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Abstract

This paper compares the way of perceiving and imeiging social
innovations in companies and social enterpriseBatand with those in Europe.
Special attention is paid to internal social inntieas, so-called workplace
innovations (WPI), and the reasons and outcomegheir introduction in
companies, both in Poland and in other Europeamtiies. Moreover, the paper
investigates the relationship between the needhternal social innovations and
positive employment relations in analyzed entities.

The research findings prove that introducing inrt@rss, including social
innovations, is mainly driven by the need to impravcompany’s performance.
Among social innovations which both companies auiak enterprises value is
investment into improving employees’ work condgidvoreover, for more than
half of Polish companies and social enterprisesribed for innovations is related
to creating development opportunities, higher wiekibility, better social and
life conditions of employees, as well as supportmgployee’s reconciliation
between work and family life. These reasons fopdhicing social innovations
were also noted by both managers and employedkén Buropean companies.
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The paper also shows the links between issueseohah social innovations
and positive employment relationships. The presemtgearch findings prove that
positive relationships among employees are signiflg and positively correlated
with a broad approach to the need for introducimgial innovations. Moreover,
the paper points out that positive employment i@tat are perceived as an
important outcome of workplace innovation practizeEuropean companies.

Keywords:social innovation, workplace innovations, positigationships at work

1. Introduction

The need for innovation refers not only to compshibut also to
organizations which fulfil social objectives, suah social enterprises. Both kinds
of companies face the need to compete with therkebaivals. Thus, as in the
case of business to too in the case of the sostat@ises innovativeness is an
indispensable attribute for gaining competitive attage on the market, enabling
the aforementioned institutions to meet their goals

Today, when discussing innovations researcherst mmih a very wide
spectrum of possible positive changes. Among skkard of novelties we can
distinguish so-called social innovatiof®cial innovations play a key role in finding
and implementing new solutions for meeting socedds. They can have both an
external and internal character in a company. Thbaa internal character can have
a multiplier effect on innovativeness, fosteringoad atmosphere of work and at the
same time creating opportunities for the creatibrother types of innovations
(product, services, etc.). This latter type of abainovation is synonymous with
workplace innovation (WPI) and is related to “thedry of the company, dynamic
capabilities, open innovation and innovation mansge within the realms of
management, business and organizations” (Eurof@0a8, p. 17). The European
Union, aiming to achieve smart and inclusive growithin the framework of the
Europe 2020 strategy, points to WPI as a drivimgefdor more innovativeness,
competitiveness, and better use of human potéBtimbfound 2015, p. 5).

Nowadays companies and other organizations aragfahe challenge of
integrating the concept of social innovations ihtih their strategy and in daily
business operations. The topic of social innovatibas become one attracting
increased interest since the 1990s as a kind afti@ol to cope with the
consequences of economic restructuring, IT devetoom and growing
unemployment. Moreover, the following decades bnbugbout an increasing
popularity of issues concerning innovations. Duéhts, considerable attention has
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been placed on the need to change the existingpagpr— which focuses on
technological changes which are created, testedngpldmented in a linear way —
into an approach concentrated on creating noveltglynamic systems involving

social interactions. Such changes are consequehttessocial transformation from

an industrial society to a knowledge and serviciesp In a knowledge and service
society individual potential is perceived as onghef key divers for economic and
social development (Sempruch 2015). This transftiomas also consistent with

some other changes concerning innovations, suchesinnovation, collaboration,

participative management etc., which stress naafiraspects of creating novelty
(European Commission 2011, p. 36).

In our paper we compare the way of perceiving anplémenting social
innovations in companies and social enterpriseBaland. We also analyze the
reasons for introducing internal social innovatidigPl) in Polish and other
European companies, using the data from the Thimgean Company Survey
(ECS).The data from qualitative follow-up intervievof the Third ECS were
collected from 51 companies selected from the saupmbulation according to the
following regional breakdown: Continental and Waeaste€Europe (Denmark,
Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, the UK — 229aS&wnuthern Europe (Greece,
Spain — 12 cases); and Central and Eastern EuBypgafia, Lithuania, Poland —
17 cases) (Eurofound 2015, p. 8). Moreover, weyaerahe relationship between
the need for social innovations and positive empieyt relations.

2. The idea of social innovations

Today’s times require an entrepreneurial approactotial problems. As
highlighted by Drucker, the core of an entrepretsenature is a kind of mind-
set and behaviour that constantly seafon changes and analyses the
opportunities such changes might offer for econommd social innovation
(Drucker 1985). Based on the literature, we cartlsatydespite — or maybe because
of — the fact that since 2000 over twenty defingi@f social entrepreneurship have
appeared (e.g. Fowler 2000; Lasprogata, Cotton;20@®, Marti 2006; Perrini
2006, Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum, Shulmann 2006u&d, Larivet 2009), the
concept is not still clearly defined.

In considering the issue of social entrepreneursigpassume it combines
the passion of a social mission with business plisg (Dees 2011). Social
entrepreneurs are practicing innovative ways ohgldusiness by introducing
social questions into their business models. Bpgrgons who constantly search
for improvements and novelty, they have a greatmi@l to introduce different
types of innovations.



172 Agnieszka Fafiska-Maruszak, Agata Sudolska

A review of contemporary literature makes it poksilbo state that
innovation is a multi-level and multi-dimensionaincept. The relevant sources
propose different approaches to describe the nafinmovations. However, what
is common to most approaches defining innovatisrthe idea of applying new
solutions that meet new requirements and marketlsne@iven the fact that
innovation is something better than, or absolutey and different from, that
which currently exists, we can say that the teroiuishes any kind of novelty
which makes it possible to act more efficientlynmre effectively, which leads to
providing new products, technologies or servicesy standards of products and
services, as well as changes contributing to thErawement of quality of human
life (Bessant and Tidd 2007; Baregheh, Rowley aachi8ook 2009; Deffains-
Crapsky and Sudolska 2014).

Organizations create and implement innovationsyidely understood, in
order to react to the changes in needs of theirrat and external environment. It
seems that the most complex and useful approadéfitte the nature of innovation
is that which postulates that innovation is a clamy several areas of an
organization’s activities which brings about somagpess compared to the existing
state. Such change(s) might be introduced insideutside the organization as
a reaction to signalled needs or in order to nfeeheeds which previously not been
revealed (Damanpour 1996; Brown & Ulijn 2004). bidiion, it is necessary to
underscore that all innovations are socially retevehis observations concerns both
innovations aimed at changing some economic paessnef an organization, and
innovations with some social intentions and efféctthe field of social practices
(Hochgerner 2011, p. 9).

The idea of social innovation is also very compdex multi-faceted. It is
considered and analyzed from different knowledgepeetives. Due to the fact that
several approaches towards social innovations radpind in the literature (e.g.
LEED Forum on Social Innovations 2000; Mulgan et 2007; Harris, Albury
2009), there is no widely-accepted definition. Hegre many researchers follow the
definition of social innovations provided in 200§ kthe Local Economic and
Employment Committee (LEED) of the OECD. Accordinoghis OECD definition,
“social innovation seeks new answers to social Iprod by: identifying and
delivering new services that improve the quality lid¢ of individuals and
communities; identifying and implementing new labomarket integration
processes, new competencies, new jobs and new fdrpeticipation, as diverse
elements that each contributes to improving thetipnsof individuals in the
workforce. Social innovation can therefore be saemlealing with the welfare of
individuals and communities, both as consumerspnducers. The elements of
this welfare are linked with their quality of liéad activity” (OECD 2015).
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When discussing the nature of social innovatioresywsuld point out that
the phrase “innovation” concerns the capacity tnegate and implement new
ideas which deliver some value. On the other hdralprefix “social” refers to
the kind of value delivered by a specific innovatitn case of social innovations
this value is concerned rather with the qualitywairk and life, well-being,
solidarity etc., than with profit (European Comnioss2011, p. 33).

One of the most common definitions of social infiora provided by
relevant literature presents it as new idea creategtcomplish some social goals.
Such a definition has a very wide scope, from riéstyles to new products or
services. However, the main issue is that all kafdgich novelties are motivated by
the goal of meeting some new social needs or thdsnthat are not yet satisfied.
This differentiates social innovations from busseses, which are created and
motivated mainly by profit maximization (Mulgan ef. 2007). The relevant
literature also provides us also with more predesinitions of social innovations.
Biggs et al. claim that social innovations are rewmcepts, initiatives, products,
processes or organizations created to meet impataial needs and change the
basic routines and beliefs of the social systewhich they appear (Biggs, Westley,
Carpenter 2010 p. 3, European Commission 2013. iiportant here is that they
also enable enable better (more effective) resausage as well as improve social
relations in the system in which they operate. \égvirom such a perspective, it is
necessary to point out that “social innovations lsarmacro or micro, structural or
local, they are introduced by an entrepreneuriait §md through solidarity, either
to improve the functioning of the organization orttansform the organization
into a social enterprise, an enterprise with soolgjectives, an organization
pursuing social objectives, or to empower it withare participatory governance
system” (Nussbaumer, Moulaert 2007). It is alsticatito understand that social
innovations simultaneously meet some social needsell as create new social
relationships that enhance a group’s (organizagiociety etc.) capacity to adthey
refer to the creation and implementation of newasdabout how people should
organize interpersonal activities or social intée&s to meet one or more of their
common goals (Mumford 2002; Mulgan, Murray, Cauligice 2010).

Bearing in mind that social innovations are cresdameet some social needs,
we should point out that they involve both interpabcesses of organizational
change (e.g. new ways of working, new legal fortng eand novelty in an external
organization’s outcomes (e.g. new products andcgsiv(Nicholls and Murdock
2012). By combining the typology of innovations posed by Schumpeter (1950)
and OECD documents (2005), Hochgerner identifisghteitypes of social
innovations: products, processes, marketing infamnstorganizational innovations,
new roles, relations, norms, and values (Hochge2fiéd). What is interesting is
that such an enlarged typology of social innovatignes beyond the sector of
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economy. It also includes some novelty in the i@ public administration) or
civil society (called the “third sector”). Thus llfiwing Hochgerner's approach we
can say that social innovations appear acrostroany, culture, politics and legal
systems (Hochgerner 2011, p. 10).

Thus we can say in conclusion that in spite offéot that there are many
different approaches to defining the idea and eatfrsocial innovations, we
refer to the one most frequently used today in ipuahd scientific debates,
which describes social innovations as an innovatdlations and new forms of
organizing activities and interactions inside ortstde an organization and
introduced to tackle some social issues (Europeannission 2011, p. 34).

3. Social innovations at the workplace

Not surprisingly, social innovations encompasseagdiversity of changes
that are social in nature. However in our paperfaeeis on those that are of an
internal character for ane organizati@ucial innovations at or in the workplace
include the following elements: active managemdidxible organization,
“working smarter”, life-long learning, and coopédoat between organizations.
This kind of innovation is often perceived as apement to technological
innovations rather than understood as an indepémiimment. Social innovations
are usually related both to a better quality of leyges’ life and better functioning
of an organization. In this context social innowas might be understood as the
restoration of an organization directed at empleyaed their relationships,
leading to more efficient functioning of an orgaatian and the opportunity to
develop and implement talents and skiltgi¢ych 2013, p. 107).

Viewed in this perspective, social innovations elase in meaning to the
strategic concept of Human Resources ManagemenjHittivities undertaken
within HRM might thus be a starting point for theeation of social innovations
(Jedrych 2013, p. 11). It is widely accepted that HorResource Management is
strategically important for a company’s innovatiees and development. In order
to influence employees’ commitment to work and iretidueir services, every
organization has to introduce some changes ini¢teedf HRM. It is indisputable
that a greater amount of flexibility and innovatiarthe practices concerned with
managing employees positively influences workergativity and initiative, as
well as their commitment to work. Innovations inopke management (such as
training systems, communication practices, flexiblerking schemes, or team



Social Innovations In Companies... 175

working) can have an impact on both employees aganizational performance.
They can, in turn, create opportunities for otlypes of innovations (for example
in products or services) (Eurofound 2015, p. 5).

Social innovations at the workplace might be theinly force behind
a firm’s innovativeness due to their impact on eyeés’ work conditions and
improvements in their quality of life. As such imal changes concern making
a workplace meet the working needs of employees; ksad to an increase in
workers’ satisfaction. This in turn stimulates eoygles’ potential and influences
their commitment to work. When talking about thesuis of employees’
satisfaction at work, we must bear in mind thatato@mployers face the great
change posed by young workers’ values and requitesnwhich influence their
way of thinking. It seems significant here to panit the findings of “The 2015
Deloitte Millennial Survey”, which provides managavith the information about
the needs of workers coming from 29 different cdastand born after 1982
(called Millennials), having a college or university degree. Accordiogthe
survey results, this group of workers (no matteictvicountry they live in) believe
that an organization’s treatment of its employeegrie of the most important
leadership issues. Moreover, they highly valuaeiivities focused on increasing
employees’ wellbeing and growth and development.tifs message from the
survey underscores that the young generation ofogegs mostly value the way
a business develops its work force and how it dauites to society, executives in
all kinds of organizations need to change the moiatthey apply to engage young
employees in their work (The Deloitte Milennial 8ey — Executive Summary).
Due to this phenomena, today managers are hightylsted to introduce social
innovations at the workplace.

Here it is also important to state that internatigoinnovations (e.g.
investing in employees’ professional developmeftgroresult in an increase of
employees qualifications or better implementatibiechnological innovations
within a work system. Social innovations are aleosidered as those changes
that inspire people to come up with new ideas apgkpts and make them eager
to learn new things. Over the past few years it @esn observed that social
innovations at the workplace lead to a positive i@mte within an organization.
As the result of such changes, employees become satisfied and so spread
positive messages by word of mouth and stand blg etieer within the entire
organization. The relevant literature presents \lesv that happiness in the
workplace results in a great willingness on thé paemployees to work harder.
This, in turn, results in higher company produdyiviNowadays firms engaged
in introducing internal social innovations take enaaf the fact that happy
employees care more about the future of their vpdeike and do not hesitate to
make extraordinary efforts to see that their fitmeeeds (Gregory 2011, p. 33).
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However, many companies in Poland have not yetlolese this personal
aspect, due to the fact that they identify it watliministration (gdrych 2013,
p. 292). Taking this into account we assume that ridatively low level of
innovativeness in Polish firms might be partly sufeof social character. By this we
mean the low level of so-called social capitalhaf tompany and insufficient use of
human capital.

4. Innovations in social economy enterprises

Social enterprises are enterprises of a hybridr@eallthey combine features
of a business and a non-governmental organizalibay operate on the same
market as other companies, but are managed in a denocratic way. Social
enterprises combine business activities with theyirey out of a type of social
mission (the business activity is often a tool teamplish social goals). Such
entities are not able to compete with profit-oréehfirms over a long period due to
their poorer human capital, low working capitald amsufficient investment funds.
Because of this, social enterprises search for ehariches that allow them to
maintain a competitive position (Rymsza, Rymszab2@1 330-331).

Considering the nature of social enterprises,imnjgortant to bear in mind
that they are characterized by high level of fldiih a high tendency to test
new solutions as well, as empowerment and co-ptamuorientations. It is
indisputable that social enterprises are the estitivhich, along with non-
governmental organizations, generate a majorityoafal innovations (Rymsza,
Rymsza 2015, p. 330).

When studying the issue of social innovations atwilorkplace, it must be
kept in mind that the specificity of human resour@nagement in social enterprises
differs from the same sphere in business entiesial enterprises (e.g. a social
cooperative), like a private company, carry outfipmsiented business activities.
However, the human capital of a social enterprisaciél cooperative) is very
diversified if we take into account such varialglesducation, qualifications, abilities,
motivation to work or temperament (Duchnowska, Budiki 2015, p. 349).

The main objective of a social cooperative is atitig people who are
threatened by social exclusion. Thanks to socialamational re-integration such
people are able to recover their skills and addlitio participate in social life and
perform various social roles, which is in fact aiha¢ making them more employable.

The aforementioned features of a social cooperatiggest that managing
such an organization is inherently of an innovatitaracter. It is obvious that
such entity is not able to make profit without thlgility to combine different
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personalities, different environments, and the eddiit economic goals of
cooperative participants. Making a profit is poksibnly through creating social
relationships between cooperative participants dhatbased on mutual trust and
cooperation (Duchnowska, Budrowski 2015, pp. 348334

5. Research problems

In this paper our aim is to examine both compawiesse objectives are to
be entrepreneurial and competitive on the markel, those enterprises dealing
with offering individualised support to persons whee socially excluded or
threatened by the exclusion, as well as the elgepestablished by such people,
namely the enterprises supporting entrepreneurshifne beneficiaries of the
institutions. The differences in the specificitydagoals of companies and social
enterprises lead to different approaches to infmvatncluding those of social
character in both types of organization. Taking extcount the aforementioned, in
our research we addressed the following acadenaistigns:

1. How do companies and social enterprises perceisi@lsanovations?

In posing this question we wanted to find out htw tinderstanding and
the importance of social innovations differs acawgdo sector in Poland (as we
assume that in business enterprises product inpogaseem to be the most
important) and how the need for social innovateperceived by EU companies.

2. What types of social innovations have appearechalyzed business arscial
enterprises in the last three years?

3. Do positive relationships at work support the nkdome social innovationgf?
so, what kind of social innovations are needed?

By addressing this question we refer to the higlpaiat that positive
relationships at work have on the energy that pef#l. not only at work but in
general (Quinn 2007). Considering the common kndgéeof their influence on
employees’ individual creativity and innovativenes& made an assumption
that good relationships among employees are anrtamtadeterminant of social
innovations in both sectors.
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6. Methodology

Our research is based on statistical analysis t@f ciaming from a survey
conducted using the CATI technique (Computer Asdi3telephone Interview) on
a sample of 200 companies (randomly selected fromong the “Business
Gazettes” and the “Deloitte Technology Fast 50ent€al Europe”) as well as 140
social economy entities within the project “Innagatamong people. Analysis of
the creation of innovations and their implementatio companies and social
economy enterprises operating in Poland.” The ptaj@s funded by the Polish
National Science Centre grant, decision number RBT3/11/B/HS4/00691.

The investigated sample of 200 companies involvgdrozations from the
sector of commerce (98 entities), industry (76 ties)i, services (57 entities),
construction (29), IT (6), transportation (6), agtiure (9), energy and publishing
(3 each). The analyzed firms operate mainly on rthBonal market (as was
declared by 46.5% of the entities), on the EU naf&®2.5%), and on the global
market (13.5%). Only 15 of the investigated compsiperated only on the local
market (7.5% of the sample). The respondents paating in the research were
human resource department managers (35.5%), magkedpartment managers
(16.5%), specialists (14%), other persons in manalgeositions (13.5%),
company directors (4.5%), deputy directors or mambé the board (6.5%), and
project specialists (7.5%).

The sample of investigated social enterprises stawsiof 40 centres of
social integration and 100 social cooperatives. Témpondents were mainly
heads of cooperatives (52.9%) and directors ofresndf social integration
(13.6%), managers (7.1%), project coordinators%3.@nd other employees.
The majority of the analyzed social enterprisesdcoh their activities in the
field of services (106), and some deal with buiddgervices (21) and trade (18).
Only four of the investigated social enterprisesicdit industrial activities,
seven work in the IT sector, and the rest describeid field as “other”.

In a questionnaire survey the respondents weredaskerovide their
assessments by answering the question: “To whahgxh your opinion, does
each of these statements characterize your compahgcale ranged from 0%
(“I fully disagree”) to 100% (“I fully agree”). Ithe paper we use the data from
guestions concerning the definition of innovatithe need for innovations in the
organization, and the description of the organizgtincluding the relationship
between employees. Additionally, we analyzed redpots’ answers to the
guestion about the innovations introduced in thatities in the last three years.

In order to consider the analyzed problems in @pambntexts, we also

studied the data contained in Third European Cogn@amvey and the 51 case
studies based on the sample population of the EG®found 2015). When doing
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this we focused on both presenting the reasonsnfasducing internal social
innovations in a number of European business estitand the outcomes of
introducing workplace innovations perceived by eyeés, as well as by managers.

7. Social innovations in companies and social enfeises, in the the respondents’
opinions

Innovations are understood by the vast majoritermikrprises as new or
better products or new or better technologies. Talep think that innovation
(without the prefixsocia) involves going beyond the existing patterns of
thinking and acting. While this way of understamgdinnovations is also close to
the perception of social enterprises, nonethelessacial enterprises it is
difficult to find a typical way of understandingnavations (the differences are
not significant and the standard deviation is higable. 1).

Table 1. Understanding of innovations in companiesral social enterprises

Companies Social enterprises
Innovation definition Standard Standard
Mean - Mean -
deviation deviation

Gplng beyond existing patterns of 83.5% 15.82 76.4% 2314
thinking and acting
Every outcome of human creativity 75.2% 18.61 67.3% 23.55
Activities contributing to environment 70.4% 19.49 50.2% 31.70
protection
Act|V|t|?s _contrlbgtlng to improving 79.2% 16.87 77 9% 20.31
people’s life quality
Activities resuyltmg in an improvement 79.2% 16.87 71.9% 22 87
in employees’ work conditions
New or improved products 89.19 11.39 74.8% 25.84
New or improved technologies 92.1% 10.23 72.8% 29.7
Any activity enabling an organization
to perform better (more effectively, 79.5% 14.90 76.0% 22.28
more efficiently etc.)
Act|V|t_|es _dlstlngwshlng the 69 7% 18.36 67 4% 25 00
organization from others

Source: own calculations.

In this paper we focus on social innovatiavighin the examined entities
(so-calledinternal social innovations) related to the improvementmopkyees’
work and life conditions, changes in work orgari@atinvestments into human
capital of an organization, and better communicaklietween employees. As the
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changes aimed at making workers’ duties and ligeeaand developing their
personal potential meet different employee needs sifcial character, we have
included them into the broad category that comprseeial innovations.

How do companies and social enterprises perceiv@aonnovations?

According to our research business enterprisesfitsteand foremost the
need to introduce innovations related to produetshnology, marketing, and
market activities. They think that strategic changsuch as creating strategic
partnerships, establishing business relations wiitter companies, etc.) are of
key importance for their organizations. With respecsocial innovations, they
perceive the improvement of working conditions laigéng occupational health
and safety) as an important element of their intionastrategy.

Social enterprises seem to place more attentidheneed to introduce and
develop internal social innovations. They are not so focused on ymoénd
technological changes as they relate to the fi€lthair activity (social services).
Among the internal social innovations examined, rimimg employees’ working
conditions, solutions aimed at finding an apprapn@ork-life balance, encouraging
personal and vocational development. and changesrganization of individual
employees’ work and time were perceived as the mesessary changes (the
differences between the importance of particulaias@novations were minor).

For the purpose of this paper it seems particulasigful to examine how
European companies (both their managers and engapyerceive the role and
importance of internal social innovations. Accogdito the Third European
Company Survey, internal social innovations werecgieed as significant in
improving organizational performance for the exadiiEuropean companies. In the
opinion of the firms analyzed in the survey, introtig social innovations was first
and foremost related to improving their efficienggining competitive advantage,
and enhancing innovative capability. In terms ohkimg about organization as
a whole, more than a half of managers and empldye@sated the importance of
internal social innovations in helping them perediveir company as an attractive
employer. Around 1/3 of managers and around 30%nufloyees see workplace
innovations as a chance to enable acceptance byoyswap and managers,
respectively. Both employees and managers (more 30&c in both cases) think
that the main reason for introducing workplace imtions (WPI) is to enable the
embedding of new technology and ICT (Eurofound 20185).
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Table 2. The need for innovation in companies and siat enterprises

Companies Social enterprises

The need for innovation Standard Standard
Mean " Mean o

deviation deviation

Implementation of individual
solutions concerning work 69.4% 26.48 64.2% 30.41
organization and time schemes
Implementation of activities aimed gt
employees’ personal and professional 61.4% 29.34 67.5% 31.12
development
Implementation of solutions aimed at

improving employees’ work 78.4% 15.97 70.1% 27.41
conditions

Implementation of solutions aimed at

improving employees’ social and life  68.4% 20.11 58.9% 31.43
conditions

Implementation of solutions enabling

employees to reconcile work and 55.5% 28.29 67.8% 30.38
personal life

Changes in the flgld c_)f internal and 58.1% 29.07 51.8% 35.00
external communication

Market innovations 81.0% 18.66 57.2% 33.70
Marketing innovations 83.6% 17.50 61.5% 30.64
Product innovations 86.7% 16.93 58.0% 35.18
Technological innovations 85.5% 14.68 46.0% 36.43
Strategic innovations 77.1% 23.95 50.4% 34.98

Source: own calculations.

In examining the desired outcomes for both actougs, i.e. managers
and employees, the most important motive for wakel innovation
implementation for both groups was economic andnegs goals (around 90%
of employees and 94% of managers chose this mothk&) around three-
quarters of companies, learning and developmenriyppties were a reason for
introducing WPI. The third most significant motiver introducing WPI was
performance. Generally speaking, companies’ motigesnplement workplace
innovations were mostly related to increasing thmlity of organizational
performance. A smaller group — one third of compani expressed an interest
in introducing WPI in order to enhance the quatifywork. For more than 40%
of employees and around 30% of managers flexibilias the most important
motive for introducing social innovations, whilerfmore than 20% of both
employees and managers work-life balance was amdas the introduction of
WPI (Eurofound 2015, p. 46).
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Chart 1. Reasons for introducing workplace innovatbns in European companies from
managers’ and employees’ perspectives (%)
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Note: x-axis legend: 1 — economic and businessg@at learning and development opportunitiesp@formance;
4 — public goals; 5 — flexibility; 6 — shareholdgierests; 7 — labour market position; 8 — work-ilance.
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Source: Eurofound 2015, Workplace innovation indp@an companies, Publications Office of the
European Union, Luxembourg, p. 46.

According to our research findings, companies itafb were first and
foremost focused and improving organizational permce with respect to market,
products, marketing, and technological innovatidmsterms of internal social
innovations they were mostly focused on the impmo of working conditions
which may be aligned with the general motive ofrioning the efficiency of work.
The differences between Polish social enterprisdscampanies in their perception
of the need for innovation were minor. Similarlydompanies, social enterprises
value the improvement of working conditions. Thay pnuch more attention to the
necessity of introducing those innovations whiclald® employees to reconcile
work and personal life. The questionnaire was coo&d in such a way that it did
not allow us to assess the importance of interneiak innovations as such in
enhancing company performance in a direct way.
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Chart 2. The need for internal social innovationsn Polish companies and social enterprises (%)
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Note: x-axis legend: 1 — individual work organipatiand time schemes; 2 — personal and professional
development; 3 — improvement of work conditions;—4improvement of social and life conditions;
5 — reconciliation of work and personal life

% of companies/social enterprises

Source: own calculations.

What types of social innovations have appeared malyzed businesses and
social enterprises in the last three years?

Although focused on new or better products, advenéechnologies and
marketing strategies, the examined enterprises lase introduced social
innovations in the past three years. Up to 96% x@firéned enterprises have
implemented innovations in the area of better waykconditions (including
occupational health and safety). In 83% of examowdpanies solutions aimed at
improving employees’ social and living conditiores/a appeared. Moreover, 77%
of enterprises decided to implement individual 8ohs concerning work
organization and time schemes.

Due to differences in the specificity of the analyzentities (firms and
social enterprises) it is understandable that tiverast three years it has been
mainly social enterprises which have introducedaddnnovations. Up to 74%
of social enterprises implemented improvementsadrkwonditions improvements;
72% - individual solutions concerning work orgatiaa or time schemes; abou
69% - solutions supporting work-life balance; arthast 68% — changes
concerning the development of employees.
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Table 3. Innovations appearing in companies and sadienterprises in the last 3 years

Social enterprises Companies
Has it appeared in the| Has it appeared in the last|3
The need for innovation last 3 years? years?
difficult difficult
yes no yes No
to say to say

Implementation of individual
solutions concerning work 101 | 33 6 155 40 5
organization and time schemes
Implementation of activities aimed
employees’ personal and 95 40 5 120 73 7
professional development
Implementation of solutions aimed
improving employees’ work 103 | 33 4 192 2 6
conditions

Implementation of solutions aimed
improving employees’ social and liff 76 60 4 166 29 5
conditions

Implementation of solutions
enabling employees to reconcile 96 40 4 92 101 7
work and personal life

Changes in the field of internal and

external communication 9 56 5 165 29 6
Market innovations 67 65 8 96 99 5
Marketing innovations 76 53 11 181 13 6
Product innovations 69 62 9 187 8 5
Technological innovations 48 77 15 186 9 5
Strategic innovations 52 74 14 180 13 7

Source: own calculations.

Combining the above mentioned findings from thedAaind other European
business entities shows the general correctneassofmptions concerning internal
social innovations. Both in Poland and other Eumopeountries managers and
companies’ workers seem to pay more and more iattetat such changes in their
organizations. When taking into account the motitesntroduce internal social
innovations, we can say that among the most imporeasons the respondents in
both research projects pointed out: the achievemgntusiness goals, learning
through personal and professional development,impdoving work conditions,
which may be regarded as a desire to enhance aaogtaperformance, as stated in
the Eurofound survey. Inasmuch as we know th&iradls of workplace innovations
somehow (directly or indirectly) lead to the entement of quality of an
organization’s performance, the most significargués today becomes shaping
managers’ consciousness concerning the impacttenad social innovations on
company’s outcomes.
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Do positive relationships at work support the nefed some social innovations?
If so, what kinds of social innovations are needed?

The presented data allows us to say that positelationships are
significantly positively correlated with the need introduce several types of
innovations in an organization, among them sociabvations. In line with the
relevant literaturepositive relationships at work are those dyadierittions in
which there is a true sense of relatedness andafitytyRoberts 2007). Some
approaches to describing the nature of positivatioglships at work focus on such
issues as one’s subjective experience of vitaditgpsitive regard, mutuality, and
positive physiological responses (Stephens, HeaphyDutton 2012), as well as
the impact on employees’ commitment to work (KaBad).

Based on our research findings, we assume thatiygoselationships
support a broader approach to the need for inmavatin an organization. The
significant and quite high Pearson correlation fioehts may also suggest
a different interpretation. Taking note of the ndedintroducing innovations,
especially those of a social character, is a vigiabpporting the appearance of
positive interpersonal relationships. It seemssahat this might be particularly
important in case of internal social innovationson€idering this type of
innovations, the strongest correlations exist isecaf the need to introduce the
solutions aimed at improving work conditions (r=0ahd the need to introduce
individual solutions concerning work organizatiartimme schemes (r=0.4).

More positive employment relations were noted asoasequence of
introducing internal social innovations by more nth40% of managers and
employees and up to 60% of employee representatithe European enterprises
examined in Third European Company Survey (EuraloR@l5, p. 49). These
were not the most important outcomes of WPI prastithe most important was
employee engagement, with approximately 80% of @mgs choosing this
option), but were ranked high enough to supportas®imption of a correlation
between social innovations and positive relatiqggshimong employees.

When considering social enterprises, we found that relationship
between the quality of employees’ interpersonahtiehships and a broad
approach to need for innovations is much weaken thathe case of business
enterprises. The highest correlations exist wigpeet to the need to introduce
solutions aimed at employees personal and vocatiawelopment (r=0.31) and
in case of the need to improve work conditions (24
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Table. 4. Pearson correlation coefficients (r) betwan the need for innovation and positive
relationships between employees

The relationships between
The need for innovation employees are positive
. Social
Companies -
enterprises
Implementation of individual solutions concerningriv X
Aok . 402 .068
organization and time schemes
Implementation of activities aimed at employeesspaal and * *
. 223 311
professional development
Implementation of solutions aimed at improving eoygles’ « «
S 404 239
work conditions
Implementation of solutions aimed at improving eoygles’ x
: , . 287 .085
social and life conditions
Implementation of solutions enabling employeestmncile
. .165 072
work and personal life
Changes in the field of internal and external comication 197 .052

Source: own calculations.

8. Conclusions

Our research findings prove that Polish enterprisage been mainly
focused on enhancing their company’s performancatbyducing innovations in
the field of products, technologies, and marketiatvities. The outcomes from
the gqualitative follow-up interviews (51 cases)Tdéfe Third European Company
Survey, conducted in Continental and Western Eur&# cases), Southern
Europe (12 cases) and Central and Eastern Europecgdes — in Bulgaria,
Lithuania, Poland) prove that social innovatiores @so perceived as an important
factor in improving efficiency and gaining a cornifie¢ advantage.

When considering the need for social innovationslisR companies
declared the need to implement some solutions aemechproving employees’
work conditions. It is worth underscoring that tkast majority (96%) of
investigated enterprises declared that they havedinced such novelties in the
last three years. Based on the analyzed data,diffisult to present a detailed
interpretation of this phenomenon, but taking iatgount the fact that European
societies are growing old, we can argue that tmevations in the field of
employees’ work conditions nowadays has becomegifisant issue due to
ageing human resources, as well as the necessiyrkoonger.
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What's more, an interesting result concerns th& lretween social
innovations and the relationships between employ&esording to our research
findings, there is no doubt that positive relatitips at work can stimulate an
organization to create and then implement socia\mtions. Moreover, positive
relationships between co-workers stimulated by wiaée innovations (WPI)
may create favourable conditions for all kindsrafavations, no matter whether
they concern products, technology, or social suppor

In an attempt to identify the importance of postielationships between
employees for increased innovativeness, we foundhau they seem to be less
significant in social economy enterprises thanugitiess companies. We suppose
that this is a consequence of the specific aaiwitf social economy enterprises,
which are rather of an individual character (englividual work with reintegrated
persons). In addition, quite frequently social gariees (such as social cooperatives)
are very small entities. Thus it is natural thaytlare not characterized by a high
dynamics of teamwork and cooperation. This in iafluences the perception of
the importance of positive interpersonal relatigpsh

On the other hand, we assume that the need fooiraprents in working
conditions, if existing in social enterprises, tesfrom a poor infrastructure and
unfriendly workplace environment. This may conctra lack of employment
stability, low salaries, a high employee rotatiater or the low prestige of such
an employee (for more, see Karwacki 2009, p. 4&).aAconsequence of the
aforementioned, each change aimed at improving iwgrkonditions will be
very desired and appreciated by employees.

To sum up, we assess that the paper’s objectiviedsmsachieved. The issues
referring to the way of perceiving and implementisgcial innovations in
companies and social enterprises have been discusse, the needs and reasons
for introducing internal social innovations, bothPoland and in other European
countries, have been examined. In addition to ify@my the motives that stimulate
business entities to implement social innovatidharointernal character, we also
indicated particular types of changes (innovatidgha) have appeared in analyzed
enterprises during the last three years. Finallymrade an attempt to highlight the
importance of links between positive interpersorralationships and an
organization’s overall creativity. Based on therafoentioned, we assume that our
findings provide useful implications for managess@erned with the importance of
internal social innovations, both in business iestiind social enterprises. Our
research demonstrates that they should be corgidersignificant and successful
tools for enhancing an organization’s creativityd ¢hus its performance.

At the same time, we are aware that the findingsunfresearch based on
the questionnaire survey (done by selected empbopéevery entity) do not
allow us to present an unambiguous picture of sudomplex issue as social
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innovations in both types of analyzed organizatidhsreover, we are conscious
of the fact that the questionnaire used to conthectesearch in Polish companies
did not allow to assess the direct impact of irdesocial innovations on firm
performance or firms achievement of its businesgsgo

However, this research is the first step towardépth investigations into
the creation of social innovations, both in companand social enterprises.
Among the issues offering inspiration for furthéudies we point out the
leverage factors for the implementation of intersatial innovations (such as
employees and executives involvement, leadership,organizational climate
etc.) as well as the impact of internal social wat@mns introduced in companies
on their organization, and the attitudes and behasi of both managers and
employees. We have already been conducting furthemarch activities within
this field, using not only quantitative methods blstb some qualitative ones.
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Streszczenie

INNOWACJE SPOLECZNE W PRZEDSI EBIORSTWACH
ORAZ PRZEDSIEBIORSTWACH SPOLECZNYCH

Celem artykutu jest poréwnanie postrzegania orazrowpdzania innowacji
spotecznych w firmach oraz przegdsorstwach spotecznych w Polsce. Szczegawmag:
zwrdcono na wewdtrzne innowacje spoteczne, przyczyny oraz rezutthtywprowadzania
zarowno w przedgbiorstwach funkcjongcych w Polsce, jak i w innych krajach Europy.
Ponadto artykut porusza problemagykzalenasci pomedzy potrzeb wdrazania
wewrgtrznych innowacji spotecznych a pozytywnymi relacjanidzy pracownikami
analizowanych podmiotow.

Zaprezentowane wyniki badlawskazuj, iz wprowadzanie innowacji, w tym
innowaciji spotecznych, przede wszystkim podyktoyesthe;zeniem do poprawy wynikow
przedsgbiorstw. W obszarze innowacji spotecznych firmy grezedsibiorstwa spoteczne
cenyy dziatania zwjzane z poprawwarunkéw pracy. Ponadto, dla ponad potowy polskich
firm i przedsgbiorstw spotecznych potrzeba wprowadzania innowsmjitecznych wie
sie ze stwarzaniem pracownikom szans na rozwojeksa@aniem elastyczfm pracy,
poprawg warunkow socjalno-bytowych pracownikdw czyeksdaniem rownowagi adzy
pracg a zyciem prywatnym. W artykule podimno te, ze podobne motywy wdiania
innowacji spotecznych deklatumenaderowie przedsgbiorstw funkcjonujcych w innych
krajach europejskich.

Artykut stanowi rownig probe identyfikacji zalénasci pomidzy potrzelp innowaciji
spotecznych w przedbiorstwach a pozytywnymi relacjami gaizy pracownikami.
Wskazano na istajnpozytywn korelacg pomidzy pozytywnymi relacjami pracowniczymi
a pojawianiem ¢ potrzeby wdrzania szeroko rozumianych innowacji spotecznych.
Podkrglono ponadtoze przedstawiciele wielu europejskich firm postriegmbre relacje
w miejscu pracy jako rezultat wdemnia innowacji spotecznych o charakterze wegvgnym.

Stowa kluczoweinnowacje spoteczne, innowacje spoteczne w migjsacy, pozytywne
relacje pracownicze



