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Abstract

PURPOSE: This study aims to investigate whether and how managers’ social relationships (SR) are associated with organizational
innovativeness (OI). It addresses gaps in prior research by adopting a multidimensional perspective on both constructs
and focusing on creative industries, where relationships and innovation are particularly intertwined. METHODOLOGY:
A mixed-methods research approach with a convergent design was employed, combining parallel quantitative and qualitative
investigations. Quantitative data were collected via a survey of 690 managers from creative industries in Poland, with
a final cleaned sample of 302 observations. The developed research model was tested using a covariance-based structural
equation modeling (CB-SEM) approach. Qualitative insights were obtained from five focus group interviews (FGIs) involving
30 participants, which were analyzed using a deductive-inductive coding approach to enrich and triangulate the findings.
FINDINGS: The quantitative results indicate that SR - comprising five valid building blocks (emotional intensity, community
of interest, shared identity, private contacts, and professional community interactions) — are significantly associated with OI,
although the strength and direction of these associations vary across building blocks and OI’s dimensions. Simultaneously,
qualitative research emphasizes the strong ambivalent nature of SR, which typically stimulate innovation through trust and
knowledge exchange, but may also constrain it under conditions of excessive emotional intensity, overly strong shared identity
leading to closure, private contacts that become nepotistic or conflict-ridden, and professional community meetings that damage
future cooperation. IMPLICATIONS: The study contributes to theory by integrating fragmented insights into the relationship
between SR and OI and by proposing empirically derived, context-specific measurement models for both constructs. For
practice, it suggests that managers may benefit from a better understanding of how social relationships are associated with
organizational innovativeness and how they can be leveraged, while being mindful of potential downsides, such as relational
lock-in. ORIGINALITY & VALUE: This research offers a novel, multidimensional examination of the SR-OI relationship
within creative industries, introduces a two-dimensional model of OI, and illustrates the application of a rigorous multi-stage
data cleaning approach rarely applied in management research.
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INTRODUCTION

“Good management is essentially about
harnessing and optimising interpersonal relationships” (Nuttall, 2004: 16).

Interpersonal relationships, which are essentially social relationships (SR) (Sousa, 2005), established and maintained by
managers of organizations, their owners or employees, are of significant importance for business activities in various,
often completely different sectors of the economy (e.g., Durach & Machuca, 2018; Ekanayake et al., 2017; Ganguly et al.,
2019; Granovetter, 2005; Grebski & Mazur, 2022; Kraft & Bausch, 2018; Leenders & Dolfsma, 2016; Parlar et al., 2020).
It is acknowledged that SR constitute a multidimensional and complex construct, composed of specific features (e.g.,
emotionality), sources (e.g., joint membership in organizations, previous jobs), and components (e.g., trust, engagement,
reciprocity), which we refer to as SR building blocks (Klimas et al., 2025).

One interesting perspective on SR held by managers is their meaning for the organizational innovativeness of the
entities they represent. In the field of organizational innovativeness (OI), one of the most acknowledged approaches is
the one proposed by Wang and Ahmed (2004), who stated that innovativeness is “an organization’s overall innovative
capability of introducing new products to the market, or opening up new markets, through combining strategic orientation
with innovative behavior and process” (Wang & Ahmed, 2004: 304). In this context, OI is conceptualized as a dynamic
capability embedded not only in strategy and processes, but crucially in the quality of SR shaping organizational action
(Koc & Bozdag, 2025). Accordingly, the alignment of strategic orientation with innovative behavior depends on relational
foundations such as trust, engagement, and reciprocity, which enable knowledge transfer, coordination, and collective
learning. OI thus emerges not merely as the outcome of innovation activities, but as an organizational property co-shaped
by the multidimensional architecture of SR and the mechanisms of their institutionalization (Koc & Bozdag, 2025).

However, the link between managers’ social relationships and Ol is intriguing, as current knowledge is quite ambiguous.

On the one hand, previous research indicates that SR constitute a critical source of novel information for OI (Durach
& Machuca, 2018; Ganguly et al.,, 2019; Kraft & Bausch, 2018; Leenders & Dolfsma, 2016; Uzzi, 1996). They facilitate
knowledge sharing, expertise locating, coordination, and stakeholder management (Fulk & Yuan, 2013; Leonardi, 2014),
enabling the recombination of existing knowledge into new ideas (Fu, 2022). They also enhance the level and quality of
knowledge exchanged between actors (Fulk & Yuan, 2013; Garcia-Villaverde et al., 2021; Leonardi, 2014; Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1998; Parlar et al., 2020). Through joint problem-solving, actors acquire tacit knowledge that is difficult to codify
and transfer via market mechanisms (Davidsson & Honig, 2003) and that is essential for generating and accelerating
innovative solutions (Fu, 2022; Garcia-Villaverde et al.,, 2021; Granovetter, 2005). Beyond firm-level effects, SR also
support the diffusion of innovativeness across and within sectors (Pittaway et al., 2004) by stimulating knowledge growth
(Cimenler et al., 2016), idea generation and implementation (Chassagnon & Audran, 2011; Kijkuit & van den Ende, 2010),
and the development of cooperation (Steinicke et al., 2012).

On the other hand, research has also shown that SR can limit OI, as partners may close themselves to external entities,
which reduces the inflow and use of new ideas, becoming closed to innovative, alternative ways of acting, as well as a lack
of diversity and “fresh” look, so-called “collective blindness” (Gargiulo & Benassi, 2000; Mitrega & Zolkiewski, 2012).
They may also be characterized by lower adaptability and flexibility due to the adaptation to the (well-) known partners
(Mizruchi & Stearns, 2001).

Notably, the literature suggests that SR matter for OI, particularly through the facilitated transfer of tacit knowledge;
however, as Pittaway and colleagues (2004: 35) emphasize, “the processes through which informal networking relationships
develop and subsequently influence innovativeness need to be investigated further”. Although some time has passed since
this statement was formulated, research on the links between SR and OI remains limited. Indeed, a significant amount of
research focused not on SR but on social capital, and not on OI but on innovations, although these constructs are not the
same (e.g., Kraft & Bausch, 2018; Leenders & Dolfsma, 2016).

Second, although SR themselves have already been extensively researched in various sectors (e.g., the clothing industry
- Uzzi, 1996; farming — Cush & Macken-Walsh, 2016; biotech — Rank, 2014; engineering — Grebski & Mazur, 2022), so
far SR have not been considered widely in the context of creative industries (Alacovska & Bissonnette, 2021; Boyd et al.,
2015; Cnossen et al., 2019; Lingo & Tepper, 2013), in particular regarding OI of entities operating in these industries. At
the same time, the literature shows that SR play a particularly important role in creative industries, because the activities of
entities operating in these industries are mainly based on creativity (Gabby & Zuckerman, 1998; Johansson, 2012; Parlar
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et al., 2020; Ruef, 2002; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998), interactions and networks (Potts et al., 2008) facilitated by SR. What is
more, creative industries are strongly based on OI - including the human factor - therefore establishing and developing
SR plays an essential role for them (Garcia-Villaverde et al., 2021; Gohoungodji & Amara, 2023; Koch et al., 2023; Parlar
et al,, 2020; Parmentier & Mangematin, 2014).

Third, it should be emphasized that, so far, no studies have analyzed the importance of SR for OI in such
a multidimensional approach to both constructs. Existing research focuses on either one of the dimensions of OI, such
as product, or one of the dimensions of SR, including private contacts or trust (Ellonen et al., 2008). The adoption of
multidimensional measurement models is attributed to the complexity of the dependent and independent variables.
Indeed, SR are seen as highly complex, consisting of various elements — in this paper, we refer to them as building blocks
- that are interconnected, and their importance for business, as demonstrated by previous research, is significant (Klimas
etal., 2025). Similarly, OI is acknowledged as a multidimensional construct (Ellonen et al., 2008; Ruvio et al., 2014; Ghosh
& Srivastava, 2022; Wang & Ahmed, 2004) characterizing an organization’s capability to innovate (Wang & Ahmed, 2004).
Although the multidimensional conceptualization of Ol is acknowledged, empirical research in this field primarily focuses
on product- and process-related aspects, while other dimensions, i.e., market, strategy, and behaviors, remain on the
margins of researchers’ interest (Camison & Villar-Lopez, 2011; Lee & Trimi, 2021).

In sum, we argue that identifying the meaning of SR in relation to OI is relevant, as it provides insight into how SR
may be understood in the context of supporting firms’ OI. Considering the important role of SR in business, especially
in creative industries and at the same time the importance of the creative industries and innovativeness themselves
in the economy (Bilan et al., 2019; Gohoungodji & Amara, 2023; Kasprzak, 2017), this research is also valuable from
an application point of view. Thus, we aim to investigate the role of SR in OI, using a multidimensional measurement
approach for both variables.

To achieve our aim, we employed a quantitative survey and qualitative focus group interviews (FGIs) following
a mixed-methods research approach with a convergent parallel design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). On the one
hand, we used a quantitative survey to test the hypothesis that SR are positively associated with OI. On the other hand,
qualitative research in the form of FGIs was intended to diagnose the role of SR in OI, thereby exploring the existence of
an association and better understanding its nature. We believe that combining these two methods in a form of convergent
parallel application allowed us to achieve common triangulation-based benefits (Bhana, 2024), such as greater accuracy
and relevance in the conclusions drawn (Jack & Raturi, 2006).

Data were collected from owners, directors or managers responsible for the organization’s relations with other entities
on the market. In total, we collected 690 full questionnaires (after removing careless responses, the dataset comprised
302 records) and gathered qualitative data from 30 participants across 5 FGI. Our convergent parallel research design
enabled us to quantitatively test hypotheses using covariance-based structural equation modeling (CB-SEM) to examine
the positive association between SR and OI, and to qualitatively deepen the assumed relationship through FGI.

This study offers four noteworthy contributions to management literature: (1) integration of fragmentary states
regarding the meaning of SR for OI; (2) presentation of a three-step process of detecting careless responding which
although recommended in methodological literature (Johnson, 2005; DeSimone et al., 2015; Meade & Craig, 2012), is
still rarely implemented in such a comprehensive manner in management research practice; (3) offering two-dimensional
measurement model of OI applicable within creative industries; (4) testing the positive association between SR (i.e. their
five building blocks: emotional intensity, community of interest, shared identity, private contacts, and meetings in the
professional community) and OI comprising human and non-human innovativeness. As a contribution to managerial
practice, this study demonstrates to managers that their SR may enhance as well as in some aspects constrain OI, the
cornerstone of success in creative industries (Plum & Hassink, 2014; Wohl, 2022).

The paper is organized as follows. The next section presents the theoretical framework and is structured into three
subsections of the literature review. These sections address SR and OI, concluding with the formulation of a hypothesis
and a conceptual model. The third section describes the research methodology, including the application of a mixed-
methods approach and convergent parallel design (i.e., survey and FGI), a description of the three-stage procedure for
detecting careless responding, and the development of the measurement models. Section four reports the effects of the
data analysis, including both quantitative results and qualitative findings. Next, we discuss the findings, and in the last
section, we present conclusions.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Social relationships

Although social relationships are defined differently in the literature, in general, authors stress that they are embedded
in individuals’ emotions and personal values and are largely spontaneous and intuitive (Johannisson ¢ Mensted, 1997).
Following this view, in this paper, we define SR as “informal relations between individuals, characterized by a certain degree
of emotionality” (Czernek-Marszalek et al., 2023a, p. 63).

The literature identifies diverse features and components of SR, which we call SR building blocks. These are: emotional
intensity, community of interest, shared identity, private contacts, repeatability of relations, and meetings in the professional
community (Klimas et al., 2025). These SR building blocks are indeed crucial in the day-to-day operations of entities
whose products and services require creativity and innovativeness, the very source of which are interpersonal contacts.
Such contacts are based on (Klimas et al., 2025):

1) Emotional intensity understood as an existing emotional bond between partners based on trust, kindness and mutual
sympathy; it also refers to maintaining and repeating contact or engaging in relationship-building over time. These
relationships are based on camaraderie, the desire to support the other party, and reciprocity in relationships (Bapna
et al.,, 2017; Chassagnon & Audran, 2011; Raggio et al., 2014).

2) Community of interest understood as a relationship with people who share professional interests and a similar
understanding of their work (sometimes treated as a way of life or hobby) (Bottero, 2005; Piselli, 2007; Sakalaki &
Fousiani, 2012; Schulte-Holthaus, 2018). Such relationships are further characterized by familiarity with each other’s
competencies and experiences, a comparable commitment to the relationship and a sense of fairness. They often
involve maintaining informal contacts (e.g., via phone or email).

3) Shared identity, referring to a relationship with an individual with whom one shares a sense of belonging, for
example, to the same local community. The parties may be united by shared knowledge of history, traditions, local
culture, norms, values, and customs, often accompanied by a sense of local patriotism (Turner, 2007; Wang et al.,
2010). Belonging to a specific community is typically associated with networks in the local environment and a sense
of local identity.

4) Private contacts, i.e., those maintained outside of work hours and within family or close social circles, are based
on intimacy or friendship. Sometimes these personal and professional contacts intertwine to such an extent that
distinguishing between them becomes difficult (Heath, 2020; Milana & Maldaon, 2015).

5) Repeatability of relations understood as systematic (regular) and frequent interactions between parties (Bapna et al.,
2017; Santoro et al., 2020).

6) Meetings in the professional community (conferences, trade fairs, workshops, festivals, team-building events, etc.)
(Maurer & Ebers, 2006; Roberts, 2006; Heath, 2020), both formal and informal, constitute an important source of
gaining new contacts and maintaining existing ones (Cillo et al., 2019; Santoro et al., 2020).

It needs to be highlighted that the importance of SR building blocks, such as trust or community of interest, may
be different when these relations are built between the representatives of various types of entities, for example, suppliers,
competitors, consultants, and in different economic sectors.

In strategic management research, SR has so far been analyzed mainly through its effects on inter-organizational
relations (e.g. cooperation, competition or coopetition) (Cush & Varley, 2013; Darbi & Knott, 2023; Li et al., 2008),
including both positive (Anderson & Jap, 2005; Czernek-Marszalek, 2020a; Roberts, 2006) and negative outcomes
(Czernek-Marszalek, 2020b; Gulati et al., 2000; Kim, 2014; Mizruchi & Stearns, 2001) in specific sectors (e.g. video game
industry - Czernek-Marszalek et al., 2023b). However, the literature still lacks a comprehensive analysis of SR building
blocks in relation to broader aspects of business activity, including OI (Ellonen et al., 2008).

Organizational innovativeness

Organizational innovativeness refers to the propensity (Wang & Ahmed, 2004) or organizational ability (Ghosh &
Srivastava, 2022; Golipour et al., 2011) to innovate. To be more specific, it is the ability to generate and implement
ideas effectively (Quandt & Castilho, 2017) and is determined by whether members of an organization are willing to
adopt innovation or are resistant to it. The currently dominant approach views OI as a complex characteristic of the
organization, reflected in its capability and ability to create, implement (Salavou, 2004), and commercialize innovations
(Glabiszewski et al., 2019).
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When it comes to a commonly acknowledged approach to OI, one can point to the work of Wang and Ahmed
(2004), who propose a multidimensional approach towards innovativeness. They identify five interlinked dimensions of
OLI: product, market, process, behavioral, and strategic innovativeness. Product and market innovativeness are externally
focused, whereas process and behavioral innovativeness are internally oriented. Strategic innovativeness refers to the
ability to recognize external opportunities and align them with internal capabilities to deliver innovative products and
enter new markets.

Notably, this perspective frames innovativeness beyond new products (Zirena-Bejarano et al., 2024) and improved
processes, including the ability to open new markets through the alignment of strategic orientation and employees’
innovative behaviors (Wang & Ahmed, 2004). Although innovativeness is often difficult to observe directly (Martinez-
Roman & Romero, 2017), this approach provides measurable organizational-level proxies widely used in research (Ellonen
etal., 2008; Pallas et al., 2013; Shoham et al., 2012), yet still rarely applied in studies of creative industries (Plum & Hassink,
2014; Wohl, 2022).

Social relationships and organizational innovativeness

The literature suggests that OI may be a positive outcome of maintaining SR (Al-Twal et al., 2024; Garcia-Villaverde et
al., 2021; Grebski & Mazur, 2022; Powell, 1990; Singh et al., 2021). This seems to be particularly important in creative
industries (Suhaimi et al., 2024), where creativity and innovation are strongly grounded in SR across organizations
(Parmentier & Mangematin, 2014). Bastian and Tucci (2017) show that more innovative firms rely more on SR, especially
because small and new companies - common in creative industries — often lack resources and compensate by drawing on
knowledge embedded in their networks. Moreover, SR facilitate not only OI within and across firms but also the diffusion
of innovations across sectors (Al Breiki et al., 2023; Kumar & Sinha, 2021; Pittaway et al., 2004).

The positive implications of SR for OI stem from relationships involving multiple actors with diverse experiences
and resources. SR support knowledge development and the generation and implementation of new ideas (Bailey et al.,
2022; Bhatti et al., 2021; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Gilson, 2024). They also facilitate the exchange of tacit knowledge,
which is difficult to codify (Granovetter, 1973; Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Uzzi, 1997; Gubbins & Dooley, 2021). Moreover,
SR help in demanding situations, reduce business risks, and enable rapid feedback, fostering learning and proactive
action (Murphy, 2002; Pesdmaa et al., 2015; Al-Omoush et al., 2020; Balasubramanian et al., 2022). Finally, SR strengthen
cooperation and trust, which supports tacit knowledge transfer, lowers transaction costs, and stimulates creativity - key
mechanisms underlying OI (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998; Granovetter, 1985; Czernek-Marszalek, 2020a; Uzzi & Spiro, 2005).

Based on the analysis of the existing literature, it can be assumed that SR are conducive to innovativeness across all
five dimensions, i.e., product, process, market, strategic, and behavioral (Wang & Ahmed, 2004).

SR and product innovativeness

In the context of product innovativeness, Gemiinden, Ritter, and Heydebreck’s (1996) studied the importance of SR for
innovation in six high-tech industries. Their research showed that companies that used SR were likely to have nearly 20%
more product improvements than those that did not. They were also characterized by 7-10% higher product development.
Moreover, other empirical studies (Perez & Sanchez, 2002; Harryson, 1997) have identified open and direct communication
as a key success factor for engaging suppliers in the development of new products. Moreover, as noted by Chassagnon and
Audran (2011), recurrent interactions with others in inventors’ interpersonal networks are very important, as inventors
acquire experience, confidence, and a reputation. These generate new and successful collaborations, which strengthen
an inventor’s innovativeness - i.e., its durable innovative capacity (Chassagnon and Audran, 2011). Moreover, Chenhall,
Kallunki, and Silvola (2011) claim that, thanks to SR, a company can obtain resources — in this case, a component for
a new product - earlier and faster than is typically the case on the market. This enables product innovation, making the
company more competitive (Hendrayanti et al., 2021).

SR and market innovativeness

As for market innovativeness, SR provide access to new markets or technologies and speed products to market (Selomon
etal., 2016; Pittaway et al., 2004). Galbraith (2005), writing about the benefits of close relations between the company and
customers, points to personalized, non-standard products and services, as well as support, education, and consulting to



E::J E M | Katarzyna Czernek-Marszalek, Patrycja Klimas, Dagmara Wojcik, Patrycja Juszczyk, Aleksandra Szpulak

make customers more effective. Moreover, SR enable a firm to act proactively (Al-Omoush et al., 2020; Walter et al., 2006;
Roxas et al., 2017). Thanks to SR, the so-called ‘multiple-lens’ benefits, referring to receiving diverse “criticisms that allow
an actor to anticipate a variety of contingencies” occur (Mizruchi & Stearns 2001, p. 31). Moreover, SR play an important
role in facilitating the sense-making process in which all parties involved in generating ideas and implementing them
analyze the environment looking for solutions to specific problems (Czakon & Czernek, 2025; Kijkuit & van den Ende,
2007, 2010; Tiiten & Ascigil, 2014). Also, other authors (e.g., Al-Omoush et al., 2020; Murphy, 2002) refer to the role of
SR in solving problems, claiming that in times of crisis when the company needs to adapt to new market conditions or
when it needs advice on markets, products, or technology, SR with trustworthy people are very helpful. All this favors
market innovativeness.

SR and process innovativeness

As Golipour et al. (2011) emphasize, SR favor process innovativeness because they provide greater access to resources,
including diverse sources of information. Research shows that relationships with suppliers, customers, research agencies,
and other entities (Ramcharran, 2001; Laursen & Salter, 2006), and even competitors (Corbo et al., 2023; Baum et al., 2000),
are conducive to process innovativeness. As Pittaway et al. (2004, p. 19) state: “Formal and informal communication between
people with different information, skills and values increases the chance of unforeseen novel combinations of knowledge, which
can lead to radical discoveries”. SR also affect the quality of information provided, enhancing the level of knowledge (Al-
Twal et al., 2024; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Greve & Salaff, 2003), which is crucial for process innovativeness. According
to some studies (e.g., Pittaway et al., 2004), informal ties based on friendship and communication foster information
exchange and process innovativeness more than market mechanisms do. This is possible mainly due to trust (Al-Twal et
al., 2024; Golipour et al., 2011; Murphy, 2002), a key component of SR (Czernek-Marszatek et al., 2023b). Its importance
for technological development and process innovativeness stems from the tacit nature of much knowledge. The transfer
of tacit knowledge through market relations is often difficult or impossible due to its limited codifiability (Davidsson
& Honig, 2003). It is more feasible through SR (Bhatti et al., 2021; Czernek-Marszalek et al., 2023a; Granovetter, 1973;
Gubbins & Dooley, 2021; Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Santos, 2023; Uzzi, 1997), especially when trust is present. As Murphy
(2002: 609) notes, “micro-level trust appears most important in facilitating the development and diffusion of the less tangible
or tacit forms of knowledge since it emerges through face-to-face contact, shared experiences, and when there is a bond between
two individuals”. Many studies show the positive role of trust not only in knowledge sharing but also in its generation and
absorption (e.g., Chowdhury, 2005; Levin & Cross, 2004; Mooradian et al., 2005; Sanchez-Garcia et al., 2023), all of which
are important for process innovativeness (Cortese et al., 2024).

SR and behavioral innovativeness

Ellonen, Blomqyvist, and Puumalainen (2008) claim that in the case of behavioral innovativeness, the key is benevolence
as a component of vertical interpersonal trust. Ellonen et al. (2008) identified a significant relation between trust in
the leaders’ reliability and behavioral innovativeness. They claim that a leader’s reliability supports employees’ activity
towards behavioral innovativeness. This is because it promotes idea exchanges and increases the chance of accepting new
ideas (Kijkuit & van den Ende, 2010). According to Cimenler et al. (2016, p. 587), SR allow for “incorporating new inputs
from others and implementing new ideas from these inputs”. Ellonen et al. (2008) emphasize that trust, which boils down
to the expectation that the organization will take innovative ideas seriously, is positively related to the implementation
of these ideas. Therefore, SR, especially trust, foster creativity (Chassagnon & Audran, 2011; Kim et al., 2025; Liu et al.,
2018; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998; Uzzi & Spiro, 2005), which, to some extent, is considered behavioral innovativeness at the
individual, personal level.

SR and strategic innovativeness

Finally, in strategic innovativeness involving a complete and radical change in how the company is run, SR can be very
useful for countering obstacles to innovativeness, which, according to Wang and Ahmed (2004), can be numerous.
Innovativeness, especially the strategic kind, demands risk-taking rather than risk-avoidance (see, e.g., Adegbite &
Govender, 2022; Tan & Tan, 2000) from leaders to the greatest extent. Thus, one of its obstacles may be the lack of
managers willingness to change — especially when the organization is successfully operating in the market - or the lack of
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courage to take the risk of profound change when the need for it is already noticeable (Wang & Ahmed, 2004). SR, which
allow for the reduction of risk (Czernek-Marszatek et al., 2023a), may be useful especially in the latter case, as it has been
shown that in situations of uncertainty or complexity, managers must make risky decisions (Crawford & Jabbour, 2024;
Pesdmaa et al., 2015; Pittaway et al., 2004). Also, other authors (e.g., Pesdmaa et al., 2015; Pittaway et al., 2004) stress that
SR serve as emotional support for entrepreneurs undertaking risky activities. Murphy (2002: 609) argues that “without
such strong links to competent individuals, innovation may be stagnated and risk-taking discouraged.”

Conceptual model

Given the above reasoning (e.g., inspirations taken, for instance, from Murphy, 2002; Luk et al., 2008; Chassagnon &
Audran, 2011; Tuten & Ascigil, 2014; Leenders & Dolfsma, 2016; Roxas et al., 2017; Kraft & Bausch, 2018; Granovetter,
2018; Grebski & Mazur, 2022), but also considering the lack of prior research, we aim at testing the following hypothesis:

H1: Social relationships are positively related to organizational innovativeness, such that higher levels of social relationships
are associated with higher levels of organizational innovativeness.

Wang and Ahmed (2004) point out that all five dimensions of innovativeness are interrelated. Interestingly, while this
scale is among the most used to measure innovativeness (Bamel et al., 2024), past applications across different empirical
contexts — both across countries and industries — have consistently shown the need for adaptation. The final measurement
models have varied in terms of the number of indicators and the dimensions of OI they capture (e.g., Cagliyan et al., 2022;
Ellonen et al., 2008; Ghosh & Srivastava, 2018; 2022; Riivari et al., 2012; Semercioz et al., 2011). Therefore, given the lack
of knowledge about the multidimensional structure of Ol in the creative sectors adopted as the empirical context for our
study, we formulate the conceptual model presented in Figure 1 at this stage.

Emotional
intensity
Community of
i interest
i Shared
1 identity
i Private
3 contacts
} Repeatability

Meetings in
professional
communi

Behavioral

Social H1 Organizational .
. . ‘ ‘ . ; Strategic
relationships : 3 innovativeness

'
/
’
/

\‘\ Measurement model validated by Klimas et al. (2025) ’," \\\ Measurement model validated by Wang and Ahmed (2004) ,/’

Figure 1. Conceptual model
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METHODOLOGY

This study focused on exploring the relationship between SR and OI and adopts a rigorous, multi-stage methodological
design to ensure the robustness and validity of its empirical findings. The methodology section is structured to reflect the
tull research process, from empirical context and data collection to advanced analytical procedures. First, we describe the
empirical setting and the data collection process (i.e., creative industries), followed by a detailed account of the three-stage
data cleaning procedure applied to the raw dataset (i.e., reducing the initial sample of 690 to 302 observations). Next, we
employ an exploratory approach to the adoption of measurement models for both dependent and independent variables
(i.e., the six-dimensional SR model from Klimas et al. (2025) and the five-dimensional OI model from Wang and Ahmed
(2004)). For measurement model validation, we employ a mixed approach: we anchor in confirmatory CB-SEM and,
when justified, adopt PLSc-SEM and PLS-SEM. Finally, we present the data analysis procedures used to test the proposed
research model (see Figure 1). At this stage, we employ the CB-SEM approach.

Empirical context

We purposefully limited the scope of our research to creative industries operating in Poland. Our decision was due
to several reasons. Firstly, in creative industries, the importance of OI and SR is crucial. This is because entities from
creative industries have an innovation-focused orientation. It is a certain type of openness to new ideas, new ways of
acting, and creativity in operational methods (Menguc & Auh, 2006; Suhaimi et al., 2024). Thus, these entities create
products of original or even unique character (Pratt, 2004). Moreover, as they strongly rely on OI, establishing SR also
plays a significant role in this context (Parmentier & Mangematin, 2014). This is because OI often results from the transfer
of knowledge, including tacit knowledge, between various entities maintaining SR. Thus, the choice of creative industries
enabled us to ensure that the phenomena of interest would occur in the sample (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). Secondly, the
importance of creative industries in the global (Bilan et al., 2019) and the Polish economy (Kasprzak, 2017) is constantly
growing. According to the report of The Economy of Culture in Europe, the competitive leadership of Europe’s economies
depends on the creative and innovative potential, created especially in the creative industries (Bilan et al., 2019). The
creative industries in Poland are also considered among the world’s leading exporters of goods and services.

The research was conducted in the following four creative industries: 1) performative arts (theatres); 2) local
government cultural institutions (museums); 3) computer and video game industry (game development studios), and
4) cultural tourism (culinary routes). Our research team members had previously conducted research in these four
industries and were familiar with their specifics and context. This research experience was important for reaching
respondents across both research types and for the possibility of in-depth interpretation of the research findings.
Moreover, given the specificities of the selected creative industries, the team’s in-depth knowledge enabled it to adopt
a broader cognitive perspective.

Data collection

In both research methods, the key informants were defined as owners and/or members of top management. The focus
on top management stemmed from the significance of managerial social networks for business phenomena and from the
fact that strategic decisions related to innovation management are made at the top management level. Indeed, as shown
in meta-analysis research, the social capital of top managers matters for innovation management (Kraft & Bausch, 2018).
Importantly, the invitation to participate in the study (whether quantitative or qualitative) explicitly stated the research
objectives and their scope, thereby clearly indicating the intended relevant recipients.

While the general profile of key informants remained consistent throughout the research process, it is important to
emphasize that for qualitative research, the participant selection criteria were considerably more detailed (Bouncken et
al., 2025) and are listed below.

The quantitative data gathering process was commissioned to a professional research company and lasted from July
to October 2020. The data were collected using the Computer-Assisted Web Interview (CAWI) method. The sampling
frame comprised 1686 entities representing the creative industries in Poland. Out of 1,686 questionnaires, we received 769
responses, and 917 were refusals. Of the surveys received, 690 could be further analyzed. After the three-step data cleaning
process (see subsection below for more details), the final sample was reduced to 302 observations. On average, each CAWI
lasted 20 minutes. The characteristics of the cleared sample are presented in Table A1 in Appendix A.
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Our quantitative data were collected using a survey questionnaire prepared by the research team. In substance,
it covered sections focused on measuring SR using 60 items (Klimas et al., 2025) and OI using 20 items (Wang &
Ahmed, 2004), as well as sections characterizing key informants and the organizations they represent. Notably, both scales
assume a reflective measurement approach, which dominates in social science research (Jarvis et al., 2003), including
existing OI scales, not only Wang and Ahmed’s (2004) but also others (see Table 2 in Pallas et al., 2013).

Qualitative data collection was conducted through FGIs in June 2021, implemented by a professional research
company. We decided to conduct group interviews, rather than individual ones, to create conditions for an intra-group
discussion enabling participants to show different perspectives on the same problems (Siggelkow, 2007) as well as pay
attention to the nuances of the issues raised, and thus obtain more in-depth opinions for analysis (Krueger & Casey, 2015;
Morgan, 1997). 5 FGIs were conducted - each with 6 representatives from 4 creative industries, and one mixed group with
representatives from 4 industries. The characteristics of the FGI participants are presented in Table A2 in the Appendix A.

Interviewees were selected based on the following criteria ensuring the diversity of interviewees, important in
qualitative research: 1) a company significance in a given sector — “important players” on the market (e.g. recognizable
in a given industry due to the level of innovativeness, but also less-distinguished entities); 2) type of activity - e.g.
in the gaming sector — creators, distributors, publishers, producers of gaming equipment, etc. in the case of theatres
- dramatic, puppet, musical and dance theatres and movement, etc.; 3) location of the entity — entities from different
parts of Poland; 4) entity’s activity (selection of entities with high and low activity in this field); 5) form of ownership
- public/private; 6) entity size (regarding the number of employees) — micro (up to 9), small (10-49), medium (50-249)
and large ones (more than 249).

Our qualitative study was conducted using the FGI guide, which included instructions for the moderator and open
questions for the FGI participants. The participants were asked about the importance of SR for the functioning of the
industry and their companies; sources of social relationships; SR building blocks; and OI - how it manifests in their
businesses and what role SR play for OI. Each FGI lasted an average of 137 minutes. All of them were conducted online
due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic using the Zoom application. All interviews were recorded and transcribed after
obtaining the participants’ consent.

Data cleaning

Before conducting the quantitative analysis, we screened our sample of 690 responses for signs of careless responding.
As noted by Johnson (2005), response biases can arise from linguistic incompetence, carelessness and inattentiveness,
and deliberate attempts to present oneself in a more favorable or unfavorable light. This issue is particularly pronounced
in computer-based data collection compared to traditional paper-and-pencil methods. Following the framework of
(Curran, 2016), we assessed the responses based on the following criteria: (i) response invariability, which included
a long-string analysis based on frequency and the Cattell scree test (Cattell, 1966) as outlined by (Johnson, 2005),
straightlining, and intra-individual response variability (IRV) as discussed by (Dunn, 2018); (ii) outliers, identified using
Mahalanobis distances as described by Goldammer et al., (2020); and (iii) internal consistency, evaluated through even-
odd consistency and the concept of psychometric synonyms (DeSimone et al., 2015). The cut-oft points for these metrics
followed the recommendations of Goldammer et al. (2020), Huang et al. (2012), and DeSimone et al. (2015). In the first
step, we excluded 104 observations (15%) that displayed unusually long strings of identical answers in the SR section of
the questionnaire (60 questions in total; see Table A3 in Appendix A for the long-string frequency table). We also removed
all instances of straightlining and responses with very low IRV (more than 2 standard deviations below the mean) in the
OI section of the questionnaire (20 questions in total). In the next step, we were left with 586 observations, which we
then analyzed for outliers using multiple regression separately for the SR and OI parts of the sample. We regressed the
relevant items on a metric unrelated to the study’s variables, i.e., the year of the company’s inception. Next, we removed
all observations with D?/df> 2.5 (Hair et al., 2019), which accounted for an additional 25 observations (4%). In the final
step, we assessed internal consistency for the OI section using even-odd correlations and the Spearman-Brown split-
half formula for each individual response. We compared the corrected correlations against a recommended threshold
of 0.26 (Goldammer et al., 2020) and identified 232 responders who likely provided biased answers. We also used the
psychometric synonyms metric on the SR section. First, we calculated the item correlation matrices and identified 14 pairs
with correlations of at least 0.6. Next, we computed corrected correlation coeflicients between two sets of items (14 items
in each set) for each respondent, excluding those with coefficients below 0.22 (Meade & Craig, 2012). This led to the
exclusion of an additional 27 observations. Ultimately, after applying the procedures outlined above to clean the data, we

13



::SJ E M | Katarzyna Czernek-Marszalek, Patrycja Klimas, Dagmara Wojcik, Patrycja Juszczyk, Aleksandra Szpulak

were left with a small sample of N = 302, representing 43% of the initial sample size. Although the number of observations
removed was substantial, it aligns with the dropout rates observed in other studies (Meade & Craig, 2012).

Measurement models of SR and OI

The conceptual model (Figure 1) underlying the quantitative stage of our research process comprises two variables: SR,
the multidimensional independent variable, and OI, the multidimensional dependent variable. In both cases, the variables
are considered complex and cover latent dimensions as claimed by the authors of the original measurement models (Wang
& Ahmed, 2004; Klimas et al., 2025).

Recognizing the need for empirical adjustments of the applied measurement scales to the new research context
(Ambuehl & Inauen, 2022), the complex and heterogenous nature of creative industries (Cnossen et al., 2019; Snowball et
al., 2022 Gohoungodji & Amara, 2023), and the fact that our study spans four distinct creative sectors rather than focusing
on just one, we took an adaptive approach to both measurement models. Therefore, as methodologically recommended
(Boateng et al., 2018; Ambuehl & Inauen, 2022) for the replication of existing scales, we first screened the correlation
matrices, then conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA), and finally a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the
raw, hence cleaned, primary data. It means that, in our study, before we tested the hypothesis, we explored whether the
items theoretically and empirically validated in the original measurement scales were suitable for our research context
and subsequently adopted the measurement approaches for both of our focal variables. Although the measurement scale
for SR is quite recent, it should be noted that in the case of the commonly acknowledged measurement scale for OI, the
same adaptive approach has been used regarding OI for instance by Ellonen et al. (2008) and Semercioz et al. (2011)
acknowledging that measurement models may (and do) show specific structure of OI in different empirical contexts
(compare for instance: Cagliyan et al., 2022; Ellonen et al., 2008; Ghosh & Srivastava, 2018; 2022; Riivari et al., 2012;
Semercioz et al., 2011).

The adoption and validation procedure performed separately for SR and OI measurement models includes the
following steps: (i) determining the number of factors, based on Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and parallel analysis
of simulated eigenvalues (Horn, 1965; Oconnor, 2000) compared with RMSEA and RMSEA change based criterion of
competing common factors models estimated with ML (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012); (ii) merging EFA and CFA results
aimed in achieving reliable measurement model (Patil et al., 2008), adopting the following rule of thumb: EFA loadings
cut-oft of 0.6 (Shevlin & Miles, 1998), and CFA loadings cut-off of 0.7 (Hair et al., 2011); (iii) CFA measurement model
GOF assessment in terms of fit indices mix (Hu & Bentler, 1999): Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR)
lower than 0.08, Nonnormed Fit Index (NFI) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) above 0.9, Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) with the 0.1 maximal acceptable level (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). We also report x*>and
df, the CMIN/df index with a threshold of 5 (Marsh & Hocevar, 1985). We next assessed measurement model reliability,
convergent and discriminant validity relying on the following measures and relevant cut-offs: composite reliability CR
above 0.7 (Hair et al., 2011), average variance extracted AVE above 0.5 (Cheung & Wang, 2017), heterotrait-monotrait
ratios below 0.85 (Henseler et al., 2015).

We also tested our measurement models for Common Method Bias. First, by estimating the AVE of one common
factor (Podsakoff et al., 2003), and second, by analyzing the latent factors’ Variance Inflation Factors VIFs, following the
procedure of (Kock, 2014) with the maximal level of 3.3. To conduct both tests, we specified a second-order reflective-
formative PLS-SEM model (i.e., type II model; Crocetta et al., 2021) with the repeated indicators approach of Lohméller
(2013) and applied the PLSc-SEM algorithm for estimation.

In the next stage, we checked how well the measurement model acts on “not seen” data. For this purpose, we employed
a PLS-SEM predictive approach, following Hair et al. (2017a). To perform the analysis, we used the above PLS-SEM model
to perform k-fold cross-validation in SmartPLS 4 (Ringle et al., 2015). We measured predictive relevance of latent factors
by Stone-Geisser’s Q as well as Root Mean Square Error and Mean Absolute Error.

Finally, for our measurement models, we conducted weak and strong measurement invariance analyses across 4
sectors, following the recommendations of Vandenberg & Lance (2020) and applying noninvariance thresholds of ACFI
<-0.01 and ARMSEA 2 0.015, as proposed by Chen (2007).

The independent variable was measured using a valid measurement scale (Klimas et al., 2025) initially covering
39 indicators grouped into six SR building blocks: emotional intensity (EMI), community of interest (COMM), shared
identity (SHI), private contacts (PRI), repeatability (REL), and meetings in a professional community (MET). The
iteratively developed and ultimately adopted measurement model for SR generally aligns with the original solution;
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however, it is more parsimonious, both in the number of building blocks (exclusion of Repeatability in our study) and
the number of items retained within them (the final measurement model includes 22 measurement indicators). Our final
measurement model for SR comprises five building blocks (constructs) and two sub-constructs of COMM: Mutuality
(MUT) and Passion (PAS). The validity statistics for the adopted model are presented in Table 1, and the items are listed
in Table A4 in Appendix A.

Table 1. EFA and CFA results for SR final measurement model

EFA factors’ indicators (pattern matrix) CFA results
Item i idi
EMI SHI MUT PAS MET PRI Standar.dlzed Converge.nt. validity
- loading statistics

RS58 0.939 -0.019 -0.015 0.013 -0.044 0.008 0.934
RS57 0.891 -0.004 0.006 0.022 0.036 -0.029 0.893 Factor EMI
RS60 0.86 0.07 -0.039 -0.03 -0.064 0.022 0.850 AVE=0.454
RS59 0.809 -0.044 0.009 0.032 0.053 -0.029 0.809 CR =0.801
RS12 0.625 -0.014 0.069 -0.061 0.033 0.047 0.642
RS2 0.071 0.826 -0.025 -0.047 -0.026 0.019 0.789
RS1 -0.012 0.795 -0.052 -0.062 0.01 -0.061 0.724 Factor SHI
RS10 -0.037 0.576 0.037 -0.028 -0.012 0.066 0.588 AVE = 0.692
RS8 -0.052 0.565 0.153 0.081 0.021 -0.021 0.666 CR=0913
RS20 0.003 0.554 -0.113 0.113 0.034 0.065 0.575
RS48 0.008 -0.078 0.948 -0.018 0.003 0.029 0.915 Factor MUT
RS47 0.009 -0.044 0.943 -0.031 0.004 0.058 0.922 AVE = 0.731
RS46 0.009 0.157 0.612 0.121 -0.026 -0.111 0.710 CR=0.883
RS53 -0.027 -0.034 -0.039 0.922 -0.015 0.021 0.857 Factor PAS
RS54 0.016 0.009 0.055 0.893 -0.015 -0.054 0.925 AVE = 0.728
RS55 -0.007 0.039 0.021 0.704 0.037 0.09 0.772 CR =0.883
RS28 0.006 -0.054 -0.031 -0.041 0.906 0.1 0.868 Factor MET
RS27 -0.027 0.077 0.003 -0.067 0.826 -0.035 0.806 AVE = 0.635
RS51 0.044 -0.012 0.029 0.183 0.628 -0.092 0.708 CR=0.834
RS26 0.008 -0.091 -0.098 0.073 -0.033 0.849 0.777 Factor PRI
RS25 0.002 0.069 0.081 -0.042 -0.017 0.815 0.854 AVE = 0.580
RS22 0.011 0.099 0.059 0.007 0.068 0.582 0.638 CR=0.796
Discriminant validity HTMT ratios matrix

factor MUT PAS EMI MET PRIV

MUT

PAS 0.642

EMI 0.442 0.456

MET 0.416 0.541 0.418

PRIV 0.247 0.294 0.208 0.359

SHI 0.288 0.297 0.151 0.125 0.335
Goodness of fit x*= 214.430; df = 114; p-value = 0.000 X°=421.284; df = 194

RMSEA = 0.054 CMIN/df = 2.172

RMSEA = 0.062; SRMR = 0.060
NFI = 0.896; TLI = 0.929; CFI = 0.940
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Considering the above-referenced cut-offs for a variety of measurement models’ validity statistics, we conclude, based
on the values reported in Table 1, that the solution is sufficiently acceptable for further structural analysis, although some
indicators fall outside stringent thresholds. A few standardized CFA loadings are below 0.7, and their EFA counterparts
are below 0.6 (i.e., items RS12, RS10, RS8, RS20, RS22), and the latent factor EMI has an AVE slightly below 0.5. We
decided to keep all these items and the EMI factor, as any additional reduction would limit the construct’s AVE and the
convergent validity of the whole scale. Apart from NFI, which is below 0.9, the remaining model’s fit measures meet
requirements, even when certain items are not perfectly reliable. Generally, small absolute fit measures like SRMR and
RMSEA (both below 0.07) and reasonably high CFI and NFI indices support the model. In the next stage, we, following
the above-described procedure, assessed Common Method Bias, performed k-fold cross-validation, and measurement
invariance analysis. Results are in Table 2. The Common Latent Factor AVE is 0.266, indicating low common variance
among indicators. Compared to the OI measurement scale, the characteristics of the sample differ significantly — within
SR measurement model, between-item correlations are definitely lower. All latent factors’ VIFs are definitely below the
threshold of 3.3. Based on the above tests, we conclude that although CMB is visible, it is not a severe issue for this sample.
The predictive power of the estimated model is quite weak, particularly given Q* and RMSE - both measures indicate
that some items produce quite large errors, resulting in a type of punishment reflected in the unfavorable levels of these
metrics. When we look, however, at the MAE, we see that, on average, the estimated model typically generates errors not
exceeding 0.71 on the 7-point Likert scale. Finally, we performed a weak and strong measurement invariance analysis
across 4 sectors. For the measurement scale, we did not find statistically significant differences in the items’ loadings of
our measurement model (Ax2=48.344, Adf = 48, p=0.459, ACFI = -0.000, ARMSEA = -0.001), and we conclude that the
loading estimates do not differ across sectors. We also do not find significant differences in factor loadings and intercepts
across sectors in our measurement model (Ayx? = 60.451, Adf = 48, p = 0.107, ACFI = -0.003, ARMSEA = -0.001).

Within the estimated measurement model, two latent factors - Mutuality and Passion - jointly constitute a single
latent construct in the theoretically driven SR measurement model, namely Community of interest. On the one hand,
this is consistent with the qualitative research underlying the originally developed scale, in which items initially identified
qualitatively as separate constructs, i.e., Shared passion and Reciprocity (see Table 3 in Klimas et al., 2025), were ultimately
captured within a single factor labelled as Community of interest in the subsequent quantitative study (see Table 4 in Klimas
et al,, 2025). On the other hand, this solution is also justified within our model, as the correlation between the two latent
factors is relatively high (r = 0.611). We therefore combine the two latent factors into a single construct and adopt a higher-
order mixed-level measurement model, as shown in Figure 2. To validate a higher order construct (HOC) indicating
Community of Interest we follow the recommendations of (Sarstedt et al., 2019) to apply less restricted PLS-SEM approach,
and received the following statistics: AVE = 0.565, CR = 0.886, loadings: 0.779 for Passion and 0.731 for Mutuality, HTMT
ratios between Community of Interest and remaining latent constructs of SR scale equal 0.506, 0.541, 0.306, 0.330. We
conclude that Community of Interest is well measured by two lower-order constructs: Mutuality and Passion.

Table 2. CMB and predictive relevance for SR final measurement model

Latent factor latent factor’s VIF Q’predict RMSE MAE
Emotional Intensity (EMI) 1.398 0.391 0.787 0.606
Meetings in professional community (MET) 1.625 0.411 0.774 0.534
Mutuality (MUT) 1.827 0.556 0.672 0.504
Passion (PAS) 2.127 0.623 0.619 0.484
Private Contacts (PRI) 1.279 0.238 0.881 0.710
Shared Identity (SHI) 1.217 0.286 0.851 0.688

The detailed results of adopting the measurement model for SR are summarized in Appendix B.

When it comes to measuring dependent variable, the scale developed and validated by Wang and Ahmed (2004) was
chosen as it is one of the most widely used in research within management - a review of innovation management articles
published in the European Journal of Innovation Management found that Wang and Ahmed’s paper (2004) is the second
most cited in the entire field (Bamel et al., 2024). Originally, the measurement model of OI covered 20 indicators grouped
in five dimensions: market, product, process, behavioral, and strategic. In this study, the measurement instrument was
initially designed to include 20 previously validated indicators.
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Figure 2. Estimated mixed-level higher-order measurement model of Social Relationship
Note: Displayed values are standardized path coefficients and items loadings.
Source: Authors’ elaboration using SmartPLS.

During the instrument preparation stage, one indicator included in the questionnaire did not correspond to the
validated indicator specified in the original scale; instead, IN21 from Wang and Ahmed’s tool was included, rather
than IN03. Consequently, this indicator (coded as OI13 in our study) was excluded from further analyses, and the final
specification of the OI measurement model was based on 19 indicators validated by the original scale developers (four
indicators each capturing the product, process, and behavioral dimensions, and three indicators - rather than four -
capturing the market dimension).

The outcome of the iterative analyses is a mixed-level higher-order measurement model (see Table 3 and Figure 3).
At the first level, the model comprises two dimensions of innovativeness: human (items originally reflecting strategic and
behavioral innovativeness and directly focused on people) and non-human (items originally reflecting market, product,
and process innovativeness and focused on organizational improvements). At the second level, within the non-human
dimension, two subdimensions are distinguished: product management innovativeness and functional management
innovativeness. Following standard recommendations for exploratory factor analysis (e.g., Hair et al., 2019, Chapter 3),
the research team heuristically labeled the factors based on the pattern of factor loadings and the substantive content of
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the items. The final labels reflect the shared conceptual core of the items loading onto each factor and their alignment
with the theoretical understanding of OI discussed earlier. The detailed results of adopting the OI measurement model
are summarized in Appendix C.

Apart from RMSEA, which slightly exceeds the 0.1 maximal acceptable level, the remaining validity measures meet
the measurement model’s requirements (see Table 3 and the list of items in Table A5 in Appendix A). CFA goodness-
of-fit measures are acceptable: SRMR is below 0.08, NFI and CFI are above 0.9. Finally, the CMIN/df index is below 5.
Convergent validity measures are all above recommended values: composite reliability CR is above 0.7, average variance
extracted AVE is above 0.5, EFA loadings are above the cut-off of 0.6, and CFA loadings are above the cut-off of 0.7.
All mentioned measures also confirm scale reliability. Discriminant validity heterotrait-monotrait ratios are below 0.85.
EFA and CFA solutions coincide. AVE for one common factor equals 0.461, while latent factors’ VIFs are: 2.496, 1.321,
and 2.215. All indicators share a large common variance of about 42%, which is expected in a reflective measurement
model due to the interchangeability of indicators. As VIFs are less than 3.3 this common variance does not lead to high
collinearity among latent factors, and CMB is not a serious problem for this estimated measurement model. Predictive
relevance of latent factors measured by Stone-Geisser’s Q2 as well as Root Mean Square Error and Mean Absolute Error
are acceptable (i.e., for PRD Q? = 0.565, RMSE = 0.663, and MAE = 0.506; for FUN Q? = 0.704, RMSE = 0.547, and MAE
= 0.435; for HUM Q* = 0.675, RMSE = 0.576, and MAE = 0.422). Q* is above 0.5, indicating high predictive power, and
both mean errors are around 0.5 on a 7-point Likert scale, which is low.

We performed a weak and strong measurement invariance analysis across 4 sectors. Although we found statistically
significant differences between items’ loadings of our measurement model (Ax2=58.284, Adf = 33, p=0.004, ACFI =
-0.007, ARMSEA = -0.002) and both loadings and intercepts (Ax2=71.442, Adf = 33, p< .01, ACFI = -0.010, ARMSEA
=-0.000), but applying less strict rules based on ACFI and ARMSEA of Chen (2007), we conclude weak and strong OI
measurement invariance is present in our sample.

Table 3. EFA and CFA results for the final measurement model of Organizational Innovativeness

EFA factors’ indicators (pattern matrix) CFA results
Item Human OI Functional OI Product OI standardized loadings Convergent validity metrics
(HUM) (FUN) (PRD) & 8 Y

OI1 -0.020 -0.013 0.922 0.904 Factor PRD
OI2 0.022 -0.027 0.942 0.923 AVE =0.778
oI3 -0.012 0.287 0.618 0.816 CR =0.909
OI5 0.004 0.770 0.127 0.861
0l6 -0.05 0.945 -0.050 0.879 Factor FUN
017 0.019 0.880 0.059 0.848 AVE=0712

' : e ' CR = 0.907
OI10 0.076 0.672 0.110 0.785
OI12 0.631 0.122 0.037 0.705
Ol14 0.696 0.192 -0.062 0.765
OI15 0.796 0.016 0.017 0.815 Factor HUM
Ol16 0913 -0.065 -0.013 0.879 AVE = 0.668
o117 0.955 -0.105 0.021 0.908 CR=0.930
OI18 0.921 -0.156 0.041 0.861
OI19 0.712 0.180 -0.060 0.770
Discriminant validity metrics HTMTHUM;FUN) = 0.491

HTMT(PRD;FUN) = 0.738
HTMT(PRD;HUM) = 0.381
Model goodness of  x*=209.953 X* =336.067; df = 74
fit measures df = 52; p-value = 0.000 CMIN/df = 4.541
RMSEA =0.101 RMSEA = 0.108; SRMR = 0.065

NFI = 0.906; TLI = 0.907; CFI = 0.925
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Validity statistics for HOC (i.e., non-human innovativeness) are AVE = 0.585, CR = 0.941, loadings: 0.877 for
functional OI and 0.744 for product OI, and an HTMT ratio between the human and non-human latent constructs of
0.504. All these statistics meet requirements indicating non-human innovativeness as a reliable and valid construct of Ol
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Figure 3. An estimated mixed-level higher-order measurement model of Organizational Innovativeness

Note: Displayed values are standardized path coefficients and items loadings.
Source: Authors’ elaboration using SmartPLS.

Based on the literature review, we hypothesized that SR is positively associated with OI and developed a conceptual

model, as presented in Figure 1. However, given the adjusted measurement models for both our key variables (Figures 2
and 3), which incorporate the empirically revealed structures, we can structure our research model as shown in Figure 4.
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Data analysis

In our quantitative investigation, to test the research hypothesis, we used composite CB-SEM (McDonald & Ho, 2002),
which combines a measurement and path model. In the measurement model, observed variables (i.e., items) load on latent
(common) factors, while the path model specifies the correlation structure among the common factors. We followed the
confirmatory modeling strategy outlined by Joreskog & Sorbom (1996), specifying a single CB-SEM model based on our
research model (see Figure 4). Next, we evaluated the model’s fit to the data, following the guidelines of Hair et al. (2017).
An acceptable model fit will support our research hypotheses.

In our qualitative investigation, after full transcription, the research analysis followed the Miles & Huberman (1994)
approach, consisting of three iterative steps: data reduction, display, and verification.

Data reduction involved coding the transcription text based on the categorization resulting from the coding and, on
this basis, selecting text fragments for further analysis. We used a deductive-inductive approach for coding. The coding
unit was fragments of participants’ statements relating to the relationship between the building blocks of SR and OI. First,
we used deductive codes in the form of — declared by our research participants — relations between OI and six SR building
blocks, i.e., 1) emotional intensity, 2) community of interest, 3) shared identity, 4) private contacts, 5) meetings in the
professional community, and 6) repeatability. For each building block, we created codes that reflected its possible meaning
for OI: positive, negative, or neutral. Secondly, within these deductive codes, we identified - this time inductively, based
on data from the research material — codes that detailed the meaning of a given building block of SR for OI, i.e., how
a given building block in the participants’ opinion, positively or negatively associated with OI, or why a building block has
no significance for OI. Inductive codes were developed iteratively by comparing fragments of data and grouping similar
meanings. These steps allowed us to develop the final code structure applied to all five FGIs.

The next step — data display - enabled data organization, which in turn enabled the identification of certain patterns
in the research material.

Finally, data verification involved interpreting the data using the literature and drawing conclusions. To ensure a thick
description that supported the credibility of the qualitative research, quotes from the FGI (accompanied by an interview
code) were presented in the results section.
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RESULTS

Quantitative investigation

To test our main hypothesis regarding the positive association between SR and OI, we used a CB-SEM approach
and estimated a composite structural model with one structural path linking SR and OI and two reflective-reflective
measurement models for SR and OI. The estimated model is depicted in Figure 5. Estimated path coefficient SR - Ol is b
= 1.537, standardized value equals f=0.545, and is significant at the level of 0.01 (SE = 0.356; T = 4.319, p<.01). Goodness
of fit indices are CFI = 0.897, TLI = 0.888, NFI = 0.834, SRMR = 0.085, RMSEA = 0.067.
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Figure 5. Composite SEM linking Social Relationships and Organizational Innovativeness

Note: Displayed values are standardized path coefficients and item loadings. Social Relationships -> Organizational Innovativeness
b =1.537, $=0.545, SE = 0.356; T = 4.319, p<.01. Goodness of fit indices are CFI = 0.897, TLI = 0.888, NFI = 0.834, SRMR = 0.085, RMSEA = 0.067.
Source: Authors’ elaboration using SmartPLS.

The estimated composite SEM goodness-of-fit measures are below the set threshold (i.e., below 0.9), which is partially
a function of model complexity and sample size (Bentler, 1990; Kenny et al., 2003). Due to detailed SR and OI measurement
models validity assessment, and robustness checks, we easily identify the possible sources: i.e., quite unstable estimates for
items assigned to Private Contacts and Shared Identity (predictive power was very low, around 0.2). To observe the effect,
we estimated an alternative model without the above-mentioned items and factors. As expected, correlation between
SR and OI improves (b = 1.593, $=0.630, SE = 0.345; T = 4.610, p<.01), incremental fit indices increase (CFI = 0.913,
TLI = 0.902, NFI = 0.867), but absolute fit measures are almost not affected (SRMR = 0.084, RMSEA = 0.074). The focal
relationship between SR and OI remains robust in the improved model: b and P increase, and SE decrease, providing
strong empirical support for the hypothesis. Although certain fit measures (notably SRMR > 0.08 and NFI < 0.90) suggest
that some covariances remain unaccounted for in the conceptual model, the estimated model is good enough to provide
a meaningful framework for understanding the association between SR and OI. We can conclude that within 4 surveyed
creative industries, the three building blocks of SR have a strong relationship with OI - namely: Emotional intensity,
Community of interest, and Meetings in professional community, remaining two constructs: Shared identity and Private
contacts are related; however, the relationship seems to be ambiguous, suggesting that these dimensions warrant further
investigation in future research.
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Qualitative investigation

The analysis of the survey data demonstrated that SR are positively associated with the OI of the entities under study.
Supportively, given our FGI, SR (e.g., those maintained within industry organizations such as associations) foster OI
manifested in the undertaking of new initiatives, including the introduction of new and innovative products to the market:

Through my acquaintance with members of various associations, primarily culinary ones, I joined a program developed
by the Polish Chamber of Regional and Traditional Products, Swigtokrzyskie branch. My farm enrolled in this program
precisely in order to seek out other, even more interesting initiatives [...] namely regional products, handmade goods, and
products originating from small-scale artisanal manufactures. [R1, FG3]

Moreover, SR enable the more rapid initiation, including financing and testing, of new ideas. At the same time, trust
- being a key component of SR - facilitates persuading a partner to undertake innovative activities without the need to
devote excessive effort to formal procedures or to building credibility from scratch.

If we have known one another for a long time and to a sufficient extent, when that person — or the company commissioning
us, or conversely we ourselves — says, “Listen, let us do this differently; let us approach the issue from an entirely different
perspective,” without such relationships, I believe it would be more difficult to initiate such an idea and move it forward;
considerably more effort would need to be invested. By contrast, strong relationships shorten the path to launching the
initiative and testing whether “perhaps it might succeed (...).” [R5, FGI2]

Additionally, SR grounded in openness foster communication and enable team members to propose ideas that
may initially appear unrealistic. As the interviewees emphasized, the absence of fear of evaluation was conducive to the
emergence of novel solutions, while the freedom to express thoughts translated directly into higher levels of employee
creativity. SR thus functioned both as a catalyst for creativity and as a channel through which that creativity could be
materialized as innovation.

If objectives are communicated clearly — what it is that we intend to achieve - even when someone devises a game that
initially appears outlandish and unplayable, the team’s openness and its capacity to discuss it as a potential product
constitute something we have consciously developed. (...) More generally, it is precisely because relationships within the
company are strong and we are allowed to make mistakes — indeed, to say something foolish in everyday conversation —
that we sometimes create entirely new things. [R6, FGI2]

It should, however, be emphasized that in certain cases SR also constituted a factor constraining OI, and at times even
a barrier to innovation:

When an external entity with which we maintain [relationships], and within which we operate, imposes excessive
constraints on us and limits our creativity, then — in my view — innovativeness declines. The greater the degree of autonomy
an individual is granted in undertaking activities within the sphere of innovation and within the organization, the
greater the likelihood that the individual’s talent will be effectively utilized. [R4, FGI2]

In other cases, close SR grounded in loyalty and commitment led organizations, out of concern about losing a partner,
to refrain from opening themselves to new initiatives and ideas, or from seeking inspiration for their activities through
collaboration with other entities:

We have, or at least it happens to everyone from time to time, that we start repeating ourselves and then we need some
fresh blood and I know that if I take the same [person], then I know more or less what they will do for me, if the last three
times were the same and that is sometimes a problem.

Similarly, affection and personal closeness raised dilemmas about continuing cooperation with individuals who, in

the interviewees’ view, had ceased to develop and were diminishing the organization’s innovative potential. However, this
decision was not straightforward due to a lack of courage to implement personnel changes:

22



Managers’ social relationships and organizational innovativeness: insights from creative industries € :J E M |

This certainly happened to me [...]; it concerned the employment of an individual who, in fact, was no longer developing.
We held one another in high regard and were faced with a genuine dilemma, particularly given the strong collegial ties
between us: should we prioritize innovativeness, or should we prioritize the relationship? [R4, FGI4]

The conducted FGIs also enabled identification of whether, and in what ways, the individual building blocks of SR
(Figure 1) and OI are related. In this respect, the findings indicate that their relationships is frequently ambiguous. For most
building blocks (with the sole exception of community of interests), the meaning for OI was both positive and negative.

Community of interests and organizational innovativeness

According to our interviewees, community of interests is the factor that fosters OI. Such communities play a pivotal
role in supporting such innovativeness by cultivating a shared understanding and emphasizing common goals, passions,
and areas of interest among their members. The collective motivation of individuals within such a community not
only enhances engagement but also strengthens their determination to realize innovative ideas. Shared motivation and
reciprocity thus create a solid foundation for a coherent approach to problem-solving and addressing challenges, paving
the way for creative thinking and the pursuit of inventive and breakthrough solutions:

Mutual promotion, as well as the joint search for market outlets, is also essential. In order to create something new — be
it a fair or another initiative — there must, of course, be a shared objective. [R6, FGI3]

People also get to know one another in places where they pursue their passions; through the realization of these passions,
they discover shared areas of interest [...] which serve, first, as a basis for establishing acquaintances and, subsequently,
for initiating future cooperation. [R6, FGI1]

A shared passion thus functions as a social catalyst for cooperation, directly supporting creative processes. Passion
operates as a mechanism that reduces social distance: individuals who share common interests move more rapidly
from formal interactions to informal, more open, partnership-based relationships. This is of particular importance for
innovativeness, the generation of new ideas, mutual understanding, and the development of a “common language” as
innovations rarely emerge within highly formalized and hierarchical relationships:

I consider this to be very important, which is why I very often - in fact, always - ask during recruitment interviews
whether video games constitute a genuine passion for the candidate. I find it far more effective to collaborate with such
employees. I know they are better able to understand the ideas I seek to communicate to them. [R2, FGI2]

Private contacts and organizational innovativeness

Regarding private contacts, some interlocutors considered them conducive to OI, pointing to several reasons. First,
private contacts foster trust, which in turn encourages individuals to share their ideas and observations more willingly
and flexibly, thereby promoting open communication - previously identified as crucial to innovation processes.

Second, in such circumstances, individuals are more inclined to collaborate, initiating cooperation becomes easier,
and its course and outcomes are often more favorable. Within this form of cooperation, developing in a more personal
context, parties can express their thoughts more freely and experiment with creative concepts, which facilitates the
emergence of innovative ideas:

I have such an experience of a private relationship with a colleague [...] we have known each other since our university
studies, and the fact that we know each other so well has only facilitated our cooperation. Indeed, when she became
a director, the cooperation with the institution she managed finally took tangible form [...], at last, we are materializing
this cooperation and generating numerous ideas. [R1, FGI1]

Third, private contacts frequently translate into an expanded network of relationships — through them, an organization
may gain access to diverse perspectives and resources (including knowledge), which in turn fosters innovativeness.
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Additionally, the interviewees emphasized that private contacts, if misused, may constitute a significant barrier to OL
For example, it was noted that private relationships can give rise to informal pressures, unequal treatment, and decision-
making that is not based on competence or substantive merit, but rather on interpersonal arrangements. Consequently,
innovativeness may be constrained, since innovation requires the fair evaluation of ideas, broad access to resources,
and efficient mechanisms of cooperation. One of the interviewees indicated that private contacts tend to be beneficial
primarily in stable circumstances, whereas they may become problematic in times of crisis or conflict - particularly
regarding the enforcement of agreements, the making of difficult managerial decisions, or the termination of cooperation.
This, in turn, may prolong ineffective relationships and obstruct essential changes for innovative development. Private
groups and strong interpersonal bonds within teams of cooperating entities may also generate organizational challenges,
such as difficulties in work planning, a decline in time discipline, or reduced employee availability. Furthermore, private
conflicts that transfer into the professional sphere may destabilize team functioning and necessitate organizational
adjustments (e.g., reorganizing office space). Ultimately, private relationships may diminish organizational effectiveness
and operational efficiency, thereby limiting the scope for innovative activities:

We have three or four individuals at work who maintain very close private relationships. A frequent issue is that they
wish to take leave at the same time, which somewhat complicates our operations. Their lunch breaks can at times become
excessively prolonged, and yet we are bound by specific deadlines. Moreover, when such private relationships deteriorate
for personal reasons - for instance, due to a conflict - it has occurred that we had to reorganize the entire office layout
and relocate these individuals to different workspaces. [R2, FGI4]

One of the interviewees also pointed to another issue — particularly significant in the context of public institutions
- namely, the fact that close private ties may be perceived as nepotism, which is not only undesirable but also formally
prohibited (especially within public entities). Consequently, this may impede OI, since innovation requires stable rules,
trust in the decision-making process, and a sense of a supportive and fair organizational climate.

Emotional intensity and organizational innovativeness

Considering emotional intensity, the interviewees indicated that it may both strongly foster and significantly constrain OI.
In terms of its positive association, it was noted that informal relationships “saturated with emotions” enhance openness,
trust, and the freedom to exchange ideas, thereby facilitating the generation of innovative projects:

I may simply feel uncomfortable in highly formal relationships, and I always try — perhaps instinctively, as I am an
artist and my work is closely connected with emotions - to infuse these contacts with positive emotions. For instance,
with Krzysztof [...] and Agnieszka [...] we play badminton every week. They used to be excellent players, and I try to
keep up with them; yet during successive sets on the court we exchange numerous observations, and various ideas for
joint initiatives and potential collaboration emerge. For me, therefore, positive informal relationships are a fundamental
condition for effective cooperation. [R4, FGI5]

Nevertheless, the study also revealed the “dark side” of emotional intensity in relationships. The interviewees
indicated that excessive emotional intensity between partners may disrupt the “healthy” balance between strictly business-
oriented and private interactions, leading to various difficulties, for example, in deciding whether to continue or terminate
cooperation. This, in turn, may have adverse consequences for OI.

Participants in the FGIs indicated that excessive emotional intensity limited innovativeness, for example, in situations
where an entity remained committed to a relationship with a business partner or employee to whom it was emotionally
attached, at the expense of establishing new relationships that could potentially generate greater innovativeness:

It looks entirely different than if we had to invest time and energy in introducing ourselves to someone and searching for
the best offer [...]. It may well be that another provider could deliver the port faster or better, yet personal considerations
tend to determine the choice rather than a detached calculation; perhaps this is where the drawback lies. [R4, FGI2]

The interlocutors also indicated that overly intense emotions may complicate professional relationships and

destabilize decision-making processes. An overabundance of emotions makes it difficult to separate personal sympathy
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from substantive evaluation, which may hinder constructive criticism and the enforcement of quality standards in ongoing

activities. This, in turn, may constrain innovativeness and impede the development of both the team and the organization:
It may become problematic when the other person with whom we maintain such a relationship does something incorrectly
- fails to fulfill their responsibilities. In such situations, it is necessary to separate personal feelings from substantive
considerations, which is not always easy. As mentioned earliet, a close acquaintance or friendship does not necessarily
function well when problems arise. One must learn to operate under such conditions and be capable of saying, for
example: “Listen, I care about you deeply, we have known each other for ten years and share a strong bond, but I cannot
continue working with you on this because you are not performing it properly”. These are exceptionally difficult matters
to articulate. [R5, FGI2]

Interestingly, the interviewees indicated that emotional intensity does not always correspond to the quality of the
outcomes achieved. Strong emotions may lead to success (and even “reset” conflicts), yet they may also create an illusory
sense of effective cooperation despite weak results, rendering their relationship with innovativeness inherently ambiguous:

An example that comes to mind - quite common in the theatre - illustrates this well. A successful premiere, that is,
a positive outcome of collaboration, often “resets” the problems that arose along the way. At times, a performance is
created in a less than favorable atmosphere [...], charged with strong emotions, and the director may not be particularly
kind or friendly in their manner of working. However, if the premiere ultimately proves outstanding, we are able to forget
rather quickly the negative, emotionally intense experiences that accompanied the process. On the other hand, there are
instances in which the work unfolds in an exceptionally positive, friendly, almost familial atmosphere, yet the resulting
performance is weak and in retrospect, we remember the entire experience unfavorably. [R4, FGI5]

Shared identity and organizational innovativeness

As evidenced by the analysis of the collected research material, a shared identity may entail both stimulating and
constraining potential for OI. As indicated by the interviewees, in many cases, a shared identity rooted in local culture
and history served as a direct impetus for implementing product innovations, such as rediscovering forgotten products
or their production methods (e.g., rose processing, traditional cuisine). It is also worth noting that a shared identity
grounded in tradition and local heritage fostered the passion necessary to undertake new initiatives (for instance, in
agriculture) and facilitated collaboration that provided access to new knowledge and development opportunities:

In my case, innovativeness essentially consists in rediscovering what was once well known. We are engaged in the
production and processing of rose-based products. In the past, rose was a highly popular product; it was used to address
various ailments, such as colds, respiratory issues, or circulatory problems. Over time, however, it was displaced by
a trend favoring what was perceived as Western and non-Polish. For my part, I strive to revive what has been forgotten.
Thus, innovativeness in this context fundamentally involves reaching back into tradition and this approach has proven
effective. [R6, FGI3]

However, in certain cases, a shared identity also led to the limitation or even the complete exclusion of OI. As indicated
by the interviewees, a hermetic industry environment - for example, one confined to a specific circle of video game
developers — may inhibit the inflow of new ideas and concepts. Moreover, some interviewees emphasized that although
a shared identity (e.g., the notion of a “large family of Polish gamedev”) is valuable, it does not necessarily determine
a company’s success on a global scale. Ultimately, what remains decisive is the ability to deliver innovative products to the
international market:

A community may also be exclusionary. If an overly hermetic environment emerges for instance, theatres likewise display
a tendency to confine themselves to a particular artistic current or a fixed circle of creators — this can restrict openness
to new influences. We attempt to counteract this tendency. For example, the Open the Door festival that we organize
includes artists with various disabilities, and no other public theatre hosts a festival of this kind. At times, therefore,
we are confronted with the realization that, although we have built a certain community, we may simultaneously be
excluding others. It becomes necessary to “open the door” to different perspectives and participants, since a community,
while fostering cohesion, can also generate exclusion. [R1, FGI4]
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Meetings in professional community and organizational innovativeness

Meetings in professional community were likewise described in ways that reflected both their positive and negative
significance for OI.

The interviewees emphasized that participation in industry gatherings — where entire professional communities
often convene - creates opportunities to establish new contacts and develop relationships. From the perspective of
innovativeness, such meetings were highlighted as important venues for the exchange of crucial information, sharing
experiences, mutual learning, and pursuing marketing objectives, thereby contributing, in the longer term, to the
development and innovativeness of the entire sector:

However, these meetings are generally very positive, as we attend and convene precisely to engage in what might be
termed brainstorming sessions and to derive as much value from them as possible. [R2, FGI3]

Some of the interviewees cited examples of innovative products that they were able to develop in collaboration with
partners because of industry meetings, which facilitated and enabled subsequent cooperation:

I realized that I did not personally know most people from the Warsaw theatres. The workshops and meetings held in
various locations in Powsin, at the city hall, in one theatre and then another, as well as informal evening encounters over
dinner, made it possible to establish interpersonal relationships and to get to know these individuals personally. These
personal contacts had a tremendous impact on subsequent cooperation. For example, once I had met a colleague from
Sinfonia Varsovia, it became much easier to cooperate on promotion and communicate when we later organized a joint
open-air performance in Skaryszewski Park - the “Park Opera” composed by Wojtek Blacharz. The project involved
actors from our theatre as well as musicians from Sinfonia Varsovia - trombonists, a violinist, and others. [R3, FGI5]

As mentioned, FGIs allowed us to conclude that meetings in the professional community can also negatively affect
OI. Such meetings are often associated with the consumption of alcohol or other stimulants. As a result, the entities
participating in such a meeting behave in ways that discredit them in the eyes of other business partners or create conflicts.
This, in turn, prevents or hinders further business cooperation that promotes innovativeness:

With us, of course, yes [laugh], I mean, sometimes it happens that, you know, after these official parts, we still have
a closed part of the party for ourselves, and of course there is alcohol in it, so you know that sometimes, some people
shouldn’t drink alcohol or should know how to drink it in moderation, and there were various situations and various
conflicts, where later it turned into purely business relations, and sometimes it happened that something ultimately didn’t
work, didn’t work, wasn’t completed or someone did not cooperate due to the events that took place at such an industry
meeting [R2, FGI4].

Repeatability and organizational innovativeness

Another building block relevant for OI was the repeatability of contacts. The interlocutors pointed to both its positive
and negative associations with innovativeness. They emphasized that repeated interactions facilitate better mutual
understanding between entities and contribute to the development of trust. In turn, trust fosters cooperation and supports
OI On the other hand, when a relationship is not perceived as emotionally positive (for example, when there is no
personal affinity toward a partner), yet remains necessary — such as in the case of ongoing contact with a public official
supervising a project — it may negatively affect the willingness to continue cooperation, as well as the organization’s
potential for innovativeness:

It is similar to listening to songs: after some time, we may grow tired of a particular piece and no longer wish to hear it,
or, conversely, the more frequently we listen to it, the more we come to appreciate it until it becomes one of our favorites.
The same applies to relationships. There are situations in which we must remain in contact with someone who irritates
us or whom we simply do not like [...]. Certain relationships are repetitive within the framework of a given project, and
my employees sometimes cannot wait for them to end - for the project to be completed and for the constant calls and
visits from a particular individual to cease. On the other hand, we have also had experiences in recent years where the
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opposite proved true: the more we shared experiences, the more we talked, implemented projects together, and repeated
our interactions, the more we came to value these relationships and to desire their continuation, along with further joint
initiatives. It can operate in both directions. [R1, FGI1]

In summary, the qualitative research conducted through FGIs demonstrated that, overall, the interviewees perceived
SR as directly or indirectly favoring OI. At the same time, they emphasized that such relations may also constitute a barrier
or a constraining factor, hindering or delaying innovativeness. A closer examination of the SR building blocks provides
a rationale for this ambivalent perception. The FGIs revealed that, for five of the six identified building blocks, their
significance for OI was both positive and negative. Consequently, depending on the specific circumstances — such as
excessive emotional intensity or the formation of hermetic groups closed to external actors — SR may fail to foster OI and
may even impede it.

DISCUSSION

The aim of the research was to investigate the association between SR and OI, using a multidimensional measurement
approach for both constructs and two complementary research methods. The quantitative analysis shows that SR and
their three individual building blocks are significantly and positively associated with OI across two dimensions: human
and non-human. The qualitative findings support claims about the positive associations of SR in general but also its three
individual building blocks. However, interestingly, they also show that individual building blocks (five out of six) may
be both positively and negatively related to OI. Conversations with our FGI interlocutors helped us understand why this
may be happening.

As our research has shown, SR and OI are multidimensional concepts (Czernek-Marszalek et al., 2023b; Wang
& Ahmed, 2004), difficult to define unambiguously and thus, also difficult to analyze. This is in line with previous
literature where, regarding SR, authors provide several concepts that refer to the wider domain of relationship quality
(Panayides, 2007) starting from Granovetter’s description of tie (Autry & Griflis, 2008; Granovetter, 1973, 1983; Levin &
Cross, 2004) or relationship strength (Cavusgil et al., 2003) and ending with relational capital (Kale et al., 2000). In terms
of innovativeness, the literature also lists its many dimensions or types; for example, the division used in our research is
based on Wang and Ahmed (2004). Wang and Ahmed (2004) have shown that different dimensions of one phenomenon
(for instance, different types of organizational culture or organizational resistance) (Naveed et al., 2022) may have different
strengths and connections to innovativeness.

This also complicates the analysis of the relationship between these two categories, which is crucial for this paper.
For example, in Granovetter’s (1973) approach, the acquisition of knowledge and innovation by individuals and
organizations depends on the strength of ties, strong ties (based on emotional intensity) foster innovativeness. However,
these strong ties can also be counterproductive in many respects (Czernek-Marszalek, 2020b; Granovetter, 1973; Gulati,
1995; Mitrega & Zolkiewski, 2012; Uzzi, 1996, 1997). Indeed, prior research indicates that the same elements of SR can
be both beneficial and detrimental to organizations. This means that the same factor that enables a firm to develop
innovativeness may also constrain it (Danneels, 2003; Fredberg & Piller, 2011). To date, however, there has been no clear
picture of how different SR elements support and constrain innovativeness (Soosay & Hyland, 2005; Grawe et al., 2011;
Panayides, 2006), so our aim was to fill this gap. We believe that our research findings, particularly the triangulation of
quantitative and qualitative research achieved through a convergent parallel mixed design, enabled us to demonstrate the
complexity of the phenomenon under analysis (i.e., the lack of a fully conclusive role for SR in OI).

The in-depth qualitative research supports the prior claims that SR can favor OI (e.g., Bailey et al., 2022; Bhatti et al,
2021; Czernek-Marszalek et al., 2023b; Gomez-del Rio & Rodriguez, 2022; Granovetter, 1973; Murphy, 2002; Pesimaa
et al., 2015; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998; Zheng et al., 2022). We found that relationships based on emotional intensity may
significantly enhance innovativeness, particularly in creative environments, as informal, emotionally rich interactions
foster trust, openness, and a sense of closeness. These conditions facilitate the free exchange of ideas, faster mutual
understanding, and the joint development of new concepts (Bhatti et al, 2021; Gomez-del Rio & Rodriguez, 2022;
Greve & Salaff, 2003). Moreover, such relationships strengthen motivation for collaboration (Chassagnon & Audran,
2011; Czernek-Marszalek et al., 2023b; Steinicke et al., 2012) and increase the willingness to take creative risks, thereby
supporting the emergence of innovative initiatives (Czernek-Marszalek, 2020a; Ritala et al., 2009b; Steinicke et al., 2012)
and increasing their chances of being transformed into viable projects. An extensive private network can also provide
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organizations with access to unique resources and information (Zhao et al., 2015; Jianyu et al., 2018). Emotional intensity
is widely recognized as an important indicator of relationship quality (Kale et al., 2000; Petersen et al., 2008), and the
literature suggests that relationship strength comprises both affective components — such as emotional intensity — and
behavioral components (Granovetter, 1973).

At the same time, our interviewees indicated that excessive emotional intensity may disrupt the balance required in
professional relationships and limit or inhibit collaboration with other entities, thereby restricting access to new ideas.
Strong emotions can generate several barriers and constraints that inhibit processes conducive to OI. Strong emotions,
especially negative ones, can limit rational thought and lead to impulsive decision-making, constraining OI. Intense
emotions can lead to increased conflict within teams, having some negative implications for collaboration and openness
to new ideas (Czernek-Marszalek, 2020b), thereby inhibiting innovativeness. Emotional intensity may also constrain
effective communication (Uzzi, 1997; Anderson & Jap, 2005) and limit the exchange of ideas and information (Granovetter,
1973; Uzzi, 1996, 1997; Mitrega & Zolkiewski, 2012), both of which are crucial to the creative sector. Our findings further
suggest that excessive emotional intensity may discourage organizations from seeking new partners, leading them instead
to rely on existing relationships that, while emotionally strong, may offer lower innovative potential (but with whom they
maintain strong emotional ties) (Czernek-Marszalek, 2020b; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Moreover, researchers have
identified different levels and dimensions of trust (e.g., interpersonal and institutional — Semercioz et al., 2011; or lateral,
vertical, and institutional — Ellonen et al., 2008), showing how it affects these dimensions differently. Wang and Ahmed
(2004) noted that trust is based on emotional bonds. In this context, our qualitative research showed that emotional
intensity (i.e., affective trust, or emotional bonds) may also be negatively associated with OI.

The next building block of SR, i.e., the community of interests, according to our interlocutors, is important for
achieving common goals, motivation, and passion among representatives of creative sectors, thereby potentially enhancing
individual engagement in developing innovative ideas and projects. Shared goals and interests also may act as social
catalysts for collaboration, fostering partnerships — often informal - that enable innovations unlikely to emerge within
rigid hierarchical structures. SR thus play a fundamental role in creative thinking, experimentation, and the search for
breakthrough solutions (Bhatti et al, 2021; Chassagnon & Audran, 2011) by enabling the unrestricted flow of information
and knowledge and acting as a catalyst for OI. These findings are consistent with studies showing that innovation processes
are embedded in interactions among members of communities of interest (Brinks & Ibert, 2015). Such communities
generate knowledge as an emergent outcome of their internal social dynamics and initiate innovation processes (Baldwin
et al,, 2006; Presutti et al., 2021). Our interviewees emphasized that communities of interest, indeed, play a crucial role
in fostering OI by strengthening collective understanding and highlighting shared goals, passions, and interests. This
dynamic supports creative thinking and the search for innovative solutions. Numerous examples of enthusiast-driven
innovation further underline the importance of sharing knowledge within communities of interest, ranging from open-
source projects and co-created video games (Jeppesen & Molin, 2003) to more tangible examples such as sports equipment
or furniture hacking, as well as creative industries like photography (Grabher & Ibert, 2014).

Our interlocutors indicated that a shared identity - the third building block of SR, referring to a relationship with an
individual with whom one shares a sense of belonging, for example, to the same local community (Turner, 2007; Wang et
al., 2010) helps maintain a rich network of contacts and acquaintances, and thus favors innovativeness. This aligns with
the literature, as sharing traditions, local culture, norms, values, and customs with individuals from other organizations is
a key element of OI (Khorshid & Mehdiabadi, 2021). Nevertheless, beyond a moderate level, such shared identity among
team members negatively affects innovativeness (Czernek-Marszalek, 2020b). Our FGI participants also argued that some
communities with a shared identity are so hermetic that belonging to them can lead to isolation from other entities,
excluding them from the opportunity to co-create new, innovative ideas. This is consistent with previous research findings
indicating that when ties with business partners become overly closed and insular, partners have limited opportunities to
encounter divergent perspectives (Czernek-Marszatek, 2020b; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). As a result, they may lack the
capabilities and competencies needed to build effective relationships with partners outside their own community (Maurer
& Ebers, 2006, p. 277).

It’s also important to note that SR may be negatively associated with an organizations innovativeness when they
begin to undermine professionalism and transparency. Overly strong ties can foster informal pressure, unequal treatment,
and decision-making based on personal relationships rather than merit-based criteria, which limits the fair evaluation
of ideas and the efficient allocation of resources. Moreover, tightly knit private groups within organizations may disrupt
work organization, weaken time management, and transfer personal conflicts into professional settings, destabilizing
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collaboration (Uzzi, 1997; Anderson & Jap, 2005). As researchers indicate, when entrepreneurs work together for an
extended period, they may become fatigued with the business relationship. As they become more familiar with each other’s
weaknesses, interpersonal conflicts may emerge (Czernek-Marszatek, 2020b; Mitrega & Zolkiewski, 2012). Such conflicts
can hinder further collaboration and may even lead to its dissolution (Mitrega & Zolkiewski, 2012), while simultaneously
limiting or undermining opportunities for OI development. In public institutions, family ties can further increase the
risk of nepotism, undermining trust and perceptions of fairness — both of which are essential for fostering an innovation-
friendly organizational climate.

Our research also revealed that SR established and maintained during meetings in professional communities (e.g.,
conferences or seminars) is an important factor in industry development, as interviewees argued that the exchange of
experiences during such meetings fosters innovation across the industry. Researchers emphasize that new expertise and
knowledge (Dahlander & Frederiksen, 2012; Franke & Shah, 2003) can result from voluntary collaboration and the free
sharing of knowledge. People with similar or the same professions are therefore valued for their significant contributions to
firm-based innovation processes (Grabher et al., 2008; Jeppesen & Frederiksen, 2006; Poetz & Schreier, 2012). Interestingly,
creative communities have been described as highly reflective (Amin & Roberts, 2008). These practices are embedded
in an institutional environment that systematically stimulates and encourages reflective behavior. For participants in
creative communities, reflective moments occur rather unsystematically when practitioners face challenging problems
and encounter difficult or novel issues in everyday situations (Miiller & Ibert, 2015; Al-Omoush et al., 2020; Vainauskiené
& Vaitkiené, 2022). The SR developed during professional meetings may be a fundamental condition for collaboration
(McGrath, 1991). Here, our interviewees also noted that industry meetings do not always foster innovativeness. This is
especially true when participants overstep certain boundaries of good taste, for example, by drinking alcohol, which is
detrimental to future collaboration, even in the context of innovation.

When it comes to private contacts, they proved crucial for building trust among representatives of creative industries
and for establishing an open, flexible communication style - important from the OI point of view. Moreover, private contacts
are often expressed through sympathy, knowledge of the other party, and trust, which, according to the interlocutors, are
important for effective cooperation and the emergence of innovative ideas, solutions, and processes.

Scholars emphasized that private contacts enable the acquisition of knowledge about one another and on various
issues important to their businesses (Czernek-Marszatek, 2020a). In turn, increasing the level of innovative solutions
takes place thanks to joint problem solving, during which entities receive feedback and gain tacit knowledge (Arribas et
al., 2013; Gubbins & Dooley, 2021; McTiernan et al., 2023; Reinhardt & Gurtner, 2018; Santos, 2023; Scuotto et al., 2017).
From this perspective, our interlocutors indicated that private contacts are positively associated with OI. For instance,
the case of the director of a cultural institution and her friend shows that solid private contacts (playing tennis together)
significantly facilitated cooperation and generated many ideas.

On the other hand, private contacts may constrain OI when they begin to undermine professionalism and
transparency. Excessively strong ties can foster informal pressure, unequal treatment, and decisions based on personal
relationships rather than merit-based criteria, which limits the fair evaluation of ideas and the effective allocation of
resources. In addition, close-knit private groups within a team may hinder work organization, reduce time discipline, and
transfer personal conflicts into the professional environment, destabilizing collaboration. In public institutions, family
relationships may also create a risk of nepotism, weakening trust and the sense of fairness, both of which are crucial for
building an innovation-supportive climate (Czernek-Marszalek, 2020b).

Finally, it's worth emphasizing that, in quantitative studies, the repeatability of contact was excluded from the
initial SR measurement model. Supportively, our FGI showed that it can be both irrelevant and negatively associated
with innovativeness. Regarding the first issue, our interviewees indicated that maintaining the relationship between
repeatability and Ol is irrelevant to the dynamics of the relationship itself. They indicated that they ,,return” to relationships
with a given entity as needed; the relationship doesn’t necessarily have to be regular or irregular; it can be ad hoc, even
infrequent. Referring to the negative association between repeatability and OI, some indicated that, for example, the need
to maintain relationships with certain individuals (e.g., repeated contact with an official overseeing a project) irritates
employees, especially when the relationship is not perceived positively (is emotionally negative) but is, in a sense, forced
by the situation (project implementation). The literature, though more focused on team relationships (van Offenbeek
& Koopman, 1996) than on interorganizational relationships, suggests the opposite. Researchers have demonstrated
a strong relationship between team meeting frequency (Jackson, 1996) and team performance, particularly team success
(Brewer & Kramer, 1986). More recent research has examined meeting frequency to assess the extent of formal and
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informal interactions within a team, showing that meeting frequency significantly predicted team innovation (Drach-
Zahavy & Somech, 2001). The difference in the results may be due to the level of analysis — intraorganizational versus
interorganizational relationships — a matter that certainly requires further investigation.

To conclude, our research showed that, in order to improve OI most effectively, the focus should be on strengthening
SR, as they are generally positively associated with OI. However, this association is often ambivalent. Thus, the key is to
achieve an optimal balance, for example, in terms of the intensity of emotions or the frequency of contact across different
components of SR.

CONCLUSIONS

Contributions

Our research allows us to make a theoretical contribution in several respects, which, from the perspective of knowledge
development and cognitive value, can be conceptualized as a conceptual contribution based on model research design
(Jaakkola, 2020), as it involves both the development and empirical testing of a model capturing relationships between
key concepts.

Firstly, it combines the issues of SR and OI, which are multidimensional concepts (see: Czernek-Marszatek et al.,
2023b; Wang & Ahmed, 2004) — not only difficult to define clearly but also to measure, and hence critically important
nowadays. The conducted research enabled us to analyze the associations between SR building blocks and OI. So far, the
literature has not presented this phenomenon from this perspective, because previous research on the role of SR for OI
was fragmentary and highly context-limited (Ellonen et al., 2008). Such studies are concerned, for example, either with
one of the dimensions of OI (e.g., product or behavioral) or with one of the dimensions (building blocks) of SR (e.g., trust).
Former empirical works mostly focused on product innovativeness (Grifhin, 2002; Tiiten & Ascigil, 2014) “neglecting the
importance of other dimensions such as market and process that contribute to overall innovativeness of organizations” (Tiiten
& Ascigil, 2014, p. 83). Meanwhile, the other aspects of Ol are also very important.

Secondly, following emphasized methodological and empirical gaps in research on innovations and innovativeness
within cultural and creative industries (Gohoungodji & Amara, 2023), we explored our sample in search of a new approach
to measure OI by introducing its two-dimensional conceptualization, i.e. human and non-human innovativeness, which
after nomological and predictive validation performed in a separate study, would be appropriate for research in the context
of creative industries.

Thirdly, it may be especially suitable for organizations operating in creative industries, which were selected for our
research and in the literature are mentioned as important entities regarding the topic of OI (Bilan et al., 2019; Koch et al.,
2023; Snowball et al., 2022) and SR (Gu, 2010; Parmentier & Mangematin, 2014). Such human creativity is crucial because
it drives innovation and most often results from the transfer of knowledge (especially tacit knowledge) between various
entities where SR are relevant. At the same time, such studies are lacking in literature.

Fourthly, thanks to the approach used, the study allows us to better and more comprehensively understand the
connections of different SR building blocks with OI. Thanks to the mixed-method approach used in our research inquiry,
we can better understand the very complex, both positive and negative, interlinks.

This mixed study also makes methodological contributions in at least two ways. First, regarding the measurement
of OI, it is recognized as a different approach to its structure compared to existing frameworks (characterized by
5- and 4-dimensional frameworks - e.g., Ellonen et al., 2008; Wang & Ahmed, 2004) that cover a two-dimensional
conceptualization. This departure is particularly salient when contextualizing OI within industries distinct from the
mainstream (as those investigated so far using the same conceptualization: ICT - Ellonen et al., 2008; oil refineries
- Golipour et al., 2011; beverages — Semerciéz et al., 2011; marble and natural stone — Ozeren et al., 2013 public sector
organizations and private industrial services — Riivari et al., 2012; petrochemical - Heyns & Jearey, 2013, aviation
- Klimas, 2015; industrial SMEs — Cagliyan et al., 2022; formal business organizations - Ghosh & Srivastava, 2022), where
prevailing structural configurations might not adequately capture the nuances of innovation dynamics under creative
industries. Our proposed framework is particularly relevant to creative industries, underscoring the vital importance of
human resource creativity and individual innovativeness (Bilan et al., 2019; Cnossen et al., 2019; Gohoungodji & Amara,
2023; Koch et al., 2023; Plum & Hassink, 2014; Snowball et al., 2022). For instance, industries in the creative domain - by
definition - prioritize artistic and inventive qualities intrinsic to human assets, rendering the conventional dimensions,
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often rooted in organizational factors (e.g., product innovation, process streamlining, market diversification), less
pronounced or even tangential.

Second, we used a rigorous three-step procedure to remove responses from our initial sample that were likely
influenced by careless answering (Johnson, 2005; DeSimone et al., 2015; Meade & Craig, 2012). While these procedures
are well established in psychology, they are relatively new in business research (Curran, 2016). We want to emphasize their
importance for ensuring the reliability of data analysis results. Careless responses can either inflate or deflate estimated
model parameters and introduce variability that obscures underlying patterns in the dataset. When these conditions exist,
the results obtained can be flawed. To observe the impact of this issue in our dataset, we analyzed the characteristics of
the between-items correlation coeflicients at various stages of the procedure. Our findings showed that the underlying
patterns in the cleaned data were more apparent. These observations align with conclusions from other studies examining
the outcomes of data cleaning procedures (Ward & Meade, 2023). In contrast, the excluded samples lacked discernible
patterns, leading to reduced noise and bias in the cleaned sample, which was used for further analysis. Research results
(Oppenheimer et al., 2009) and subsequent studies (Maniaci et al., 2014) confirm that improving data quality by removing
careless responding increases statistical power. Therefore, by applying this procedure, we are more confident that we are
not presenting spurious results in the paper. We see this as a contribution, as such a detailed approach to data cleaning,
although recommended in psychometric and marketing, remains deficient in management research.

Managerial implications

SR, considered an emerging phenomenon among managers of individual organizations, may be an important resource for
the organization’s innovativeness; therefore, the ability to properly manage SR and to diversify the portfolio of existing SR
is crucial. It is necessary to make managers aware of the inseparable connection between managers’ SR and organizations’
activities. The importance of SR should be recognized by managers and intentionally used to increase innovativeness,
which is critical in the creative industries. This applies to every creative industry, not only to entities within it in Poland,
where the research was conducted. As such, based on the research findings described, we recommend that managers
do not rely too heavily on the repeatability of existing SR, as it is not a strong component of SR in the creative industry
context. In addition, given the quantitatively confirmed positive associations of emotional intensity, community of interest,
and meetings in professional communities with OI, we suggest strengthening these aspects of SR. Given the qualitative
findings, it is particularly recommended to involve individuals responsible for interorganizational relationships (especially
those oriented toward co-innovation) in various communities of interest. This component was the only one that did not
display mixed effects, showing exclusively positive associations with OI in the focus group interviews. Moreover, it seems
crucial to inform managers of the need to adequately monitor all components of SR, as qualitative research has shown that
the nature of their relationship with OI can be ambivalent and context-dependent (except for the community of interest).
Particular attention should be paid to shared identity and private contacts, which were identified as ambiguous not only
in the qualitative analysis but also in the quantitative study, due to unstable estimates in the statistical model.

Limitations

Our research has several limitations. The first group of them refers to the contextuality of our research investigation.
The research focused on four deliberately chosen creative industries. Although we did not find differences in results by
industry type, this does not mean the results can be generalized to all creative industries, particularly those not covered
by this study. Given the limited transferability of the findings to the broader creative industries landscape, we recommend
replicating the research in other industry settings. Furthermore, the research was conducted in Poland, which further
limits the possibility of drawing general conclusions; research carried out in other countries, especially those with
different socio-cultural specificities, could yield different results. This shows that, when considering replication, different
national or international contexts should be considered. Therefore, we recommend quasi-replication (Bettis et al., 2016)
as a possible direction for future research.

Secondly, our research process reflects limitations in the research design, particularly regarding the selection of key
informants. Notably, our data collection processes adopted a single-informant approach, which, although dominant
and common, has significant disadvantages in recognizing non-individual phenomena (Bou-Llusar et al., 2016), such
as Ol in our case. Moreover, considering the target key informants (Homburg, 2012), it is worth noting that operational
and functional employees, whose creative activities may have even greater implications for innovativeness than those of
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directors and management staff, were also included in the research. Next, the research process was designed as a cross-
sectional study, and thus, the data were collected at a single time point, which is considered a limitation for the stability of
the results (Strobl et al., 2025). Additionally, all FGIs were conducted online due to the COVID-19 pandemic, which may
have influenced the findings by temporarily elevating the importance of digital SR. Both these shortcomings point out the
need for a longitudinal research design.

Finally, our study has some limitations related to the specific types and methods employed. Regarding qualitative
research, the study involved purposefully selected organizations and interviewees representing specific types of creative
activity in Poland. Perhaps, in the case of other entities (as mentioned, also operating in other contexts, e.g., countries),
the importance of SR and their individual components for OI will differ.

Regarding the quantitative research, three key issues should be outlined. In the context of OI, the data collection
process assumed the use of a validated measurement scale developed by Wang and Ahmed (2004). In practice, however,
two departures from the original scale occurred. First, in line with recommendations to simplify and standardize survey
instruments, the research tool consistently employed exclusively positively worded items (Chyung et al., 2018; Dodeen,
2023; Zeng, Jeon, & Wen, 2024). It is therefore possible that rewording the originally reverse-keyed items into non-reverse
items may have affected the obtained results. Second, due to an inadvertent inclusion at the questionnaire design stage,
one item that had been excluded during the validation of the original scale was incorporated into the survey instrument.
As this item had not been validated in the original measurement model, it was excluded from further analyses aimed at
adaptation of the measurement model. Consequently, OI was measured using 19 rather than 20 items. It should be noted
that although omitting a single indicator may have affected the results, we believe the impact is unlikely to be substantial. The
adopted measurement approach retained a multi-item structure across all five original dimensions of OI, with a minimum
of three indicators per latent construct (Danneels, 2016). Moreover, the structural models used for hypothesis testing
were based on a comprehensively validated measurement model of OI, estimated using the collected - and importantly,
thoroughly cleaned - raw data. Importantly, general recommendations for scale development and adaptation emphasize
structural simplification of measured constructs (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006), particularly when instruments are
applied in new empirical contexts (Ambuehl & Inauen, 2022). Consistent with these recommendations, the measurement
model adaptation process conducted in this study further refined the OI scale, reducing the number of indicators from 19
to 12, a valid number. Last but not least in the context of limitations of quantitative part of our research process, as far as
the quantitative part of our study is concerned, the extensive research tool used in the data gathering process (approx. 120
questions in total) can be indicated as a limitation, which could have caused tiredness and weariness of the respondents
during the research process, potentially affecting the reliability of the answers provided. Nonetheless, we claim that the
application of multi-stage analysis, focused on eliminating careless observation, minimized the risk of unreliable raw data.

Given all those aspects, we argue they warrant further research.

Future research directions

Based on the findings of your study, several potential directions for further research could deepen understanding of the
links between SR and OI. Those include for instance: (1) investigation of SR’ building blocks significantly and negatively
associated with OI (e.g. are there certain conditions under which they might be more beneficial?); (2) given contextual
limitations of our study (one country and creative industries), the study replication in other contexts allowing for more
general conclusions - e.g. to analyze whether, what building blocks of SR and how they are linked to innovativeness in
creative industries in other countries (e.g. in Asia, where the role of SR is business is undoubtedly crucial) in order to
compare the findings; (3) considering the dynamic nature of both SR and OI, conduct longitudinal studies to capture the
evolution and changes undergo the link between these two and identify factors that affect these dynamics.

Acknowledgements

The project was financed from sources of the National Science Centre, Poland, according to decision UMO-2017/27/B/
HS4/01051 and UMO-2021/43/B/HS4/01823.

32



Managers’ social relationships and organizational innovativeness: insights from creative industries :—:J E M |

References

Adegbite, W. M., & Govender, C. M. (2022). Management barriers to innovation performance in Nigerian manufacturing sector. African Journal
of Science, Technology, Innovation and Development, 14(7), 1959-1969. https://doi.org/10.1080/20421338.2021.1991553

Al Breiki, M., Al Abri, A., Al Moosawi, A. M., & Alburaiki, A. (2023). Investigating science teachers’ intention to adopt virtual reality through the
integration of diffusion of innovation theory and theory of planned behaviour: The moderating role of perceived skills readiness. Education
and Information Technologies, 28(5), 6165-6187. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-022-11367-z

Alacovska, A., & Bissonnette, J. (2021). Care-ful work: An ethics of care approach to contingent labour in the creative industries. Journal of
Business Ethics, 169, 135-151. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04316-3

Al-Omoush, K. S., Simén-Moya, V., & Sendra-Garcia, J. (2020). The impact of social capital and collaborative knowledge creation on e-business
proactiveness and organizational agility in responding to the COVID-19 crisis. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 5(4), 279-288. https://
doi.org/10.1016/}.jik.2020.10.002

Al-Twal, A., Alawamleh, M., & Jarrar, D. M. (2024). An investigation of the role of Wasta social capital in enhancing employee loyalty and
innovation in organizations. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship, 13(1), Article 12. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-024-00372-w

Ambuehl, B, & Inauen, J. (2022). Contextualized measurement scale adaptation: A 4-step tutorial for health psychology research. International
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(19), Article 12775. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191912775

Amin, A., & Roberts, J. (2008). Knowing in action: Beyond communities of practice. Research Policy, 37(2), 353-369. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
respol.2007.11.003

Anderson, E., & Jap, S. D. (2005). The dark side of close relationships. MIT Sloan Management Review, 46(3), 75-82.

Arribas, I, Herndndez, P., & Vila, J. E. (2013). Guanxi, performance and innovation in entrepreneurial service projects. Management Decision,
51(1), 173-183. https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741311291373

Autry, C. W, & Griffis, S. E. (2008). Supply chain capital: The impact of structural and relational linkages on firm execution and innovation.
Journal of Business Logistics, 29(1), 157-173. https://doi.org/10.1002/§.2158-1592.2008.tb00073.x

Bailey, D. E,, Faraj, S., Hinds, P. J., Leonardi, P. M., & von Krogh, G. (2022). We are all theorists of technology now: A relational perspective on
emerging technology and organizing. Organization Science, 33(1), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2021.1562

Balasubramanian, N., Ye, Y., & Xu, M. (2022). Substituting human decision-making with machine learning: Implications for organizational
learning. Academy of Management Review, 47(3), 448-465. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2019.0470

Baldwin, C., Hienerth, C., & von Hippel, E. (2006). How user innovations become commercial products: A theoretical investigation and case
study. Research Policy, 35(9), 1291-1313. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.04.012

Bamel, N., Kumar, S., Bamel, U., Lim, W. M., & Sureka, R. (2024). The state of the art of innovation management: Insights from a retrospective
review of the European Journal of Innovation Management. European Journal of Innovation Management, 27(3), 825-850. https://doi.
org/10.1108/EJIM-07-2022-0361

Bapna, R., Qiu, L., & Rice, S. C. (2017). Repeated interactions vs. social ties: Quantifying the economic value of trust, forgiveness, and reputation
using a field experiment. MIS Quarterly, 41(3), 841-866. https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2017/41.3.08

Bastian, B. L., & Tucci, C. L. (2017). Entrepreneurial advice sources and their antecedents: Venture stage, innovativeness and internationalization.
Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the Global Economy, 11(2), 214-236. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEC-03-2015-0023

Baum, J. A. C.,, Calabrese, T., & Silverman, B. S. (2000). Don’t go it alone: Alliance network composition and start-ups’ performance in
Canadian biotechnology. Strategic Management Journal, 21(3), 267-294. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200003)21:3<267::AID-
SMJ89>3.0.CO;2-8

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological Bulletin, 107(2), 238-246. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.107.2.238

Bettis, R. A., Helfat, C. E., & Shaver, J. M. (2016). The necessity, logic, and forms of replication. Strategic Management Journal, 37(11), 2193-2203.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2580

Bhana, A. (2024). Unlocking the power of convergent parallel designs and triangulation for enhanced management and leadership research:
A comprehensive theoretical exploration. Asian Journal of Management, Entrepreneurship and Social Science, 4(04), 1770-1793. https://doi.
org/10.2139/ssrn.5073261

Bhatti, S. H., Vorobyev, D., Zakariya, R., & Christofi, M. (2021). Social capital, knowledge sharing, work meaningfulness and creativity: Evidence
from the Pakistani pharmaceutical industry. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 22(2), 243-259. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-02-2020-0065

Bilan, Y., Vasilyeva, T., Kryklii, O., & Shilimbetova, G. (2019). The creative industry as a factor in the development of the economy: Dissemination
of European experience in the countries with economies in transition. Creativity Studies, 12(1), 75-101. https://doi.org/10.3846/cs.2019.7453

Boateng, G. O., Neilands, T. B., Frongillo, E. A., Melgar-Quifonez, H. R., & Young, S. L. (2018). Best practices for developing and validating scales
for health, social, and behavioral research: A primer. Frontiers in Public Health, 6, Article 149. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2018.00149

Bottero, W. (2005). Interaction distance and the social meaning of occupations. The Sociological Review, 53(2), 56-72. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-954X.2005.00572.x

Bou-Llusar, J. C., Beltran-Martin, 1., Roca-Puig, V., & Escrig-Tena, A. B. (2016). Single- and multiple-informant research designs to examine
the human resource management-performance relationship. British Journal of Management, 27(3), 646-668. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8551.12177

Bouncken, R. B., Czakon, W., & Schmitt, F. (2025). Purposeful sampling and saturation in qualitative research methodologies: Recommendations
and review. Review of Managerial Science, 20(2), 579-615. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-025-00881-2

Boyd, L. E., Ringland, K. E., Haimson, O. L., Fernandez, H., Bistarkey, M., & Hayes, G. R. (2015). Evaluating a collaborative iPad game’s impact
on social relationships for children with autism spectrum disorder. ACM Transactions on Accessible Computing, 7(1), 1-18. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2751564

Brewer, M. B., & Kramer, R. M. (1986). Choice behavior in social dilemmas: Effects of social identity, group size, and decision framing. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 50(3), 543-549. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.3.543

Brinks, V., & Ibert, O. (2015). Mushrooming entrepreneurship: The dynamic geography of enthusiast-driven innovation. Geoforum, 65, 363-373.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.01.007

Cagliyan, V., Attar, M., & Abdul-Kareem, A. (2022). Assessing the mediating effect of sustainable competitive advantage on the relationship
between organisational innovativeness and firm performance. Competitiveness Review: An International Business Journal, 32(4), 618-639.
https://doi.org/10.1108/CR-10-2020-0129

33



J E M | Katarzyna Czernek-Marszalek, Patrycja Klimas, Dagmara Wojcik, Patrycja Juszczyk, Aleksandra Szpulak

Camisén, C., & Villar-Lopez, A. (2011). Non-technical innovation: Organizational memory and learning capabilities as antecedent factors
with effects on sustained competitive advantage. Industrial Marketing Management, 40(8), 1294-1304. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2011.10.001

Cattell, R. B. (1966). The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 1(2), 245-276. https://doi.org/10.1207/
§15327906mbr0102_10

Cavusgil, S., Calantone, R. J., & Zhao, Y. (2003). Tacit knowledge transfer and firm innovation capability. Journal of Business ¢ Industrial
Marketing, 18(1), 6-21. https://doi.org/10.1108/08858620310458615

Chassagnon, V., & Audran, M. (2011). The impact of interpersonal networks on the innovativeness of inventors: From theory to empirical evidence.
International Journal of Innovation Management, 15(5), 931-958. https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919611003349

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary
Journal, 14(3), 464-504. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834

Chenhall, R. H., Kallunki, J. P., & Silvola, H. (2011). Exploring the relationships between strategy, innovation, and management control systems:
The roles of social networking, organic innovative culture, and formal controls. Journal of Management Accounting Research, 23(1), 99-128.
https://doi.org/10.2308/jmar-10069

Cheung, G. W., & Wang, C. (2017). Current approaches for assessing convergent and discriminant validity with SEM: Issues and solutions.
Academy of Management Proceedings, 2017(1), Article 12706. https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2017.12706abstract

Chowdhury, S. (2005). The role of affect- and cognition-based trust in complex knowledge sharing. Journal of Managerial Issues, 17(3), 310-326.

Chyung, S. Y., Barkin, J. R., & Shamsy, J. A. (2018). Evidence-based survey design: The use of negatively worded items in surveys. Performance
Improvement, 57(3), 16-25. https://doi.org/10.1002/pfi.21749

Chyung, S. Y., Swanson, I., Roberts, K., & Hankinson, A. (2018). Evidence-based survey design: The use of continuous rating scales in surveys.
Performance Improvement, 57(5), 38-48. https://doi.org/10.1002/pfi.21763

Cillo, V., Petruzzelli, A. M., Ardito, L., & Del Giudice, M. (2019). Understanding sustainable innovation: A systematic literature review. Corporate
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 26(5), 1012-1025. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1783

Cimenler, O., Reeves, K. A., Skvoretz, J., & Oztekin, A. (2016). A causal analytic model to evaluate the impact of researchers’ individual innovativeness
on their collaborative outputs. Journal of Modelling in Management, 11(2), 585-611. https://doi.org/10.1108/JM2-03-2014-0021

Cnossen, B., Loots, E., & van Witteloostuijn, A. (2019). Individual motivation among entrepreneurs in the creative and cultural industries: A self-
determination perspective. Creativity and Innovation Management, 28(3), 389-402. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12315

Corbo, L., Kraus, S., Vlaci¢, B., Dabi¢, M., Caputo, A., & Pellegrini, M. M. (2023). Coopetition and innovation: A review and research agenda.
Technovation, 122, Article 102624. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2022.102624

Cortese, D., Civera, C., & Casalegno, C. (2024). Transformative social innovation in developing and emerging ecosystems: A configurational
examination. Review of Managerial Science, 18(3), 827-857. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-023-00624-1

Crawford, J., & Jabbour, M. (2024). The relationship between enterprise risk management and managerial judgement in decision-making:
A systematic literature review. International Journal of Management Reviews, 26(1), 110-136. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12337

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2018). Designing and conducting mixed methods research (3rd ed.). SAGE.

Crocetta, C., Antonucci, L., Cataldo, R., Galasso, R., Grassia, M. G., Lauro, C. N., & Marino, M. (2021). Higher-order PLS-PM approach for
different types of constructs. Social Indicators Research, 154(2), 725-754. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-020-02563-w

Curran, P. G. (2016). Methods for the detection of carelessly invalid responses in survey data. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 66, 4-19.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006

Cush, P., & Macken-Walsh, A. (2016). The potential for joint farming ventures in Irish agriculture: A sociological review. European Countryside,
8(1), 33-48. https://doi.org/10.1515/euco-2016-0003

Cush, P,, & Varley, T. (2013). Cooperation as a survival strategy among west of Ireland small-scale mussel farmers. Maritime Studies, 12(1), Article
11. https://doi.org/10.1186/2212-9790-12-11

Czakon, W., & Czernek-Marszatek, K. (2025). In times of fear turn to your competitor: Developing organizational resilience through coopetition.
Industrial Marketing Management, 125, 339-354. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2025.01.015

Czernek-Marszalek, K. (2020a). Social embeddedness and its benefits for cooperation in a tourism destination. Journal of Destination Marketing
& Management, 15, Article 100401. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2019.100401

Czernek-Marszalek, K. (2020b). The overembeddedness impact on tourism cooperation. Annals of Tourism Research, 81, Article 102852. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2019.102852

Czernek-Marszalek, K., Klimas, P., & Wojcik, D. (2023a). Playing with social relationships: Their role among actors in the video game industry.
International Journal of Contemporary Management, 59(4), 34-57. https://doi.org/10.2478/ijcm-2023-0012

Czernek-Marszatek, K., Klimas, P., Juszczyk, P., & Wojcik, D. (2023b). Social relationships: The secret ingredient of synergistic venture cooperation.
In Bleeding-edge entrepreneurship: Digitalization, blockchains, space, the ocean, and artificial intelligence (pp. 51-90). Emerald Publishing
Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/52040-724620230000016005

Dahlander, L., & Frederiksen, L. (2012). The core and cosmopolitans: A relational view of innovation in user communities. Organization Science,
23(4), 988-1007. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1110.0673

Danneels, E. (2003). Tight-loose coupling with customers: The enactment of customer orientation. Strategic Management Journal, 24(6), 559-576.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.319

Danneels, E. (2016). Survey measures of first- and second-order competences. Strategic Management Journal, 37(10), 2174-2188. https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/smj.2428

Darbi, W. P. K., & Knott, P. (2023). Coopetition strategy as naturalised practice in a cluster of informal businesses. International Small Business
Journal, 41(1), 88-114. https://doi.org/10.1177/02662426221079728

Davidsson, P., & Honig, B. (2003). The role of social and human capital among nascent entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(3),
301-331. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(02)00097-6

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (1994). Handbook of qualitative research. Sage.

DeSimone, J. A., Harms, P. D., & DeSimone, A. J. (2015). Best practice recommendations for data screening. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
36(2), 171-181. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1962

Dodeen, H. (2023). The effects of changing negatively worded items to positively worded items on the reliability and the factor structure of
psychological scales. Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 41(3), 298-310. https://doi.org/10.1177/07342829221141934

34



Managers’ social relationships and organizational innovativeness: insights from creative industries :—:J E M |

Drach-Zahavy, A., & Somech, A. (2001). Understanding team innovation: The role of team processes and structures. Group Dynamics: Theory,
Research, and Practice, 5(2), 111-123. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.5.2.111

Dunn, A. M., Heggestad, E. D., Shanock, L. R., & Theilgard, N. (2018). Intra-individual response variability as an indicator of insufficient effort
responding: Comparison to other indicators and relationships with individual differences. Journal of Business and Psychology, 33(1), 105-
121. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-016-9479-0

Durach, C. F., & Machuca, J. A. (2018). A matter of perspective: The role of interpersonal relationships in supply chain risk management.
International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 38(10), 1866-1887. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-03-2017-0157

Ekanayake, S., Childerhouse, P., & Sun, P. (2017). The symbiotic existence of inter-organizational and interpersonal ties in supply chain
collaboration. The International Journal of Logistics Management, 28(3), 723-754. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLM-12-2014-0198

Ellonen, R., Blomgqvist, K., & Puumalainen, K. (2008). The role of trust in organizational innovativeness. European Journal of Innovation
Management, 11(2), 160-181. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060810869848

Fabrigar, L. R, & Wegener, D. T. (2012). Exploratory factor analysis. Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso
b1/9780199734177.001.0001

Franke, N., & Shah, S. (2003). How communities support innovative activities: An exploration of assistance and sharing among end-users.
Research Policy, 32(1), 157-178. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00006-9

Fredberg, T., & Piller, F. T. (2011). The paradox of tie strength in customer relationships for innovation: A longitudinal case study in the sports
industry. R&+D Management, 41(5), 470-484. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2011.00659.x

Fu, J. S. (2022). Understanding the internal and external communicative drivers of organizational innovativeness. Communication Research,
49(5), 675-702. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650220981299

Fulk, J., & Yuan, Y. C. (2013). Location, motivation, and social capitalization via enterprise social networking. Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication, 19(1), 20-37. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12033

Gabbay, S. M., & Zuckerman, E. W. (1998). Social capital and opportunity in corporate R&D: The contingent effect of contact density on mobility
expectations. Social Science Research, 27(2), 189-217. https://doi.org/10.1006/ssre.1998.0620

Galbraith, J. R. (2005). Designing the customer-centric organization: A guide to strategy, structure, and process. John Wiley & Sons.

Ganguly, A., Talukdar, A., & Chatterjee, D. (2019). Evaluating the role of social capital, tacit knowledge sharing, knowledge quality and reciprocity
in determining innovation capability of an organization. Journal of Knowledge Management, 23(6), 1105-1135. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-
03-2018-0190

Garcfa-Villaverde, P. M., Ruiz-Ortega, M. J., Hurtado-Palomino, A., De La Gala-Veldsquez, B., & Zirena-Bejarano, P. P. (2021). Social capital and
innovativeness in firms in cultural tourism destinations: Divergent contingent factors. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 19,
Article 100529. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.100529

Gargiulo, M., & Benassi, M. (2000). Trapped in your own net? Network cohesion, structural holes, and the adaptation of social capital. Organization
Science, 11(2), 183-196. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.11.2.183.12514

Gemiinden, H. G,, Ritter, T., & Heydebreck, P. (1996). Network configuration and innovation success: An empirical analysis in German high-tech
industries. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 13(5), 449-462. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8116(96)00026-2

Ghosh, S., & Srivastava, B. K. (2018). Rescaling organizational innovativeness: The Indian context. Global Business Review, 19(1), 241-255. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0972150917714112

Ghosh, S., & Srivastava, B. K. (2022). The functioning of dynamic capabilities: Explaining the role of organizational innovativeness and culture.
European Journal of Innovation Management, 25(4), 948-974. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-06-2020-0241

Gilson, L. L. (2024). Why be creative: A review of the practical outcomes associated with creativity at the individual, group, and organizational
levels. In Handbook of organizational creativity (pp. 303-322). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003573326-16

Glabiszewski, W., Sudolska, A., Gérka, J., & Panka, A. (2020). Financial services companies’ abilities to collaborative technology absorption
versus their innovativeness. In A. Zakrzewska-Bielawska & I. Staniec (Eds.), Contemporary challenges in cooperation and coopetition in the
age of Industry 4.0 (pp. 225-241). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-30549-9_12

Gohoungodji, P., & Amara, N. (2023). Art of innovating in the arts: Definitions, determinants, and mode of innovation in creative industries,
a systematic review. Review of Managerial Science, 17(8), 2685-2725. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-022-00597-7

Goldammer, P, Annen, H., Stockli, P. L., & Jonas, K. (2020). Careless responding in questionnaire measures: Detection, impact, and remedies.
The Leadership Quarterly, 31(4), Article 101384. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101384

Golipour, R., Jandaghi, G., Mirzaei, M. A., & Arbatan, T. R. (2011). The impact of organizational trust on innovativeness at the Tehran oil refinery
company. African Journal of Business Management, 5(7), 2660-2667. https://doi.org/10.5897/AJBM10.905

Gomez-del Rio, T., & Rodriguez, J. (2022). Design and assessment of a project-based learning in a laboratory for integrating knowledge and
improving engineering design skills. Education for Chemical Engineers, 40, 17-28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ece.2022.04.002

Grabher, G., & Ibert, O. (2014). Distance as asset? Knowledge collaboration in hybrid virtual communities. Journal of Economic Geography, 14(1),
97-123. https://doi.org/10.1093/jeg/1bt014

Grabher, G., Ibert, O., & Flohr, S. (2008). The neglected king: The customer in the new knowledge ecology of innovation. Economic Geography,
84(3), 253-280. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-8287.2008.tb00365.x

Granovetter, M. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 78(6), 1360-1380. https://doi.org/10.1086/225469

Granovetter, M. (1985). Economic action and social structure: The problem of embeddedness. American Journal of Sociology, 91(3), 481-510.
https://doi.org/10.1086/228311

Granovetter, M. (2005). The impact of social structure on economic outcomes. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 19(1), 33-50. https://doi.
0rg/10.1257/0895330053147958

Granovetter, M. (2018). The impact of social structure on economic outcomes. In The sociology of economic life (pp. 46-61). Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9780429494338-4

Grawe, S. J., Daugherty, P. J., & Roath, A. S. (2011). Knowledge synthesis and innovative logistics processes: Enhancing operational flexibility and
performance. Journal of Business Logistics, 32(1), 69-80. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2158-1592.2011.01006.x

Grebski, M., & Mazur, M. (2022). Social climate of support for innovativeness. Production Engineering Archives, 28(1), 110-116. https://doi.
org/10.30657/pea.2022.28.12

Greve, A., & Salaff, J. W. (2003). Social networks and entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 28(1), 1-22. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1540-8520.00029

35



J E M | Katarzyna Czernek-Marszalek, Patrycja Klimas, Dagmara Wojcik, Patrycja Juszczyk, Aleksandra Szpulak

Griffin, A. (2002). Product development cycle time for business-to-business products. Industrial Marketing Management, 31(4), 291-304. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00162-6

Gu, X. (2010). Social networks and aesthetic reflexivity in the creative industries. Journal of International Communication, 16(2), 55-66. https://
doi.org/10.1080/13216597.2010.9674768

Gubbins, C., & Dooley, L. (2021). Delineating the tacit knowledge-seeking phase of knowledge sharing: The influence of relational social capital
components. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 32(3), 319-348. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21423

Gulati, R. (1995). Social structure and alliance formation patterns: A longitudinal analysis. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40(4), 619-652.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393756

Gulati, R., Nohria, N., & Zaheer, A. (2000). Strategic networks. Strategic Management Journal, 21(3), 203-215. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-
0266(200003)21:3<203::AID-SMJ102>3.0.CO;2-K

Hair, J. E, Jr., Babin, B. J., & Krey, N. (2017). Covariance-based structural equation modeling in the Journal of Advertising: Review and
recommendations. Journal of Advertising, 46(1), 163-177. https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2017.1281777

Hair, J. E, Jr., Matthews, L. M., Matthews, R. L., & Sarstedt, M. (2017a). PLS-SEM or CB-SEM: Updated guidelines on which method to use.
International Journal of Multivariate Data Analysis, 1(2), 107-123. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMDA.2017.10008574

Hair, J. E,, Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2019). Multivariate data analysis (8th ed.). Cengage.

Hair, J. F,, Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2), 139-152. https://
doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202

Hair, J., Hollingsworth, C. L., Randolph, A. B., & Chong, A. Y. L. (2017b). An updated and expanded assessment of PLS-SEM in information
systems research. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 117(3), 442-458. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMDS-04-2016-0130

Harryson, S. (1997). How Canon and Sony drive product innovation through networking and application-focused R&D. Journal of Product
Innovation Management, 14(4), 288-295. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5885.1440288

Heath, R. L. (2020). Management of corporate communication: From interpersonal contacts to external affairs. Routledge. https://doi.
0rg/10.4324/9781003064046

Hendrayanti, S., & Nurauliya, V. (2021). Building competitive advantage through innovation, creativity, product quality. Baskara: Journal of
Business and Entrepreneurship, 4(1), 85-94.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation
modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43(1), 115-135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8

Heyns, M. M., & Jearey, A. D. (2013). Dimensionality of interpersonal trust and its relationship to innovativeness. The Journal for Transdisciplinary
Research in Southern Africa, 9(1), 159-170. https://doi.org/10.4102/td.v9i1.223

Homburg, C., Klarmann, M., Reimann, M., & Schilke, O. (2012). What drives key informant accuracy? Journal of Marketing Research, 49(4),
594-608. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.09.0174

Horn, J. L. (1965). A rationale and test for the number of factors in factor analysis. Psychometrika, 30(2), 179-185. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF02289447

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives.
Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Huang, J. L., Curran, P. G., Keeney, J., Poposki, E. M., & DeShon, R. P. (2012). Detecting and deterring insufficient effort responding to surveys.
Journal of Business and Psychology, 27(1), 99-114. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-011-9231-8

Jaakkola, E. (2020). Designing conceptual articles: Four approaches. AMS Review, 10(1), 18-26. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13162-020-00161-0

Jack, E. P.,, & Raturi, A. S. (2006). Lessons learned from methodological triangulation in management research. Management Research News,
29(6), 345-357. https://doi.org/10.1108/01409170610683833

Jackson, S. E. (1996). The consequences of diversity in multidisciplinary work teams. In M. A. West (Ed.), Handbook of work group psychology
(pp. 53-75). Wiley.

Jeppesen, L. B., & Frederiksen, L. (2006). Why do users contribute to firm-hosted user communities? The case of computer-controlled music
instruments. Organization Science, 17(1), 45-63. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0156

Jeppesen, L. B., & Molin, M. J. (2003). Consumers as co-developers: Learning and innovation outside the firm. Technology Analysis & Strategic
Management, 15(3), 363-383. https://doi.org/10.1080/09537320310001601531

Jianyu, Z., Baizhou, L., Xi, X., Guangdong, W., & Tienan, W. (2018). Research on the characteristics of evolution in knowledge flow networks of
strategicalliance under different resource allocation. Expert Systems with Applications, 98,242-256. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2017.11.012

Johannisson, B., & Mensted, M. (1997). Contextualizing entrepreneurial networking: The case of Scandinavia. International Studies of Management
& Organization, 27(3), 109-136. https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.1997.11656715

Johansson, M. (2012). Interaction in dynamic networks: Role-playing and its implications for innovation. The IMP Journal, 6(1), 17-37.

Johnson, J. A. (2005). Ascertaining the validity of individual protocols from web-based personality inventories. Journal of Research in Personality,
39(1), 103-129. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2004.09.009

Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (1996). LISREL 8: User’s reference guide. Scientific Software International.

Kale, P., Singh, H., & Perlmutter, H. (2000). Learning and protection of proprietary assets in strategic alliances: Building relational capital.
Strategic Management Journal, 21(3), 217-237. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200003)21:3<217:: AID-SMJ95>3.0.CO;2-Y

Kasprzak, R. (2017). Creative industries in the Polish economy: Growth and operating conditions. In Creative industries in Europe: Drivers of new
sectoral and spatial dynamics (pp. 151-176). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56497-5_8

Kenny, D. A., & McCoach, D. B. (2003). Effect of the number of variables on measures of fit in structural equation modeling. Structural Equation
Modeling, 10(3), 333-351. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM1003_1

Khorshid, S., & Mehdiabadi, A. (2021). Effect of organizational identification on organizational innovativeness in universities and higher
education institutions of Iran, mediated by risk-taking capability. European Journal of Innovation Management, 24(4), 1430-1458. https://
doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-04-2019-0094

Kijkuit, B., & van den Ende, J. (2007). The organizational life of an idea: Integrating social network, creativity and decision-making perspectives.
Journal of Management Studies, 44(6), 863-882. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00695.x

Kijkuit, B., & van den Ende, J. (2010). With a little help from our colleagues: A longitudinal study of social networks for innovation. Organization
Studies, 31(4), 451-479. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840609357398

36



Managers’ social relationships and organizational innovativeness: insights from creative industries :—:J E M |

Kim, J., Prempeh, A. A., Addai, E. K., & Wargo, E. (2025). Unlocking the power of authentic leadership: Driving innovation and error management.
Higher Education Management, 40(1), 12-29.

Kim, S. (2014). An adaptive smart grid management scheme based on the coopetition game model. ETRI Journal, 36(1), 80-88. https://doi.
org/10.4218/etrij.14.0113.0042

Klimas, P. (2015). Organisational innovativeness: Its level, building blocks and relationships with interorganisational cooperation inside
innovation networks. International Journal of Business Environment, 7(4), 373-395. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBE.2015.073181

Klimas, P., Czernek-Marszalek, K., Wojcik, D., & Juszczyk, P. (2025). Building blocks of social relationships in business: Verification and
measurement validation. Review of Managerial Science, 19(11), 3333-3375. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-025-00853-6

Koc, T., & Bozdag, E. (2025). Organizational innovativeness: The role of innovation adoption capability. Engineering Management Journal, 37(2),
135-149. https://doi.org/10.1080/10429247.2024.2372517

Koch, F., Hoellen, M., Konrad, E. D., & Kock, A. (2023). Innovation in the creative industries: Linking the founder’s creative and business
orientation to innovation outcomes. Creativity and Innovation Management, 32(2), 281-297. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12554

Kock, N. (2014). Advanced mediating effects tests, multi-group analyses, and measurement model assessments in PLS-based SEM. International
Journal of e-Collaboration, 10(1), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.4018/ijec.2014010101

Kraft, P. S., & Bausch, A. (2018). Managerial social networks and innovation: A meta-analysis of bonding and bridging effects across institutional
environments. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 35(6), 865-889. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12450

Krueger, R. A., & Casey, M. A. (2015). Focus groups: A practical guide for applied research (5th ed.). Sage Publications.

Kumar, P, & Sinha, A. (2021). Information diffusion modeling and analysis for socially interacting networks. Social Network Analysis and Mining,
11(1), Article 11. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13278-020-00719-7

Laursen, K., & Salter, A. (2006). Open for innovation: The role of openness in explaining innovation performance among UK manufacturing
firms. Strategic Management Journal, 27(2), 131-150. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.507

Lee, S. M., & Trimi, S. (2021). Convergence innovation in the digital age and in the COVID-19 pandemic crisis. Journal of Business Research, 123,
14-22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.041

Leenders, R. T., & Dolfsma, W. A. (2016). Social networks for innovation and new product development. Journal of Product Innovation Management,
33(2), 123-131. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12292

Leonardi, P. M. (2014). Social media, knowledge sharing, and innovation: Toward a theory of communication visibility. Information Systems
Research, 25(4), 796-816. https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2014.0536

Levin, D. Z., & Cross, R. (2004). The strength of weak ties you can trust: The mediating role of trust in effective knowledge transfer. Management
Science, 50(11), 1477-1490. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1030.0136

Li, J. J., Poppo, L., & Zhou, K. Z. (2008). Do managerial ties in China always produce value? Competition, uncertainty, and domestic vs. foreign
firms. Strategic Management Journal, 29(4), 383-400. https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.665

Lingo, E. L., & Tepper, S. J. (2013). Looking back, looking forward: Arts-based careers and creative work. Work and Occupations, 40(4), 337-363.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0730888413505229

Liu, Y., Fuller, B., Hester, K., Bennett, R. J., & Dickerson, M. S. (2018). Linking authentic leadership to subordinate behaviors. Leadership ¢
Organization Development Journal, 39(2), 218-233. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-12-2016-0327

Lohmoller, J. B. (2013). Latent variable path modeling with partial least squares. Springer Science & Business Media. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-642-52512-4

Luk, C. L., Yau, O. H,, Sin, L. Y,, Tse, A. C., Chow, R. P,, & Lee, J. S. (2008). The effects of social capital and organisational innovativeness in
different institutional contexts. Journal of International Business Studies, 39, 589-612. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400373

Maniaci, M. R., & Rogge, R. D. (2014). Caring about carelessness: Participant inattention and its effects on research. Journal of Research in
Personality, 48, 61-83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2013.09.008

Marsh, H. W., & Hocevar, D. (1985). Application of confirmatory factor analysis to the study of self-concept: First- and higher order factor models
and their invariance across groups. Psychological Bulletin, 97(3), 562-582. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.97.3.562

Martinez-Roman, J. A., & Romero, I. (2017). Determinants of innovativeness in SMEs: Disentangling core innovation and technology adoption
capabilities. Review of Managerial Science, 11, 543-569. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-016-0196-x

Maurer, 1., & Ebers, M. (2006). Dynamics of social capital and their performance implications: Lessons from biotechnology start-ups.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 51(2), 262-292. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.51.2.262

McDonald, R. P., & Ho, M. H. R. (2002). Principles and practice in reporting structural equation analyses. Psychological Methods, 7(1), 64-82.
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.7.1.64

McGrath, J. E. (1991). Time, interaction, and performance (TIP): A theory of groups. Small Group Research, 22(2), 147-174. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1046496491222001

McTiernan, C., Musgrave, J., & Cooper, C. (2023). Conceptualising trust as a mediator of pro-environmental tacit knowledge transfer in small
and medium sized tourism enterprises. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 31(4), 1014-1031. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1942479

Meade, A. W., & Craig, S. B. (2012). Identifying careless responses in survey data. Psychological Methods, 17(3), 437-455. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20028085

Menguc, B., & Auh, S. (2006). Creating a firm-level dynamic capability through capitalising on market orientation and innovativeness. Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, 34(1), 63-73. https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070305281090

Milana, E., & Maldaon, I. (2015). Social capital: A comprehensive overview at organizational context. Periodica Polytechnica Social and
Management Sciences, 23(2), 133-141. https://doi.org/10.3311/PPs0.7763

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook. Sage.

Mitrega, M., & Zolkiewski, J. (2012). Negative consequences of deep relationships with suppliers: An exploratory study in Poland. Industrial
Marketing Management, 41(5), 886-894. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2011.09.023

Mizruchi, M. S., & Stearns, L. B. (2001). Getting deals done: The use of social networks in bank decision-making. American Sociological Review,
66(5), 647-671. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240106600502

Mooradian, T., Renzl, B., & Matzler, K. (2005, October 26-27). Propensity to trust, interpersonal trust and knowledge sharing. 3rd EIASM Workshop
on Trust Within and Between Organizations, Trust in Knowledge Management Track, Amsterdam, Netherlands.

Morgan, D. L. (1997). Focus groups as qualitative research (2nd ed.). Sage Publications.

37



J E M | Katarzyna Czernek-Marszalek, Patrycja Klimas, Dagmara Wojcik, Patrycja Juszczyk, Aleksandra Szpulak

Miiller, F. C., & Ibert, O. (2015). Re-sources of innovation: Understanding and comparing time-spatial innovation dynamics through the lens of
communities of practice. Geoforum, 65, 338-350. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2014.10.007

Murphy, J. T. (2002). Networks, trust, and innovation in Tanzania’s manufacturing sector. World Development, 30(4), 591-619. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0305-750X(01)00131-0

Nahapiet, J., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital, and the organizational advantage. Academy of Management Review, 23(2),
242-266. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.533225

Naveed, R. T., Alhaidan, H., Al Halbusi, H., & Al-Swidi, A. K. (2022). Do organizations really evolve? The critical link between organizational
culture and organizational innovation toward organizational effectiveness: Pivotal role of organizational resistance. Journal of Innovation
& Knowledge, 7(2), Article 100178. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2022.100178

Nuttall, J. (2004). Modes of interpersonal relationship in management organisations. Journal of Change Management, 4(1), 15-29. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/1469701042000194690

O’Connor, B. P. (2000). SPSS and SAS programs for determining the number of components using parallel analysis and Velicer’s MAP test.
Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 32(3), 396-402. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03200807

Oppenheimer, D. M., Meyvis, T., & Davidenko, N. (2009). Instructional manipulation checks: Detecting satisficing to increase statistical power.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(4), 867-872. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.03.009

Ozeren, E., Ozmen, O. N. T., & Appolloni, A. (2013). The relationship between cultural tightness-looseness and organizational innovativeness:
A comparative research into the Turkish and Italian marble industries. Transition Studies Review, 19(4), 475-492. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11300-013-0262-x

Pallas, F., Bockermann, F., Goetz, O., & Tecklenburg, K. (2013). Investigating organisational innovativeness: Developing a multidimensional
formative measure. International Journal of Innovation Management, 17(4), Article 1350009. https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919613500096

Panayides, P. (2006). Enhancing innovation capability through relationship management and implications for performance. European Journal of
Innovation Management, 9(4), 466—-483. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060610707876

Panayides, P. M. (2007). Effects of organizational learning in third-party logistics. Journal of Business Logistics, 28(2), 133-158. https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/j.2158-1592.2007.tb00061.x

Parlar, H., Polatcan, M., & Cansoy, R. (2020). The relationship between social capital and innovativeness climate in schools: The intermediary role
of professional learning communities. International Journal of Educational Management, 34(2), 232-244. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-10-
2018-0322

Parmentier, G., & Mangematin, V. (2014). Orchestrating innovation with user communities in the creative industries. Technological Forecasting
and Social Change, 83, 40-53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2013.03.007

Patil, V. H,, Singh, S. N., Mishra, S., & Donavan, D. T. (2008). Efficient theory development and factor retention criteria: Abandon the “eigenvalue
greater than one” criterion. Journal of Business Research, 61(2), 162-170. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.05.008

Perez, M., & Sanchez, A. (2002). Lean production and technology networks in the Spanish automotive supplier industry. Management International
Review, 42(3), 261-277.

Pesimaa, O., Shoham, A., Khan, M. L., & Muhammad, I. J. (2015). The impact of social networking and learning orientation on performance.
Journal of Global Marketing, 28(2), 113-131. https://doi.org/10.1080/08911762.2014.991016

Petersen, K. J., Handfield, R. B., Lawson, B., & Cousins, P. D. (2008). Buyer dependency and relational capital formation: The mediating effects
of socialization processes and supplier integration. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 44(4), 53-65. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-
493X.2008.00072.x

Piselli,F.(2007). Communities, places,andsocialnetworks. American BehavioralScientist, 50(7),867-878.https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764206298312

Pittaway, L., Robertson, M., Munir, K., Denyer, D., & Neely, A. (2004). Networking and innovation: A systematic review of the evidence.
International Journal of Management Reviews, 5(3—4), 137-168. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-8545.2004.00101.x

Plum, O., & Hassink, R. (2014). Knowledge bases, innovativeness and competitiveness in creative industries: The case of Hamburg’s video game
developers. Regional Studies, Regional Science, 1(1), 248-268. https://doi.org/10.1080/21681376.2014.967803

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the
literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Poetz, M. K., & Schreier, M. (2012). The value of crowdsourcing: Can users really compete with professionals in generating new product ideas?
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 29(2), 245-256. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.00893.x

Potts, J., Cunningham, S., Hartley, J., & Ormerod, P. (2008). Social network markets: A new definition of the creative industries. Journal of
Cultural Economics, 32, 167-185. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-008-9066-y

Powell, W. W. (1990). Neither market nor hierarchy: Network forms of organization. Research in Organizational Behavior, 12, 295-336.

Pratt, A. C. (2004). Creative clusters: Towards the governance of the creative industries production system? Media International Australia, 112(1),
50-66. https://doi.org/10.1177/1329878X0411200106

Presutti, M., Boari, C., & Molina-Morales, F. X. (2021). I need you, but do I love you? Strong ties and innovation in supplier-customer relations.
European Management Journal, 39(6), 790-801. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;.2021.01.009

Quandt, C. O., & Castilho, M. F. D. (2017). Relationship between collaboration and innovativeness: A case study in an innovative organisation.
International Journal of Innovation and Learning, 21(3), 257-273. https://doi.org/10.1504/1JIL.2017.083400

Raggio, R. D., Walz, M. A., Bose Godbole, M., & Garretson Folse, J. A. (2014). Gratitude in relationship marketing: Theoretical development and
directions for future research. European Journal of Marketing, 48(1/2), 2-24. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-08-2009-0355

Ramcharran, H. (2001). Inter-firm linkages and profitability in the automobile industry: The implications for supply chain management. Journal
of Supply Chain Management, 37(4), 11-17. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2001.tb00088.x

Rank, O. N. (2014). The effect of structural embeddedness on start-up survival: A case study in the German biotech industry. Journal of Small
Business & Entrepreneurship, 27(3), 275-299. https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2015.1067355

Reagans, R., & McEvily, B. (2003). Network structure and knowledge transfer: The effects of cohesion and range. Administrative Science Quarterly,
48(2), 240-267. https://doi.org/10.2307/3556658

Reinhardt, R., & Gurtner, S. (2018). The overlooked role of embeddedness in disruptive innovation theory. Technological Forecasting and Social
Change, 132, 268-283. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.02.011

Riivari, E., Limsd, A. M., Kujala, J., & Heiskanen, E. (2012). The ethical culture of organisations and organisational innovativeness. European
Journal of Innovation Management, 15(3), 310-331. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601061211243657

38



Managers’ social relationships and organizational innovativeness: insights from creative industries :—:J E M |

Ringle, C. M., da Silva, D., & Bido, D. S. (2015). Structural equation modeling with SmartPLS. Brazilian Journal of Marketing, 13(2), 56-73. https://
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2676422

Ritala, P., & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, P. (2009a). What’s in it for me? Creating and appropriating value in innovation-related coopetition.
Technovation, 29(12), 819-828. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2009.07.002

Ritala, P., Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, P., & Blomgqvist, K. (2009b). Tug of war in innovation-coopetitive service development. International Journal
of Services Technology and Management, 12(3), 255-272. https://doi.org/10.1504/1J]STM.2009.025394

Roberts, J. (2006). Limits to communities of practice. Journal of Management Studies, 43(3), 623-639. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
6486.2006.00618.x

Roxas, B., Chadee, D., de Jesus, R. M. C., & Cosape, A. (2017). Human and social capital and environmental management in small firms:
A developing country perspective. Asian Journal of Business Ethics, 6, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13520-016-0066-2

Ruef, M. (2002). Strong ties, weak ties and islands: Structural and cultural predictors of organizational innovation. Industrial and Corporate
Change, 11(3), 427-449. https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/11.3.427

Ruvio, A. A., Shoham, A., Vigoda-Gadot, E., & Schwabsky, N. (2014). Organizational innovativeness: Construct development and cross-cultural
validation. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 31(5), 1004-1022. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12141

Sakalaki, M., & Fousiani, K. (2012). Social embeddedness and economic opportunism: A game situation. Psychological Reports, 110(3), 955-962.
https://doi.org/10.2466/17.07.09.PR0.110.3.955-962

Salavou, H. (2004). The concept of innovativeness: Should we need to focus? European Journal of Innovation Management, 7(1), 33-44. https://doi.
org/10.1108/14601060410515628

Sanchez-Garcia, E., Marco-Lajara, B., Martinez-Falcd, J., & Poveda-Pareja, E. (2023). Cognitive social capital for knowledge absorption in
specialized environments: The path to innovation. Heliyon, 9(3), Article e14223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e14223

Santoro, G., Quaglia, R., Pellicelli, A. C., & De Bernardi, P. (2020). The interplay among entrepreneur, employees, and firm level factors in
explaining SMEs openness: A qualitative micro-foundational approach. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 151, Article 119820.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119820

Santos, R. F., Oliveira, M., & Curado, C. (2023). The effects of the relational dimension of social capital on tacit and explicit knowledge sharing:
A mixed-methods approach. VINE Journal of Information and Knowledge Management Systems, 53(1), 43-63. https://doi.org/10.1108/
VJIKMS-05-2020-0094

Sarstedt, M., Hair, J. F,, Jr., Cheah, J. H., Becker, J. M., & Ringle, C. M. (2019). How to specify, estimate, and validate higher-order constructs in
PLS-SEM. Australasian Marketing Journal, 27(3), 197-211. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2019.05.003

Schermelleh-Engel, K., Moosbrugger, H., & Miiller, H. (2003). Evaluating the fit of structural equation models: Tests of significance and descriptive
goodness-of-fit measures. Methods of Psychological Research, 8(2), 23-74. https://doi.org/10.23668/psycharchives.12784

Schulte-Holthaus, S. (2018). Entrepreneurship in the creative industries: A literature review and research agenda. In Entrepreneurship in culture
and creative industries: Perspectives from companies and regions (pp. 99-154). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-65506-2_7

Scuotto, V., Del Giudice, M., & Carayannis, E. G. (2017). The effect of social networking sites and absorptive capacity on SMEs’ innovation
performance. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 42, 409-424. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-015-9437-8

Selomon, T. T., Urassa, G. C., & Allan, I. S. (2016). The effects of organisational capabilities on firm success: Evidence from Eritrean wood-and-metal-
manufacturing firms. African Journal of Economic and Management Studies, 7(3), 314-327. https://doi.org/10.1108/AJEMS-10-2015-0114

Semercioz, F., Hassan, M., & Aldemir, Z. (2011). An empirical study on the role of interpersonal and institutional trust in organizational
innovativeness. International Business Research, 4(2), 125-136. https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v4n2p125

Shevlin, M., & Miles, J. N. V. (1998). Effects of sample size, model specification and factor loadings on the GFI in confirmatory factor analysis.
Personality and Individual Differences, 25(1), 85-90. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(98)00055-5

Shoham, A., Vigoda-Gadot, E., Ruvio, A., & Schwabsky, N. (2012). Testing an organizational innovativeness integrative model across cultures.
Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 29(2), 226-240. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2012.01.002

Siggelkow, N. (2007). Persuasion with case studies. Academy of Management Journal, 50(1), 20-24. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.24160882

Singh, S. K., Mazzucchelli, A., Vessal, S. R., & Solidoro, A. (2021). Knowledge-based HRM practices and innovation performance: Role of social
capital and knowledge sharing. Journal of International Management, 27(1), Article 100830. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2021.100830

Snowball, J., Tarentaal, D., & Sapsed, J. (2022). Innovation and diversity in the digital cultural and creative industries. In Arts, entrepreneurship,
and innovation (pp. 187-215). Springer Nature Switzerland. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-021-09420-9

Soosay, C. A., & Hyland, P. W. (2005). Effect of firm contingencies on continuous innovation. International Journal of Innovation and Technology
Management, 2(2), 153-169. https://doi.org/10.1142/50219877005000455

Sousa, L. (2005). Building on personal networks when intervening with multi-problem poor families. Journal of Social Work Practice, 19(2),
163-179. https://doi.org/10.1080/02650530500144766

Steinicke, S., Wallenburg, C. M., & Schmoltzi, C. (2012). Governing for innovation in horizontal service cooperations. Journal of Service
Management, 23(2), 279-302. https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231211226198

Strobl, A., Ferndndez-Mesa, A., Miroshnychenko, I., Ozturan, P., & Korzynski, P. (2025). Publishing quantitative research in EMJ: Some editorial
guidelines and recommendations. European Management Journal, 43(1), 2-9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;.2025.01.001

Suhaimi, S. N., Walters, A., & Ward, J. (2024). Design thinking mindset: A user-centred approach toward innovation in the Welsh creative
industries. International Journal of Design Creativity and Innovation, 12(4), 238-257. https://doi.org/10.1080/21650349.2024.2383410

Tan, H. H., & Tan, C. S. F. (2000). Toward a differentiation of trust in supervisor and trust in organisation. Genetic, Social, and General Psychology
Monographs, 126(2), 241-260.

Tsai, W., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital and value creation: The role of intrafirm networks. Academy of Management Journal, 41(4), 464-476.
https://doi.org/10.5465/257085

Turner, S. (2007). Small-scale enterprise livelihoods and social capital in eastern Indonesia: Ethnic embeddedness and exclusion. The Professional
Geographer, 59(4), 407-420. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9272.2007.00631.x

Tiiten, D., & Ascigil, S. (2014). Antecedents of innovativeness: Entrepreneurial team characteristics and networking. Journal of Innovation
Management, 2(1), 83-103. https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_002.001_0007

Uzzi, B. (1996). The sources and consequences of embeddedness for the economic performance of organizations: The network effect. American
Sociological Review, 61(4), 674-698. https://doi.org/10.2307/2096399

Uzzi, B. (1997). Social structure and competition in interfirm networks: The paradox of embeddedness. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(1),
35-67. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393808

39



J E M | Katarzyna Czernek-Marszalek, Patrycja Klimas, Dagmara Wojcik, Patrycja Juszczyk, Aleksandra Szpulak

Uzzi, B., & Spiro, J. (2005). Collaboration and creativity: The small world problem. American Journal of Sociology, 111(2), 447-504. https://doi.
org/10.1086/432782

Vainauskiené, V., & Vaitkiené, R. (2022). Challenges to the learning organization in the context of COVID-19 pandemic uncertainty: Creativity-
based response. Creativity Studies, 15(2), 332-347. https://doi.org/10.3846/cs.2022.15109

Van Offenbeek, M., & Koopman, P. (1996). Interaction and decision making in project teams. In M. A. West (Ed.), Handbook of work group
psychology (pp. 159-187). Wiley.
Vandenberg, R. J., & Lance, C. E. (2000). A review and synthesis of the measurement invariance literature: Suggestions, practices, and
recommendations for organizational research. Organizational Research Methods, 3(1), 4-70. https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810031002
Walter, A., Auer, M., & Ritter, T. (2006). The impact of network capabilities and entrepreneurial orientation on university spin-off performance.
Journal of Business Venturing, 21(4), 541-567. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2005.02.005

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2004). The development and validation of the organisational innovativeness construct using confirmatory factor
analysis. European Journal of Innovation Management, 7(4), 303-313. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060410565056

Wang, G., Gallagher, A., Luo, J., & Forsyth, D. (2010). Seeing people in social context: Recognizing people and social relationships. In K. Daniilidis,
P. Maragos, & N. Paragios (Eds.), Computer vision-ECCV 2010: 11th European Conference on Computer Vision, Heraklion, Crete, Greece,
September 5-11, 2010, proceedings, Part V (pp. 169-182). Springer Berlin Heidelberg. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-15555-0_13

Ward, M. K., & Meade, A. W. (2023). Dealing with careless responding in survey data: Prevention, identification, and recommended best practices.
Annual Review of Psychology, 74(1), 577-596. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-040422-045007

Wohl, H. (2022). Innovation and creativity in creative industries. Sociology Compass, 16(2), Article e12956. https://doi.org/10.1111/s0c4.12956

Worthington, R. L., & Whittaker, T. A. (2006). Scale development research: A content analysis and recommendations for best practices. The
Counseling Psychologist, 34(6), 806-838. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000006288127

Zeng, B., Jeon, M., & Wen, H. (2024). How does item wording affect participants’ responses in Likert scale? Evidence from IRT analysis. Frontiers
in Psychology, 15, Article 1304870. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1304870

Zhao, J., Xi, X., & Yi, S. (2015). Resource allocation under a strategic alliance: How a cooperative network with knowledge flow spurs co-evolution.
Knowledge-Based Systems, 89, 497-508. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.knosys.2015.08.016

Zheng, Q., Zhou, H., & Li, X. (2022). The influence mechanism of social interactions on online purchasing intention of mobile social users in
a low-trust business environment. IEEE Access, 10, 73190-73203. https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2022.3189152

Zirena-Bejarano, P. P., Chavez Zirena, E. M., & Caryt Malaga, A. K. (2024). Cognitive social capital and new product performance: Indirect effect
of potential absorptive and innovation capacity: A tourism-based study. European Journal of Management and Business Economics, 35(3),
328-345. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJMBE-01-2023-0019

Appendix A

Table A1. Sample characteristics N=302 (frequency and relative frequency [%])

Size (no of employees) Sector
self-employed (1) 24 7.9 tourism and gastronomy 103 34.1
micro (2-9) 89 29.5 theatres 81 26.8
small (10-49) 134 44.4 computer games 66 21.9
medium (50 - 249) 46 15.2 museums 52 17.2
large (250-999) 8 2.6
very large (min 1000) 1 0.3
Territorial range Informant’s experience (years)
local 64 21.2 max 1 2 0.7
regional 82 27.2 <1-3) 12 4.0
national 76 25.2 <3-5) 34 11.3
European 44 14.6 <5-10) 87 28.8
global 36 11.9 <10-20) 116 38.4
min 20 51 16.9
Informant’s gender
female 141 46.7 male 161 53.3
Informant’s age (years) Informant’s education
18-25 10 3.31 vocational
26-35 53 17.55 secondary 16 5.29
36-45 122 40.40 higher
46-55 86 28.48 44 14.56
56-65 29 9.60
above 65 2 0.65 242 80.13
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Table A2. Characteristics of FGI research participants

Research

Year of

Location of the entity

Size of the entity

Form of ownership

;(;I participant P:I.Sl:l:;;g;}: establishment (registered office) - city, (by number of  (Public- PUB, Private - The :‘:t)ﬂz ei of the
: code 8 of the entity voivodeship employees) PR, Nonprofit - NP) ty
Museums
FGI 1 R1 manager 1945 Gorzéw Wlkp. small PUB regional
(Lubuskie Voivodeship) Self-government of the
Lubuskie Voivodeship
FGI 1 R2 manager 1968 Wejherowo small PUB global
(Pomeranian Voivodeship) Wejherowo County,
Pomeranian Voivodeship
FGI'1 R3 manager 1963 Kazimierz Dolny medium PUB nationwide
(Lublin Voivodeship) Lublin Voivodeship
FGI 1 R4 deputy director 1958 L6dz (L6dz Voivodeship) small PUB nationwide
Lodz City Hall
FGI 1 R5 manager 1953 Biecz small PUB regional
(Subcarpathian Voivodeship) Biecz Municipality
FGI 1 R6 manager 1929 Katowice (Silesian Voivodeship) medium PUB global
Local government of the
Silesian Voivodeship
Computer and video games
FGI2 R1 owner 2012 Katowice (Silesian Voivodeship) micro PR global
private sole
proprietorship
FGI 2 R2 COO, project 2020 Katowice (Silesian Voivodeship) small PR global
manager limited liability company
Computer and video games
FGI 2 R3 owner 2019 Krakow micro PR global
(Lesser Poland Voivodeship) limited liability company
FGI2 R4 producer 2004 Krakow micro PR global
(Lesser Poland Voivodeship) private sole
proprietorship
FGI 2 R5 member of the 2001 Wroclaw (Lower Silesian) small PR global
management limited liability company
board and
managing
director
FGI2 R6 owner 2016 Torun (Kuyavian-Pomeranian micro PR global
Voivodeship) Spin Off
Culinary routes
FGI3 R1 owner 1926 Pawléow micro PR European
(Swigtokrzyskie Voivodeship) private sole
proprietorship
FGI 3 R2 owner 2017 Wroctaw (Lower Silesian micro PR regional
Voivodeship) private sole
proprietorship
FGI 3 R3 owner 2009 Dolistowo Stare micro PR nationwide
(Podlaskie Voivodeship) Farm
FGI 3 R4 manager 2003 Radlin (Silesian Voivodeship) micro PR regional
limited liability company
FGI 3 R5 owner 1996 Lipka (Greater Poland micro PR nationwide
Voivodeship) private sole
proprietorship
FGI 3 R6 employee 2013 Stara Wies, Konskowola Micro PR regional
(Lubelskie voivodeship) agricultural retail trade
Theatres
FGI 4 R1 spokesperson, 1907 Katowice (Silesian Voivodeship) medium PUB nationwide
manager of the public institution
Programming
Department
FGI 4 R2 administration 2002 Warsaw small PR global
and HR (Masovian Voivodeship) joint stock company
manager
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FGI Res'ee'lrch Position in the Yeflr of LO?atlon of the entl?y Size of the entity For.m of owner.shlp The scope of the
No, Participant . ion establishment (registered office) - city, (by number of  (Public- PUB, Private - activi
) code 8 of the entity voivodeship employees) PR, Nonprofit - NP) ty
FGI 4 R3 deputy 1948 Gdansk medium PUB nationwide
director for (Pomeranian Voivodeship) public institution
organizational
affairs
FGI 4 R4 CEO 1958 Warsaw medium NP global
(Masovian Voivodeship) non-governmental
organization
FGI 4 R5 owner 2016 Wroctaw micro PR local
(Lower Silesian Voivodeship) private sole
proprietorship
FGI 4 R6 secretary of the 2009 Glinik Sredni micro PR nationwide
board, sales (Subcarpathian Voivodeship) private sole
and marketing proprietorship
specialist
Mixed industries
FGI 5 R1 communications 2008 Warsaw medium PUB global
manager (Masovian Voivodeship) Local Government
Theatre
FGI5 R2 deputy director 1958 Gdynia medium PUB European
(Pomeranian Voivodeship) Local Government
Theatre
FGI 5 R3 spokesman 1944 Warsaw medium PUB European
(Masovian Voivodeship) Local Government
Theatre
Mixed industries
FGI 5 R4 chief executive 2004 Wroctaw medium PUB nationwide
or chief artistic (Lower Silesian) Local Government
officer Theatre
FGI 5 R5 spokesman 2008 Gdansk small PUB global
(Pomeranian Voivodeship) Local Government
Theatre
FGI 5 R6 producer 1893 Krakow medium PUB nationwide
(Lesser Poland Voivodeship) Local Government
Theatre
Table A3. Frequency table of string length in 60 items measuring Social Relationships
Response value
String length P Total
1 2 3 4 7
2 0 3 9 10 7 0 35
3 0 1 10 19 45 22 5 102
4 3 5 1 19 34 15 9 86
5 7 1 4 12 20 13 11 68
6 6 0 4 11 18 9 10 58
7 6 0 5 11 17 11 10 60
8 7 0 2 12 13 8 12 54
9 3 1 3 3 9 5 9 33
10 4 0 0 1 8 2 22
11 10 1 0 6 9 4 2 32
12 4 0 3 1 3 5 10 26
13 6 0 0 1 4 2 4 17
14 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 6
15 5 0 1 2 0 0 2 10
16 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 4
17 2 0 0 0 0 1 3
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Response value

String length ) 3 4 5 6 ; Total
18 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3
19 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 4
20 45 0 0 4 1 5 3 58
21 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
24 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
42 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
58 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Total 114 12 43 115 190 112 104 690
Deleted 47 3 5 17 8 11 13 104

Note: highlighted are frequencies of unusually long-string of identical answers in a sequence of 60 items. Deleted are all responses with strings of marked length, and
longer. Analysis performed in Python and Visual Studio Code, following the procedure described in (Curran, 2016) and (Johnson, 2005).

Table A4. Social Relationships - multidimensional measurement model adopted in the research

Original
Extracted . codes by the
factors Question Klimas et al. Codes
(2025)
> An inherent component of interpersonal relationships is trust. EL1 RS_2
2 Maintaining interpersonal relationships requires repeated contact. EI 2 RS_1
s
g Interpersonal relationships require maintaining contact. EI 4 RS_10
E My interpersonal relationships are characterized by cordiality in dealing with the other party. EL5 RS_20
g An inherent component of interpersonal relationships is commitment. EL6 RS_8
= An inherent component of interpersonal relationships is sympathy. EI_10 RS_7
In interpersonal relationships, I pay attention to the comparability of the inputs provided by the CI_1 RS_47
parties.
2 g What matters in interpersonal relationships is the comparative contribution of the parties to the CL2 RS_48
g 'z outcomes of the relationship.
:E &  What matters in interpersonal relationships is a sense of fairness. CL3 RS_46
o
& In interpersonal relationships, the commitment of the parties varies over time, but in the long CI_4 RS_45
g term it should be comparable.
g Interpersonal relationships link me to people who have a similar understanding of the meaning CL6 RS_54
S §  oftheir work.
2 Interpersonal relationships link me to people with whom I share professional interests. CL7 RS_53
(=W
Interpersonal relationships link me to people for whom professional work is a hobby. CL_11 RS_55
My interpersonal relationships involve a sense of belonging to the local community. SI_1 RS_58
My interpersonal relationships involve knowledge of local culture, traditions, norms, values, SI_2 RS_60
- B customs, etc.
2 E
E’ = My interpersonal relationships involve active local patriotism (e.g., promoting local culture, SI_3 RS_57
2= traditions, people, etc.).
My interpersonal relationships involve acquaintances in the local community. SI_4 RS_59
An inherent component of my interpersonal relationships is a sense of local identity. S5 RS_12
" I maintain direct informal contact in my interpersonal relationships in my private time, including PC_1 RS_26
23 with family.
E g I maintain direct informal contact in my interpersonal relationships outside of work hours. PC_3 RS_25
° My sustained interpersonal relationships combine professional & personal relationships. PC_5 RS_22
PN I maintain direct informal contact in my interpersonal relationships at popular community MC_1 RS_28
5,; S gathering places.
ks % E I maintain direct informal contact in my interpersonal relationships at industry meetings, MC_2 RS_27
% c £ including team building trips.
22 My interpersonal relationships are refreshed at formal & informal industry meetings. MC_3 RS_51

Source: Based on scale validated in Klimas et al. (2025).
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Table A5. Organizational Innovativeness — multidimensional measurement adopted in our research

Original
codes by
actor uestion an, ode
F Questi Wang & Cod
Ahmed
(dimension)
. . . . . IN17
Our company changes production methods at a great speed in comparison with our competitors. (Process) OI_10
v 3 % In comparison with our competitors, our company has a higher success rate in new products and INO7
£ £ g ) . OL5
g S g services launch. (Product)
5 o
= é & In comparison with our competitors, our products’ most recent marketing program is INO08 ol 6
g & g revolutionary in the market. (Market) -
g
»E In new product and service introductions, our company is often at the cutting edge of technology. (1\}[?1’(11860 01_7
3]
g In new product and service introductions, our company is often first-to-market INO1 OI_1
an - 5 p ’ pany (Product) -
§ 2% . 4 IN02
Z 2 o Ournew products and services are often perceived as very novel by customers 012
g2 (Product)
g o . . INO4
New products and services in our company often take us up against new competitors (Market) OL_3
We encourage people to think and behave in original and novel ways IN27 OI_18
8¢ peop & Ys. (Behavior) -
In our company we get a lot of support from managers if we want to try new ways of doing IN20 ol 12
2 things. (Behavior) -
[}
g Key executives of the firm are willing to take risks to seize and explore ‘chancy’ growth IN22 ol 14
% opportunities. (Strategic) -
2 IN28
g When we see new ways of doing things, we are first at adopting them.* . OL_19
= (Strategic)
g We are willing to try new ways of doing things and seek unusual, novel solutions IN26 OI_17
g J Y Y J & ’ (Behavior) -
- In our company, we tolerate individuals who do things in a different wa IN25 OI_16
pany, & Y- (Behavior) -
. . . . S IN24
Senior executives constantly seek unusual, novel solutions to problems via the use of “idea men”. (Strategic) OI_15

Note: * reverse-coded in the original scale.
Source: Based on a scale validated in Wang and Ahmed (2004).

Appendix B

A step-by-step procedure for adopting SR measurement scale

At first, we conducted an initial correlation coeflicient analysis and, based on it, we eliminated RS16 because it had
negative correlations with almost all remaining items, including RS14 and RS15. These 3 items built one sub-construct of

the SR scale, named Repeatability. Next, we applied parallel analysis, originally described by Horn (1965). To perform the
analysis, we estimated a common factor model with Principal Component Analysis (PCA), and we compared the extracted
raw data eigenvalues with the simulated 95th percentile of the distribution of random data eigenvalues generated by the
SPSS syntax program for determining the number of factors using parallel analysis (O‘connor, 2000). Tables B1 and B2
depict the results of parallel analysis and ML common factor competing models fit.

Table B1. Principal component analysis and simulated eigenvalues

No. of factors PCA eigenvalue Mean of distribution 95th percentile of distribution
1 11.447 1.744 1.825
2 3.748 1.653 1.726
3 2.532 1.583 1.633
4 2.181 1.526 1.567
5 1.644 1.477 1.517
6 1.581 1.429 1.468
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No. of factors PCA eigenvalue Mean of distribution 95th percentile of distribution
7 1.469 1.385 1.426

8 1.099 1.341 1.384

9 1.039 1.302 1.330

10 0.887 1.268 1.300

11 0.878 1.229 1.261

12 0.772 1.193 1.228

13 0.693 1.159 1.189

14 0.585 1.124 1.155

Note - highlighted are eigenvalues greater than 95" percentile of distribution of simulated eigenvalues.
Table B2. Common factor models and their fit statistics

No. of factors X2 df p-value RMSEA RMSEA change
1 4105.337 665 0.000 0.131 N/A
2 3027.533 628 0.000 0.113 0.018
3 2506.677 592 0.000 0.104 0.009
4 2030.41 557 0.000 0.094 0.010
5 1682.792 523 0.000 0.086 0.008
6 1397.497 490 0.000 0.078 0.007
7 1081.803 458 0.000 0.067 0.011
8 871.382 427 0.000 0.059 0.008

Note: Extraction method - Maximum Likelihood; rotation method - Promax (Kappa = 4).

Parallel analysis and RMSEA of competing common-factor models indicate a 6- to 7-factor solution. We compared
both solutions using the SR scale and decided to begin with the 7-factor solution, as it clearly extracts components
overlapping with the SR measurement model. Table B3 presents EFA and CFA loadings and goodness-of-fit indices.

Table B3. Initial EFA and CFA results for a 7-factor solution

EFA factors’ loadings (pattern matrix)

CFA results

Ttem EMI  SHI COMMI PRI COMM2  MET  COMM3 Stj:)‘:;ir:;ed sct:g‘s'teirie“t validity
RS2 0799  0.101 0048 -0.133 -0.140 0.061 0.014 0.626  Factor EMI
RS1 0745  0.035 -0.061 -0.252 -0.119 0.112 -0.033 0.511 AVE = 0.400
RS20 0740  0.005 0190 0017  -0.012 0.047 0.017 0604  CR=0886
RS10 0715 0050  -0.057  -0.035  -0.190 0.011 0.167 0.572

RSS 0690  -0.066 0.074 0.111 -0.075 0.037 0.155 0.668

RS38 0612 -0.044 0.037 0211 0.099 0.056 -0.220 0.718

RS41 0601  -0.001 0.053 0.085 0.183 -0.072 -0.016 0.774

RS37 0578  0.010 0.073 0.077 0.196 -0.065 -0.064 0.764

RS7 0524  0.048 0.065 0.133 -0.215 0.053 0.072 0.527

RS42 0.488  0.038 -0.006 0212 0.148 -0.056 -0.085 0.660

RS9 0403  0.023 0.094 -0.051 0.121 -0.038 0.298 0.627

RS21 0351  -0.005 -0.125 0.266 0.086 0.016 -0.012 0.455

RS58 -0.020 0931 0.006 0.032 0.027 -0.046 -0.038 0934  Factor SHI
RS57 0.001  0.891 0.018 -0.048 0.036 0.048 0.004 0.892 AVE =0.692
RS60 0.145  0.838 -0.080 0.025 -0.061 -0.082 0.076 0.851 CR=0913
RS59 0077 0.821 0.055 -0.021 0.089 0.057 -0.103 0.808

RS12 0.035  0.59 0.047 0.077 -0.104 0.012 0.101 0.643
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EFA factors’ loadings (pattern matrix) CFA results

Ttem EMI  SHI COMMI PRI COMM2  MET  COMM3 s“;:)‘:;ir:;ed sctgg:fircg:“t validity
RS18 0325  -0.022 0.235 -0.175 0.128 0.040 0.187 0.540 Factor COMMI1
RS48 0.178  0.005 1.028 0.034 -0.041 0.017 -0.018 0.902 AVE =0.588
RS47 0.149  0.001 1.009 0.077 -0.065 0.020 0.000 0.903 CR=0868
RS46 0.180  0.000 0.673 -0.100 0.071 -0.049 -0.072 0.745

RS45 0.151  0.066 0.557 -0.041 0.008 -0.018 0.054 0.682

RS26 0292 0.035 -0.090 0.830 -0.028 0.088 0.099 0.657 Factor PRI
RS25 0126  0.027 0.065 0.741 -0.158 0.117 0.159 0.695 AVE =0.480
RS40 0.113  0.007 -0.007 0.702 0.054 -0.163 0.073 0.737 CR=0823
RS39 0324  -0.069 0.094 0.606 0.087 -0.056 -0.200 0.729

RS22 0.013  0.016 0.037 0.588 -0.075 0.134 0.060 0.641

RS53 0151 -0.032 -0.085 -0.038 0.997 0.018 0.135 0.860 Factor COMM2
RS54 0.058  0.029 0.058 -0.106 0.924 0.018 0.016 0.922 AVE =0.728
RS55 20.075  0.016 0.023 0.013 0721 0.105 0.047 0.772 CR=0.883
RS28 -0.003  -0.006 -0.021 0.182 0.017 0.822 0.025 0.861 Factor MET
RS27 0215  -0.019 0.020 0.014 -0.015 0.754 -0.109 0.809 AVE =0.635
RS51 0.081  0.024 0.009 -0.044 0.255 0.543 0.026 0.714 CR=0834
RS30 0.076  0.041 -0.101 0212 0.053 -0.092 0.793 0.814 Factor COMMS3
RS29 0.026  0.000 0.062 0.038 0.149 0.050 0.710 0.840 AVE = 0.583
RS19 0291  -0.081 0.193 0.028 0.021 -0.014 0.396 0.617 CR=0787
Discriminant validity HTMT ratio matrix

factor COMM1 COMM2 COMM3 EMI MET PRI SHI

COMM1

COMM?2 0.678

COMM3 0.703 0.595

EMI 0.651 0.609 0.580

MET 0.459 0.541 0.395 0.500

PRI 0.365 0.405 0.416 0.515 0.400

SHI 0.306 0.297 0.368 0.255 0.125 0.363
Goodness of fit  x*=927.737 x* =1742.801; df = 573

df = 399; p-value = 0.000 CMIN/df = 3.042
RMSEA = 0.066 RMSEA = 0.082; SRMR = 0.083

NFI = 0.757; TLI = 0.804; CFI = 0.821

In the next step, we purified the SR scale using an iterative process to obtain consistent solutions for both Exploratory
Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). In our view, achieving consistency in these analyses
is crucial for ensuring high quality of the measurement model. We removed the 7th factor because the EFA and CFA
results did not align; specifically, the EFA loading for RS19 was significantly lower than its CFA counterpart. Additionally,
RS30 and RS29 did not provide sufficient indicators to reliably describe the latent factor COMM3 (Hair et al., 2017).
Subsequently, we eliminated the following items: RS41, RS37, RS38, RS7, RS42, RS9, RS21, RS18, RS20, RS39, RS40, RS10,
and RS45. All of these items had EFA loadings substantially below 0.6. The final measurement model is presented in Table
1 of the main text.

46



Managers’ social relationships and organizational innovativeness: insights from creative industries :—:J E M |

Appendix C

A step-by-step procedure for adopting the OI measurement model

To determine the number of factors for the OI scale, we at first applied parallel analysis, originally described by Horn
(1965). To perform the analysis, we estimated a common factor model with principal component analysis (PCA), and
we compared the extracted raw data eigenvalues with the simulated 95th percentile of the distribution of random
data eigenvalues generated by the SPSS syntax program for determining the number of factors using parallel analysis
(Oconnor, 2000). The resulting number of factors is 2, whereas, compared to the distribution’s mean, the 3rd factor can
also be accepted. We estimated loadings for two solutions: 2-factor and 3-factor (see Table C1). Although the solution
presented in Table C1 involves an orthogonal rotation (which obviously contradicts the expected and observed correlation
between factors), we observe that increasing the number of factors results in higher cross-loadings. The point is that there
is a large between-items correlation across the whole data set, even after cleaning for inconsistent-responses, and all items
share quite large common variance.

Table C1. Rotated factors matrix

Item 2-factor solution 3-factor solution
Factor
1 2 1 2 3

oIl 0.731 0.122 0.160 0.183 0.87
OI2 0.743 0.162 0.196 0.211 0.862
OI3 0.801 0.124 0.142 0.332 0.817
Ol4 0.847 0.149 0.134 0.545 0.663
OI5 0.855 0.171 0.145 0.607 0.610
Ol6 0.827 0.168 0.117 0.734 0.436
017 0.803 0.214 0.153 0.778 0.358
OI8 0.664 0.271 0.188 0.837 0.099
o19 0.555 0.483 0.421 0.673 0.122
0OI10 0.783 0.282 0.222 0.773 0.338
Ol11 0.652 0.418 0.364 0.676 0.256
OI12 0.294 0.721 0.701 0.316 0.131
Ol14 0.288 0.764 0.736 0.358 0.080
OI15 0.201 0.821 0.813 0.206 0.116
Ol16 0.126 0.862 0.866 0.103 0.118
OlI17 0.145 0.879 0.880 0.127 0.120
OI18 0.096 0.868 0.874 0.073 0.105
OI19 0.281 0.779 0.754 0.342 0.087
0120 0.197 0.741 0.753 0.082 0.237

Note: Extraction method - Principal Component Analysis, rotation method - Varimax; highlighted are loadings >0.6; bolded are items with loads more than one
factor (>0.3).

Following O’Connor’s (2000) recommendation, we apply an additional rule to determine the number of factors.
We decided to apply fit indices of the common factor model with the Maximum Likelihood method of extraction (Fabrigar
& Wegener, 2012). Compared with PCA and parallel analysis, this method enabled us to include factor correlations, which
is conceptually appropriate for the focal scale. We estimated the model chi-square, and calculated RMSEA and RMSEA
change for competing solutions, starting with a 1-factor solution and ending with a 5-factor solution (see Table C2).
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Table C2. Common factor models and their fit statistics

No. of factors X2 df p-value RMSEA RMSEA change
1 2426.688 152 0.000 0.223 N/A
2 1102.346 134 0.000 0.155 0.068
3 694.938 117 0.000 0.128 0.027
4 341.95 101 0.000 0.089 0.039
5 203.168 86 0.000 0.067 0.022

Note: Extraction method — Maximum Likelihood; rotation method - Promax (Kappa = 4).

Considering the results in Table C2, we should adopt a 5-factor solution, as it best fits the data. However, analysis of
loadings and cross-loadings (see Table C3) and their distribution across the extracted factors does not confirm the 5-factor
structure of the original Wang & Ahmed OI scale. Similarly, no clear solution results in the 4-factor model. We therefore
decided to continue with a 3-factor solution, which exhibits a quite poor fit (RMSEA = 0.128, above the accepted 0.1),
but at the same time yields a reasonable distribution of items across extracted factors. Table C4 contains initial EFA and
Confirmatory Factorial Analysis (CFA) results.

Table C3. EFA regression coeflicients (i.e., pattern matrix )

Scale item Factor

Statistical label Wang & Ahmed (2004) 1 2 3 4 5
(0)81 INO1 (Product) -0.001 0.923 -0.013 -0.009 0.009
OI2 INO02 (Product) 0.02 0.913 0.001 0.052 -0.039
OI3 INO04 (Market) -0.01 0.558 0.415 0.034 -0.074
Ol4 INO5 (Product) 0.032 0.127 0.851 -0.086 0.05
OI5 In07 (Product) 0.015 -0.003 0.957 -0.006 0.024
Ol6 INO08 (Market) -0.065 0.007 0.475 0.186 0.327
017 IN10 (Market) 0.049 0.031 0.131 -0.094 0.912
OI8 IN14 (Strategic) 0.006 -0.123 -0.004 0.315 0.651
o19 IN16 (Process) 0.053 -0.015 -0.07 0.874 0.000
OI10 IN17 (Process) -0.124 0.133 0.018 0.658 0.272
Oll11 IN19 (Process) 0.043 0.072 0.047 0.672 0.078
OlI12 IN20 (Behavior) 0.486 -0.019 0.062 0.469 -0.191
OIl14 IN22 (Strategic) 0.582 -0.103 0.068 0.348 -0.037
OI15 IN24 (Strategic) 0.721 -0.028 0.029 0.22 -0.095
Ol16 IN25 (Behavior) 0.936 -0.045 0.096 -0.136 0.000
OI17 IN26 (Behavior) 0.972 -0.029 0.078 -0.137 0.011
OI18 IN27 (Behavior) 0.946 0.014 -0.005 -0.109 -0.019
OI19 IN28 (Strategic) 0.7 -0.033 -0.069 0.072 0.246
0120 IN29 (Process) 0.69 0.289 -0.267 0.009 0.109

Note: Extraction method - Maximum Likelihood, rotation method — Promax (Kappa = 4); highlighted are loadings >0.6; bolded are items with loads more than one
factor (>0.3).
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Table C4. Initial EFA and CFA results for 3-factor solution

EFA loadings CFA
Item (Maximum Likelihood) (CB-SEM)
F1 F2 F3 Standardized loadings Convergent validity metrics

OI1 0.018 -0.044 0.926 0.902 Factor F3

onR 0.057 -0.033 0.920 0.923 AVE=0.778
CR=0.909

OI3 -0.021 0.255 0.665 0.818

Ol4 -0.059 0.624 0.325 0.831 Factor F2

oI5 -0.057 0.714 0.236 0.863 AVE = 0.630
CR=0.931

Ol6 -0.099 0.862 0.059 0.851

Ol7 -0.055 0.908 -0.026 0.848

OI8 0.016 0.921 -0.239 0.736

OI9 0.285 0.566 -0.055 0.655

OI10 0.025 0.756 0.083 0.817

OI11 0.212 0.590 0.051 0.724

OI12 0.632 0.157 0.013 0.712 Factor F1

ol14 0.678 0.226 -0.079 0.765 AVE = 0.652
CR =0.934

OI15 0.795 0.032 0.001 0.815

Ol16 0.910 -0.076 -0.009 0.873

OI17 0.940 -0.078 0.000 0.901

OI18 0.935 -0.145 0.019 0.863

OI19 0.709 0.213 -0.082 0.785

OI20 0.723 -0.131 0.206 0.724

Discriminant validity n.a. HTMT(F1;F2) = 0.725; HTMT(F1;F3) = 0.398

HTMT(F3;F2) = 0.562
Model goodness of fit X’=694.938 x* =985.710; df = 149
measures df = 117; p-value = 0.000 CMIN/df = 5.527
RMSEA =0.128 RMSEA = 0.136; SRMR = 0.090

NFI = 0.815; TLI = 0.813; CFI = 0.837

In the next stage, items OI20 and OI8 were removed due to their limited conceptual alignment with the latent construct
of human innovativeness. In our opinion, both primarily capture structural or procedural aspects of innovativeness (i.e.,
R&D capabilities in the case of OI8 and problem-solving routines in the case of OI20) rather than human-centered
innovative attributes. We claim that their inclusion might blur the conceptual distinction between human-oriented and
non-human-oriented dimensions of OI and weaken the theoretical coherence of the construct. In the next stage, we
removed three items: OI4, 019, and OI11 as these items resulted in high standardized residuals and had quite large cross-
loadings. The final measurement model for OI is depicted in Table 1 of the main paper.
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