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Abstract
Business schools, and universities providing business education, from across the 
globe have increasingly engaged in responsible management education (RME), that is 
in embedding social, environmental and ethical topics in their teaching and research. 
However, we still do not fully understand the institutional pressures that have led to 
the adoption of RME, in particular concerning under- researched regions like Central 
and Eastern Europe (CEE). Hence, we undertook what is to our knowledge the most 
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1  |  INTRODUC TION

Business schools, as well as university faculties and departments 
that provide business education, have come under sustained criti-
cism in recent years over the impact of the education they provide 
on the relationship between business and society. They have been 
criticized for doing little to improve student skills in critical think-
ing and complex reasoning (Bunch, 2020) and for even fostering 
amoral decision- making among graduates (Hummel et al., 2018). In 
addition, business school research has been chided for neglecting 
burning real- life questions over a quest for theoretical contributions 
(Tourish, 2020). In response to such criticism, many business schools 
and universities have increased their efforts to include social and 
environmental impacts of business as well as ethical reflection on 
business practices in their curricula, research topics and organiza-
tional practices (Painter- Morland et al., 2016).

Attention to social, environmental and ethical aspects of busi-
ness education has increasingly been carried out under the con-
cept of responsible management education (RME) (Cullen, 2020). 
Specific conceptualizations of RME have been supported by high- 
profile international bodies, such as the United Nations (UN) with 
its Principles of Responsible Management Education (PRME) or 
the Global Responsible Leadership Initiative (GRLI). Studies into 
RME adoption initially focused on North America (Christensen 
et al., 2007; Rutherford et al., 2012) as well as Western Europe 
(Matten & Moon, 2004; Moon & Orlitzky, 2011), with other stud-
ies also covering China and India (Wong et al., 2010) or Nigeria 
(Ugwuozor, 2020). However, one region that has remained particu-
larly under- researched is Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). For the 
purposes of this paper, we follow the Organization for Economic 
Co- operation and Development (OECD, 2001) which defines CEE as 
“the group of countries comprising Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech 

Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, and 
the three Baltic States: Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania”; commonly it 
also includes the European successor states to the former Soviet 
Union, including Belarus, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine, as well as the 
other members of former Yugoslavia, that is, Bosnia- Herzegovina, 
Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia.

CEE is an important focal point for studies into RME for several rea-
sons (Bohatá, 1997). Countries in the region first underwent a radical 
transformation during the Communist era, and then again during their 
transition from planned to market economies. As a consequence, atti-
tudes toward business and notions of business responsibilities under-
went profound changes (Koleva et al., 2010). Furthermore, the region 
has experienced increased FDI by multinationals from North America, 
Western Europe and other parts of the globe (Makhavikova, 2018), 
which has aided the import of CSR tools as well as a growing inter-
est in RME. Thus, the co- existence of pre- communist, communist and 
post- communist conceptualizations of the role of business in society 
provides an important, almost experiment- like opportunity to study 
the emergence of RME practices.

Our analysis utilizes institutional theory to help us better under-
stand the pressures that have led business schools and universities 
in the CEE region to adopt RME. Institutional theory has become 
a powerful tool for analyzing various organizational phenomena 
(Greenwood et al., 2011); yet, this theory has only rarely been ap-
plied specifically to RME. For example, Rasche and Gilbert (2015) 
develop conceptually how coercive, mimetic and normative pres-
sures affect the diffusion of RME policies and practices in business 
schools. Such works notwithstanding, we do not fully understand 
the isomorphic pressures that have led to the adoption of RME, in 
particular not for an under- researched region like CEE. Hence, the 
research question of our paper is: how have institutional pressures 
shaped the adoption of RME in the CEE region?

comprehensive study into the adoption of RME in CEE to date (including 13 countries: 
Belarus, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 
Romania, Russia, Slovenia and Ukraine). We find that, with regard to RME, isomorphic 
pressures seem to shape teaching and research in different ways, which suggests that 
the idea of a holistic approach to RME, promoted by, for example, the Principles of 
Responsible Management Education (PRME), needs to be revisited; rather, different 
trajectories of organizational engagement may emerge for each principle. As a con-
tribution to institutional theory, we discuss how a highly fragmented organizational 
field— like RME with its multiple dimensions— impacts on notions of actor centrality, 
where actors achieve centrality with regard to some dimensions of the field but fail to 
do so for others. In particular, we found that the European Union holds centrality in 
the area of RME teaching, but not in RME research. Our findings thus suggest that the 
concept of field centrality needs further clarification.

K E Y W O R D S
actor centrality, business education, business schools, Central and Eastern Europe, 
institutional fields, responsible management education
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Our study makes a number of contributions. First, we contribute 
to theory- building about RME. Prior literature suggested that teach-
ing and research in higher education should evolve in a close rela-
tionship, in a teaching- research nexus (Neumann, 1992). However, 
we found with regard to RME that isomorphic pressures seem to 
shape teaching and research in different ways. This finding indicates 
a need to reconsider the idea that RME can be implemented in a 
holistic way (Doherty et al., 2015; Weybrecht, 2017), as promoted 
for example by the six PRME principles. Instead, our study suggests 
that different pathways of organizational engagement may emerge 
for teaching and research. Secondly, with regard to the development 
of institutional theory our data indicate that a field that is organized 
around a concept that consists of multiple dimensions, like RME, is 
likely to lead to much greater complexity in field change than a mono- 
dimensional field. In particular, such a more complex understanding 
of the field has implications for actor centrality, as we found that, 
for example, the European Union is central in the sub- field of RME 
teaching but not in the sub- field of RME research. Consequently, 
rather than univalently only instigating field- level change or only re-
sisting such change (Zietsma et al., 2017), central actors may engage 
in more complex action to change the field with regard to some of 
its dimensions while simultaneously resisting change with regard to 
others.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next 
section reviews relevant literature to develop hypotheses for our 
study. The research methods section then justifies and explains the 
data collection and analysis methods we applied. Following this, we 
present the findings of our study. The discussion section links our 
findings to prior literature, discusses implications of our research as 
well as limitations and avenues for future research and comments on 
implications for policy and practice. Finally, the conclusions summa-
rize our main points.

2  |  LITER ATURE RE VIE W AND 
HYPOTHESES DE VELOPMENT

2.1  |  Business schools and responsible 
management education

Business schools, and universities providing of business education, 
have come under sustained criticism regarding the impact of their 
teaching on business practices as well as on wider society. They 
have been chided for doing little to foster critical thinking, com-
plex problem- solving or ethical reasoning (Bunch, 2020). In parallel, 
business school research has been criticized for a standardization 
of research into formulaic patterns which severely hampers its so-
cial relevance (Tourish, 2020). Such criticism has led to growing calls 
for RME (see the recent handbook by Moosmayer et al., 2020). This 
concept has been defined as “efforts aimed at embedding reflections 
about corporate responsibility […], environmental sustainability […], 
and ethics […] into business schools' educational practices” (Rasche 
& Gilbert, 2015, p. 240).

Calls for RME have received extensive support from influential 
intergovernmental organizations, such as the UN's Higher Education 
Sustainability Initiative (HESI) or the UN Global Compact's PRME 
(Forray & Leigh, 2012). HESI aims to provide “an interface between 
higher education, science, and policy making by raising the profile 
of higher education's sector in supporting sustainable development, 
convening multi- stakeholder discussions and action, and sharing best 
practices” (https://sdgs.un.org/HESI). PRME operationalizes RME as 
consisting of six principles: purpose, values, method (i.e., teaching), 
research, partnership and dialog (see e.g. Forray & Leigh, 2012). 
Another important initiative is the Global Responsible Leadership 
Initiative (GRLI), which was co- founded by the European Foundation 
for Management Development (EFMD), UNGC and the Association 
to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB International); it 
calls heads of businesses and other organizations to provide leader-
ship for “deep systemic change across three domains: how we live 
and make a living, how we learn, and how we lead” (GRLI, 2017, p. 1).  
More indirectly, attention to RME has also been supported by a 
growing emphasis by governments and intergovernmental organi-
zations on CSR and related concepts. Key documents here are the 
European Commission's (2011) renewed strategy for CSR and the 
Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises by the OECD (2011).

Various interpretations of RME have led to different, not al-
ways consistent ways in which RME is being understood and ad-
opted in business schools and universities (Beddewela et al., 2021; 
Doherty et al., 2015). In a recent review of the RME literature, 
Abdelgaffar (2021b) classifies prior work into (1) RME purpose, 
(2) intended outcomes, (3) strategies and (4) challenges (similarly, 
Dyllick, 2015). With regard to purpose, RME aims to address the 
above criticisms of business schools and to “foster a sustainabil-
ity mindset and responsible agency in business school graduates” 
(Abdelgaffar, 2021b, p. 621; see also Haski- Leventhal et al., 2017). 
The intended outcome of RME lies in nothing less than a transfor-
mation of the business school worldview, to replace the traditional, 
value- free and under- socialized approach to management education 
with an education that centers on a holistic triple bottom- line under-
standing (Fougère et al., 2014).

As to strategies, a number of scholars have stressed that RME 
concerns the integration of sustainability, responsibility and ethics 
not only into curricula and pedagogy but also into research, business 
school strategy and values, campus operations and outreach activi-
ties (Beddewela et al., 2017; Setó- Pamies & Papaoikonomou, 2016). 
In terms of teaching, business schools and universities have increas-
ingly offered courses on business ethics, corporate social respon-
sibility, sustainability and related topics (Christensen et al., 2007; 
Moon & Orlitzky, 2011). There is also a growing recognition that 
RME needs to be supported by innovative pedagogy, such as 
action- based, participatory learning (Blasco, 2012). Business school 
research needs to move beyond conventional discipline- based re-
search structures to be able to more directly addresses societal 
issues and public policy questions, not least how business can con-
tribute to meeting the SDGs (Dyllick, 2015). Another element of 
a holistic RME strategy concerns a school's operations; creating a 
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more sustainable campus, in turn, requires resources, training and 
the setting of performance indicators and relevant policies (Lozano 
et al., 2015). Last but not least, RME can be enhanced by outreach 
activities that include collaboration with external partners, such as 
international student organizations like ENACTUS, Net Impact or 
OIKOS (Borges et al., 2017).

Challenges to the adoption of RME arise internally and exter-
nally to the business school or university. Internally, RME hinges on 
organizational culture and values; in particular, it cannot be achieved 
without institutional commitment, leadership support, the allocation 
of resources and the provision of training (Beddewela et al., 2017). 
Of equal importance are the moral presuppositions that underpin 
business school activities (Painter- Morland, 2015). As RME initia-
tives often result from the efforts of committed individuals, they 
may be curtailed where the faculty lacks competency and auton-
omy to engage with the RME agenda (Painter- Morland et al., 2016). 
Externally, barriers to RME adoption can arise from a university or 
business school's social context, from government policies, legal 
constraints and market dynamics (Beddewela et al., 2017).

2.2  |  Prior studies into the adoption of RME in the 
CEE region

The international adoption of RME has been studied in a number of 
comparative studies (Christensen et al., 2007; Matten & Moon, 2004; 
Moon & Orlitzky, 2011). However, coverage of the CEE region remains 
scant.i For example, in their survey of 72 European and 22 North 
American institutions, Moon and Orlitzky (2011) included 16 responses 
from Central Europe, but this category mixed Austria, Germany and 
Switzerland with Bosnia- Herzegovina, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and 
Slovenia. To our knowledge, the only study with a significant empha-
sis on CEE was undertaken by Rosenbloom and Gudić (2008) under 
the auspices of the Central and Eastern European Management 
Development Association (CEEMAN). It included 154 respondents 
from 33 countries, with 69% representing institutions from CEEMAN 
member countries. When asked about RME coverage in foundational 
business courses, 57% of respondents reported that CSR was “some-
times” and 37% reported that CSR was “always” discussed.

More generally, research into CSR and related topics has thrived 
in recent decades. North America has been an early center of CSR 
research (Schwartz & Carroll, 2008), while Western Europe has a 
long tradition of examining the moral nature of business– society re-
lations, often from a system's perspective (Van Luijk, 1997). Egri and 
Ralston (2008) as well as Pisani et al. (2017) have recently assessed 
the state of CSR research in the international domain. Although the 
number of international studies has increased, hardly any of these 
have focused on CEE countries.ii Similarly, a bibliometric analysis 
by Jaklič et al. (2020) of international business articles related to 
Central and Eastern Europe found no trace of CSR as a topic. In sum, 
although RME as a topic has attracted increasing attention in recent 
years (Rasche et al., 2020), this development does not seem to apply 
to the CEE region.

2.3  |  Institutionalism

As the institutionalization of RME in an organization is a socio- political 
process, we apply an institutionalist lens to tease out which specific 
factors drive CEE business schools and universities to engage with 
RME (Rasche & Gilbert, 2015). Following Fligstein (2001, p. 108), 
“Institutions are rules and shared meanings […] that define social re-
lationships, help define who occupies what position in those relation-
ships, and guide interaction by giving actors cognitive frames or sets of 
meanings to interpret the behavior of others.” As an early contribution 
to institutional studies, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) distinguished be-
tween three types of isomorphic processes, coercive, mimetic and nor-
mative ones, that make organizations increasingly similar to each other 
(see also Scott, 2014). Organizations that are guided by institutionalist 
pressure in similar ways can be thought of as belonging to an organi-
zation field (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Furthermore, organizational 
practices are shaped by pressures that operate at different levels; as 
developed by Zucker (1987, p. 443), “organizations are influenced by 
normative pressures, sometimes arising from external sources such as 
the state, other times arising from within the organization itself.”

More recent institutionalist research has focused not so much 
on homogeneity but on variation as an outcome of institutional pro-
cesses (Greenwood et al., 2011). For our purposes, work is partic-
ularly important that analyses how structural differences between 
the organizations that make up a field, for example, their degree 
of centrality can lead to differences in the ways in which they are 
affected by institutional pressures. Here, Vasi (2007) suggests that 
institutional processes may operate in overlapping and nested orga-
nizational fields.

2.4  |  Institutionalism, business school 
education and RME

Applying institutional theory to RME, Rasche and Gilbert (2015) 
suggested viewing RME as a social practice that has become in-
stitutionalized through a range of isomorphic pressures (see also 
Rasche et al., 2020); they then apply the distinction by DiMaggio 
and Powell (1983) between normative, coercive and mimetic forms 
of isomorphic pressure (see also Doherty et al., 2015).

Normative pressure to engage with RME has first and foremost 
arisen from the sustained criticism of business schools, as detailed 
above (Bunch, 2020; Tourish, 2020). In response, desirable norms 
of appropriate behaviour have been developed by professional net-
works, such as the GRLI (Muff et al., 2020). Engagement with the 
RME agenda is furthermore driven by a growing interest among 
(future) students in sustainability, ethics and related topics. For ex-
ample, the latest PRME survey on student attitudes to responsible 
management found that half of the respondents would give up more 
than 20% of their initial salary to work for a company that cares 
about employees (Haski- Leventhal & Haertle, 2019). Coercive pres-
sure emanates from the requirements of accreditation bodies, as all 
of the major ones (EFMD, AACSB and AMBA) now stress the need to 
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engage with RME. For example, the accreditation guidelines by the 
European Quality Improvement System (EQUIS) require an entire 
chapter for “evidence that Ethics, Responsibility and Sustainability 
(ERS) are reflected in the School's mission, vision and strategy” 
(EFMD, 2023, p. 15). Similar pressure emerges from international 
rankings. Here, the Financial Times MBA ranking now includes a 
criterion on “environmental and social governance.” At the same 
time, RME requirements still remain somewhat ill- defined (Haski- 
Leventhal et al., 2017); this situation opens the door to mimetic be-
haviour, where business schools follow seemingly successful peers. 
An important mechanism here is the PRME Champions Group, which 
is charged with providing thought and action leadership on RME 
(Haertle et al., 2017).

As an example of the interaction of these drivers, Aaltonen 
and Siltaoja (2022) examined motives for taking up RME among 
Finnish business schools. They found two distinct approaches, an 
authenticity- driven approach that was the result of faculty- led initia-
tives and a prestige- driven approach that emphasized accreditations 
and market orientation. They also reported a recent shift to more 
prestige- driven change, even at schools with a more authenticity- 
driven background (see also Solitander et al., 2012).

2.5  |  Hypothesis development

On the basis of our review of literature on RME and institutional 
theory, we developed hypotheses to guide our empirical research. 
The theoretical model for our study is given in Figure 1.

One key driver in the field of RME are influential international 
organizations, such as the Higher Education Sustainability Initiative 
(HESI) or the UN Global Compact's Principles for Responsible 
Management Education (PRME) (Forray & Leigh, 2012). From an in-
stitutionalist perspective, the growth of PRME and comparable initia-
tives have arguably contributed to RME becoming an institutionalized 
social practice (Rasche & Gilbert, 2015). This pressure concerns in 
particular the teaching side, educating the next generation of manag-
ers and business professionals, yet PRME also commits its signatories 
to pursuing a research agenda in responsible management (Parkes 
et al., 2017). Given its growing reputation, PRME with its soft pol-
icy mechanism has become a key influence on the adoption of RME 
(Beddewela et al., 2021). Thus, we test the following hypotheses:

H1a. Engagement in RME in terms of teaching will be 
greater at universities and business schools that are 
signatories of PRME.

H1b. Engagement in RME in terms of research will 
be greater at universities and business schools that 
are signatories of PRME.

In many CEE countries, the pursuit of EU membership has 
worked not only as a counterweight to the normative legacy of 
Marxist- Leninist philosophy and the often- tumultuous experiences 
of the transition period in terms of attitudes to business and the role 
of business in society, but it has also helped the acceptance of CSR 
in the CEE region (Koleva et al., 2010). Furthermore, the influence 
of EU integration is visible in strong incentives for the enforcement 
of the Bologna criteria for degrees and curricula in the European 
Higher Education Area (Warren et al., 2021). Hence, we propose that 
the salience of the CSR discourse in the European Union has led to 
a greater adoption of RME both in teaching and research at univer-
sities and business schools in the EU member states as compared to 
non- EU countries. More formally expressed:

H2a. Engagement in RME in terms of teaching will 
be greater at universities and business schools in EU 
member states than in non- EU states.

H2b. Engagement in RME in terms of research will 
be greater at universities and business schools in EU 
member states than in non- EU states.

Given that much of the current RME discussion emanates from 
intergovernmental organizations, like the UN, we expect that uni-
versities with a more international outlook will exhibit greater en-
gagement with RME, both in terms of research and teaching. Such 
universities are more likely to participate in international scholarly 
discussions and therefore tend to be better informed about trends 
in RME practices. Additionally, they may engage in RME due to 
(perceived) peer pressure when comparing themselves to business 
schools and universities in North America and Western Europe, 
where RME has been prominent for some time now (Moon & 
Orlitzky, 2011). Student exchange programmes are also likely to have 
contributed to the internationalization of universities and business 
schools, which in turn may have affected their curricula. Similarly, 
hiring international faculty can aid research relationships with indi-
viduals and institutions from abroad. Therefore, we suggest:

H3a. Engagement in RME in terms of teaching will 
be greater at universities and business schools with a 
more international outlook.

F I G U R E  1  Theoretical model.

Engagement in RME in terms of
teaching

Engagement in RME in terms of
research

EU
membership

Signatory of PRME International outlook

Presence in major
international rankings

H1
a(+
)

H1b (+)

H2
a (
+)

H2b (+)

H3a (+)

H
3b
(+
)

H
4a
(+)

H4b
(+)
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H3b. Engagement in RME in terms of research will 
be greater at universities and business schools with a 
more international outlook.

A further source of isomorphic pressure on universities and 
business schools have been academic league tables and ranking 
schemes, which are increasingly applied as measures of academic 
excellence (Aaltonen & Siltaoja, 2022). Furthermore, rankings can 
induce business schools to demonstrate a more substantive com-
mitment to sustainability and to be sensitive to unethical activities 
(Rindova et al., 2018). Given the recent attention to RME by leading 
business schools, rankings encourage isomorphism in educational 
and research structures (Cornuel & Hommel, 2015). Hence, inclusion 
in major international rankings is likely to lead to greater uptake of 
RME practices. More formally expressed:

H4a. Engagement in RME in terms of teaching will be 
greater at universities and business schools that are 
present in major international rankings.

H4b. Engagement in RME in terms of research will 
be greater at universities and business schools that 
are present in major international rankings.

3  |  RESE ARCH DESIGN

3.1  |  Study sample

Our research project utilizes a cross- sectional survey of leading uni-
versities and business schools in the CEE countries administered be-
tween September 2017 and May 2018. The sample for this included 
(a) business schools, (b) business departments or faculties in multi- 
faculty universities and (c) non- business university departments or 
faculties which may engage in RME practices. As the concept of RME 
has been interpreted in vastly different ways, we took steps to guard 
against possible bias in the interpretation of the term “RME.” First, 
we provided our respondents with a general definition and offered 
them a variety of potential synonyms in the survey, such as “business 
ethics”, “sustainability”, “business responsibility” (as was also done 
by e.g. Matten & Moon, 2004). Secondly, we asked respondents for 
sample curricula to check whether the respondents' interpretation 
of RME matches ours.

For countries with a relatively small number of universities and 
business schools, we contacted the whole population. Where this 
was not feasible, we focused on “leading” schools as these are argu-
ably more likely to engage in RME. For these countries, the proj-
ect participants from the respective country identified a list of such 
institutions based on national rankings and accreditations. Overall, 
475 universities and business schools were included in the sample. 
These represent slightly more than one fifth of the total number of 
universities and business schools in the 13 countries. Each institution 

was contacted three times in the period between September 2017 
and May 2018, unless the survey was completed after the first or 
second contact. Where necessary, the scholars from the respective 
countries translated the survey into national languages, using a re- 
translation check. In a number of countries, this step was judged 
to be unnecessary as academics tend to have a good command of 
English.

3.2  |  Data collection

Overall, we collected 115 usable responses from the sample of 
475 universities or business schools across our 13 countries, which 
constitutes a response rate of 24%. Both the absolute number of 
responses and the response rate are consistent with or even su-
perior to prior RME surveys (e.g. Matten & Moon, 2004; Moon & 
Orlitzky, 2011). The breakdown of responses by country is pre-
sented in Table 1 below. With regard to respondent demographics, 
77% of our respondents work in publicly funded institutions, 8% 
in privately funded and 15% in institutions with a mixed funding 
model. 95% work in a unit (department, school, faculty) that is part 
of a larger university, whereas 5% come from stand- alone business 
schools. University size varies between several hundred and 71.000 
students. 61% of respondent institutions have a generalist outlook 
and 39% a specialist one, such as finance, engineering or teacher 
training. In terms of the presence of RME in teaching and research, 
77.3% of business schools and universities stated that they have at 
least one designated course relating to RME, while 54.9% stated that 
RM- related topics are included in their research.

Our unit of analysis is the university or business school, rather 
than individual academics. Therefore, we sent the survey to one 
academic per institution. In most cases, we received one response 
per university or business school; however, for five universities we 

TA B L E  1  Sample size and response rates by country.

Country Responses
Total 
invitations

Response 
rate (%)

Belarus 17 21 80.95

Bulgaria 9 20 45.00

Croatia 2 45 4.44

Czech Republic 9 109 8.26

Estonia 2 18 11.11

Hungary 8 30 26.66

Latvia 4 13 30.77

Lithuania 9 45 20.00

Poland 8 32 25.00

Romania 13 24 54.17

Russia 9 50 18.00

Slovenia 6 14 42.86

Ukraine 19 54 35.19

Total 115 475 24.21
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received responses from faculty members working in different de-
partments or faculties, such as a department of economics and a 
business school. In our main analyses and discussion, we included 
all responses we obtained. In order to ensure that this procedure did 
not introduce bias into our findings, we conducted supplementary 
analyses by excluding all responses from these five universities and 
by including only one response per university; the results were con-
sistent throughout.

3.3  |  Methods and variables for analysis

We tested our set of hypotheses regarding potential drivers of RME 
adoption using logistic regression models. We now describe the vari-
ables used in this regression analysis.

3.3.1  |  Dependent variables

RME in terms of teaching is captured by the dichotomous variable 
RMcourse, which reflects the presence of at least one designated 
RM course at any level of education (undergraduate, graduate, 
postgraduate, professional or doctoral). RME in terms of research 
is captured by a dichotomous variable ResActive that represents a 
faculty or department of a school or university that is research- 
active in the field of responsible management, as self- reported by 
the respondents.

3.3.2  |  Independent variables

Our first hypothesized driver of RME practices, PRME membership, 
is operationalized using a dichotomous variable taking the value of 
1 if the university or business school is a signatory of PRME and 0 if 
otherwise. The data on PRME membership were obtained from the 
PRME website (https://www.unprme.org/).

Similarly, EU membership is operationalized using a dummy vari-
able taking the value of 1 if the institution is located in an EU country 
and 0 if otherwise. While only 3 of the 13 countries in our sample are 
not members of the European University, due to the large number of 
universities in these countries and relatively high response rates in 
two of them (Belarus and Ukraine), they represent 40% of the obser-
vations used in the regression analysis.

The international outlook of a university or business school is 
represented by a continuous variable measuring the proportion of 
international faculty at the institution (as self- reported in the sur-
vey). The variable takes the range of 0– 100; the lowest observed 
share of international faculty is 0 and the highest is 70%.

The presence in rankings may be captured by the position in inter-
national rankings of higher education institutions, such as the Times 
Higher Education or QS rankings. One complication in our sample is 
that universities and business schools receive a variety of rankings 
from different agencies, as well as both general and subject- specific 

rankings. We therefore propose that the fact of being included in an 
international ranking by itself signifies university or business school 
reputation. To test this hypothesis, we constructed a dichotomous 
variable taking the value of 1 if an institution is ranked by any inter-
national agency and 0 if otherwise.

3.3.3  |  Controls

The size of the university or business school is an important potential 
determinant of the nature and extent of teaching and research ac-
tivities. Larger organizations may have slack funds (Bourgeois, 1981) 
to engage in a greater number and variety of teaching and research 
initiatives. Conversely, there is also evidence that smaller organiza-
tions demonstrate a higher degree of engagement in RME as they 
can adapt faster to changes in institutional demands (Larrán Jorge 
et al., 2015). In line with past research (Larrán Jorge et al., 2015), size 
is operationalized as the natural logarithm of the total number of 
students at a university or business school (at all levels of education), 
that is, a continuous variable.

We also asked respondents whether their university is generalist 
or specialist in outlook (i.e. teaching and researching a wide range 
of subjects or focusing on core disciplines). Considering that RME 
is interdisciplinary in nature, it is possible that a generalist outlook 
allows universities to engage in RME practices more thoroughly. 
Conversely, specialist universities may be focused on areas of teach-
ing and/or research where RME is of particular relevance. Either 
way, the potential relevance of a university's generalist or specialist 
outlook warrants its inclusion as a control variable. We constructed 
the corresponding variable, coding it as 1 for specialist universities 
and 0 for generalist ones.

It is highly likely that RME practices at CEE universities and busi-
ness schools are influenced by country- level factors other than EU 
membership. We propose that such country- level effects can at 
least partially be captured by its overall development, given a greater 
prevalence of RME practices in developed rather than developing 
countries (Cullen, 2020). We used UNDP's Human Development 
Index (HDI), a composite indicator of development comprising mea-
sures of life expectancy, educational attainment and economic well- 
being. HDI values for the countries in the sample were downloaded 
from the United Nations website. In the specifications reported, we 
used HDI for 2017, the year when much of our data were collected. 
Considering that development may have a delayed effect on RME 
practices, we also used values of HDI lagged by 1 to 5 years in al-
ternative specifications. For the descriptive statistics, including the 
correlation matrix of the variables, see Table 2.

3.3.4  |  Regression specification

Since both our dependent variables are dichotomous, the analysis 
employing these variables is conducted using logistic regression. 
This model measures the increase or decrease in the probability of 
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an event occurring (in our case, a university or business school en-
gaging in RME teaching or research) given the predictors. The gen-
eral form of the models used is as follows (the models differ only in 
the dependent variable):

where PRME captures whether a university/business school is a sig-
natory of PRME; European Union represents EU membership of the 
institution's country; INTERNATIONAL measures the proportion of 
international faculty; RANKING encapsulates whether the institution 
is ranked by an international agency; SIZE is the natural logarithm of 
student numbers; SPECIALIST stands for the university focusing on 
one field of study; HDI is the 2017 HDI score for the country where 
the institution is located.

4  |  FINDINGS

4.1  |  Findings regarding hypotheses

Moving on to the presentation of our findings, Table 3 provides 
the results of our study with regard to the teaching dimension of 
RME. For teaching, only H2a is supported, as the only highly sig-
nificant driver is EU membership. The odds of having a designated 
RME course are 6.13 times higher for a university or business school 
that is located in an EU member state than for an institution in a 
non- EU country; alternatively expressed, an EU- located school is 
28.1% more likely to have a designated RME course than an “aver-
age” school in our sample. None of the other hypothesized drivers of 
RME teaching are significantly associated with the presence of RM 
courses. Therefore, hypotheses H1a, H3a and H4a are all rejected. 
Regarding our control variables, we find no significant relationship 
between the probability of RME adoption in terms of teaching and 
the university or business school's size, nor its degree of specializa-
tion, nor the country's HDI score.

Our findings with regard to the research dimension of RME are 
presented in Table 4. For research, there is some evidence in sup-
port of H1b as the positive relationship between a university being 
a PRME signatory is significant at the 10% significance level. By 
contrast, H2b is not supported as there is no significant relationship 
between EU membership and engagement in RM research. With re-
gard to the proportion of international faculty and the likelihood of 
engagement in RM research at an institution, we found a significant 
but negative association; H3b is therefore rejected. Similar to PRME, 
ranked institutions are more likely to have faculty engaging in RM re-
search, but this relationship is again significant at the 10% level only. 
There is thus some support for H4b. Regarding controls, we find a 
significant negative relationship between university/business school 
size and the probability of engaging in RM research, indicating that 

RMcoursei =ß1PRMEi+ß2EUi+ß3 INTERNATIONALi+

+ß4RANKINGi+ß5SIZEi+ß6SPECIALISTi+ß7HDIi+�i ,

ResActivei =ß1PRMEi+ß2EUi+ß3 INTERNATIONALi+

+ß4RANKINGi+ß5SIZEi+ß6SPECIALISTi+ß7HDIi+�i
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smaller institutions are more likely to pursue research in this area. 
HDI is significant at the 10% level, indicating that institutions lo-
cated in countries with a higher HDI are more likely to be involved 
in RM research, even when controlling for EU membership. For the 
degree of specialization, there was no relationship.

Table 5 provides a summary of our analysis, detailing which hy-
potheses are supported and which ones are rejected. As overarch-
ing finding, we can conclude that the institutionalist patterns driving 
the adoption of RME are substantially different for teaching than 
they are for research. We will return to this theme in the discussion 
section.

4.2  |  Robustness checks

We undertook several robustness checks to demonstrate that our 
results are robust to alternative model specifications. The results are 
reported in the Appendix A.

4.2.1  |  Alternative model specification

In estimating models with a binary dependent variable, an alter-
native to a logistic regression is the probit specification that relies 
on slightly different assumptions regarding the distribution of the 
variables and the functional form of the relationship. In order to 
make sure that our results do not depend on any particular model 

specification, we estimated the same model using a probit function. 
As shown in Table A1 in the Appendix, the results were qualitatively 
the same as when using the logit specification. For probit regres-
sions, we only report marginal effects since the interpretation of 
odds ratios might be problematic.

TA B L E  3  Regression results: RME teaching.

Variables

(1) (2)

Odds ratios
Marginal 
effects

RMcourse

PRME 2.621 0.149

(2.414) (0.142)

EU 6.129*** 0.281***

(4.591) (0.107)

INTERNATIONAL 0.966 −0.005

(0.022) (0.003)

RANKING 1.112 0.017

(0.551) (0.077)

SIZE 1.172 0.025

(0.333) (0.044)

SPECIALIST 0.543 −0.095

(0.295) (0.080)

HDI 0.988 −0.002

(0.037) (0.009)

Observations 115 115

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1

TA B L E  4  Regression results: RME research.

Variables

(1) (2)

Odds ratios Marginal effects

Research— Active

PRME 6.249* 0.341*

(6.545) (0.175)

EU 2.338 0.158

(1.389) (0.105)

INTERNATIONAL 0.953** −0.009**

(0.020) (0.003)

RANKING 2.281* 0.153*

(1.060) (0.081)

SIZE 0.585** −0.010***

(0.129) (0.039)

SPECIALIST 0.907 −0.018

(0.452) (0.093)

HDI 1.054* 0.010*

(0.031) (0.005)

Observations 115 115

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1

TA B L E  5  Main conclusions of our analysis.

Hypothesis Relationship Conclusion

H1a Signatory of PRME 
+

→ Engagement in 
RME in terms of teaching

Not supported

H1b Signatory of PRME 
+

→ Engagement in 
RME in terms of research

Supported*

H2a EU membership 
+

→ Engagement in RME in 
terms of teaching

Supported**

H2b EU membership 
+

→ Engagement in RME in 
terms of research

Not supported

H3a International outlook 
+

→ Engagement in 
RME in terms of teaching

Not supported

H3b International outlook 
+

→ Engagement in 
RME in terms of research

Not supported

H4a Presence in major international rankings 
+

→ Engagement in RME in terms of 
teaching

Not supported

H4b Presence in major international rankings 
+

→ Engagement in RME in terms of 
research

Supported*

*Regression is significant at the 10% significance level; ** Regression is 
significant at the 1% significance level.
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4.2.2  |  Alternative measure of international outlook

Instead of being captured by the proportion of international faculty, 
the international outlook of an institution can also be represented 
by the share of international students. To check the robustness of 
our finding regarding teaching, we re- estimated the regression using 
the proportion of international students instead of the proportion of 
international faculty. The results are reported in Table A2. They are 
the same as when using our primary measure. There was no signifi-
cant relationship between the proportion of international students 
and the adoption of RME in terms research (results not reported 
here).

4.2.3  |  Alternative sample without universities with 
more than one response

In order to make sure that our results are not biased by the inclusion 
of the five institutions for which there were more than one survey 
response, we re- estimated our models either excluding all 10 ob-
servations for these universities or keeping only one observation 
for each university. In the latter specifications, the observations to 
be kept or excluded were selected randomly. The results are quali-
tatively the same as those in our main models and are reported in 
Tables A3 and A4.

5  |  DISCUSSION

5.1  |  Reflection on our results

Taking a closer look at our results, we firstly find that EU member-
ship in terms of institutional pressures, both through direct (e.g. 
Bologna reform) and indirect (e.g. funding) mechanisms, seems 
to have affected RME adoption in terms of teaching –  but not in 
terms of research, where our data showed no difference between 
EU and non- EU countries. A plausible explanation for such a differ-
ence could be hidden in different approaches the European Union 
has taken in establishing the European Higher Education and the 
European Research Areas, respectively (Kwiek, 2012). EU- induced 
processes in the teaching sphere potentially affect all higher edu-
cation providers in the EU countries (and have spilled over beyond 
the boundaries of the European Union), while demands that come 
with European research funding affect successful applicants only 
(Kwiek, 2014).

While EU membership seems to be an important pressure for 
an RME presence in teaching, this stands in contrast to the other 
institutional pressures included in our study. The isomorphic pres-
sure coming from PRME appears to be more important in encour-
aging RME research than teaching. Indeed, the PRME Champions 
report of 2018, the latest at the time of writing, indicated that re-
search relating to RME has gained a greater emphasis not only com-
pared to previous reporting cycles but also compared to teaching 

(Abdelgaffar, 2021a). Our data also tally with the argument that 
PRME may be gaining attention in particular from schools and uni-
versities that have already acknowledged the importance of RME 
and have adopted corresponding measures even before joining 
PRME (Perry & Win, 2013).

A similar pattern was detected for the institutional pressure re-
lated to rankings, where our results show some evidence that ranked 
CEE universities and business schools tend to have a higher level 
of research relating to RME. In general, rankings and research are 
highly correlated— which is not necessarily true for teaching (Lozano 
et al., 2020)— and this correlation seems to apply to business ethics, 
corporate responsibility and sustainability research too. Moreover, 
rankings can constitute a source of mimetic isomorphism as schools 
which are ranked lower (as most CEE schools are) follow top- ranked 
schools which are respected and hence become imitated (Falkenstein 
& Snelson- Powell, 2020).

Many CEE universities and business schools may see employ-
ing international academics as a key part of their internationaliza-
tion strategies, expecting that international faculty will bring new 
insights into teaching and research (Altbach & Yudkevich, 2017). 
However, our data do not support these assumptions for the case 
of RME, neither in terms of teaching nor research. This may be the 
result of a situation where contributions by international faculty are 
sought specifically for “core” subjects, such as finance and market-
ing, rather than in terms of RME.

As to our control variables, the size of the university/business 
school was negatively related to RME research. This result indicates 
that smaller organizations may be better at adopting RME research. 
Possible reasons for this finding could be that they are more prone to 
be affected by institutional pressures; alternatively, they may also be 
quicker in seizing emerging topics to build specialist expertise. Either 
way, more research would be needed to examine the interaction be-
tween size and various institutional factors in the context of RME.

5.2  |  Implications for theorizing about RME

While we assumed initially that the isomorphic thesis will hold for 
RME both in terms of teaching and research, the results of our 
study show that institutional pressures to adopt RME are in fact 
different for teaching and research. This finding has important 
implications for the global diffusion of RME. Indisputably, teach-
ing and research are two central functions of higher education, 
and many academics perceive a mutually enriching and supporting 
connection between these two roles, a teaching- research nexus 
(Neumann, 1992). However, there is also evidence that a division 
between teaching and research activities might prevail in practice 
(Taylor, 2007).

Our data suggest that such a divide between teaching and re-
search does indeed exist for RME adoption. Therefore, the idea of 
a holistic and integrated approach to RME (Doherty et al., 2015; 
Weybrecht, 2017) needs to be revisited. Instead, one could ex-
pect different trajectories for each of the six PRME principles, for 
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example, engagement with stakeholders might follow a pattern that 
could again be different from both teaching and research. The het-
erogeneity in RME adoption visible in our results implies that one 
needs to account for different pathways business schools and uni-
versities take in response to external pressures and that RME adop-
tion and institutionalization might be complex and lengthy processes 
(Beddewela et al., 2021). In turn, variation might develop in terms 
of fit between key elements of organizational design and leadership 
and the multiple dimensions of RME.

5.3  |  Implications for theorizing institutionalization

With regard to further development of institutional theory, we con-
sidered RME as an important issue around which an organizational 
field is forming at a global level (Hoffman, 1999), yet this field is 
highly fragmented— but only at a second glance. At a first glance, the 
social practice underlying the field, RME, seems to be coherent; yet, 
our data showed that different dimensions of it— in our case teaching 
and research— seem to follow different institutionalist trajectories. 
Greenwood et al. (2002) discussed such field- level change with re-
gard to the evolution of the professional business services field; in 
this case, the change took 20 years to take hold. In our case, differ-
ent understandings of RME exist from the beginning, which is likely 
to lead to much greater complexity in field change, not least a much 
greater role of latent contradictions within the organizational field 
(Seo & Creed, 2002).

Such a more complex understanding of the field has implications 
for actor centrality, as we found that the European Union is central 
in the sub- field of RME teaching but not in the sub- field of RME re-
search. Prior literature has established actor centrality as a key con-
struct in institutional theory, where central actors have significant 
influence over both stability and change within the field (Zietsma 
et al., 2017). Summarizing a debate over whether central actors typ-
ically resist change in fields (e.g. Reay & Hinings, 2005) or whether 
they typically instigate field- level change themselves (e.g. Gawer & 
Phillips, 2013), Zietsma et al. (2017) argue that central actors are 
likely to instigate field- level change when doing so augments their 
privileged position but resist change when the distribution of power 
in the field is at stake. Our data show, however, that the behaviour of 
central actors may be more complex, that they might engage in ac-
tion to change the field in terms of some field dimensions but might 
at the same time oppose change with regard to others. In sum, the 
very notion of field centrality may need further refinement.

5.4  |  Limitations and further research

Our data collection and analysis have some important limitations. 
To start with, some of the variables are based on self- reports, which 
may be prone to biases. However, the likelihood of such biases 
was reduced by the fact that our analysis mainly honed in on ob-
jectively measurable items. Possible limitations may also arise from 

differences between countries in their response rates; these could 
bias the results if there were some unobserved country- level factors 
that influence RME adoption. However, we controlled for most of 
those (a) with the EU/non- EU distinction and (b) with HDI, which 
broadly measures development. Furthermore, our study concen-
trated on outcomes, that is, the adoption of RME in terms of teach-
ing and research, rather than investigating the processes which 
might lead to RME adoption. Last but not least, our data collection 
was completed in 2018, before the global pandemic declared in early 
2020 and before the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022. These 
events are highly likely to have influenced the development of RME 
in CEE countries since our data collection.

The limitations open up a number of important directions for 
future research at individual, organizational and field levels. At the 
individual level, scholars could build on a recent emphasis in in-
stitutionalism on micro- foundations, on how institutional change 
and maintenance are shaped by cognitive and communicative 
processes (Bitektine & Haack, 2015). Here, future research could 
focus on internal actors, such as faculty, rectors, deans and stu-
dents, but also external ones, such as government and company 
leaders, who do the institutional work undergirding RME adoption. 
At the level of the organization, an investigation of the processes 
which led to RME adoption would provide a better understand-
ing of RME presence in CEE higher education institutions (see 
Aaltonen & Siltaoja, 2022, on RME adoption by Finnish business 
schools). Future research could apply the distinction by Schwartz 
and Carroll (2008) between (a) corporate social responsibility, (b) 
business ethics, (c) stakeholder management, (d) sustainability and 
(e) corporate citizenship to generate a more finely grained picture 
as to how exactly the CEE field lacks behind Western Europe and 
North America. Such a deeper inquiry into different levels of RME 
in CEE universities and business schools would also help to re-
search a potential gap between image and substance of RME prac-
tices (Rasche et al., 2020) in the region. At the level of the field, 
future research could investigate to what extent universities and 
schools differ in the types of institutional pressure— that is, coer-
cive, mimetic and normative pressure— they face. Furthermore, an 
investigation of the transdisciplinary nature of RME would be use-
ful to assess its complexity and its value for achieving sustainable 
development (Laasch et al., 2020).

A final implication for future research lies in the gap between 
data collection and the present. Notably, the CEE chapter of PRME 
has been very active since 2018. It gathered 59 signatories from 
CEE countries by mid- 2020 and has started to develop a guide and 
teaching programmes to be included in academic curricula as well 
as focusing more on the research part of RME (Pindelski, 2022). It 
would therefore be worthwhile to examine the further impact of 
the isomorphic pressure emanating from PRME on the diffusion of 
RME in the CEE region in general, in particular in terms of the extent 
to which this pressure challenges schools in the region to develop 
problem- solving approaches that go beyond the already estab-
lished awareness of RME issues in the training of new generations 
of managers.
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A further important research topic regarding the development 
of RME in CEE since our study would be the examination of the in-
fluence on and contribution of EU mechanisms to RME teaching and 
research. Here, researchers could consider the context of the post- 
pandemic recovery plan for Europe “NextGenerationEU” (EC, 2020) 
to explore the pedagogical challenges for higher education institu-
tions in the European Union (and in particular in its CEE members) 
in creating new learning environments that foster skills, knowledge 
and attitudes to achieve RME. Beyond the EU, the Russian invasion 
of Ukraine on 24 February 2022 has created the most profound 
societal change in the region. The invasion has not only created a 
completely new context for business, from supply shortages and 
inflation through the impact of international sanctions to a retreat 
of Western companies (Mol et al., 2023); it also constitutes a se-
vere test to the operation of business ethics and moral obligations 
(Lim et al., 2022). In the final instance, the military conflict raises the 
question to what extent RME is possible and meaningful under such 
circumstances.

5.5  |  Implications for policy and practice

Our study also offers practical implications for CEE universities and 
business schools. With the overall diffusion of RME in the region as 
its goal, the process of adopting RME that started in some universi-
ties and business schools may be an opportunity for those universi-
ties and business schools to strengthen their profile in terms of RME. 
By becoming “CEE leaders” in RME, they could both differentiate 
themselves regionally (and perhaps even extra- regionally) and be-
come a source of mimetic pressure for other providers of business 
education in the region (and again perhaps beyond).

However, as detailed above, major challenges for RME imple-
mentation lie in the ongoing support by school leadership and the 
provision of resources (Beddewela et al., 2017). It becomes, there-
fore, important that deans of business schools and vice- chancellors 
of universities not only (continue to) make available the resources 
and organizational structures necessary but also provide guidance 
and space for faculty to engage in RME. CEE universities and busi-
ness schools need to avoid decoupling as a result of RME prolifera-
tion. Indeed, institutional pressures could force them to implement 
RME only symbolically, in order to appear legitimate in the national 
and international arenas, without profoundly changing their teach-
ing and research practices. This is an important problem, as CEE 
schools are under pressure to fully implement RME but may not have 
sufficient financial and other resources to do so.

As developed above, a business school's social context is cru-
cially influenced by external enablers and constraints, not least 
government policies (Abdelgaffar, 2021b). Hence, an important im-
plication of our study for policy makers in CEE countries is that they 
recognize the importance of RME, not only for CEE universities and 
business schools but also in the context of RME being a foundation 
for responsible management and business practices that drive the 

economy. Policy makers should therefore consider RME aspects in 
higher education reforms in their countries and allocate resources 
for the development of RME.

6  |  CONCLUSIONS

Against a general scarcity of research into the adoption of RME 
practices in the CEE region, our paper has presented data from the 
largest survey to date into RME in the region. Drawing on this ex-
tensive data set, our study investigated how institutional pressures 
have shaped the adoption of RME in the CEE region. As a key insight, 
we found different patterns for RME adoption in terms of teach-
ing versus RME in terms of research. RME teaching was significantly 
affected only by the pressure of EU integration, whereas RME re-
search seems to be shaped by PRME membership, inclusion in na-
tional or international rankings as well as inversely by the size of the 
organization.

This finding suggests that a holistic RME approach based 
on the full integration of PRME principles (Doherty et al., 2015; 
Weybrecht, 2017) may need to be reevaluated to take into account 
the various forces from the organizational field that may contribute 
to different trajectories for each principle, as we found for teaching 
versus research. In terms of contributing to the development of the-
ory, in particular institutional theory, our finding that the European 
Union is central in the sub- field of RME teaching but not in the sub- 
field of RME research calls for further research into actor centrality. 
Central actors may engage in more complex patterns than have been 
captured in prior literature, where they may support change with 
regard to some dimensions of an institutional field while simultane-
ously resisting change with regard to others.

Our findings also allowed us to draw out implications for future 
research to generate a more finely grained analysis of how RME in 
CEE lacks behind Western Europe and North America. Such research 
requires a systematic analysis of important questions at individual, 
organizational and field levels. Last but not least, as our research was 
carried out before the COVID- 19 pandemic and the Russian invasion 
of Ukraine, this paper can be seen as providing a snapshot of the 
state of RME at a relatively “normal” time. In this sense, it provides a 
baseline for future research to assess the effects of pandemic, eco-
nomic crisis and war.

ACKNOWLEDG MENTS
The research team received funding from the International 
Association for Business and Society, IABS, for a workshop in June 
2016 to bring all research participants together. We are deeply in-
debted to Constanza Jeldres for her help with the analysis of the 
data. Our particular thanks go to the all the respondents who took 
the time to complete our survey.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T S TATEMENT
None of the authors have any conflict of interest to declare.

 26946424, 2023, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/beer.12566 by K

aunas U
niversity O

f, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [19/09/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



    |  1587PREUSS et al.

PEER RE VIE W
The peer review history for this article is available at https://
www.webof scien ce.com/api/gatew ay/wos/peer- revie w/10.1111/
beer.12566.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Research data are not shared.

ORCID
Lutz Preuss  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7149-3349 
Urša Golob  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7782-0996 
Siarhei Manzhynski  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0499-2927 

ENDNOTE S
 i For example, of the 76 RME articles reviewed by Abdelgaffar (2021b) 

only one involved the CEE region, a comparison between the United 
Kingdom and Russia. Admittedly, the category “global” might include 
further CEE- related studies.

 ii Of the 257 studies assessed by Pisani et al. (2017), the CEE region was 
included, as home country, in three studies on Hungary and Russia, 
two on the Czech Republic, one on Serbia as well as, as host country, in 
eight studies on Russia, three on Romania, two on Hungary and Poland 
and one each for Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Czech Republic 
and Slovenia.

R E FE R E N C E S
Aaltonen, V., & Siltaoja, M. (2022). How they walk the talk: Responsible 

management education in Finnish business schools. Business Ethics, 
The Environment & Responsibility, 31(4), 1117– 1135.

Abdelgaffar, H. A. (2021a). A critical investigation of PRME integration 
practices of the third cycle champion group. International Journal of 
Management Education, 19(1), 100457.

Abdelgaffar, H. A. (2021b). A review of responsible management edu-
cation: Practices, outcomes and challenges. Journal of Management 
Development, 40(9/10), 613– 638.

Altbach, P. G., & Yudkevich, M. (2017). Twenty- first century mobility: 
The role of international faculty. International Higher Education, 90, 
8– 10.

Beddewela, E., Anchor, J., & Warin, C. (2021). Institutionalising intra- 
organisational change for responsible management education. 
Studies in Higher Education, 46(12), 2789– 2807.

Beddewela, E., Warin, C., Hesselden, F., & Coslet, A. (2017). Embedding 
responsible management education— Staff, student and institu-
tional perspectives. International Journal of Management Education, 
15(2), 263– 279.

Bitektine, A., & Haack, P. (2015). The “macro” and the “micro” of le-
gitimacy: Toward a multilevel theory of the legitimacy process. 
Academy of Management Review, 40(1), 49– 75.

Blasco, M. (2012). Aligning the hidden curriculum of management ed-
ucation with PRME: An inquiry- based framework. Journal of 
Management Education, 36(3), 364– 388.

Bohatá, M. (1997). Business ethics in central and Eastern Europe with 
special focus on The Czech Republic. Journal of Business Ethics, 
16(14), 1571– 1577.

Borges, J. C., Cezarino, L. O., Ferreira, T. C., Sala, O. T. M., Unglaub, D. 
L., & Caldana, A. C. F. (2017). Student organizations and commu-
nities of practice: Actions for the 2030 agenda for sustainable de-
velopment. International Journal of Management Education, 15(2), 
172– 182.

Bourgeois, L. J. (1981). On the measurement of organizational slack. 
Academy of Management Review, 6(1), 29– 39.

Bunch, K. J. (2020). The state of undergraduate business education: A 
perfect storm or climate change? Academy of Management Learning 
& Education, 19(1), 81– 98.

Christensen, L. J., Peirce, E., Hartman, L. P., Hoffman, W. M., & Carrier, 
J. (2007). Ethics, CSR, and sustainability education in the financial 
times top 50 global business schools: Baseline data and future re-
search directions. Journal of Business Ethics, 73(4), 347– 368.

Cornuel, E., & Hommel, U. (2015). Moving beyond the rhetoric of respon-
sible management education. Journal of Management Development, 
34(1), 2– 15.

Cullen, J. G. (2020). Varieties of responsible management learning: A 
review, typology and research agenda. Journal of Business Ethics, 
162(4), 759– 773.

DiMaggio, P., & Powell, W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional 
isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational fields. 
American Sociological Review, 48, 147– 160.

Doherty, B., Meehan, J., & Richards, A. (2015). The business case and 
barriers for responsible management education in business schools. 
Journal of Management Development, 34(1), 34– 60.

Dyllick, T. (2015). Responsible management education for a sustainable 
world: The challenges for business schools. Journal of Management 
Development, 34(1), 6– 33.

EFMD. (2023). EFMD accreditation for international business schools. 
EFMD Global Network. https://www.efmdg lobal.org/wp- conte nt/
uploa ds/2023_EQUIS_Stand ards_and_Crite ria.pdf

Egri, C. P., & Ralston, D. A. (2008). Corporate responsibility: A review of 
international management research from 1998 to 2007. Journal of 
International Management, 14(4), 319– 339.

European Commission. (2011). A renewed EU strategy 2011- 14 for 
corporate social responsibility. COM(2011) 681 final. https://eur- 
lex.europa.eu/legal - conte nt/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX :52011 
DC0681

European Commission (2020, November 11). EU's next long- term bud-
get & NextgenerationEU— Key facts and figures. https://commi ssion.
europa.eu/syste m/files/ 2020- 11/mff_facts heet_agree ment_en_
web_20.11.pdf

Falkenstein, M., & Snelson- Powell, A. (2020). Responsibility in business 
school accreditations and rankings. In D. C. Moosmayer, O. Laasch, 
C. Parkes, & K. G. Brown (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of responsible 
management learning and education (pp. 439– 458). Sage.

Fligstein, N. (2001). Social skill and the theory of fields. Sociological 
Theory, 19(2), 105– 125.

Forray, J. M., & Leigh, J. S. (2012). A primer on the principles of responsi-
ble management education: Intellectual roots and waves of change. 
Journal of Management Education, 36(3), 295– 309.

Fougère, M., Solitander, N., & Young, S. (2014). Exploring values in man-
agement education: Problematizing final vocabularies in order 
to enhance moral imagination. Journal of Business Ethics, 120(2), 
175– 187.

Gawer, A., & Phillips, N. (2013). Institutional work as logics shift: The case 
of Intel's transformation to platform leader. Organization Studies, 
34(8), 1035– 1071.

Greenwood, R., Raynard, M., Kodeih, F., Micelotta, E. R., & Lounsbury, 
M. (2011). Institutional complexity and organizational responses. 
Academy of Management Annals, 5(1), 317– 371.

Greenwood, R., Suddaby, R., & Hinings, C. R. (2002). Theorizing change: 
The role of professional associations in the transformation of insti-
tutionalized fields. Academy of Management Journal, 45(1), 58– 80.

GRLI. (2017). Global responsibility, now: Consciously connected living, learn-
ing and leading. Global Responsible Leadership Initiative. https://
grli.org/wp- conte nt/uploa ds/2017/12/GRN_manif esto_2017- yr- 
logo.pdf

 26946424, 2023, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/beer.12566 by K

aunas U
niversity O

f, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [19/09/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://www.webofscience.com/api/gateway/wos/peer-review/10.1111/beer.12566
https://www.webofscience.com/api/gateway/wos/peer-review/10.1111/beer.12566
https://www.webofscience.com/api/gateway/wos/peer-review/10.1111/beer.12566
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7149-3349
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7149-3349
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7782-0996
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7782-0996
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0499-2927
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0499-2927
https://www.efmdglobal.org/wp-content/uploads/2023_EQUIS_Standards_and_Criteria.pdf
https://www.efmdglobal.org/wp-content/uploads/2023_EQUIS_Standards_and_Criteria.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52011DC0681
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52011DC0681
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52011DC0681
https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2020-11/mff_factsheet_agreement_en_web_20.11.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2020-11/mff_factsheet_agreement_en_web_20.11.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2020-11/mff_factsheet_agreement_en_web_20.11.pdf
https://grli.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/GRN_manifesto_2017-yr-logo.pdf
https://grli.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/GRN_manifesto_2017-yr-logo.pdf
https://grli.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/GRN_manifesto_2017-yr-logo.pdf


1588  |    PREUSS et al.

Haertle, J., Parkes, C., Murray, A., & Hayes, R. (2017). PRME: Building 
a global movement on responsible management education. 
International Journal of Management Education, 15(2), 66– 72.

Haski- Leventhal, D., & Haertle, J. (2019). The state of CSR and RME in busi-
ness schools and the attitudes of their students: Third bi- annual study, 
2016. PRME Secretariat and Sydney: Macquarie Graduate School 
of Management.

Haski- Leventhal, D., Pournader, M., & McKinnon, A. (2017). The role of 
gender and age in business students' values, CSR attitudes, and re-
sponsible management education: Learnings from the PRME inter-
national survey. Journal of Business Ethics, 146(1), 219– 239.

Hoffman, A. J. (1999). Institutional evolution and change: 
Environmentalism and the US chemical industry. Academy of 
Management Journal, 42(4), 351– 371.

Hummel, K., Pfaff, D., & Rost, K. (2018). Does economics and business 
education wash away moral judgment competence? Journal of 
Business Ethics, 150(2), 559– 577.

Jaklič, A., Obloj, K., Svetličič, M., & Kronegger, L. (2020). Evolution of 
central and Eastern Europe related international business research. 
Journal of Business Research, 108, 421– 434.

Koleva, P., Rodet- Kroichvili, N., David, P., & Marasova, J. (2010). Is corpo-
rate social responsibility the privilege of developed market econo-
mies? Some evidence from central and Eastern Europe. International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, 21(2), 274– 293.

Kwiek, M. (2012). Concluding remarks: European strategies and higher 
education. In M. Kwiek & A. Kurkiewicz (Eds.), The modernisation of 
European universities: Cross- national academic perspectives (pp. 333– 
360). Peter Lang.

Kwiek, M. (2014). Changing higher education and welfare states in post-
communist Central Europe: New contexts leading to new typolo-
gies? Human Affairs, 24(1), 48– 67.

Laasch, O., Moosmayer, D., Antonacopoulou, E., & Schaltegger, S. (2020). 
Constellations of transdisciplinary practices: A map and research 
agenda for the responsible management learning field. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 162(4), 735– 757.

Larrán Jorge, M., Andrades Pena, F. J., & Muriel de los Reyes, M. J. (2015). 
Factors influencing the presence of ethics and CSR stand- alone 
courses in the accounting masters curricula: An international study. 
Accounting Education, 24(5), 361– 382.

Lim, W. M., Chin, M. W. C., Ee, Y. S., Fung, C. Y., Giang, C. S., Heng, K. S., 
Kong, M. L. F., Lim, A. S. S., Lim, B. C. Y., Lim, R. T. H., Lim, T. Y., Ling, 
C. C., Mandrinos, S., Nwobodo, S., Phang, C. S. C., She, L., Sim, C. 
H., Su, S. I., Wee, G. W. E., & Weissmann, M. A. (2022). What is at 
stake in a war? A prospective evaluation of the Ukraine and Russia 
conflict for business and society. Global Business and Organizational 
Excellence, 41(6), 23– 36.

Lozano, J. M., Bofarull, I., Waddock, S., & Prat- i- Pubill, Q. (2020). Avoiding 
the iron cage of business school rankings. Higher Education Policy, 
33(1), 135– 157.

Lozano, R., Ceulemans, K., Alonso- Almeida, M., Huisingh, D., Lozano, F. 
J., Waas, T., Lambrechts, W., Lukman, R., & Hugé, J. (2015). A re-
view of commitment and implementation of sustainable develop-
ment in higher education: Results from a worldwide survey. Journal 
of Cleaner Production, 108, 1– 18.

Makhavikova, H. (2018). Determinants of FDI in central and Eastern Europe. 
Springer.

Matten, D., & Moon, J. (2004). Corporate social responsibility education 
in Europe. Journal of Business Ethics, 54(4), 323– 337.

Mol, M. J., Rabbiosi, L., & Santangelo, G. D. (2023). Should I stay or 
should I go? How Danish MNEs in Russia respond to a geopolitical 
shift. AIB Insights, 23(1). https://doi.org/10.46697/ 001c.68337

Moon, J., & Orlitzky, M. (2011). Corporate social responsibility and 
sustainability education: A trans- Atlantic comparison. Journal of 
Management & Organization, 17(5), 583– 603.

Moosmayer, D. C., Laasch, O., Parkes, C., & Brown, K. G. (2020). The Sage 
handbook of responsible management learning and education. Sage.

Muff, K., Liechti, A., & Dyllick, T. (2020). How to apply responsible lead-
ership theory in practice: A competency tool to collaborate on the 
sustainable development goals. Corporate Social Responsibility and 
Environmental Management, 27(5), 2254– 2274.

Neumann, R. (1992). Perceptions of the teaching- research nexus: A 
framework for analysis. Higher Education, 23(2), 159– 171.

OECD. (2001). Central and eastern European countries (CEECs). 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.

OECD. (2011). Guidelines for multinational enterprises. Organisation for 
Economic Co- operation and Development. http://mnegu ideli nes.
oecd.org/guide lines/

Painter- Morland, M. (2015). Philosophical assumptions undermin-
ing responsible management education. Journal of Management 
Development, 34(1), 61– 75.

Painter- Morland, M., Sabet, E., Molthan- Hill, P., Goworek, H., & de 
Leeuw, S. (2016). Beyond the curriculum: Integrating sustain-
ability into business schools. Journal of Business Ethics, 139(4), 
737– 754.

Parkes, C., Buono, A. F., & Howaidy, G. (2017). The principles for re-
sponsible management education (PRME). The first decade– what 
has been achieved? The next decade– responsible management 
education's challenge for the sustainable development goals 
(SDGs). International Journal of Management Education, 15(2), 
61– 65.

Perry, M., & Win, S. (2013). An evaluation of PRME's contribution to re-
sponsibility in higher education. Journal of Corporate Citizenship, 49, 
48– 70.

Pindelski, M. (2022). PRME Chapter Central & Eastern Europe. In The 
PRME Global Movement (Ed.), Responsible Management Education 
(pp. 106– 121). Routledge.

Pisani, N., Kourula, A., Kolk, A., & Meijer, R. (2017). How global is interna-
tional CSR research? Insights and recommendations from a system-
atic review. Journal of World Business, 52(5), 591– 614.

Rasche, A., & Gilbert, D. U. (2015). Decoupling responsible management 
education: Why business schools may not walk their talk. Journal of 
Management Inquiry, 24(3), 239– 252.

Rasche, A., Gilbert, D. U., & Schormair, M. J. (2020). The institutionaliza-
tion of responsible management education. In D. C. Moosmayer, 
O. Laasch, C. Parkes, & K. G. Brown (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of 
responsible management learning and education. Sage.

Reay, T., & Hinings, C. R. (2005). The recomposition of an organiza-
tional field: Health care in Alberta. Organization Studies, 26(3),  
351– 384.

Rindova, V. P., Martins, L. L., Srinivas, S. B., & Chandler, D. (2018). The 
good, the bad, and the ugly of organizational rankings: A multidis-
ciplinary review of the literature and directions for future research. 
Journal of Management, 44(6), 2175– 2208.

Rosenbloom, A., & Gudić, M. (2008). Management education: Corporate 
social responsibility and poverty. Central and Eastern European 
Management Development Association.

Rutherford, M. A., Parks, L., Cavazos, D. E., & White, C. D. (2012). 
Business ethics as a required course: Investigating the factors im-
pacting the decision to require ethics in the undergraduate busi-
ness core curriculum. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 
11(2), 174– 186.

Schwartz, M. S., & Carroll, A. B. (2008). Integrating and unifying com-
peting and complementary frameworks. The search for a com-
mon core in the business and society field. Business & Society, 
47(2), 148– 186.

Scott, W. R. (2014). Institutions and organizations: Ideas, interests and iden-
tities. Sage.

Seo, M.- G., & Creed, W. E. D. (2002). Institutional contradictions, praxis, 
and institutional change: A dialectical perspective. Academy of 
Management Review, 27(2), 222– 247.

Setó- Pamies, D., & Papaoikonomou, E. (2016). A multi- level perspec-
tive for the integration of ethics, corporate social responsibility 

 26946424, 2023, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/beer.12566 by K

aunas U
niversity O

f, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [19/09/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.46697/001c.68337
http://mneguidelines.oecd.org/guidelines/
http://mneguidelines.oecd.org/guidelines/


    |  1589PREUSS et al.

and sustainability (ECSRS) in management education. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 136(3), 523– 538.

Solitander, N., Fougère, M., Sobczak, A., & Herlin, H. (2012). We are the 
champions: Organizational learning and change for responsible 
management education. Journal of Management Education, 36(3), 
337– 363.

Taylor, J. (2007). The teaching:research nexus: A model for institutional 
management. Higher Education, 54(6), 867– 884.

Tourish, D. (2020). The triumph of nonsense in management studies. 
Academy of Management Learning & Education, 19(1), 99– 109.

Ugwuozor, F. O. (2020). Students' perception of corporate social respon-
sibility: Analyzing the influence of gender, academic status, and 
exposure to business ethics education. Business Ethics: A European 
Review, 29(4), 737– 747.

Van Luijk, H. J. (1997). Business ethics in Western and northern Europe: 
A search for effective alliances. Journal of Business Ethics, 16(14), 
1579– 1587.

Vasi, I. B. (2007). Thinking globally, planning nationally and acting locally: 
Nested organizational fields and the adoption of environmental 
practices. Social Forces, 86(1), 113– 136.

Warren, S., Starnawski, M., Tsatsaroni, A., Vogopoulou, A., & Zgaga, P. 
(2021). How does research performativity and selectivity impact 
on the non- core regions of Europe? The case for a new research 
agenda. Higher Education, 81(3), 607– 622.

Weybrecht, G. (2017). From challenge to opportunity –  Management 
education's crucial role in sustainability and the sustainable devel-
opment goals –  An overview and framework. International Journal 
of Management Education, 15(2), 84– 92.

Wong, A., Long, F., & Elankumaran, S. (2010). Business students' per-
ception of corporate social responsibility: The United States, 
China, and India. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 
Management, 17(5), 299– 310.

Zietsma, C., Groenewegen, P., Logue, D. M., & Hinings, C. R. (2017). 
Field or fields? Building the scaffolding for cumulation of re-
search on institutional fields. Academy of Management Annals, 
11(1), 391– 450.

Zucker, L. G. (1987). Institutional theories of organization. Annual Review 
of Sociology, 13(1), 443– 464.

AUTHOR BIOG R APHY

Lutz Preuss is Professor of Strategic Management at Kedge 
Business School in Bordeaux, France. Prior to this appoint-
ment, he served on the faculties of the University of Sussex, 
the University of East Anglia, Royal Holloway University of 
London and Heriot- Watt University, Edinburgh. He holds a PhD 
from King's College London, in addition to qualifications from 
the University of Reading and Humboldt University Berlin. His 
research addresses a range of topics in the field of corporate 
social responsibility, such as cognitive processes surrounding 
tensions between economic and non- economic issues or inter-
national differences in conceptualizations of socially responsible 
behaviour. His research has been published in leading journals, 
such as Academy of Management Review, Organization Studies, 
Journal of World Business, Business Ethics Quarterly or Journal 
of Business Ethics.

How to cite this article: Preuss, L., Elms, H., Kurdyukov, R., 
Golob, U., Zaharia, R. M., Jalsenjak, B., Burg, R., Hardi, P., 
Jacquemod, J., Kooskora, M., Manzhynski, S., Mostenska, T., 
Novelskaite, A., Pučėtaitė, R., Pušinaitė- Gelgotė, R., Ralko, O., 
Rok, B., Stanny, D., Stefanova, M., & Tomancová, L. (2023). 
Institutional pressures and the adoption of responsible 
management education at universities and business schools in 
Central and Eastern Europe. Business Ethics, the Environment & 
Responsibility, 32, 1575–1591. https://doi.org/10.1111/
beer.12566

 26946424, 2023, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/beer.12566 by K

aunas U
niversity O

f, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [19/09/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12566
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12566


1590  |    PREUSS et al.

APPENDIX A

ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

TA B L E  A 1  Models estimated using a probit specification.

Variables

(1) (2)

RME teaching RME research

PRME 0.151 0.296**

(0.111) (0.151)

EU 0.283*** 0.163

(0.096) (0.106)

INTERNATIONAL −0.005 −0.008**

(0.003) (0.003)

RANKING 0.012 0.148*

(0.077) (0.081)

SIZE 0.029 −0.101***

(0.035) (0.038)

SPECIALIST −0.082 −0.018

(0.077) (0.095)

HDI −0.002 0.010*

(0.005) (0.005)

Observations 115 115

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
***p < .01; **p < .05; * p < .1

TA B L E  A 2  An alternative measure of international outlook in 
teaching.

Variables

(1) (2)

Odds ratios
Marginal 
effects

RM course

PRME 2.110 0.116

(1.616) (0.120)

EU 5.698** 0.271***

(4.150) (0.105)

INTERNATIONAL (Proportion 
of international students)

0.982 −0.003

(0.020) (0.003)

RANKING 1.146 0.021

(0.568) (0.078)

SIZE 1.194 0.028

(0.308) (0.040)

SPECIALIST 0.581 −0.085

(0.296) (0.076)

HDI 0.986 −0.002

(0.038) (0.005)

Observations 115 115

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1
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Variables

All universities with 2 obs 
excluded Only 1 obs per university

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Odds ratios
Marginal 
effects Odds ratios

Marginal 
effects

RMcourse

PRME 2.384 0.124 2.637 0.153

(3.043) (0.181) (2.453) (0.145)

EU 9.618** 0.324*** 5.387** 0.266**

(8.680) (0.119) (4.033) (0.111)

INTERNATIONAL 0.966 −0.005 0.966 −0.005

(0.025) (0.003) (0.022) (0.003)

RANKING 1.260 0.033 1.065 0.010

(0.645) (0.073) (0.524) (0.078)

SIZE 1.211 0.027 1.154 0.023

(0.393) (0.047) (0.325) (0.045)

SPECIALIST 0.553 −0.085 0.564 −0.090

(0.331) (0.080) (0.308) (0.082)

HDI 0.983 −0.002 0.991 −0.001

(0.042) (0.006) (0.037) (0.006)

Observations 105 105 110 110

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1

TA B L E  A 3  RME teaching: Regression 
results using restricted samples.

Variables

All universities with 2 obs 
excluded Only 1 obs per university

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Odds ratios
Marginal 
effects Odds ratios Marginal effects

Research— Active

PRME 9.297a 0.410* 6.151* 0.333*

(12.71) (0.219) (6.768) (0.182)

EU 2.421 0.163 2.620 0.177

(1.458) (0.106) (1.582) (0.104)

INTERNATIONAL 0.955** −0.008** 0.952** −0.009***

(0.022) (0.004) (0.021) (0.003)

RANKING 2.418* 0.162** 2.221* 0.146*

(1.174) (0.082 (1.054) (0.082)

SIZE 0.602** −0.093** 0.588** −0.098**

(0.129) (0.037) (0.129) (0.038)

SPECIALIST 0.755 −0.052 0.931 −0.013

(0.388) (0.094) (0.474) (0.093)

HDI 1.050* 0.010* 1.053* 0.009*

(0.030) (0.005) (0.031) (0.005)

Observations 105 105 110 110

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1
aThe p-value for PRME in this specification is 0.103, just above the threshold for significance at the 
10% level.

TA B L E  A 4  RME research: Regression 
results using restricted samples.
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