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1. Introduction

The key concepts for this publication are innovation and innovativeness. The term
innovation (from Latin innovatio, i.e. renewal) was introduced to economics and treated as the
engine of the economic growth in the 1930s by J.A. Schumpeter (1960), who indicated five
cases of its occurrence: the creation of a new product, the application of a new technology or
a production method, the creation of a new market, the acquisition of hitherto unknown raw
materials, the reorganisation of a particular branch of economy. Innovation is also defined
as the intentional introduction and application of ideas, processes, products and procedures,
in a workplace, work team or an organisation, which are new and designed to bring profits to
the workplace, the work team or the organisation. Hence, innovation embraces creativity and
the application of its products (Schippers et al., 2012). Innovativeness is the capacity to
generate and diffuse (product, technology, marketing and organisational) innovations, as well
as to acquire and exploit external knowledge. Therefore, it is a feature which reflects readiness
and capacity to change, take action in a precarious situation, predict the development of market
conditions, break the routine, habits, etc. (Francik, 2003).

Innovativeness is commonly referred to as both the source of companies’ competitive
success as well as the engine of countries’ economic and civilization progress. Its role, also in
the conditions of the Polish economy, is still growing (at least declaratively), which is indicated,
for instance, by the clauses of Morawiecki’s plan or in the acceptance for execution of the
EU Smart Growth Operational Programme (SGOP), planned for the years 2014-2020 and
oriented towards supporting projects connected with building knowledge-based economy,
the competitive science sector as well as efficient institutions of the business environment.
These are important courses of action since the Polish economy is still characterised by low
innovativeness' resulting from, on the one hand, minimal R&D investment (approximately
1% GDP) as well as from a limited range of application of novel solutions in company
management.

Research on organisation’s innovativeness concentrates, to a great extent, on the search for
its sources and on the possibilities to manage innovative processes. The development of the
theory and the practice in this field takes place also through identification of further aspects/
areas of functioning of organisations, which can undergo innovative transformations.
Therefore, it is possible to talk about various categories of innovativeness. Although,
in the beginning, innovativeness was identified with the progress concerning products and
technology, the Oslo Manual, the OECD reference document defining methods of measuring
and interpreting data regarding innovativeness, distinguishes: product, process, organisational
and marketing innovations (Oslo, 2005). Its fourth edition from 2018 proposes two typologies:

! Poland came 25 in the scoreboard of 28 EU countries according to synthetic value of innovation index (Summary
Innovation Index).
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object innovation as well as innovation of novelty and impact. The object typology identifies
product and process innovations, where six groups of business processes are distinguished,
which allowed classifying innovative actions and scientific output in this scope in more precise
terms than before.

The type of innovation which was not clearly distinguished in the earlier editions of the
Oslo Manual is management innovation. This kind of innovation was placed among
organisational innovations. However, in the literature on the subject, the rationality of
distinction and specification of this category has been more and more commonly noticed
(Hamel, 2006; Krasnicka, 2018). And, even though, in general terms, management
innovativeness can be defined as ‘a marked departure from traditional principles, processes
and management practices or customary organisational forms, which significantly alters the
approach to work management’ (Hamel, 2006, p. 4), in the definitions of various researches,
referents of this term vary significantly, which is characterised more extensively in the next part
of this research paper.

This situation, to a certain extent, is the heritage of the discussion concerning the term and
typology of innovativeness in general terms; to a greater extent, it is the immaturity of the theory
of management innovativeness, revealed by certain incoherence as well as term and conceptual
gaps, among which the most essential are: a significant capacity and interpretive variety of such
terms as management and the management system as well as, related to it, different views in
respect of the identification of innovative management initiatives as well as difficulties in
identifying the outcomes of implementing such initiatives, which result from, inter alia, the lack
of objective assessment tools. In a lot of research not only is the range of management
innovations assessed subjectively, or with the use of indirect measures, but also their results
and the degree of reciprocal correlation.

The described situation indicates a need to develop a coherent, integrative approach to the
question of management innovativeness, which would comprise a multi-faceted definition of
this term and include the proposal of tools for measuring its characteristics as well as a method
of assessing effects. It constitutes both an inspiration as well as the overall objective of this
research paper.

The aim of this research paper is to try to systemize views on management innovativeness
and its measurement methods as well as to present a general concept of the independent
methodology for assessing innovativeness of companies’ management systems (MS)
(it was assumed that every modernisation of management processes, including innovations,
leads to the reconfiguration of the organisation’s MS). It is anticipated that the developed
formula of the methodology will be used in empirical research, whose aim would be to answer

three fundamental questions:
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— What is the level/degree of MS innovativeness in Polish companies?
— Is the level of MS innovativeness conditioned by the characteristics of the companies’
organisational context?
— If, and to what extent, the innovativeness of MS influences company efficiency,
understood multi-dimensionally?
In the next sections the research paper presents: the study of the question of organisational
and management innovations, selected issues regarding the measurement of innovativeness and
the general concept of the methodology of MS innovativeness assessment. The research paper

concludes with a summary and the bibliography.

2. Management innovations

Product and technological innovations are the initial and still intensively developed research
streams relating to innovativeness (Birkinshaw et al., 2008). The search for possibilities of
intensifying innovative processes in these spheres has drawn researchers’ attention to their
context, namely, the organisation in which they are developed and implemented.
A. Lam indicates the bi-directionality of the relationship between technological and
organisational innovations. On the one hand, organisational changes result from technological
changes, but they also constitute the key condition for technological changes as transformations
of organisational solutions in respect of, for instance, learning processes, shared values or power
division, they can contribute to an increase in the organisation’s capacity to generate
technological innovations. A. Lam constructs the term of an organisation as the context for
innovativeness on 3 research streams: the stream studying the influence of an organisational
structure on organisation’s predispositions for innovativeness, the stream focused on examining
organisation’s cognitive abilities, organisational learning and knowledge management as well
as the stream regarding organisational change and adaptability (Lam, 2005). Further research
on non-technological innovativeness distinguished administrative innovativeness, understood
as ‘orientation towards efficiency and effectiveness of the processes and systems used to
manage an organisation’ (Krasnicka et al., 2014, p. 336), and, finally, management
innovativeness, whose definition of G. Hamel was included in the introduction.

According to G. Hamel (2006), not every management innovation must translate into
an increase in competitive advantage, yet the greatest potential to create such advantage lies in
management innovation, rather than in simple replication of innovative products. T. Krasnicka
(2018) ascribes the positive impact of management innovations on product innovativeness to
improvement in the organisation’s capabilities to acquire external knowledge and to an increase
in the efficiency in exploiting its own internal resources, including generating organisational

competences and knowledge as significant factors of competitiveness. Management



Management innovation — the study of views... 91

innovations are mainly strategic innovations and innovative business models. The referents of

the term of management innovations mentioned in the definitions of various researchers vary

considerably. For instance, they write about:

changes in the methods of the organisation of company business practices (Krasnicka
etal., 2014),

identifying them with organisational and marketing innovativeness (Heker, and Ganter,
2013) as well as administrative innovativeness (Dubouloz, 2012),

new managerial activities in respect of setting goals, motivating employees,
coordinating actions and making decisions (Hollen et al., 2013),

management practices, processes, structures and techniques (Birkinshaw et al., 2008),

changes within procedures that form employees’ behaviours (Vaccaro et al., 2012).

Furthermore, various perspectives of perception and creation of management innovations
are indicated, such as (Birkinshaw et al., 2008, p. 827):

Institutional perspective, which concentrates on institutional conditions, owing to which
new ideas and management practices are generated and disseminated.

Fashion perspective, which concentrates on the dynamic interplay between users and
providers of new management ideas.

Cultural perspective, which shows how new management practices shape and get
shaped by culture.

Rational perspective, which shows how management innovations deliver improvement

in organisational efficiency.

Another proposal of perspectives is based on two criteria: the range of innovations

(intra- and interorganisational) as well as the type of innovation (structural or procedural).

It allowed isolating four groups of organisational innovations (Armbruster et al., 2008, p. 647):

Intraorganisational innovations of structural character such as the establishment of
interdisciplinary teams, decentralisation, flattening of the organisational structure.
Interorganisational innovations of structural character such as networks of cooperation
(for instance regarding R&D, production, service, sales), outsourcing, offshoring and
other forms of relocation of activities.

Intraorganisational innovations of procedural character such as teamwork in production,
job enrichment, concurrent engineering, organisation’s continuous improvement
(KAIZEN), quality circles, audits and quality certifications (ISO), etc.
Interorganisational innovations of procedural character such as the application of
just-in-time system in cooperation with customers or providers, value chain

management, supplier quality management, etc.
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The differences between the definitions of management innovations mentioned in the
publications result from the focus of the authors of each approach on specific aspects of
a particular type of innovation. Table 1 summarises the characteristics of innovations that

appear in the definitions.

Table 1.
Aspects of management innovations
Aspects Examples of realization Authors

Behaviours Change in daily managerial practices in respect of establishing Hollen et al. 2013

targets, motivation, work coordination and decision—making.

Knowledge Along with the real and financial capital, they constitute the Zastempowski, 2013

and people organisation’s innovative potential.

Processes Changes in the contents of procedures, instructions and all other Birkinshaw et al., 2008

documented organisational routines.
Management | The adaptation and implementation of management practices that Birkinshaw et al.,
practices changes the way work teams operate. 2008; Hamel (2006);
Creation of new knowledge and legitimacy of new practices that Hollen et al., 2013
initiate process innovativeness.
Relations Developing interorganisational relations and using them for the Krasnicka 2018;
development of innovations through cooperation or knowledge and | Armbruster et al., 2008
inspiration acquisition.
Management | The introduction of new management methods and techniques of Damanpour and
methods and formalised and procedural character. Aravind, 2012;
techniques Armbruster et al. 2008
Culture Pro-innovativeness of organisational culture. The diffusion of McCabe, 2002
cultural models supporting creativity, knowledge acquisition as
well as experimenting and risk-taking.
Strategy Creating new markets or a new class of products. Reaction to Damanpour and
market opportunities. Aravind 2011; Dobni
2008
Structure Flexibility, cooperation and a sense of common direction are the Salesh and Wang 1993
features of an innovative organisation.

Resources Scientific knowledge and experience in management, means of Damanpour and
production, better access to capital and the like. Often, a certain Aravind 2011
degree of monopoly, which increases probability of investing in

innovations.

Source: own elaboration.

Nevertheless, the differences in the definitions do not translate into the perception of
management innovations. It is agreed that their main results are: a rise in the organisation’s
operational efficiency and its market competitiveness as well as an increase in the capacity to
adapt and to generate technological innovations (Armbruster et al., 2008).

In the summary of this part of the research paper there should be a reference to the general
classification of non-technological innovations, among which we distinguish: organisational,
management and administrative innovations. S. Dubouloz (2012) points out that, considering
their remarkable similarity, the difference between these categories comes down to the issues
on which the attention is focused. For organisational innovations these are usually workplace
organisation and work performance methods, for management innovations — all management
aspects, whereas for administrative innovations — the social system. F. Damanpour and

D. Aravind (2011) consider the distinction between technological and non-technological
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innovations, the latter being management innovations, to be crucial. It seems that, starting from
the sanctioned definition of the term management, which embraces organisation and personal
(social) functions, labelling all non-technological innovations as management innovations
would not be a mistake. The authors of this research paper are leaning towards this point of

view.

3. The question of measuring organisational and management innovations

The Oslo Manual, a tool published by OECD and Eurostat, constituted a common starting
point for projects aimed at measuring innovativeness. The most popular approach to measuring
and assessing organisational innovativeness is the use of output metrics, which include
(Pichlak, 2012, pp. 42-43):

— The metrics of intellectual property based on the number of patent applications,
the number of obtained patents, registered industrial designs, utility models, trademarks
or copyright registration.

— The number of introduced innovations in a specified period of one, three or five the
years. Time for generating innovations — from the concept creation to its launch on the
market. Also their degree of novelty, as well as ‘radicality’ (Pichlak, 2012, p. 46)
can undergo assessment.

— Sale value of new or considerably improved products and/or services in a certain period,
the rate of return on R&D investment or on other kinds of assets (Rosenbusch et al.,
2011).

— The amount of income/profits connected with investing activity as well as with market
capitalisation based on return and profit such as return on assets (ROA), return on sales
(ROS), or development-oriented, like increase in sales and market share as well as
market capitalisation, like Tobin’s Q (Rosenbusch et al., 2011, p. 448).

However, these metrics are burdened with certain flaws; for example: some innovative
actions do not meet the criteria applied to inventions or they are not reported for patenting.
There are also some significant inventions which have never been patented (Pichlak, 2012,
p. 44). The increase in the activity in respect of intellectual property protection can be driven
by, for instance, the will to get a bargaining chip in negotiating potential alliances or to impede
competitors’ innovative activity. Time measures can be unreliable in case of organisations
which adapt, rather than generate innovations. Furthermore, the significant influence of
contextual factors on values of company efficiency financial ratios results in the fact that they
often fail to reflect the relation to organisational innovativeness and they can lead to wrong

conclusions.
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Another problem is posed by the innovativeness assessment realised by means of subjective
assessment, which is carried out by the employees of examined enterprises. G. Dess and
R. Robinson (1984) proved that the subjective assessment of the entire organisation’s efficiency
level (organisational performance) conducted by senior managers is strongly correlated with
objective efficiency metrics, such as rise on assets (ROA) and sales increase, but it seems that
the conclusions drawn from that cannot be directly transferred to the questions of measuring
organisational innovation.

The literature on the subject provides examples of a number of approaches in respect of
organisational innovativeness assessment. Krasnicka and Ingram (2014, p. 79) mention
examples of tools dedicated to this objective. These are:

— Alegre, Lapiedra, Chiva (2006): A tool assessing innovativeness in view of market

competition, oriented towards measuring ‘innovative efficiency’.

— Danneels, Kleinschmidt (2000): A vast tool concentrated on fitting and the dimensions
of product and marketing innovations.

— Dobni (2008): An elaborate tool for measuring pro-innovative culture, 70 questions in
total, including 9 regarding innovativeness.

— Garcia, Calantone (2002): A tool concentrated on marketing, technological and
technical metrics, radical and incremental innovations.

— Innovation Evaluation Tool: A simple, yet extensive tool with an on-line procedure for
interpreting results.

— Terziovski (2010): A tool concentrated on five dimensions: strategy, structure,
customers and providers, culture, technology.

— Wang, Ahmed (2004): A tool for examining organisational innovativeness based on
factor analysis of five dimensions of innovativeness.

Armbruster et al. (2008, pp. 647-649) mention a number of large-scale surveys dedicated to

organisational innovativeness:

1. Research NUTEK, Towards Flexible Organisations, conducted in Sweden in 1995.
The first part of the questionnaire consisted in characterizing an organisation with regard
to the staff and qualifications, work organisation, technology and the development of
product and services as well as relations with external entities. The second part
concerned, in general, significant changes in work organisation that took place in the
years 1990-1994.

2. DRUID Disco-project. In 1996 a Danish research unit for industrial dynamics (DRUID)
established its own research which was part of a Danish Innovation System in
a Comparative Perspective project (DISCO) and focused mainly on flexibility.
The questionnaire included questions about implemented organisational changes as well

as the use of such solutions as: delegating responsibility, working parties connecting
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employees of various specializations, quality circles, functional integration, job rotation
and the systems of colleting ideas from employees.

3. EPOC survey. Research initiated as part of a project contracted by the European
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions (1996). The aim of
that project was to study direct employee participation in organisational change (EPOC).

4. Project INNFORM of the Economic and Social Research Council in Great Britain
(1997). The research covered the questions of decentralization of the decision-making
process of business units, their links with the headquarters, the use of IT, practices
within HRM, and the like. The questionnaire referred to organisational and management
innovations at three levels: unit, organisational and interorganisational.

5. Research Changements Organisationnels et l'Informatisation (COI). Realised in France
in 1998. Organisational changes as well as technical support for management processes
were examined, with particular reference to information and communication
technologies (ICT).

6. Community Innovation Survey (CIS) — the main statistical tool of EU for measuring
innovative activities at company level. The Oslo Manual constitutes the methodological
base of CIS while the exemplary questions regarding organisational innovativeness in
the research from 2006 concerned the type and range of changes which companies
introduced in respect of work organisation and widely understood management
procedures.

Among research projects realised in Poland and devoted to organisational, and, to be exact,

management innovativeness, we can indicate, for instance, two:

The research of M. Pichlak (2012) from the years 2007-2010. The author established
a complex model of determinants of organisation’s innovativeness, which took into
consideration research resources, communications systems, the type of organisational culture,
the style of leadership, the features of board members, the set of dimensions characterizing the
organisational structure as well as the intensity of cooperation in an innovative activity.
The model also took into account the characteristics of the environment as well as the
organisation’s strategy as factors moderating the level of its organisational innovativeness.
A set of financial and non-financial metrics was proposed for assessing the innovativeness of
an organisation. The results of the research confirmed the impact of organisation’s
innovativeness on its efficiency.

In 2014 T. Krasnicka (2018) conducted research in 301 companies across the country.
The research concerned management innovativeness and the research questionnaire was
developed on the basis of a multidimensional concept of innovation management.
Five dimensions of innovativeness were distinguished: strategic, structural, the dimension of
methods and practices for employee motivation and development, interorganisational

dimension and ICT dimension. In order to capture the relationships with management



96 G. Gliszezynski, L. Panasiewicz

innovativeness, the research model also encompassed external factors of innovativeness,
process and product innovations as well as financial and non-financial company results.

The examples of the research concepts and projects presented above give a picture of both:
the way the term of management innovativeness is understood by researchers and the metrics
used for its assessment as well as the range of empirical studies of this phenomenon in various
types of organisations. They display both: discrepancies in the way this innovativeness category
is defined as well as advancing integration of views and ideas in this respect. It appears that the
significant share of subjective assessment and indirect measures in diagnosing this phenomenon
is a considerable deficiency of the presented research. Moreover, an integrative, systemic
concept, incorporating all the key aspects of the company management process and defining
management innovativeness, is missing. By referring to the concept of the management system
— the term generating and integrating the totality of company management activities,
the concept of the methodology presented in the next part of the research paper is conceived as
a step towards further systematization of the question. It is also an attempt to develop

an objective tool for measuring the level of management innovativeness.

4. The general concept of diagnosis methodology of MS innovativeness

The aim of elaborating the presented original concept of diagnosis methodology of
MS innovativeness is to use it for assessing the level of MS innovativeness of Polish companies
and to combine it with an attempt to define its contextual conditions as well as efficiency
consequences.

The following methodological assumptions have been adopted:

— The methodology will be based on the philosophy of the situational approach to
management and will use elements of quality evaluation theory, measurement theory,
ratio analysis, expert evaluation as well as selected methods of statistical analysis.

— Three groups (areas) of characteristics: MS characteristics, the characteristics of the
organisational context and the characteristics of company efficiency will be the subject
of objective assessment and analyses.

— The methodology will be characterized by multidimensionality and complexity of
analyses understood as: a possibility of measuring and assessing MS innovativeness in
many subsystems in the context of a considerable number of assessment criteria and
a possibility of correlational analyses between many measures of MS innovativeness,
the organisational context and company efficiency.

— Objective, direct assessment, and not indirect measures or respondents’ subjective

evaluation of particular characteristics, will be the foundation of the assessment process.
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Possibility of quantification and normalization of the assessment process is assumed,
namely, expressing the intensity of features as well as the degrees of criteria fulfilment
in the form of absolute numbers (indicators) from a certain range of variability

(compare: Gliszczynski, 2013).

The general structure of methodology will consist of the following main elements:

It

Defining the idea of MS by distinguishing subsystems and structural variables.
Formulating the criteria of MS innovativeness assessment (synthetic, area and partial).
The quantification of the assessment criteria — formulating criteria indicators.
Choosing the characteristics of the organisational context and company efficiency
metrics.

Preparing a diagnostic questionnaire.

The selection of mathematical tools for analysing research results.

has been adopted that MS will be defined as a set of structural, procedural and

implemental characteristics (of dimensions and variables) distinguished within six key

subsystems:

strategy and planning subsystem — a set of characteristics describing the structure of
company’s long-term goals, resource acquisition and ways of achieving objectives,

the subsystem of organisational structure — a set of characteristics describing the internal
structure and company organisation,

the subsystem of processes — a set of characteristics describing the structure of business
and supporting processes included in the realization of a value chain for an organisation
and its customers,

HR subsystem — a set of characteristics describing recruitment as well as effective and
creative employee motivation,

the subsystem of control — a set of characteristics describing sections of analysis
(assessment) of the company condition as well as the key procedures and methods of
such analyses,

the subsystem of tools — a set of characteristics describing the range of assistance to
management processes through documentation, technical means, software and formal

management procedures.

The scope of decomposition of the term of MS into a series of variables will have impact

on precision in formulating the assessment criteria of its innovativeness.

The criterion of MS innovativeness, understood as an organisation’s capacity to generate

and diffuse new solutions regarding products, technologies, organisational processes as well as

to absorb external knowledge, has been accepted as the statutory synthetic criterion of

assessment. The innovation capability results from certain (structural, procedural, leadership,

cultural and implemental) management solutions.



98 G. Gliszezynski, L. Panasiewicz

On the basis of the literature review and the authors’ previous research experience
connected with MS quality assessment, seven components of MS innovativeness, which
constitute area assessment criteria in the research methodology, have been distinguished.
These are:

— Knowledge transfer and creativity understood as a company’s capacity to gain and

transform knowledge, information and experience into new and useful ideas (Oslo,
2018, p. 128).

— MS flexibility understood as a capacity to quickly react to environmental change,
defined through structural and functional changes of MS (Krupski, 2005).

— The digitalization of MS reflecting the range and rate at which a company adapts new
digital technologies connected with management.

— The pro-innovativeness of organisational culture understood as cultural support for
creative processes, teamwork, knowledge-sharing (O’Dell, Hubert, 2011).

— The pro-innovativeness of leadership expressed by building employee subjectivity and
by supporting their learning processes and the formation of an attitude open to novelties
as well the search for creative solutions.

— The application of formal standards of innovativeness understood as a range of
implementation and actual adaptation of seven standards with symbols from
CEN/TS 16555-1 to CEN/TS 16555-6, which support organisation’s innovativeness in
management practice (Wyroba, Tkaczyk, 2015).

— The scope of interorganisational relations reflected in the number, range, duration and
outcomes of strategic alliances as well as other forms of interorganisational cooperation.

In table 2 the general concept of diagnostic model of MS innovativeness is presented,
which resulted from the overlap of two sets of characteristics discussed above — the components
of MS innovativeness and the subsystems distinguished in the MS model. The characteristics
of MS innovativeness placed in the matrix cells are preliminary proposals of the assessment
criteria, which, in the final version of the research methodology, will be completed with further
criteria and will undergo expert assessment of relevance.

The criteria regarded as the most significant will constitute the foundation for formulating
specific criteria in the form of assessment indicators. The quantification and standardization
of'the criteria will allow for MS innovativeness evaluation within a specific assessment criterion
in the form of an absolute number from a range of variabilities (0,1).

The term of company efficiency will be treated in the methodology in a multidimensional
way as it is possible to talk about various categories of efficiency and its corresponding
attributes such as:
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— result efficiency described as a degree of plan realization, plan implementation,
production volume, financial result,

— system and contextual efficiency, reflecting duration, market share, new goods share,
frequency of changes in technology,

— efficiency in a praxeological sense, equated with the efficiency in achieving objectives,
adaptability to the environment, resource productivity,

— economic efficiency, reflecting the economic results of an activity such as profitability,
financial liquidity, increase in company value,

— social efficiency indicating a degree of organisation acceptance by its stakeholders —

job satisfaction, employee turnover rate, client satisfaction, and the like (compare:
Bielski, 1986; Gliszczynski, 2013).



Table 2.
Conversion of the term of management system innovativeness into a series of assessment criteria (diagnostic variables)

Subsystems of Management System

strategy and the subsystem of the subsystem of the subsystem of the subsystem of the subsystem of
planning subsystem organisational process HR and motivation control management tools
structure management
knowledge and | the number of the level of the level of process employee the type of methods | the range of support
creativity planned and delegating decision- | changeability participation in used in task from formalised
transfer introduced making (e.g. the number of research and performance control | management
(technological, competencies in changes, the academic (functional, processes for
A product) respect of innovative | dynamics of conferences, courses | hierarchical, self-, organisational
2 development projects | project launch achieving set targets) | and skill trainings reciprocal control) creativity
E MS flexibility the number and changes in the the range of linking the formal the range of the number and
E range of strategy organisational implementation of system of assessment | alternative forms and | range of formalized
= changes structure the process approach | and promotion with methods of control procedures for
k= (decentralisation, (maturity of IMS) creativity and organisational
g level of innovativeness of changes
= specialisation, managers
) hierarchy)
5 MS digitalisation | the application of the degree of the use of specialised | using social media control over share of investment
g advanced tools of realisation of the software for for recruiting development in IT in the general
E' data analysis to concept of e-business | managing processes | candidates dynamics and the budget
S planning processes and m-business (e.g. ADONIS, range of IT tools’
ARIS, own software) modernisation
pro- the degree of cultural differences the degree of the range of the range of the number of
innovativeness of | organisational between structural organisational preferences for the monitoring cultural procedures of
organisational culture support for subsystems culture support for task culture changes creation and of
culture the realised strategy process approach organisational

culture diagnosis




Cont. table 2.

pro-
innovativeness of
leadership

the range and degree
of leader
participation in
planning processes

the range of the use
of innovative
structural forms
(fractal, hypertext,
virtual solutions)

the degree of the
autonomy of
processes’ owners

the range of
formation and
support for
innovation leaders

the range of control
over processes of
creation and rotation
of leaders,
relationships
between leadership
and creativity

the range of formal
supporting tools for
organisational
leadership

application of
formal standards
of innovativeness

new domains in
strategic plans

the existence of
formal workgroups

the implementation
of an integrated
management system

rewarding for quality
in the remuneration
system

the range and tools
of strategic control

the range of
application of tools
for decision support

scope of inter-
organisational
relations

the number, range
and duration of
strategic alliances

the existence of
organisational
structures of joint
ventures

the range of links
between processes
and processes of
contractors and
suppliers

using external
cooperation to recruit
staff and improve
staff performance

the assessment of the
functioning of
alliances as a factor
in strategic success

the level of IT tools’
integration (software,
extranet, databases)
with the tools of
cooperating IT firms

Source: own elaboration.
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It is assumed that the organisational context of diagnosed companies will be described by
such characteristics as: industry, company type (production, service, trading), size, duration,
market share, legal and organisational form, the form of ownership, the degree of organisational
autonomy (corporation, subsidiary) and, possibly, others.

In empirical research the values of company efficiency metrics as well as of the contextual
characteristics will be obtained from company documentation, whereas a diagnostic
questionnaire will be designed to measure the characteristics of the management system and

to allow for their numerical conceptualization.

5. Summary

The concept of management innovativeness presented in the article, on the one hand,
refers to prior, numerously mentioned in the article, conceptualisations and models used in the
research on innovativeness; on the other hand, it proposes new quality. Each of the hitherto
developed concepts of management innovativeness relates, in some way, to the management
system, yet, at least according to the authors’ knowledge, so far a model of innovativeness
which adopts the management system as the starting point has been missing and, indeed,
such an approach is proposed in this research paper. Its application in the diagnosis
methodology will allow company’s management innovativeness to be precisely examined and
categorised as the highlighted components of MS innovativeness in number of seven and six
management subsystems, making it possible to define at least forty-two criteria for assessing
the condition of the management system. Thanks to supporting the model of MS innovativeness
on a multidimensional concept of the system, one can be sure that, in such research,
no manifestation of company’s management innovativeness will, colloquially speaking,
pass unnoticed. The authors predict that, due to the specificity and systematicity of the presented
model, not only will it be possible to diagnose the degree, but also the profile of innovativeness
of the management system, understood as a model of links between high and low values of
innovativeness indicators, characteristic for a particular company. In the long term,
identification of relations between the level and the profile of MS innovativeness and the

characteristics of the organisational context and company efficiency metrics is expected.



Management innovation — the study of views... 103

References

10.

11.

12.
13.

14.

. Armbruster, H., Bikfalvi, A., Kinkel, S., and Lay, G. (2008). Organizational innovation:

The challenge of measuring non-technical innovation in large-scale surveys. Technovation,
28(10), 644-657. doi: 10.1016/j.technovation.2008.03.003.

Birkinshaw, J., Hamel, G., and Mol, M.J. (2008). Management Innovation. Academy of
Management Review, 4, 825-845.

Damanpour, F., and Aravind, D. (2012). Managerial Innovation: Conceptions, Processes
and Antecedents. Management and Organization Review, 8(02), 423-454. doi: 10.1111/
j.1740-8784.2011.00233 .x.

Dess, G.G., and Robinson, R.B. Jr. (1984). Measuring Organizational Performance in the
Absence of Objective Measures: The Case of the Privately-held Firm and Conglomerate
Business Unit. Strategic Management Journal, 5(3), 265-273.

. Dobni, C.B. (2008). Measuring innovation culture in organizations. European Journal of

Innovation Management, 11(4), 539-559. doi: 10.1108/14601060810911156.

Dubouloz, S. (2012, June, 06). Organizational Innovation: Clarifying the concept as output
and as process and suggesting research avenues from these two angles of analysis. Paper
presented at 21éme congres de 1’Association Internationale de Management Stratégique
(AIMS), Lille.

Francik, A. (2003). Sterowanie procesami innowacyjnymi w organizacji. Krakow:
Wydawnictwo Akademii Ekonomiczne;.

Gliszezynski, G. (2013). Diagnoza systemow zarzqdzania przedsiebiorstwami w gornictwie
wegla kamiennego. Gliwice: Wydawnictwo Politechniki Slaskie;.

Hamel, G. (2006). The Why, What, and How of Management Innovation. Harvard Business
Review, 84(2), 72-84.

Hecker, A., and Ganter, A. (2013). The Influence of Product Market Competition on
Technological and Management Innovation: Firm-Level Evidence from a Large-Scale
Survey. European Management Review, 10(1), 17-33.

Hollen, R.M.A., Van Den Bosch, F.A.J., and Volberda, H-W. (2013). The role of
management innovation in enabling technological process innovation: an inter-
organizational perspective. European Management Review, 10(1), 35-50.

Krasénicka, T. (2018). Innowacje w zarzqdzaniu. Nowe ujecie. Warszawa: C.H. Beck.
Krasnicka, T., Gl6d, W., and Wronka, M. (2014). Pojecie, determinanty i znaczenie
innowacji zarzadczych (management innovation) — stan badan nad zjawiskiem. Zeszyty
Naukowe Politechniki Slgskiej. Seria: Organizacja i Zarzqdzanie, 73, 333-349. doi:
10.13140/2.1.3878.8805.

Krasénicka, T., and Ingram, T. (Eds.) (2014). Innowacyjnos¢ przedsigbiorstw — koncepcje,

uwarunkowania i pomiar. Katowice: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego.



104 G. Gliszezynski, L. Panasiewicz

15. Krupski, R. (2005). Elastyczno$¢ organizacji jako odpowiedz na turbulencje otoczenia.
In: R. Krupski (Ed.), Zarzqdzanie przedsiebiorstwem w turbulentnym otoczeniu (pp. 21-35).
Warszawa: PWE.

16. Lam, A. (2004). Organizational Innovation. In: J. Fagerberg and D.C. Mowery (Eds.),
The Oxford Handbook of Innovation (pp. 115-147). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

17. McCabe, D. (2002). Waiting for Dead Men’s Shoes’: Towards a Cultural Understanding of
Management Innovation. Human Relations, 55(5), 505-536. doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/
0018726702055005426.

18. O’Dell, C., and Hubert, C. (2011). The New Edge in Knowledge Management. Hoboken:
John Wiley & Sons.

19. Oslo manual. Guidelines for collecting and interpreting innovation data (2005).
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Statistical Office of the
European Communities, Paris.

20. Oslo manual. Guidelines for collecting and interpreting innovation data (2018).
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Statistical Office of the
European Communities, Paris.

21. Pichlak, M. (2012). Uwarunkowania innowacyjnosci organizacji. Studium teoretyczne
i wyniki badan empirycznych. Warszawa: Difin.

22. Rosenbusch, N., and Brinckmann, J., and Bausch, A. (2011). Is innovation always
beneficial? A meta-analysis of the relationship between innovation and performance in
SMEs. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(4), 441-457. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.
12.002.

23. Saleh, D., and Wang, C. (1993). The Management of Innovation: Strategy, Structure,
and Organizational Climate. /[EEE Transactions on Engineering Management, 40(1),
14-21. doi: 10.1109/17.206645.

24. Schippers, M.C., West, M.A., and Dawson, J.F. (2012). Team Reflexivity and Innovation:
The Moderating Role of Team Context. Journal of Management, 41(3), 769-788.
doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312441210.

25. Schumpeter, J. (1960). Teoria rozwoju gospodarczego. Warszawa: PWN.

26. Vaccaro, 1., Jansen, J., Van Den Bosch, F., Volberd, H. (2010). Management Innovation
and Leadership: The Moderating Role of Organizational Size. Journal of Management
Studies, 49(1), 28-51.

27. Wyroba, A., and Tkaczyk, J. (2015). Zarzadzanie innowacjami. Quality Review, 82(2),
4-13.

28. Zastempowski, M. (2013). Potencjat innowacyjny matych i $rednich przedsi¢ebiorstw na tle
lideréw polskiej gospodarki w §wietle badan empirycznych. Wspoiczesne Zarzgdzanie,
2, 68-75.



