries were chosen because they were sub-
ject to similar macroeconomic trends, trade relationships,
and regional influences, yet remained outside the EU frame-
work during the period under study. This selection ensures
a more accurate counterfactual comparison by accounting
for external economic conditions that might otherwise con-
found the effects of EU integration.

4.3.2 DiD Estimation Strategy

The DiD estimator measures the differential impact
of EU membership on management practices by compar-
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ing changes in the treatment group (EU accession countries)
with the control group (non-EU countries). The model es-
timates the effect of EU integration as follows:

Formula:

() Yy = a+ By x Posty + B x Treatment; +y X
(Posty x Treatment;) + €

Where; Y;; is the
GDP _per capita,
time ¢.

Post,; is a dummy variable indicating the period after
EU integration (1 if after integration, 0 otherwise).

Treatment; is adummy variable indicating treatment
group (1 for countries integrated into the EU, 0 for others).

~ is the DiD estimator of interest, indicating the impact
of EU integration on the outcome variable.

€;¢ 1S the error term.

outcome variable (e.g.,
Innovation_index) for country 7 at

4.4 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)

SEM is used to model the complex relationships be-
tween latent variables (unobserved factors) and observed
variables (measured indicators). In this study, SEM helps
us analyze how economic development and investment cli-
mate (latent variables) influence management practices and
other observed indicators like FDI inflows and GDP per
capita.

The SEM approach is especially useful for under-
standing the interdependencies between multiple variables,
such as how external factors (e.g., EU regulations) might
affect internal organizational practices. SEM allows us to
examine the causal relationships and the direct and indirect
effects of various factors on management practices.

Formula:

QY =A,+¢

(B3)n =B, +TE+¢

Where:

Yrepresents observed
GDP per capita, FDI_inflow)

A is the matrix of factor loadings linking observed
variables to latent variables ().

(n) represents latent variables (e.g., Economic Devel-
opment, Investment Climate).

B and T are matrices representing the relationships
among latent variables.

¢ represents external variables influencing the latent
variables.

€ and ( are vectors of errors or residuals in the equa-
tions for observed and latent variables, respectively.

variables (e.g.,

4.5 Counterfactual Impact Evaluation (CIE)

The CIE methodology allows us to compare the post-
accession outcomes of treated countries (those that joined
the EU) with the counterfactual—outcomes for the same
countries if they had not joined the EU.

The counterfactual model is constructed by compar-
ing the actual post-accession outcomes for the treated group
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with the predicted outcomes for the same countries, assum-
ing they had not integrated into the EU.

» Treatment Group: Countries that became EU members
between 2004 and 2007.

* Control Group: Non-EU countries that did not undergo
EU integration during this period, were selected to match
as closely as possible with the treatment group.

We construct a model that estimates the “no EU” sce-
nario and compares it to actual outcomes (post-EU mem-
bership) to determine the treatment effect of EU integration
on management practices.

Formula:

(4) }/post,treatmem - (Yi:)re,treatment -

Ypre,control) +7+€

Where:

Yposttreatment 18 the post-intervention outcome for the
treated group.

Yoostcontrol 18 the post-intervention outcome for the
control group.

Yore treatment a0 Ypre control are the pre-intervention out-
comes for the treated and control groups, respectively.

T is the treatment effect of EU integration on the out-
come variable.

€ is the error term.

post,control =

4.6 Qualitative Research Methodology and Limitations

To complement the quantitative findings, this study in-
corporates qualitative interviews to explore managerial per-
spectives on the changes in management practices due to
EU integration.

4.6.1 Qualitative Research Design

* Participant Selection: 30 managers were selected across
various sectors within CEE and Western European coun-
tries. Purposive sampling was used to ensure represen-
tation from diverse industries directly impacted by EU
integration.

* Interview Protocol: Semi-structured interviews focused
on how EU membership influenced management prac-
tices, what challenges were encountered during adapta-
tion, and how companies aligned their strategies with EU
standards.

* Data Analysis: Interviews were transcribed and ana-
lyzed thematically using NVivo software (Version 14,
QSR International, Burlington, MA, USA). Themes
were coded based on recurring topics around regulatory
adaptation, innovation management, and strategic align-
ment post-EU integration.

4.6.2 Limitations

* Recall Bias: Since the interviews rely on managers’
memories of events that occurred around 2004, there
is an inherent recall bias. The accuracy of memories
about managerial changes and the integration process
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may vary depending on the manager’s role and personal
perspective. As a result, some managers may overesti-
mate or underestimate the changes they experienced or
the timeline of these changes. To mitigate this bias, inter-
views were structured with follow-up questions to ver-
ify key events, and contextual information was cross-
checked with publicly available reports and secondary
sources.

* Historical Context and Other Influences: Addition-
ally, historical context and other economic or political
changes in the region during the same period might have
influenced the managers’ recollections. For example, lo-
cal political developments or changes in the global econ-
omy might have been seen as part of the broader EU inte-
gration process, when in fact they were independent of it.
This could introduce a risk of misattribution, where man-
agers attribute changes that were not directly related to
EU membership to the integration process itself. While
we acknowledge this limitation, the study strives to iso-
late EU-driven changes by focusing on direct policy im-
pacts and specific shifts in management practices related
to EU compliance.

5. Results
5.1 Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the
dataset, offering an overview of the economic and innova-
tion conditions of Central and Eastern European countries
from 2000 to 2023. This table is essential for understanding
the trends and shifts in management practices and organi-
zational behavior, both before and after EU integration.

The data includes information on GDP per capita,
which serves as a key indicator of the economic health and
standard of living in the countries studied. By examining
this metric, we can observe the economic diversity across
the region. The variation in GDP per capita reflects the
different economic conditions in these countries and helps
contextualize how changes in management practices might
have responded to the economic environments during the
study period.

FDI inflows, measured in USD millions, provide in-
sight into the investment climate of the countries. FDI is
often used as a gauge of a country’s economic openness and
attractiveness to foreign investors. The data shows fluc-
tuations in FDI inflows, which can significantly influence
organizational strategies and management practices, espe-
cially in the context of EU integration. As countries joined
the EU, the increased cross-border investment would likely
have encouraged changes in how organizations operate and
manage their affairs.

R&D expenditure, expressed as a percentage of GDP,
is another critical measure in the dataset. It reflects a coun-
try’s commitment to technological advancement and in-
novation. Countries with higher R&D spending are typi-
cally more focused on fostering an innovative environment,
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Table 1. Descriptive statistic.

Variable Count Mean StdDev  Min 25% 50% 75% Max
Year 312 2011.5 6.93 2000  2005.75 20115 2017.25 2023
GDP_per_capita (USD) 312 27276  131.99 5228  158.58  280.92  386.94 495.52
FDI_inflow (USD million) 312 27631  136.66  54.88  149.42 27647  396.42 499.87
R&D_expenditure (% of GDP) 312 9.55 5.63 0.09 4.64 9.15 14.41 19.94
Unemployment_rate (%) 312 10.46 5.99 0.13 4.98 11.2 15.63 19.96
Business_regulation_environment_score 312 4.98 2.89 0.05 241 5.03 7.21 9.99
Innovation_index 312 49.68 29.34 1.1 23.06 50.44 75.51 99.67

Std Deyv, standard deviation; GDP, Gross Domestic Product; USD, United States Dollar; FDI, Foreign Direct Investment; R&D,

Research and Development.

which is closely tied to the adoption of advanced manage-
ment practices. The dataset highlights how varying levels
of R&D expenditure across these countries correlate with
the development of competitive organizational practices in
response to EU integration.

The unemployment rate, expressed as a percentage, is
another important factor. This indicator is significant for
understanding how labor market conditions may have im-
pacted management practices, particularly concerning hu-
man resource strategies and organizational restructuring. A
higher unemployment rate might lead to changes in how
companies approach hiring, training, and retention, while a
lower rate might indicate a more competitive labor market,
influencing management practices in other ways.

The business regulation environment score reflects the
overall quality of the regulatory framework in each coun-
try. This score provides a measure of how conducive the
business environment is for organizational efficiency and
growth. Countries with higher scores typically experience
smoother operations in terms of compliance, market access,
and regulatory standards. As EU integration generally in-
volves harmonizing regulations, this score can be used to
assess how well companies adapted their management prac-
tices to align with EU norms and standards.

Finally, the innovation index is a composite measure
that evaluates the level of innovation within a country. A
higher innovation index indicates a greater focus on devel-
oping new ideas, technologies, and processes, which are
critical to effective management. As innovation is often
closely linked to the competitiveness of organizations, this
index serves as an important indicator of how advanced
management practices are within a country, particularly as
countries integrate further into the European market.

Each of these variables helps paint a picture of the
economic and regulatory landscape in which management
practices have evolved in CEE countries over time, espe-
cially in response to EU integration. The dataset provides
valuable context for understanding the shifts in organiza-
tional strategies and behaviors, offering insights into how
external economic and regulatory factors influenced the
evolution of management practices in these countries.
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5.2 Difference-in-Differences (DiD) Results

Grounded in the eclectic paradigm (Dunning, 1988)
and organizational change theories (Lewin, 1947; DiMag-
gio and Powell, 1983), this study investigates the impact of
EU integration on management practices within CEE coun-
tries. The hypothesis suggests that EU integration leads to
a positive transformation in management practices, driven
by economic expansion, regulatory harmonization, and en-
hanced innovation capacities (Corciolani, 2023).

To assess these changes, a DiD approach was applied,
comparing pre- and post-integration periods between CEE
countries (treatment group) and a control group of non-
EU European countries (Norway, Switzerland, Serbia, and
Ukraine). This method allows for a more accurate mea-
surement of the causal impact of EU integration by control-
ling for external macroeconomic trends that may have in-
fluenced managerial practices independently of EU mem-
bership. Fig. | presents the pre- vs. post-EU Integration
Economic indicators.

Fig. | presents a comparative analysis of economic in-
dicators before and after EU integration, highlighting sig-
nificant structural and managerial transformations in CEE
economies. The legend accurately represents all economic
indicators, ensuring clarity in the distinction between pre-
EU and post-EU data.

The post-EU integration period shows a notable in-
crease in GDP per capita across all CEE countries, indicat-
ing that integration into a larger economic bloc contributes
to overall economic growth. This expansion provides firms
with greater financial resources to invest in innovation,
workforce development, and management improvements.

FDI inflows increased significantly after EU acces-
sion, reflecting enhanced investor confidence. The influx
of capital introduces new business strategies, expertise, and
governance practices, improving overall operational effi-
ciency.

R&D expenditure as a percentage of GDP also in-
creased post-integration, reinforcing the role of EU mem-
bership in fostering innovation. However, disparities with
Western European firms persist, indicating that additional
institutional support may be required.
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Fig. 1. Pre vs. post-European Union (EU) Integration Economic indicators. Source: author analysis.

Unemployment rates declined post-EU integration,
suggesting improved labor market efficiency, better work-
force allocation, and more structured employment policies
driven by EU-wide labor mobility policies.

The findings demonstrate that EU membership has
had a positive impact on corporate decision-making, in-
novation strategies, and regulatory compliance, reinforcing
the link between EU integration and economic moderniza-
tion.

5.3 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Results

The SEM analysis in this study focuses on exploring
the complex relationships between EU integration, regula-
tory harmonization, market access, and management prac-
tices in CEE countries. It aims to capture both the direct and
indirect effects of EU membership on management prac-
tices, with a particular emphasis on the mediating role of
innovation capabilities.

Management Practices in this analysis are defined as
the organizational processes and strategies employed by
firms that are influenced by both external (EU integra-
tion) and internal (organizational adaptation) factors. In
the SEM framework, management practices are conceptu-
alized as a latent variable, which is measured by observed
variables related to organizational strategies and innova-
tion practices. These observed variables include things like
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innovation adoption, regulatory compliance, and strategic
decision-making that firms implement in response to the
regulatory and economic pressures post-EU accession.

Innovation Capabilities are treated as a mediator in
this model. According to Rogers (2003)’s Diffusion of In-
novations Theory, innovations within firms are influenced
by external pressures and internal capacities, which align
with the role of innovation capabilities as a bridging factor
between EU integration and enhanced management prac-
tices. Innovation capabilities represent the ability of firms
to develop and implement new technologies and strategies,
which are key drivers of organizational performance and
management evolution in the context of EU membership.

The SEM model seeks to answer how EU integra-
tion leads to changes in management practices via multi-
ple pathways, particularly through regulatory harmoniza-
tion, market access, and innovation capabilities. Each of
these pathways is assigned a coefficient that quantifies the
strength of the relationship between the variables. Fig. 2 be-
low illustrates the paths and coefficients in the SEM model,
showing the relationships between EU integration, regula-
tory harmonization, market access, innovation capabilities,
and management practices.

In the figure above, each path in the model represents a
hypothesized relationship, and the coefficients indicate the
strength of each relationship.
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Fig. 2. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis of EU integration impact on management practices. Source: author analysis.

EU Integration to Regulatory Harmonization (Coeffi-
cient = (.7): This path shows a strong effect, indicating that
EU integration significantly influences the regulatory har-
monization process in CEE countries. As EU regulations
become more standardized, firms must adapt their manage-
ment practices to comply with these new rules, which is a
direct precursor to other changes in organizational behav-
ior.

Regulatory Harmonization to Innovation Capabilities
(Coefficient = 0.8): This path reveals an even stronger rela-
tionship, suggesting that the regulatory changes driven by
EU membership play a central role in fostering innovation
capabilities within firms. As regulatory environments align
with EU standards, firms are incentivized to innovate and
invest in new technologies to maintain competitiveness in
the larger EU market.

Innovation Capabilities to Management Practices
(Coefficient = 0.9): The strongest path in the SEM model,
this coefficient indicates a direct and strong impact of in-
novation capabilities on management practices. As firms’
ability to innovate improves, it directly influences their
management practices, making them more adaptable and
competitive in a rapidly changing environment.

EU Integration to Market Access (Coefficient = 0.6):
This path signifies that EU integration opens up new market
opportunities for firms. The lower coefficient compared to
other paths suggests that while market access is influenced
by EU integration, its impact on management practices is
somewhat indirect compared to regulatory harmonization
and innovation capabilities.
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Market Access to Management Practices (Coefficient
= (0.75): The positive relationship between market access
and management practices highlights the importance of ac-
cess to broader EU markets. Firms that gain access to these
markets are more likely to adjust their management prac-
tices to meet the demands of international competition, fur-
ther enhancing organizational performance.

EU Integration to Management Practices (Coefficient
= 0.5): This coefficient indicates a moderate direct influ-
ence of EU integration on management practices. While
the direct effect of EU integration on management practices
is positive, the stronger indirect effects through regulatory
harmonization and innovation capabilities play a more sig-
nificant role.

The SEM results provide a comprehensive analysis of
the mechanisms through which EU integration influences
management practices in CEE countries. Fig. 3 illustrates
the conceptual framework and path coefficients, highlight-
ing the relationships among key variables.

5.3.1 Key Relationships in the SEM Model

5.3.1.1 EU Integration — Regulatory Harmonization (Co-
efficient = 0.7).

» EU integration plays a crucial role in regulatory align-
ment, compelling firms to adopt EU standards in corpo-
rate governance, compliance, and operational practices.
The strong positive coefficient (0.7) suggests that regu-
latory harmonization is one of the most immediate out-
comes of EU membership.
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Fig. 3. Conceptual framework and path coefficients. Source: author analysis.

5.3.1.2 Regulatory Harmonization — Innovation Capabil-
ities (Coefficient = 0.8).

 As regulations align with EU directives, firms are en-
couraged to innovate to remain competitive. The path
coefficient (0.8) highlights that regulatory frameworks
act as a catalyst for investment in new technologies,
business processes, and organizational restructuring.

5.3.1.3 Innovation Capabilities — Management Practices
(Coefficient = 0.9).

 The strongest relationship in the model, this coefficient
(0.9) indicates that firms with enhanced innovation ca-
pabilities are more likely to transform their manage-
ment practices. This includes shifts in leadership styles,
decision-making processes, and digital adoption.

5.3.1.4 EU Integration — Market Access (Coefficient =
0.6).

» EU integration facilitates market expansion for firms,
granting them access to broader customer bases and in-
ternational trade opportunities. The coefficient (0.6)
suggests that market access improvements are a signifi-
cant but secondary driver of management changes.
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5.3.1.5 Market Access — Management Practices (Coeffi-
cient = 0.75).

» Expanding market access compels firms to modernize
their management structures, adopt international best
practices, and enhance operational efficiencies. The co-
efficient (0.75) highlights the role of global competition
in shaping managerial strategies.

5.3.1.6 EU Integration — Management Practices (Coeffi-
cient = 0.5).

» While direct EU integration effects on management are
moderate (0.5), the SEM model confirms that indirect
pathways—through regulatory harmonization, innova-
tion capabilities, and market access—are stronger influ-
encers of management transformation.

5.4 Counterfactual Impact Evaluation (CIE) Results

The CIE technique provides a powerful tool for assess-
ing the causal effects of the EU integration on management
practices in CEE countries. By constructing a counterfac-
tual scenario—what the situation would have been in the
absence of EU integration—CIE allows for a nuanced un-
derstanding of the integration’s actual impact. This method-
ology is particularly relevant given the theoretical back-
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Fig. 4. Counterfactual Impact Evaluation (CIE) analysis: impact of EU integration on management practices. Source: author

analysis.

drop of the eclectic paradigm (Dunning, 1988), organiza-
tional change theories (Lewin, 1947; DiMaggio and Pow-
ell, 1983), and innovation diffusion (Rogers, 2003), which
underscore the transformative potential of such macro-level
changes on organizational behaviors and practices.

Rooted in our hypothesis that EU integration signif-
icantly enhances management practices in CEE countries
by promoting regulatory harmonization, access to new mar-
kets, and innovation (Alcaraz et al, 2024; Corciolani, 2023),
the CIE analysis aims to empirically substantiate these as-
sertions. It assesses the extent to which observed improve-
ments in management practices can be directly attributed
to EU integration, as opposed to other extraneous factors.
Fig. 4 presents the CIE analysis of the impact of EU inte-
gration on Management Practices.

In the figure above, the is a noticeable divergence
between the observed and counterfactual outcomes across
several key dimensions: Regulatory Harmonization, Mar-
ket Access, Innovation Capabilities, and Overall Manage-
ment Practices. Specifically, we observe a pronounced
enhancement in Regulatory Harmonization, where the ob-
served outcome significantly surpasses the counterfactual
scenario, indicating a robust effect of EU integration in
aligning CEE countries with broader EU regulatory stan-
dards.
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This finding is consistent with the insights provided by
Zhelyazkova et al (2024) and Alcaraz et al (2024), empha-
sizing the pivotal role of EU-driven regulatory harmoniza-
tion in elevating management practices. Similarly, the do-
main of Market Access reveals a substantial improvement,
attributable to the EU integration process.

This enhancement aligns with the theoretical propo-
sitions of Dunning (1988), suggesting that integration fa-
cilitates greater market access, thereby fostering more dy-
namic and outward-looking management practices among
CEE firms. The positive differential observed in the fig-
ure supports our hypothesis regarding the catalytic effect of
EU integration on expanding operational horizons for busi-
nesses in the region. Moreover, the Innovation Capabili-
ties segment of the figure underscores the critical influence
of EU integration in bolstering innovation-driven manage-
ment practices.

This observation is rooted in the diffusion of innova-
tions theory (Rogers, 2003), reflecting how integration fa-
cilitates the adoption of innovative technologies and pro-
cesses, driving the modernization of management practices
across CEE countries. The gap between observed and coun-
terfactual outcomes in this category highlights the integral
role of EU policies and initiatives in enhancing the inno-
vation ecosystem within these nations. Lastly, the Over-
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all Management Practices curve showcases the cumulative
impact of EU integration across all examined facets. This
comprehensive view reaffirms our hypothesis that EU inte-
gration acts as a significant enhancer of management prac-
tices, contributing to a more sophisticated, innovative, and
adaptive organizational landscape in CEE countries.

The divergence between the observed and counterfac-
tual scenarios encapsulates the broad spectrum of positive
changes induced by EU integration, from regulatory com-
pliance and market engagement to innovation and organiza-
tional efficiency. These results, depicted in the figure, pro-
vide empirical support for our overarching narrative that EU
integration has been a critical driver of management prac-
tice evolution in Central and Eastern Europe, fostering a
convergence towards more advanced, competitive, and sus-
tainable organizational models. The analysis underscores
the transformative potential of EU integration in reshaping
the business and management landscape of CEE countries,
offering valuable insights for policymakers, scholars, and
practitioners alike.

5.5 Qualitative Analysis of Managerial Perspectives on
EU Integration

This qualitative analysis seeks to explore the nuanced
perceptions and adaptive strategies of managers facing the
challenges and opportunities presented by EU integration.
Anchored in the theoretical frameworks of international
business (Dunning, 1988), organizational change (Lewin,
1947; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983), and innovation man-
agement (Rogers, 2003), this section aims to uncover the
lived experiences of managers navigating the complex land-
scape of EU integration (Zhelyazkova et al, 2024; Alcaraz
et al, 2024; Corciolani, 2023).

The qualitative analysis of managerial perspectives
on EU integration provides a rich, nuanced understand-
ing of how EU policies and economic integration have
influenced management practices across CEE countries.
Through semi-structured interviews with 30 managers from
various sectors—ranging from manufacturing to IT and
services—we sought to capture the diversity of experiences
and strategic responses to EU integration. These managers
were selected based on their direct involvement in strategic
decision-making processes and their firsthand experience
with the challenges and opportunities presented by EU in-
tegration.

The interviews were meticulously transcribed, and the
data were subjected to thematic analysis, a method that en-
ables the identification, analysis, and reporting of patterns
(themes) within data. This approach facilitated a deep dive
into the complex dynamics at play, revealing four major
themes that reflect the multifaceted impact of EU integra-
tion on management practices in the interview. Managers
highlighted the need for strategic realignment to navigate
the expanded market and regulatory environment. This
theme encapsulates discussions on shifting business mod-
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els, market entry strategies, and the reevaluation of compet-
itive positioning in light of EU integration. Managers ex-
pressed that access to a larger market demanded a more so-
phisticated understanding of diverse consumer preferences
and competitive landscapes. Respondents frequently cited
the challenge and necessity of adapting to EU regulatory
standards.

This theme includes insights into the complexities of
aligning local practices with EU directives, particularly in
areas such as environmental compliance, labor laws, and
data protection. Managers noted that while this adaptation
process was resource-intensive, it ultimately led to more ro-
bust governance structures and enhanced corporate respon-
sibility. A significant emphasis was placed on the role of
EU integration in accelerating innovation and digitalization
efforts. Managers reported increased investment in R&D
and digital infrastructure, driven by both the opportunities
presented by the digital single market and the competitive
pressure to innovate.

This theme reflects the broader trend towards embrac-
ing digital technologies as a cornerstone of competitive
strategy in the EU context. Managers articulated the im-
portance of navigating cultural and institutional differences
within the EU framework.

This theme underscores the relationship between
global standardization and local adaptation, highlighting
how firms strive to balance EU-wide practices with the nu-
ances of local traditions and business environments. Man-
agers stressed the value of cultural awareness and institu-
tional knowledge in crafting strategies that are both com-
pliant with EU norms and responsive to local contexts.

Fig. 4 presents the frequency with which these themes
emerged during the interviews, providing a details repre-
sentation of their relative prominence in the discussions.
The balanced distribution of themes suggests that EU inte-
gration impacts a broad spectrum of managerial concerns,
from the strategic to the operational and from the technical
to the cultural. Our analysis revealed several key themes
that underscore the multifaceted impact of EU integration
on management practices.

As illustrated in Fig. 5, the most frequently cited
themes in managers’ perspectives on EU integration in-
clude strategic reorientation, regulatory adaptation, and
innovation-driven transformation, highlighting the multi-
faceted impact of integration on organizational thinking.

In the figure above, for matters relating to Strategic
Reorientation, any managers reported a significant shift in
their strategic outlook, emphasizing the need for greater
market orientation and competitiveness in the broader EU
landscape. This reflects the influence of EU integration in
compelling firms to adopt more outward-looking and proac-
tive strategies to leverage new opportunities. As for Regu-
latory Adaptation, respondents highlighted the challenge of
navigating the complex regulatory environment of the EU,
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Fig. 5. Themes emerging from qualitative analysis of managerial prospective on EU integration. Source: Author analysis.

with many noting the extensive organizational changes re-
quired to ensure compliance.

This supports the notion that EU integration acts as
a catalyst for regulatory harmonization, necessitating sub-
stantial adaptation efforts on the part of CEE firms (DiMag-
gio and Powell, 1983). A common theme was the accel-
eration of innovation and digital transformation initiatives,
driven by the need to compete effectively in the EU mar-
ket. Managers pointed to the pivotal role of EU integration
in facilitating access to new technologies, funding, and col-
laborative networks, which has been instrumental in driving
innovation (Rogers, 2003).

A for Cultural and Institutional Sensitivities, Despite
the overarching narrative of convergence towards EU stan-
dards, managers also emphasized the importance of main-
taining local cultural and institutional idiosyncrasies. This
finding aligns with the hypothesis that while EU integra-
tion fosters a degree of harmonization, distinct local adap-
tations and responses remain crucial to organizational suc-
cess (Corciolani, 2023).

6. Conclusion

While this study provides valuable insights into the ef-
fects of EU integration on management practices in CEE
countries, it is important to acknowledge its methodological
limitations, particularly regarding the level of data aggrega-
tion. One key limitation is that the quantitative analysis is
based on aggregate country-level data rather than firm-level
data. This presents a challenge in capturing the granular,
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firm-specific variations in managerial adaptation to EU in-
tegration.

Using country-level indicators allows for a broad as-
sessment of economic and institutional changes resulting
from EU membership, but it does not fully account for
heterogeneity among firms within each country. Differ-
ent firms may experience varying degrees of regulatory
adaptation, investment growth, and managerial shifts, de-
pending on their size, industry, market position, and gov-
ernance structures. For instance, multinational corpora-
tions (MNCs) operating in CEE countries may have more
resources to adapt to EU regulations compared to SMEs,
which may face higher compliance costs and operational
disruptions. The inability to distinguish between such vari-
ations means that some of the nuanced firm-level dynamics
may not be fully reflected in the results.

Additionally, the DiD approach relies on economic in-
dicators such as GDP per capita, FDI inflows, R&D ex-
penditure, and unemployment rates, which serve as proxies
for broader economic and managerial changes. However,
these indicators do not directly measure internal corporate
transformations, such as changes in corporate governance
structures, leadership models, innovation management, or
workforce training programs. The reliance on macro-level
economic variables means that some firm-specific factors
influencing managerial adaptation may be overlooked.

Another limitation relates to the availability of firm-
level data across all CEE countries. While some micro-
level studies exist, they are often inconsistent across coun-
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tries, limited in scope, or unavailable for longitudinal com-
parison (Simionescu, 2018b; Hunya and Iara, 2006; Prid-
ham, 2008). Due to these data constraints, the study was
unable to incorporate more detailed firm-level performance
metrics, such as profitability shifts, managerial decision-
making strategies, or employee productivity changes post-
EU integration.

To mitigate these limitations, qualitative interviews
were included in the study to provide firm-level insights that
complement the macro-level trends observed in the quanti-
tative analysis. These interviews helped contextualize some
of the managerial adaptations and strategic shifts that firms
underwent following EU integration. However, given the
qualitative nature of these insights, they do not allow for sta-
tistical generalization, and further firm-level empirical re-
search would be necessary to validate these findings across
different industries and organizational structures.

Future research should aim to incorporate firm-level
datasets where available, allowing for a more detailed ex-
ploration of how individual companies adjust to EU-driven
regulatory and market changes. Expanding the scope to
include micro-level performance indicators such as corpo-
rate governance shifts, investment in digital transforma-
tion, workforce development initiatives, and managerial
decision-making frameworks could provide richer, more
nuanced insights into the actual mechanisms through which
EU integration shapes business practices. Additionally,
comparative case studies across different industries would
be beneficial in understanding how sectoral differences in-
fluence firms’ ability to adapt to EU membership.

By acknowledging these limitations, this study pro-
vides a foundation for further research, emphasizing the
need for more granular, firm-level analyses to complement
the macro-level trends observed in EU integration’s impact
on management practices. Despite these challenges, the
findings still offer valuable contributions to the literature,
demonstrating the broad structural changes brought about
by EU membership while highlighting areas where more
detailed firm-specific investigations are needed.

Availability of Data and Materials

Data is available at David, Lemuel Ken-
neth, 2025, “Impact of European Union Integra-
tion on Management and Organizational Practices”,
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/PENYRZ, Harvard Data-
verse, Vi, UNF:6:0BUbTaEMjDfouDtrveN11 A==
[fileUNF].

Author Contributions

LKD designed the research study, conducted the data
analysis, and wrote the original draft. MEMEIB contributed
to the design of the methodology and interpretation of data
and provided critical revisions to the manuscript for intel-
lectual content. VA contributed to data interpretation, con-
textual analysis of results, and substantial revisions to the

&% IMR Press

discussion section. JW supervised the overall research pro-
cess, contributed to study conception, and critically revised
the manuscript. All authors contributed to editorial changes
in the manuscript. All authors read and approved the fi-
nal manuscript. All authors have participated sufficiently
in the work and agreed to be accountable for all aspects of
the work.

Acknowledgment

Not applicable.

Funding

This research was funded by the National So-
cial Science Foundation of China Grants Number/Award
21BGL183.

Conflict of Interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Declaration of AI and Al-Assisted
Technologies in the Writing Process

During the preparation of this work, the authors used
Grammarly to check spelling and grammar. After using this
tool, the authors reviewed and edited the content as needed
and take full responsibility for the content of the publica-
tion.

References

Alcaraz J, Martinez-Suarez J, Montoya MA. Effect of populism
on the internationalization of emerging market firms. Euro-
pean Business Review. 2024; 36: 12-31.

Bower U, Turrini A. EU accession: A road to fast-track conver-
gence? Comparative Economic Studies. 2010; 52: 181-205.
https://doi.org/10.1057/ces.2010.7

Cie$lik A, Turgut MB. Estimating the growth effects of
2004 eastern enlargement of the European Union. Jour-
nal of Risk and Financial Management. 2021; 14: 128.
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14030128

Copeland P. Central and eastern europe: Negotiating Influence
in an enlarged european Union. Europe-Asia Studies. 2014;
66: 467-487. https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2013.866756

Corciolani M. Navigating institutional complexity through emo-
tion work: the case of Italian consumers adapting to a keto-
genic diet. Journal of Business Research. 2023; 158: 113657.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.113657

DiMaggio PJ, Powell WW. The iron cage revisited: Institu-
tional isomorphism and collective rationality in organiza-
tional fields. American Sociological Review. 1983; 48: 147—
160. https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101

Dunning JH. The eclectic paradigm of international produc-
tion: A restatement and some possible extensions. Jour-
nal of International Business Studies. 1988; 19: 1-31.
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490372

19


https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/PENYRZ
https://www.imrpress.com

Gajdosikova D, Vojtekova S. Comparative Analysis of Busi-
ness Environment Dynamics in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope: A Multi-Criteria Approach. Economies. 2024; 12: 320.
https://doi.org/10.3390/economies 12120320

Ghosh B, Pham L, Gubareva M, Teplova T. Energy tran-
sition metals and global sentiment: evidence from ex-
treme quantiles. Resources Policy. 2023; 86: 104170.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2023.104170

Hemrajani P, Khan M, Dhiman R. Financial risk
tolerance: A review and research agenda. Euro-
pean Management Journal. 2023; 41: 1119-1133.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;j.2023.10.004

Hughes HL, Allen D. Central and Eastern Europe and
EU accession 2004: Views of the impact on tourism.
Tourism and Hospitality Research. 2009; 9: 185-198.
https://doi.org/10.1057/thr.2009.9

Hunya G, lara A. The impact of Romania’s accession to the EU
on the Austrian economy. Vienna Institute for International
Economic Studies. 2006.

Lewin K. Frontiers in group dynamics: Concept, method
and reality in social science; social equilibria and
social change. Human Relations. 1947; 1: 5-41.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674700100103

Liao Z, Liu X, Sun Y. Can corporate background characteris-
tics predict environmental innovation? Evidence from a meta-
analysis. European Management Journal. 2023; 41: 1047—
1055. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2023.04.005

Patterson MG, West MA, Shackleton VJ, Dawson JF, Lawthom
R, Maitlis S, et al. Validating the organizational climate mea-
sure: links to managerial practices, productivity and innova-
tion. Journal of Organizational Behavior. 2005; 26: 379—408.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.312

Phinnemore D. From negotiations to accession: Lessons from
the 2007 enlargement. The European Union’s 2007 Enlarge-
ment (pp. 92-104). Routledge: London. 2014.

Plekhanov D, Franke H, Netland TH. Digital trans-
formation: A review and research agenda. Euro-
pean Management Journal. 2023; 41: 821-844.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2022.09.007

Pollack MA. Europe united? The impact of the EU’s eastern
enlargement, five years on. European View. 2009; 8: 239-
254. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12290-009-0100-z

Pomerlyan E, Belitski M. Integration-Growth relationship: A
literature review and future research agenda using a TCCM
approach. European Management Journal. 2023; 41: 1106—
1118. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;j.2023.10.003

Pridham G. Status Quo Bias or Institutionalisation for
Reversibility?: The EU’s Political Conditionality, Post-
Accession Tendencies and Democratic Consolidation
in Slovakia. Europe-Asia Studies. 2008; 60: 423-454.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668130801948000

Quttainah MA, Ayadi 1. The impact of digital integration on
corporate sustainability: Emissions reduction, environmen-

tal innovation, and resource efficiency in the European.
Journal of Innovation & Knowledge. 2024; 9: 100525.

20

https:/doi.org/10.1016/j jik.2024.100525

Reina W, Pla-Barber J, Villar C. Socioemotional wealth
in family business research: A systematic literature
review on its definition, roles and dimensions. Eu-
ropean Management Journal. 2023; 41: 1000-1020.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;j.2022.10.009

Resende S, Monje-Amor A, Calvo N. Enterprise risk manage-
ment and firm performance: The mediating role of corporate
social responsibility in the European Union region. Corporate
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management. 2024;
31: 2852-2864. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2719

Ribeiro TLS, Costa BK, Ferreira MP, de Lamonica Freire OB.
Value co-creation in tourism and hospitality: A systematic
literature review. European Management Journal. 2023; 41:
985-999. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2022.12.001

Rogers F. The world according to Mister Rogers: Important
things to remember. Balance: NY. 2003.

Sharman JC. Who pays for entering Europe? Sectoral politics
and European Union accession. European Journal of Political
Research. 2004; 43: 797-822. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.0304-
4130.2004.00175.x

Simionescu M. Effects of European economic integration on for-
eign direct investment: The case of Romania. Economics and
Sociology. 2018a; 11: 96-105.

Simionescu M. The impact of European economic integration on
migration in the European Union. Holistica Journal of Busi-
ness and Public Administration. 2018b; 9: 23-34.

Soltész B. Transition years and pre-accession period (1989-
2004). In Phantom Menace: The Politics and Policies of Mi-
gration in Central Europe. Heinrich-Boll-Stiftung: Prague.
2004.

Sundermeier J, Mahlert N. Entrepreneurial team diversity—
A systematic review and research agenda. Euro-
pean Management Journal. 2023; 41: 972-984.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;j.2022.10.010

Teece DJ, Pisano G, Shuen A. Dynamic capabilities and
strategic management. Strategic Management Journal.
1997; 18: 509-533. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-
0266(199708)18:7<509::AID-SMJ882>3.0.CO;2-Z

Tengblad S, Vie OE. Management in practice: Overview of clas-
sic studies on managerial work. In The Work of Managers:
Towards a Practice Theory of Management (pp. 18—44). OUP:
Oxford. 2012.

Tracey JB, Hinkin TR. Transformational leader-
ship or effective managerial practices?. Group &
organization management. 1998; 23: 220-236.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601198233002

Troitiflo DR, Mazur V, Kerikmée T. E-governance and inte-
gration in the European union. Internet of Things. 2024; 27:
101321. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.i0t.2024.101321

Virtanen Y, Jiang Y, You W, Cai HH. International inter-
mediaries: A systematic literature review and research
agenda. European Management Journal. 2023; 41: 932-949.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;j.2022.11.005

&% IMR Press


https://www.imrpress.com

Whitley R. The management sciences and manage-
rial skills. Organization Studies. 1988; O9: 47-68.
https://doi.org/10.1177/017084068800900110

Zavarska Z, Bykova A, Grieveson R, Guadagno F. Toward
innovation-driven growth: Innovation systems and policies in
EU member states of Central Eastern Europe. wiiw Research

&% IMR Press

Report No. 476. 2024.

Zhelyazkova A, Thomann E, Ruffing E, Princen S. Dif-
ferentiated policy implementation in the European
Union. West European Politics. 2024; 47: 439-465.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2023.2257963

21


https://www.imrpress.com

	1. Introduction
	2. Literature
	2.1 The Impact of EU Integration on Management and Organizational Practices
	2.1.1 Defining Managerial and Organizational Practices
	2.1.2 Pre-Accession Changes in Management Practices
	2.1.3 Post-Accession Impact on Organizational Practices
	2.1.4 Key Challenges in Management Integration

	2.2 Comparative Studies of Management Practices between CEE and Western European Countries
	2.2.1 Convergence and Harmonization of Management Practices
	2.2.2 Persistent Differences Between CEE and Western European Management Practices
	2.2.3 Dual Pressures: Global Integration vs. Local Realities

	2.3 EU Integration and Organizational Behavior
	2.4 Impact of EU Integration on Organizational Change and Innovation

	3. Theoretical Framework
	3.1 Hypothesis
	3.1.1 EU Integration's Impact on Management Practices
	3.1.2 Comparative Differences in Management Practices Between CEE and Western Europe
	3.1.3 The Role of Local Institutional Factors in Management Convergence
	3.1.4 Empirical Testing Approach


	4. Methods
	4.1 Data Description and Operationalization of ``Management Practices''
	4.1.1 Defining Organizational and Managerial Practices
	4.1.2 Operationalization of ``Management Practices''
	4.1.3 Operationalization of Management Practices

	4.2 Periods and Data Handling: A Multi-Stage Event-Study Approach
	4.2.1 Early Pre-Accession Period (1995–1999)
	4.2.2 Late Pre-Accession Period (2000–2003)
	4.2.3 Immediate Accession Period (2004–2006)
	4.2.4 Early Post-Accession Period (2007–2013)
	4.2.5 Mature EU Membership Period (2014–2023)

	4.3 Difference-in-Differences (DiD)
	4.3.1 Control Group Selection
	4.3.2 DiD Estimation Strategy

	4.4 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
	4.5 Counterfactual Impact Evaluation (CIE)
	4.6 Qualitative Research Methodology and Limitations
	4.6.1 Qualitative Research Design
	4.6.2 Limitations


	5. Results
	5.1 Descriptive Statistics
	5.2 Difference-in-Differences (DiD) Results
	5.3 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Results
	5.3.1 Key Relationships in the SEM Model

	5.4 Counterfactual Impact Evaluation (CIE) Results
	5.5 Qualitative Analysis of Managerial Perspectives on EU Integration

	6. Conclusion
	Availability of Data and Materials
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgment
	Funding
	Conflict of Interest
	Declaration of AI and AI-Assisted Technologies in the Writing Process
	References

