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Abstract

The aim of the article is to explore the social aspects of innovation at three levels of research: individual, group,
and organization. A multi-level approach enhances the understanding of how organizational context shapes and
is shaped by the actions and perceptions of individuals. It may provide more precise research findings and more
rigorous theory testing by clarifying the level of analysis. A resource-based approach and adaptation theories are
used in relation to the organizational level, while at the individual level, psychological theories are applied. We
propose a theoretical approach which could link creativity and competencies at the individual level, managerial /
leader action and organizational culture with innovation to marketing innovation as a process and outcome of
organizational level. The earlier studies used the approach that focused attention on the innovation process and
innovation outcomes rather than on developing the ability to take specific innovative action and focused research
on the selected level of innovation process management. It is therefore necessary to take into account the
complexity of the research subject and include the actual problems resulting from the needs of multi-level
innovation management and respect for the diversity of its conditions in the research.

Keywords: innovation, multi-level approach, organizational relationships, organizational culture, leadership,
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1. Introduction

Research indicates that organizations must be more flexible, enterprising and innovative, have the ability to
adapt quickly to function effectively in rapidly changing ‘social communities’ and market conditions (Parker &
Bradley, 2000; Valle, 1999; Nadeem, 2012). Organizations are increasingly more aware of the fact that, firstly,
the basis of their competitive advantage is their knowledge, and secondly, innovation to marketing innovation is
of paramount importance for maintaining and strengthening this advantage. Corporations are using Social Media
(SM) to form meaningful and engaging customer relationships involving online transactions (Nadeem, 2015).
Innovation is crucial in achieving the long-term success of a company in contemporary competitive markets and
changing environment (Shapira, Youtie, & Kay, 2011; Kay, 1993; Dess & Picken, 2000). The previous
researchers have recommended that an organizational innovation affects performance and competitiveness
(Baker & Sinkula, 2002). Stimulating organizational innovation has become a prevalent topic in current
management discourse (Husher, 1984).

Introducing the concept of innovation into economic sciences in the 1930s, Joseph Schumpeter argued that the
economic development is more influenced by innovation rather than capital. Innovation is understood as
introducing a new product, using a new method of production, finding a new market for existing products,
finding and developing new sources of raw materials or using a new type of raw materials and also, introducing
organizational changes in the company (Schumpeter, 1934; 1960; Nadeem, 2012). The Schumpeter’s approach
corresponds to the static (results-based) approach to innovation. This means the outcome of innovative processes
undertaken in the company.

The Schumpeter’s concept was the starting point for further study, reflections and analyses on the importance of
innovation in the economy. Considering innovation from the perspective of marketing, Kotler (1994) defined it
as a good, service, or idea perceived by someone as new. The very idea might have existed for a long time, but it
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was innovation for the person perceiving it as a new one. Similarly, a broad approach was represented by
Drucker (1992), allowing for treating each novelty as innovation. According to Drucker, innovations spread to all
the spheres of company activity, the innovation process is, however, a conscious, assumed and fully organized,
regular quest for changes occurring in the external environment, their analysis and taking action that allows for
using these changes to current development needs. Drucker also believes that innovation also has an economic or
social marketing dimension rather than only technical. In his opinion, a spur for innovation is not only a
technical factor (including research), but often it is enough to observe the market, i.e. analyse its needs,
deficiencies or products supplied on the market.

As a result of extensive studies of the literature on innovation, Crossan and Apaydin presented a comprehensive
definition of innovation. In their opinion, innovation is: production or adoption, assimilation, and exploitation of
a value-added novelty in economic and social spheres; renewal and enlargement of products, services, and
markets; development of new methods of production; and establishment of new management systems. It is both a
process and an outcome (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). This definition captures several significant aspects of
innovation: it includes both internally conceived and externally adopted innovation (‘production or adoption’); it
stresses innovation as more than a creative process, by including application (‘exploitation’); it highlights
intended benefits (‘value-added’) at one or more levels of analysis; it assumes the possibility that innovation may
refer to the relative, as opposed to absolute, novelty of an innovation (an innovation may be common practice in
some organizations but it would still be considered as such if it is new to the unit under research); and it draws
attention to the two roles of innovation (a process and an outcome) (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). Drucker (1954)
argues that the two basic functions of the firm are marketing and innovation. In addition to innovations in
products and production processes, there are also innovations in the marketing of products. The development of
new marketing tools and methods plays an important role in the evolution of industries. In recent years, new
ways of gathering consumer information through innovative marketing programs and technologies have enabled
firms to reach consumers more efectively and to use pricing strategies that were previously not feasible (Chen,
2006). Much of the research showed that marketing capability has an important role in innovation-based strategy
and this capability increases success market performance of the firm (Weerawardena & O’Cass, 2004; Day,
1994).

It may be noted that the earlier studies used the approach that focused attention on the innovation process and
innovation outcomes rather than on developing the ability to take specific innovative action and focused research
on the selected level of innovation process management (Bal-Wozniak, 2012). Innovation is often associated
only with technological processes, new or improved products, and organizational changes occurring in
companies are usually considered together with changes in technology. The role of man and their capabilities and
limitations of a psychological nature are underestimated in the processes taking place in the organization. It is a
fragmentary approach. There is no integrated research on the problems arising from the needs of multi-level
innovation management. Fragmentary, single-level research may be a source of mistakes in the way of
organizing research, inventive activity and commercializing its results, the reason for underusing the innovative
potential of the organization, and consequently, maladjustments to a new type of competition and restrictions on
disseminating new development strategies (Bal-Wozniak, 2012).

The creation and management of innovation to marketing innovation has many dimensions that spread to all
levels and dimensions of the organization. The conditions that lead to innovation are a combination of processes
in an organization that result from internal and external dynamics. Innovation is not only an economic
mechanism or a technical process. It is primarily a social phenomenon, the result of various interactions and
relationships between individuals and to be implemented, it must obtain public approval as it changes paradigms,
both in ways of thinking, production, organization and management, as well as in consumption.

Research problem: The process of innovation is the implementation of innovation in the social system of
organization that has specific conditions both at the organizational level (e.g., organizational culture or structure),
group level (including the leadership style) and individual level (including creativity, knowledge, competencies,
personality, and learning). For example, the strongest marketing driver for successful innovative line extension
introductions is parent brand strength (Sinapuelas, Wang, & Bohlmann, 2015). Innovation management at
various levels of the organization, the effective harmonization of innovation process management and innovation
management from different levels of decision-making will create a synergy effect. It is therefore necessary to
take into account the complexity of the research subject and include the actual problems resulting from the needs
of multi-level innovation management and respect for the diversity of its conditions in the research.

The aim of the article is to explore the social aspects of innovation to marketing innovation at three levels of
research: individual, group, and organization. Therefore, six hypotheses have been formulated for the purpose of
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research: 1) The overall relationship between creativity and marketing innovation is positive; 2) There is a direct
relationship between managerial competencies and marketing innovation; 3) There is an indirect relationship
between managerial competencies and innovation by stimulating the creativity of employees in socially innovative
processes; 4) There is a direct relationship between leadership and marketing innovation; 5) There is an indirect
relationship between leadership and innovation by creating a socially innovative culture; 6) There is a direct
relationship between leadership and marketing innovation.

The hypothesized model has been depicted in Figure 1 and the literature in support of the hypotheses has been
summarized.
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Figure 1. Research hypotheses

2. Review of Literature
2.1 Innovation as a Multi-Level Process in the Organization

In the literature, innovation is understood as an outcome (Freeman, 1982) and a process (Aiken & Hage, 1971;
Amabile, 1988; Drucker, 1992). In the first meaning, innovation is considered as an outcome of using progress
of knowledge and invention such as the growing usage of Facebook, Twitter and Instagram (Nadeem, 2015a). In
the second one, innovation phenomena include not only the final outcome of the specific technical task
implementation, but also activities prior to its creation (Stawasz, 2005). The concept of the innovation process
can be interpreted both in the narrow and broad sense. In the narrow sense, the innovation process is the
traditional control of the innovation process, already enriched by new elements, but proceeding in the routine
manner (a decision to innovate at a higher level, information, implementation, adaptation of the system), with
clearly defined boundaries. This concept, used in the plural, refers to the creation of a creative organization with
an innovative culture and means constantly resumed innovation processes, whose boundaries are blurred, not
only between successive innovation, but also between creativity (the sphere of creativity, idea) and innovation
(the sphere of innovation) and whose long-term objective is to improve the innovation capability of the
organization system to create a learning organization, capable of adapting, collecting and using knowledge. In
this perspective, the innovation process means gaining autonomy, strategic advantage over the competition,
unique traits and behaviors, changing the culture of the organization. It should be emphasized that in
contemporary reality, it is not sufficient to manage the process of implementation innovation (in the narrow
sense).

Company’s innovation to marketing innovation capabilities are determined by two main groups of factors: (1)
external-national conditions (e.g., legislation related to supporting innovative activity), conditions specific to the
region, for example legal, cultural, economic and technical factors and the specific character of the industry and
the sector where the company operates, (2) internal-these are primarily company resources. The conditions
necessary for innovation processes include resources directly affecting innovation: material and financial
resource (machinery, equipment, buildings, owned licenses and patents), organizational resources (including the
size of the company, which involves motivation and dynamics of innovation), human capital (in particular their
competencies, including the level of education and qualifications, knowledge and skills of employees, research
staff, as well as leadership skills of managers and the continuity of management that ensures long-term
innovation processes), acquired knowledge (measured by expenditure on research) (Francik & Pocztowski, 2003;
Borowiecki & Siuta-Tokarska, 2013; Szczepanska-Woszczyna, Innovation processes in the social space of the
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organization, 2014). The Schumpeterian school discusses the nature of innovation and focuses on the
economic-based and behavior-based drivers of innovation.

When analyzing the determinants of innovation, the importance of knowledge, its combination and exchange in
the innovation process cannot be neglected. In a significant trend of literature on innovation e.g., (Nonaka, 1994;
Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Tsai, 2001), innovation at the organizational level is defined as the creation of new
knowledge. In this meaning, innovation is inevitably related to knowledge management, knowledge acquisition,
exchange, and combination, and the significance of the social side of innovation is increasingly emphasized
(Abrahamson & Rosenkopf, 1997; Den Hertog, Broersma, & Bart, 2003).

The mechanisms for creating and selecting high-quality innovations to marketing innovation that can be
commercialized are developed within the organization. For a more thorough understanding of these mechanisms
and the basic foundations for individual innovation outcomes, as well as group and organizational innovation,
the research domain needs to study intra-group dynamics and individual-level phenomena. Individuals, groups
and organizations form an integral part of innovation and it requires an integrated organizational approach to
innovation that involves skills at the levels of an individual, group and organization like leadership, team
working and learning to learn (Roffe, 1999). Emphasis on intraorganisational processes and stimulating the key
variables set by creative individuals, groups, organizations (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993) and the
extraorganisational processes would go a long way in increasing the innovative pace in organizations. The social
context and its interpretation are linked to innovation at many levels, either in the form of inter- (Byosiere,
Luethege, Vas, & Paz Salmado, 2010; Vaccaro, Parente, & Veloso, 2010) or intra-organizational linkages (Ohly,
Kase, & Skerlavaj, 2010; Wallin & Von Krogh, 2010).

Thus, innovation to marketing innovation should be treated as a dynamic, multi-level process aimed at
transforming creative energy into new tangible “products” (new ideas, products, processes, values) that
contribute to the economic and social development of the organization and provide the basis for its
organizational, technological and social change. This process includes additional forms of innovation-from
individual creativity, through invention, implementation, organizational change and technology. The impulse for
innovation is rooted in individual motivation to innovate, it requires certain resources and innovation
management skills. Innovative processes should therefore be analyzed, like organizations (Klein & Koslowski,
2000), from a multi-level perspective (Sears & Baba, 2011). A multi-faceted approach encourages the search for
the determinants of innovation at three levels: individual, group and system (organization), allows for the
integration of social, structural, political, economic, and/or historical factors, and the human capital factor, which
is also a determinant of innovation.

2.2 The Organizational Perspective of Innovative Behavior

It can be assumed that successful innovation is an effect of many factors, including strategies based on systemic
thinking, that is the ability to perceive the organization and its environment as a whole and innovation as an
important element for the development of the whole; the systems of internal and external communication;
creativity of managers and staff, their ability to learn and use tacit knowledge, openness and the ability of
managers to accept and implement the ideas of employees, incentives and pressure, favourable atmosphere; the
lack of resistance to change (attitudes to risk, novelty, participation in decisions). These elements together create
the circumstances favourable to innovation processes, which create a culture of innovation in which no
innovation is a destructive event, but an opportunity to obtain further benefits. In addition to the specific
relationships between the organization and its environment, “a social game” takes place inside the organization,
whose active participant is each of its members, and which determines the organization’s ability to innovate. The
innovation to marketing innovation process is multifaceted (multi-level) and innovation is a process that
develops over time, at each of the organizational levels in an interdependent way and which consists of the sum
of the partial results at each level. At the same time creativity at the individual level is the “raw material”
conditioning the occurrence of innovation at a higher level of analysis.

2.2.1 Creativity and Innovation

Innovation at any of the examined levels (country/economy, organization, group, individual) cannot occur
without its single most important determinant at the individual level, that is creativity. Creativity can be defined
as the man’s ability to come up with new ideas, concepts, or new associations and links with the existing ideas or
concepts, the manifestation of the ability to see unconventional ways of solving organizational problems, the size
of creative ideas associating a wide range of facts, phenomena and trends from different areas of the organization
operation and its environment (Hys, 2010).
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The innovation to marketing innovation process , in broad terms, comprises two stages: the creation of innovation
and the dissemination of innovation. The former is closely related to psychology of creativity, including creative
problem solving, a creative way of responding to the problems faced, both internal and external (Knosala, Jagoda,
Karlinska, & Serafin, 2011). The idea that prevails in the literature says that creativity is positively related to
innovation (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Axtell, et al., 2000; Axtell, Holman, & Wall,
Promoting innovation: a change study, 2006). The association between creativity and innovation is highly
contextual and multi-level in character. Managers and entrepreneurs can exert a certain degree of control over
factors that help to convert creative ideas into new innovations. Determining company size, locating R&D
facilities, and managing cultural configuration of human resources are examples of areas that managers can
strategically control to make the innovation process smoother and more balanced (Sarooghi, Libaers, &
Burkemper, 2015).

One of the more complex presentations of the relationship between the levels of analysis is the model of creativity
and innovation in organizations introduced by Amabile (1988). Based on her earlier model of individual and group
creativity, Amabile assumes that each of the three key elements of creativity at individual and group level (internal
task-based motivation, skills to perform the task and the creative thinking) affect the elements that are an
indispensable feature of innovation at the organizational level (motivation to innovate, resources for a given task,
and ability to manage innovation), which in turn refer to the different stages of the innovation process in the
organization (creation, prioritizing tasks, scheduling, creating ideas, testing and implementation, evaluation of
results, introducing current changes). She also assumes that the relationships between the various elements at
individual/group and organization levels are bi-directional, so each of the elements at the organizational level
enhances or restricts the development of each element at the individual level.

The complex nature of determinants of innovation to marketing innovation is also underlined by the theory of
individual creative action by Ford (Ford, 1996), stressing the importance of elements such as: analysis of change
(e.g., the exploration and analysis of the problem, interpretation), motivation (goal orientation, the ability of
persuasion), knowledge and skills, and creative thinking. Many authors have also discussed how to bring a
creative idea to the final stage of the innovation process-implementation. The factors determining this process
include: knowledge sharing (Liu & Philips, 2011), stimulating climate or culture (Mueller & Thomas, 2001), or
leadership (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009).

2.2.2 Competency and Innovation

Innovative processes set specific eligibility requirements for employees, including flexibility and original,
discovered skills or acquired by appropriate management. For modern businesses, the most important success
factor is people-their knowledge, qualifications, skills, behavior and the willingness to cooperate and make
changes that allow its adaptation to a changing environment (Smolarek & Dziendziora, 2011). The authors
emphasize the importance of the relationship between company innovation and psychological factors, which
include personality traits, psychological capital, knowledge, personal competencies and motivation and
commitment to innovation. These factors strongly influence the innovative activity of employees in the company.
Creative behavior leading to the emergence of innovation will be a synergy effect between different
psychological factors that will reveal in an organizational context.

Managerial competencies. Company innovation to marketing innovation is conditioned, among others, by top
management: their mental focus on the development of innovative activities, the ability to allocate appropriate
resources to this activity, the ability to identify and use external impulses, as well as the acceptance of many,
even controversial points of view. Decisions and choices of managers affect company performance, depending
on how they evaluate the environment, what strategic decisions they take and how they support innovation. Also,
Schumpeter and Knight characterized entrepreneurial competencies from the perspective of implementing
innovative solutions in the organization by the entreprencur, as well as overcoming uncertainty and risks
associated with the operation of the company. Managerial competencies must be oriented to start innovative
behavior of employees. Each element of the daily work should be firmly rooted in the consciousness of being
creative. The managerial competencies required for the successful innovation implementation include: the
willingness to take action, the readiness and motivation to take risks, the ability to subdue others (Schumpeter,
2002; Francik & Pocztowski, 2003), support and encouragement given to each employee to seek and discover
non-conventional, non-standard ways of achieving goals and tasks (Loewe & Dominiquini, 2006), openness, the
ability to look broadly at problems, the ability to creatively solve problems and conflicts, tolerance and respect
for different views, avoiding taking a stance too early, openness to criticism, relativistic view of reality, and
independence of judgments. Creative and innovative competencies mean the ability to learn new values and
patterns of action continuously, as well as new ways of acquiring and transferring knowledge. An innovative
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manager is competitive, constantly seeking, constantly introducing changes and improvements, communicative
and has good interpersonal skills, is able to inspire subordinates, to listen to their opinions and recognize good
ideas.

2.2.3 Leadership and Innovation

Innovation Leadership is a meta-construct consolidating individual and group level variables (Crossan &
Apaydin, 2010). In the literature their support and guidance vital in promoting innovative efforts at the initial
creative stage is highlighted, as it contributes to effective interactions among group members (West et al., 2003),
and their ability to create conditions for the subsequent implementation of innovation (Mumford & Licuanan,
2004). Jing & Avery (2008) and Sékmen et al. (Sokmen, Bitmis, & Uner, 2015) put an emphasis on various
paradigms of leadership in the management and advisory literature: classic, transaction, visionary, and in
particular the new, emerging paradigm of participatory leadership, co-leadership (the authors use the term
“organic leadership”), which exhibits higher levels of trust between leaders and staff.

An individual leadership style is an important determinant of innovation to marketing innovation. Organization
leaders help define and shape work contexts that contribute to organizational innovation (Sarros, Cooper, &
Santora, 2008). Participative leadership is associated with cultures of innovation and high-performing companies
(Ogbonna & Harris, 2000). Several studies indicate that transformational leaders empower their followers (e.g.,
(Jung & Sosik, 2002)), create an innovative climate (Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003), change the personal values and
self-concepts of their followers, move them to higher levels of needs and aspirations (Jung, Transformational and
Transactional Leadership and Their Effects on Creativity in Groups, 2001), as well as raise the performance
expectations of their followers. The leader has to fulfill the task of persuading others, he/she must have the skills
to give motivating information, establish dialogue and listen to people who can suggest solutions better than
originally intended (Szczepanska-Woszczyna, 2015). The leader becomes a coach who knows how to encourage
people to learn and to cooperate mainly by putting team assessments before individual ones. Regardless of the
differences in personality, style, abilities and interests, effective leaders have their supporters who act in harmony
and follow their example. Leaders do not ask about the goal of achievements, but about the mission and
objectives of the organization, and then about what you should do and how to do it. They are able to recognize
the power latent in their associates and activate it, recognizing it as a condition to cope with the complexity of
the situation (Francik & Pocztowski, 2003). Leadership can increase innovation to marketing innovation value
potential by nurturing aspects of their corporate culture and environment that support innovative behavior
(Balsano, i inni, 2008).

2.2.4 Organizational Culture and Innovation

Research emphasizes the role of the organizational climate / culture for organizational creativity (Woodman,
Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993; Ford, 1996). According to West (West, 2000), organizational culture essentially
prevents or facilitates the implementation and maintenance of innovation in the organization. According to
Mabher (Maher, 2014), organizational culture is a major factor which has an impact on the speed and frequency of
innovation. Forms rooted in cultures determine the success of companies, the ability of an organization to be
creative and to effectively pursue the strategy (Schwartz & Davis, 1981). Loewe & Dominiquini (2006) believe
that organizational culture and values are one of the four-in addition to leadership behaviors, management
processes, people and skills-key areas for the effective innovation implementation. On the basis of these areas,
sustainable internal competence is built for innovation as a continuous process, not an incidental, short-term
effort.

Organizations with a culture of innovation to marketing innovation are characterized by several features, such as
poorly defined hierarchy, low bureaucracy, the free flow of information, enabling decision-making of many
people, so little centralization, formalization and stratification, promoting and rewarding creativity, delegating,
using mistakes to learn, collaborative work style preference and abandoning short-term profit maximization for
the long-term prospects of the operation (Francik & Pocztowski, 2003). Natural sources of innovation (creators,
teams, customers) are protected and recognized (prestige, awards, listening and gathering knowledge). Woodman
et al. (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993) discover a significantly negative relationship between hierarchical
and bureaucratic culture and innovation.

The complex nature of determinants of innovation at the organizational and group levels is shown in a model by
Hsu et al. (Hsu, Tan, Jayaram, & Laosirihonghthong, 2014). This model measures the relationships between
corporate entrepreneurship, operations core competency and innovation. The authors measured corporate
entrepreneurship by its corporate culture and leadership, whereas operations core competency was
operationalised by company’s knowledge management, technology management and process management.
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Finally, innovation is measured by process innovation and product innovation. The analyses show that corporate
entrepreneurship affects company’s operation core competency, which in turn affects innovation.

Sepahvand & Mohammadi (2015) have examined the relationship between organizational culture and knowledge
management and innovation of employees. The findings indicate a significantly positive relationship between
organizational culture, its components including involvement, consistency, adaptability, and mission and
innovation among employees. Moreover, knowledge management and its components i.e., knowledge creation,
knowledge absorption, knowledge organization, knowledge conservation, knowledge distribution, and
knowledge application are significantly and positively correlated with innovation of these employees. A
framework from multiple theoretical perspectives has been developed to study the relationship between a set of
organizational and group variables and the level of group innovation (Mohamed, 2002). Results show that
managerial attitude, decentralization, supervisory support, group satisfaction, diversity, committee membership,
and management learning are important predictors of group innovation to marketing innovation.

3. Discussion

Based on the theory of customer value, comprehending the needs of customers and creating value for them is
crucial for organisations to be competitive and innovative (Lo, Mohamad, Ramayah, & Wang Yin, 2015). Based
on the analysis of the results of sub-studies relating to the relationships between individual elements at different
(individual, group and organizational) levels of the organization and innovation, a multi-level approach to the
social context for innovation can be adopted, in which individual elements influence innovation to marketing
innovation processes and each other.

Depending on the organizational level at which innovation is examined (organization, team or individual),
various factors as determinants should be taken into account. A comprehensive list of factors determining
creativity and innovation at the organization level proposes the model of creativity and innovation determinants
by Martins & Terblanche (2003), who include strategy, support mechanisms, patterns of behavior that encourage
innovation and communication in it.

Hypothesis 1 is proved in earlier empirical research. Innovation to marketing innovation is the result of changes
created and implemented by creative and innovative-minded people. Their spontaneity results from natural
curiosity of people, their creative approach, the originality of thought, fantasy, imagination, flexibility,
self-criticism, courage, perseverance, commitment, the ability to look across borders and make interdisciplinary
connections. Actions that increase innovation can be strengthened by strengthening the creativity of individuals.
Relationships between the concepts of creativity, creative output and innovation have been characterized by
Stasiakiewicz (2002), who presents the course of the process - from creativity as an individual’s competence,
through his or her actions and behavior (creative output) to the effects understood as the possibility of
application solutions. Five sets of variables have been found to affect the creativity-innovation link at the
individual level: expertise, creative processing activities, dispositional characteristics, motivation, and task
environment (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Mumford & Hunter, 2005). Mumford &
Gustafson (1988) claim that dispositional characteristics such as openness, flexibility, conscientiousness, and
criticality have a significant impact on the creativity-innovation link. Arya et al. (Arya, Sharma, & Singh, 2012)
conclude that innovative employees gather and use a wide range of information to generate new ideas and
improve existing innovation processes; behavior is closely related to the commitment of the employee, his or her
internal motivation.

Managers play a special role in the innovation to marketing innovation process; it is estimated that companies
may make much more (by 30%) profit if managers apply practices stimulating an increase in involvement and
competencies of people. Company innovation is determined, among others, by top management: their mental
focus on the development of innovative activities, their ability to use appropriate resources in this activity, their
ability to identify and use external impulses, and the acceptance of many, even controversial points of view.
Managers play a dual role in the innovation processes: firstly, through their powers they directly affect the course
of innovation processes, secondly, they must be a leader, facilitator, animator, coach, mentor or trainer, and their
task is to: coordinate, diagnose and bring out human potential, moderate, stimulate, create, initiate, and to
motivate. Management may rely on developing specific innovation competencies manifested as resource
allocation, the choice of technology, operations management and employee development, where the
competencies are ultimately determined by the over-arching influence of the firm’s knowledge structure, though
directly under the influence of management who work within the influence of the knowledge structure (Siguaw,
Simpson, & Enz, 2006; Mumford, Scott, Gaddis, & Strange, 2002; Jones, Simonetti, & Vielhaber-Hermon, 2000;
Gliddon, 2006; Szczepanska-Woszczyna & Dacko-Pikiewicz, Managerial competencies and innovations in the
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company - the case of enterprises in Poland, 2014). Research in this area relates to hypotheses 2 and 3.

Hypotheses 4 and 5 are proved by research in recent years, where the influence of leaders, more generally
leadership, on innovative behavior of employees (including transformation leadership, the importance of work
and responsibility experienced by employees, employee engagement, the relationship between the leader and
subordinates) (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007; Arya, Sharma, & Singh, 2012) has been examined. Leaders are
essential in shaping and facilitating successful innovation to marketing innovation and creativity in organizations.
Both through direct leadership behaviors (e.g., by vision formulation) and through more indirect leadership
behaviors (e.g., by role modeling) (Holten & Bellingtoft, 2015). It is critical for leaders to inspire and motivate
employees to contribute new ideas and become more productive (Maladzhi & Yan, 2014). Basadur (2004), for
instance, notes that the most effective leaders help individuals to coordinate and integrate their differing styles
through a process of applied creativity that includes continuously discovering and defining new problems,
solving those problems and implementing the new solutions. Various innovation studies explore the influence of
leader behaviors using models developed in relation to performance outcomes, that is, leader behaviors that
positively affect outcomes such as effectiveness and efficiency rather than innovation-related outcomes (De Jong
& Den Hartog, 2007; Jansen, Vera, & Crossan, 2009). Leaders play a primary role in helping to facilitate original
thinking as well as guiding instantiation of those novel ideas that are worthy of exploration. Leaders are depicted
as having both direct and indirect influences on the innovation to marketing innovation process.

As research by West (2000) shows, organizational culture crucially prevents or facilitates the implementation and
maintenance of innovation in the organization. According to Maher (2014), organizational culture is a major
factor which affects the speed and frequency of innovation. Hypothesis 6 is proved in earlier empirical research
in this area. Innovation-supportive culture is important for both the generation and implementation of
innovations. Many authors confirm that organisational culture is important with regard to innovation (Dobni,
2008; Gordon, 1991; Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Jassawalla & Sashittal, 2002; O’Reilly,
Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991). Generating innovation requires an organisational culture that continually
encourages organisation members to seek novel solutions and that fosters a climate conducive to creativity (Krot
& Lewicka, 2012). It can be stated that an organization’s culture is instrumental in guiding behavior and can
therefore serve to either support or inhibit innovation (Ahmed, 1998). A comparison of companies that
implement innovation and that do not implement innovation shows that in companies where innovative
processes take place, new ideas of employees are noticed to a greater extent, managerial staff are more open to
the opinions of their subordinates, managers appreciate and reward the signs of innovation to marketing
innovation of their employees and cooperation between employees of different organizational units increases.

Although some researchers believe that the source of new values and knowledge is at the organizational level
(Barney, 2001), the authors agree with the opinion of Felin and Hesterly (2007) that a full explanation of all the
concepts fundamental for the organization such as identity, the learning process, knowledge, abilities, attitudes
must begin with an understanding of individuals, their nature, choices, abilities, inclinations, objectives,
expectations and motivation. This perspective must, however, take into account the context of the functioning of
the individual socially. As multinational organizations increase operations in emerging economies, firms need to
understand how cultural values prevailing in a host country can influence leadership practices developed and
practiced in Western economies (Mulki, Caemmerer, & Heggde, 2015). The combination of micro, meso and
macro levels could merge individual, group, organizational and contextual variables described in the literature.

4. Conclusion

When analyzing the literature, the advantage of the approach including sub-studies investigating the selected
area of the relationships between the various elements at different levels of the organization (individual, group
and organization) and innovation within the organization can be observed. There is no comprehensive theory of
innovation that would include all the levels. Economic theories are related mostly to economy or social
marketing groups; a resource-based approach and adaptation theories are used in relation to the organizational
level, while at the individual level, psychological theories are applied. We propose a theoretical approach which
could link creativity and competencies at the individual level, managerial/leader action and organizational
culture with innovation to marketing innovation as a process and outcome of organizational level. The more the
organization is able to build its distinctive (Luxton, Reid, & Mavondo, 2015) integrated marketing
communicaiton capability, the greater its campaign effectiveness, which in turn leads to superior brand
market-based and financial performance.

A multi-level approach enhances our understanding of how organizational context shapes and is shaped by the
actions and perceptions of individuals. It may provide more precise research findings and more rigorous theory
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testing by clarifying the level of analysis. However, it is challenging to measure concepts at several levels, as
Curral & Inkpen (2002) show. Individuals, groups and organizations have been traditionally studied separately,
based on different theoretical approaches. However, organization theory would benefit from a holistic approach
linking networks at micro and macro levels (Klein & Koslowski, 2000).

5. Recommendation

Future empirical research should cover different types of organizations, taking into account the size of a
company, its type (manufacturing/services), as well as organizations operating in various industries. Future
research should also take into consideration the possible diversity of existing marketing relationships between
the elements studied at various levels of the organization. For example, the position level in the organizational
structure (a senior manager and a manager at the operational, executive level) may determine the relationship
between managerial competencies and product innovation or between innovative leadership and the service
innovation process. Different types of organizational cultures may also determine relationships between other
elements. Finally, it should be noted that the model does not include the significant impact of external marketing
factors on innovation to marketing innovation processes in the organization.

Future empirical research might also pursue opportunities unearthed in this paper by testing the construct
measurements and proposed model across different types of firms, industries, exploring the mechanisms that
connect the constructs, the inherent tensions that exist between the various types of innovation to marketing
innovation outcomes, and the underlying marketing processes. Also, future research could explore the possible
moderators of the proposed relationships from social marketing perspective.

References

Abrahamson, E., & Rosenkopf, L. (1997). Social Network effects on the extent of innovation diffusion: A
computer simulation. Organization Science, 8(3), 289-309. http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.8.3.289

Ahmed, P. (1998). Culture and climate for innovation. European Journal of Innovation Management ,1(1),
30-43. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/1460106981019913 1

Aiken, M., & Hage, J. (1971). The organic organization and innovation. Sociology, 5(1), 63-82.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/003803857100500105

Amabile, T. M. (1988). A model of creativity and innovation in organizations. In W. B. M. Staw & L. L.
Cummings (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior (pp. 123-167).

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. (1996). Assessing the work environment for
creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 1154-1184. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256995

Arya, B., Sharma, M., & Singh, S. (2012). Moderating effect of gender role orientation on the relationship

between organizational commitment and self efficacy. International Journal of Scientific and Research
Publications, 2, 1-5.

Axtell, C. M., Holman, D. J., & Wall, T. (2006). Promoting innovation: a change study. Journal of Occupational
and Organizational Psychology, 79(3), 509-516. http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317905X68240

Axtell, C. M., Holman, D. J., Unsworth, K. L., Wall, T. D., Waterson, P. E., & Harrington, E. (2000). Shop floor
innovation: facilitating the suggestion and implementation of ideas. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 73(3), 265-285. http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317900167029

Baker, W. E., & Sinkula, J. M. (2002). Market Orientation, Learning Orientation and Product Innovation:
Delving into the Organization’s Black Box. Journal of Market Focused Management, 5, 5-23.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1012543911149

Balsano, T., Goodrich, N., Lee, R., Miley, J., Morse, T., & Roberts, D. A. (2008). Identify your innovation
enablers and inhibitors. Research-Technology Management, 51(6), 23-33.

Bal-Wozniak, T. (2012). Innowacyjnos¢ w ujeciu podmiotowym. Warszawa: Polskie Wydawnictwo
Ekonomiczne.

Barney, J. B. (2001). Is the resource-based “view” a useful perspective for strategic management research? Yes.
Academy of Management Review, 26, 41-56.

Basadur, M. S. (2004). Leading others to think innovatively together. Creative Leadership. Leadership Quarterly
15,103-121. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.12.007

32



www.ccsenet.org/ijms International Journal of Marketing Studies Vol. 8, No. 2; 2016

Borowiecki, R., & Siuta-Tokarska, B. (2013). Zarzqdzanie rozwojem wspotczesnej organizacji: uwarunkowania,
innowacje, strategie. Krakow: Uniwersytet Ekonomiczny w Krakowie, Katedra Ekonomiki i Organizacji
Przedsigbiorstw, Fundacja Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego.

Byosiere, P., Luethege, D., Vas, A., & Paz Salmado, M. (2010). Diffusion of organisational innovation:
knowledge transfer through social networks. International Journal of Technology Management, 49(4),
401-420. http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/1JTM.2010.030166

Chen, Y. (2006). Marketing Innovation. Journal of Economics & Management Strategy, 15(1), 101-123.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9134.2006.00093.x

Crossan, M. M., & Apaydin, M. (2010). A Multi-Dimensional Framework of Organizational Innovation: A
Systematic Review of the Literature. Journal of Management Studies, 47(6), 1154-1191.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00880.x

Currall, S. C., & Inkpen, A. C. (2002). A multilevel approach to trust in joint ventures. Journal of International
Business Studies, 33(3), 479-495. http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8491027

Day, G. S. (1994). The capabilities of market-driven organizations. Journal of Marketing, 58, 37-52.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251915

De Jong, J. P., & Den Hartog, D. N. (2007). How leaders influence employees’ innovative behavior. European
Journal of Innovation Management, 10(1), 41-64. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14601060710720546

Den Hertog, P., Broersma, L., & Bart, V. A. (2003). On the soft side of innovation: services innovation and its
policy implications. De Economist, 151(4), 433-452.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:ECOT.0000006594.68490.85

Dess, G. G., & Picken, J. C. (2000). Changing roles: leadership in the 21st century. Organizational Dynamics,
28, 18-34. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0090-2616(00)88447-8

Dobni, C. B. (2008). Measuring innovation culture in organizations: The development of a generalized
innovation culture construct using exploratory factor analysis. European Journal of Innovation
Management, 11(4), 539-559. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14601060810911156

Drucker, P. F. (1954). The practice of management. New York: Harper & Brothers.
Drucker, P. F. (1992). Innowacja i przedsiebiorczosc. Praktyka i zasady. Warszawa: PWE.

Felin, T., & Hesterly, W. S. (2007). The Knowledge-Based View, Nested Heterogeneity, and New Value
Creation: Philosophical Considerations on the Locus of Knowledge. Academy of Management Review,
32(1), 195-218. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2007.23464020

Ford, C. M. (1996). A theory of individual creative action in multiple social domains. Academy of Management
Review, 21, 1112-1142.

Francik, A., & Pocztowski, A. (2003). Procesy innowacyjne. Krakow: Akademia Ekonomiczna.
Freeman, C. (1982). The economics of industrial innovation. London: F. Pinter.

Gliddon, D. G. (2006). Forecasting a competency model for innovation leaders using a modified delphi
technique. The Pennsylvania State University, ProQuest.

Gordon, G. G. (1991). Industry determinants of organizational culture. Academy of Management Review, 16(2),
396-415.

Gumusluoglu, L., & Ilsev, A. (2009). Transformational leadership, creativity, and organizational innovation.
Journal of Business Research, 62(4), 461-473. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.07.032

Holten, A.-L., & Bollingtoft, A. (2015). Is It Only Good? The Dark Side of Leadership for Creativity and
Innovation. Journal of Leadership Studies, 9, 50-52. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j1s.21403

Hsu, C.-C., Tan, K. C., Jayaram, J., & Laosirihonghthong, T. (2014). Corporate entreprencurship, operations
core competency and innovation in emerging economies. International Journal of Production Research,
52(18), 5467-5483. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.915069

Husher, P. (1984). The nature and design of post-industrial organizations. Management Science, 30, 9-33.

Hys, K. (2010). Profil przedsigbiorcy—wybrane wyniki badan. In W. R. Knosala (Ed.), Komputerowo
Zintegrowane Zarzqdzanie. Opole: PTZP.

33



www.ccsenet.org/ijms International Journal of Marketing Studies Vol. 8, No. 2; 2016

Jansen, J. J., Vera, D., & Crossan, M. (2009). Strategic leadership for exploration and exploitation: The
moderating role of environmental dynamism. The Leadership  Quarterly, 20(1), 5-18.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.11.008

Jassawalla, A. R., & Sashittal, H. C. (2002). Cultures that support product innovation processes. Academy of
Management Executive, 16, 42-53. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AME.2002.8540307

Jing, F. F., & Avery, G. C. (2008). Missing Links in Understanding the Relationship Between Leadership and
Organizational Performance. International Business & Economics Research Journal, 7(5), 67-78.

Jones, M. E., Simonetti, J. L., & Vielhaber-Hermon, M. (2000). Building a stronger organization through
leadership development at Parke-Davis Research. Industrial and Commercial Training, 32(2), 44-49.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00197850010320635

Jung, D. I. (2001). Transformational and Transactional Leadership and Their Effects on Creativity in Groups.
Creativity Research Journal, 13(2), 185-195. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15326934CRJ1302_6

Jung, D. L., & Sosik, J. (2002). Transformational leadership in work groups: the role of empowerment,
cohesiveness and collective efficacy on perceived group performance. Small Group Research, 33, 313-336.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10496402033003002

Jung, D. 1., Chow, C., & Wu, A. (2003). The role of transformational leadership in enhancing organizational
innovation: hypotheses and some preliminary findings. Leadership Quarterly, 14, 525-544.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00050-X

Kay, J. (1993). Foundations of Corporate Success: How Business Strategies Add Value. Oxford: OUP.

Klein, K. J., & Koslowski, S. W. (2000). Multi-Level Theory, Research, and Methods in Organizations. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Knosala, R., Jagoda, D., Karlinska, B., & Serafin, R. (2011). Psychologia kreatywnos$ci wspierajaca generowanie
innowacyjnych proceséw i produktow. In W. R. Knosala (Ed.), Komputerowo Zintegrowane Zarzqdzanie
(pp- 518-525). Opole: PTZP.

Kotler, P. (1994). Marketing management analysis, planning, implementation, and control. N.J.: Prentice Hall.

Krot, K., & Lewicka, D. (2012). The importance of trust in manager-employeerelationships. International
Journal of Electronic Business Management, 10(3), 224-233.

Liu, Y., & Philips, J. S. (2011). Examining the antecedents of knowledge sharing in facilitating team
innovativeness from a multilevel perspective. International Journal of Information Management, 31(1),
44-52. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].ijinfomgt.2010.05.002

Lo, M., Mohamad, A. A., Ramayah, T., & Wang Yin, C. (2015). Examining the Effects of Leadership, Market
Orientation and Leader Member Exchange (LMX) on Organisational Performance. Engineering Economics,
26(4), 409-421. http://dx.doi.org/10.5755/j01.ee.26.4.7656

Loewe, P., & Dominiquini, J. (2006). Overcoming the barriers to effective innovation. Strategy & Leadership,
34(1), 24-31. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/10878570610637858

Luxton, S., Reid, M., & Mavondo, F. (2015). Integrated Marketing Communication Capability and Brand
Performance. Journal Of Advertising, 44(1), 37-46. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2014.934938

Mabher, L. (2014). Building a culture for innovation: a leadership challenge. World hospitals and health services.
The official journal of the International Hospital Federation, 50(1), 4-6.

Maladzhi, R. W., & Yan, B. (2014). Effect of inspirational and motivational leadership on creativity and
innovation in SMEs. Industrial Engineering and FEngineering Management (IEEM), 1433-1437.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ieem.2014.7058875

Martins, E. C., & Terblanche, F. (2003). Building organisational culture that stimulates creativity and innovation.
European Journal of Innovation Management, 6(1), 64-74. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14601060310456337

Mohamed, M. A. (2002). Assessing determinants of departmental innovation. Personnel Review, 31(5), 620-641.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00483480210438799

Mueller, S. L., & Thomas, A. S. (2001). Culture and entrepreneurial potential: A nine country study of locus of
control and innovativeness. Journal of  Business Venturing, 16(1), 51-75.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(99)00039-7

34



www.ccsenet.org/ijms International Journal of Marketing Studies Vol. 8, No. 2; 2016

Mulki, J. P., Caemmerer, B., & Heggde, G. S. (2015). Leadership style, salesperson's work effort and job
performance: the influence of power distance. Journal Of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 35(1),
3-22. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08853134.2014.958157

Mumford, M. D., & Gustafson, S. B. (1988). Creativity syndrome: Integration, application, and innovation.
Psychological Bulletin, 103, 27-43. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.1.27

Mumford, M. D., & Hunter, S. T. (2005). Innovation in organizations: A multi-level perspective on creativity.In
W. F. Dansereau, & F. J. Yammarino (Eds.), Research on Multi-Level Issues: 1V, 11-74. Oxford: Elsevier.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s1475-9144(05)04001-4

Mumford, M. D., & Licuanan, B. (2004). Leading for innovation: conclusions, issues, and directions. Leadership
Quarterly, 15,163-171. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.12.010

Mumford, M. D., Scott, G. M., Gaddis, B., & Strange, J. M. (2002). Leading creative people: orchestrating
expertise and relationships. The Leadership Quarterly, 13, 705-750.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00158-3

Nadeem, M. (2012). Social Customer Relationship Management (SCRM): How connecting social analytics to
business analytics enhances customer care and loyalty? International Journal of Business and Social
Science, 3(21), 88-102.

Nadeem, M. (2015). Customer Loyalty At Any Cost: Why Is SM Poorly Integrated With Marketing Strategy?
International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 59(2), 78-97.

Nadeem, M. (2015a). Employee’s (Happy) Branding Corporates ‘Social’ Reputation: CanYou Put a Price on
That? International Journal of Marketing Studies, 7(6), 116-129. http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ijms.v7n6p116

Nonaka, 1. (1994). A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organization Science, 5(1), 14-37.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.5.1.14

Nonaka, I., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge-creating company. New York: Oxford University Press.

O’Reilly, C., Chatman, J., & Caldwell, D. F. (1991). People and Organizational Culture: A Profile Comparison
Approach to Assessing Person-Organization Fit. Academy of Management Journal, 34(3), 487-516.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256404

Ogbonna, E., & Harris, L. C. (2000). Leadership style, organizational culture and performance: Empirical
evidence from UK companies. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 11(4), 766-788.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585190050075114

Ohly, S., Kase, R., & Skerlavaj, M. (2010). Networks for generating and validating ideas: The social side of
creativity and  innovation.  Innovation-Management  Policy =~ &  Practice,  12(1), 41-52.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5172/impp.12.1.41

Parker, R., & Bradley, L. (2000). Organizational culture in the public sector: evidence from six organizations.
The International Journal of  Public Sector Management, 13(2), 125-141.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09513550010338773

Roffe, 1. (1999). Innovation and creativity in organizations: A review of the implications for training and
development. Journal of European Industrial Training, 23(4/5), 224-241.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/03090599910272103

Sarooghi, H., Libaers, D., & Burkemper, A. (2015). Examining the relationship between creativity and
innovation: A meta-analysis of organizational, cultural, and environmental factors. Journal of Business
Venturing, 30(5), 14-731. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2014.12.003

Sarros, J. C., Cooper, B. K., & Santora, J. C. (2008). Building a Climate for Innovation Through
Transformational Leadership and Organizational Culture. Journal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies ,15(2), 145-158. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1548051808324100

Schumpeter, J. A. (1934). The Theory of Economic Development. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Schumpeter, J. A. (1960). Teoria rozwoju gospodarczego. Warszawa: PWN.

Schumpeter, J. A. (2002). The Economy as a Whole, Seventh Charter of the Theory of Economic Development.
Industry and Innovation, 9(1-2), 93-145. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13662710220123653

Schwartz, W., & Davis, S. M. (1981). Matching Corporate Culture and Business Strategy. Organizational
Dymanics, 10(1), 30-48. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0090-2616(81)90010-3

35



www.ccsenet.org/ijms International Journal of Marketing Studies Vol. 8, No. 2; 2016

Sears, G. J., & Baba, V. V. (2011). Toward a Multistage, Multilevel Theory of Innovation. Canadian Journal of
Administrative Sciences, 28, 357-372. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cjas.198

Sepahvand, M., & Mohammadi, S. (2015). Relationship between Organizational Culture, Knowledge
Management and Innovation: A Case of Employees in Sports Organizations of Lorestan (Iran). Research
Journal of Pharmaceutical, Biological and Chemical Sciences, 6(4), 2042-2050.

Shapira, P., Youtie, J., & Kay, L. (2011). Building capabilities for innovation in SMEs: a cross-country
comparison of technology extension policies and programmes. International Journal of Innovation and
Regional Development, 3,254-272. http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/1JIRD.2011.040526

Siguaw, J. A., Simpson, P. M., & Enz, C. A. (2006). Conceptualizing innovation orientation: A framework for
study and integration of innovation research. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 23, 556-574.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2006.00224.x

Sinapuelas, 1., Wang, H., & Bohlmann, J. (2015). The interplay of innovation, brand, and marketing mix
variables in line extensions. Journal Of The Academy Of Marketing Science, 43(5), 558-573.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11747-015-0437-6

Smolarek, M., & Dziendziora, J. (2011). Role of knowledge and innovation in creating competitiveness of
contemporary businesses. In W. E. Sikorova & J. Dziendziora (Eds.), Managing the organization. Chosen
problems of theory and practice. Bielsko-Biata.

Sokmen, A., Bitmis, M. G., & Uner, M. M. (2015). The mediating role of person-organization fit in the
supportive leadership-outcome relationships. Economics and Management, 18(3), 62-72.

Stasiakiewicz, M. (2002). Zachowania tworcze w organizacji. W M. Strykowska, Wspolczesne organizacje -
wyzwania i zagrozenia. Perspektywa psychologiczna. Poznan: Wyd. Fund. Humaniora.

Stawasz, E. (2005). Rodzaje innowacji. W K. B. Matusiak, Innowacje i transfer technologii-Stownik pojec.
Warszawa: PARP.

Szczepanska-Woszczyna, K. (2014). Innovation processes in the social space of the organization. Regional
Formation and Development Studies, 14(3), 220-229.

Szczepanska-Woszczyna, K. (2015). Leadership and organizational culture as the normative influence of top
management on employee’s behaviour in the innovation process. Procedia Economics and Finance, 34,
396-402. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01646-9

Szczepanska-Woszczyna, K., & Dacko-Pikiewicz, Z. (2014). Managerial competencies and innovations in the
company—the case of enterprises in Poland. Business, Management and Education, 12(2), 266-282.
http://dx.doi.org/10.3846/bme.2014.240

Tsai, W. (2001). Knowledge transfer in intraorganizational networks: Effects of network position and absorptive
capacity on business unit innovation and performance. Academy of Management Journal, 44(5), 996-1004.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3069443

Vaccaro, A., Parente, R., & Veloso, F. M. (2010). Knowledge Management Tools, Inter-Organizational
Relationships, Innovation and Firm Performance. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 77(7),
1076-1089. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2010.02.006

Valle, M. (1999). Crisis, culture and charisma: The new leader’s work in public organizations. Public Personnel
Management, 28(2), 245-257. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/009102609902800206

Wallin, M. W., & Von Krogh, G. (2010). Organizing for Open Innovation: Focus on the Integration of
Knowledge. Organizational Dynamics, 39(2), 145-154. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2010.01.010

Weerawardena, J., & O’Cass, A. (2004). Exploring the characteristics of the market-driven firms and
antecedents to sustained competitive advantage. Industrial Marketing Management, 33, 419-428.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2003.07.002

West, M. A. (2000). Rozwijanie kreatywnosci wewnqtrz organizacji. Warszawa: PWN.

West, M. A., Borrill, C. S., Dawson, J. F., Brodbeck, F., Shapiro, D. A., & Howard, B. (2003). Leadership
clarity and team innovation in health care. Leadership  Quarterly, 14, 393-410.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00044-4

Woodman, R., Sawyer, J. E., & Griffin, R. (1993). Towards a Theory of Organizational creativity. Academy of
Management Review, 18(2), 93-321.

36



www.ccsenet.org/ijms International Journal of Marketing Studies Vol. 8, No. 2; 2016

Copyrights
Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal.

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/).

37



