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Introduction
Nowadays it is more and more frequently 
emphasized that organization’s ability to 
innovate is an explanatory factor in determining 
its competitiveness. It refers to the fact 
that contemporary organizations act under 
permanent pressure of economic, technological, 
political and social changes. Taking into 
account such an unstable environment, the 
issue that becomes signifi cant is enhancing 
organizational capacity to respond to external 
changes with some novel products, processes, 
ideas etc. (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Bessant, 
Lamming, Noke, & Philips, 2005; Bessant & 
Tidd, 2007; Ellonen, Blomqvist, & Puumalainen, 
2008; Pietrzak & Łapińska, 2015).

An innovation is a very wide and multi-
dimensional concept. The present-day approach 
suggests that an innovation is every result of 
human activities contributing to the improvement 
of human life quality; every activity which 
enables one to act better, more effi ciently, more 
effectively. Such results may include new or 
improved products and technologies, new ways 
of service provision, new standards of products 
and services or activities which distinguish one 
organization from the other (Damanpour, 1996; 
Bessant & Tidd, 2007; Baregheh, Rowley, & 
Sambrook, 2009).

With the increasing popularity of the 
issues concerning the necessity for being 
innovative to strengthen and develop all kinds 
of modern organizations, the conditions that 
promote the emergence and implementation 
of innovations have also become the subject of 
refl ection. Nowadays we have already known 
that innovations do not emerge by leaps, in 
a spontaneous way. There is a considerable 
agreement among researchers on the fact 
that innovations emerge within organizations 
as a consequence of building inside them the 
‘healthy’ organizational culture and the climate 

that promotes creative thinking and acting 
(Burke & Litwin, 1992; Ekvall, 1996; Naranjo-
Valencia, Jimenez-Jimenez & Sanz-Valle, 
2011; Wolf, Kaudela-Baum, & Meissner, 2012; 
Mitrović, Grubić-Nešić, Milisavljević, Melović, & 
Babinková, 2014).

Such climate supportive of innovations is 
a specifi c combination of elements connected 
with manners of communication within the 
organization, positive interpersonal exchange, 
organizational integration, the employee sense 
of safety, co-participation and co-operation 
of the workers, support for creative ideas, 
openness and trust existent in the organization, 
the organization’s dynamism and attitude to 
diversity (Isaksen, Lauer, Ekval, & Britz, 2001; 
Loewe & Dominiquini, 2006; Isaksen, & Ekvall, 
2010). Among aforementioned factors, in the 
light of growing research movement towards 
positive processes in organizations (Positive 
Organizational Scholarship; Cameron, Dutton, 
& Quinn, 2003) we focus our attention on 
positive relationships at work. Additionally, 
together with theories proving the importance of 
the debate dimension in innovation climate we 
include in our analysis the elements of internal 
communication in the organization.

The aim of our paper is to present the role of 
positive relationships at work and communication 
facets in stimulation innovations emergence in an 
organization. As our assumption is that positive 
relationships at work are highly associated with 
openness and trust among employees, in the 
empirical part of the paper we focus on relations 
between positive employee relationships, 
informal meetings, open internal communication 
and individual commitment to innovation. As 
the outcome of the research conducted in 200 
companies we develop a model of relationships 
between aforementioned variables. Contributing 
to the existing theory on the innovation climate 
our fi ndings provide also useful managerial 
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implications concerned with enhancing 
employees activities and commitment to creating 
innovations.

1. Theoretical Background
1.1 Innovations and Innovation Climate 

in Organizations
Innovation is always coupled with change due 
to the fact that organizations use innovations in 
order to respond the changes in their internal 
and external environment or to take pre-emptive 
action focused on infl uencing the environment. 
So we can say that innovation is any change in 
different areas of the organization activity, that 
introduces progress compared to the existing 
state, developed in or outside the organization 
as a response to some signaled needs or 
satisfying the needs that have previously 
had been unrevealed (Damanpour, 1996; 
Brown & Ulijn, 2004). Innovation may include 
a wide range of change types, depending 
on organizational resources, capabilities, 
strategies or requirements. The present day 
approach involves a variety of innovations, 
starting from product and process innovations, 
passing through organizational and market 
innovations and ending with social innovations 
(Damanpour, 1996; Bessant & Tidd, 2007; 
Plessis, 2007).

As highlighted by Baregheh, Rowley 
and Sambrook (2009) who have conducted 
a comprehensive analysis of several innovation 
defi nitions (extracted from a number of different 
disciplines), innovation is a multi-stage process 
in which organizations transform their ideas into 
new or improved products, processes in order to 
advance, compete and differentiate themselves 
successfully in the market (Baregheh et al., 
2009). Additionally, it has been recognized that 
creating innovation is a continuous process 
occurring among people, consisting of the 
worker participation and the interaction among 
them (Agrell & Gustafson, 1996; Van Offenbeek 
& Koopman, 1996; Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 
2001, Szczepańska-Woszczyna, 2014). 
Innovation is also described as intentional 
introduction and application within a group or 
organization of ideas, processes, products or 
procedures, new to the relevant unit of adoption, 
designed to signifi cantly benefi t the individual, 
the group, the organization or the society (West 
& Farr, 1990; De Dreu, 2006). Such approach 
suggests that an innovation only has to be 
something new to the relevant unit of adoption, 

and innovation in one team or organization 
may be common practice in other teams or 
organizations (De Dreu, 2006). This means that 
innovation is not a domain of a selected group 
of outstandingly creative and talented people; 
instead every employee may contribute to the 
innovation by improving specifi c elements of the 
everyday work. This leads us to the necessity 
for focus on all employees’ engagement and 
willingness to improve their ways of performing 
and procedures and products being outcomes 
of their work in order to achieve organizational 
progress and development. Therefore, it is of 
signifi cant importance to create the climate that 
supports all employees’ innovativeness.

The reference literature presents a variety 
of models and approaches to explore the role 
of the organizational climate. As highlighted 
by several authors, organizational climate 
has been recognized as a key determinant of 
enterprise’s capability for creating innovations 
(see Burke & Litwin, 1992; Woodman, Sawyer, 
& Griffi n, 1993; Ekvall, 1996; Naranjo-Valencia 
et al., 2011; Wolf, Kaudela-Baum & Meissner, 
2012). The organizational climate is understood 
as an organizational reality, a property of the 
organization containing recurring patterns of 
behavior, attitudes and feeling that characterize 
the life in an organization (Isaksen et al., 
2001; Isaksen & Ekvall, 2010). The climate for 
creativity and change promotes the creation, 
consideration and use of new products, 
services and ways of working. It supports the 
development, assimilation and utilization of 
new and different approaches and concepts 
(Isaksen et al., 2001). There are a number of 
variables which are considered as the crucial 
components of the organizational climate 
favorable to innovations (Loewe & Dominiquini, 
2006; Hunter, Bedell, & Mumford, 2007; 
Isaksen & Ekvall, 2010; Mitrović, Grubić-Nešić, 
Milisavljević, Melović & Babinková, 2014). 
In spite of the fact that there are different 
typologies of the main dimensions of the 
organizational climate supporting innovations, 
we refer to those proposed by Isaksen et al. 
(2001) who focus on the following aspects: 
employees challenge and involvement, 
freedom, trust/openness of employees, time 
used for elaborating new ideas, playfulness 
and humor, presence of confl ict, idea support, 
employees debating and risk-taking which 
means tolerance for uncertainty and ambiguity 
in the workplace.
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Having to bear in mind that organizational 
climate favourable to innovations is a multi-
dimensional issue, we focus on the trust/
openness dimension and we relate it to 
communication between employees and their 
interpersonal relationships as prerequisites for 
enhancing organization employee activities 
concerned with innovations. Relationships at 
work and communication facets have been 
proved as crucial for creating a context in 
which innovations can be not only initiated but 
also maintained in the organization (Hunter et 
al., 2007; Mumford, Hunter, Eubanks, Bedell 
& Murphy, 2007; Isaksen & Ekvall, 2010), 
however studies concerning relations linking 
all these variables are still limited. Moreover, 
we are inspired by the positive theory in 
management emphasizing the importance 
of positive relationships at work which will be 
explained in the paragraph 1.3.

1.2 Internal Communication 
Contribution to Openness/Trust 
Dimension of Innovation Climate

As highlighted by several authors, effective 
internal communication has a positive impact on 
generating innovations within an organization 
as it facilitates dispersion of ideas as well as 
increases their amount and diversity. This in 
turn results in cross-fertilization of several 
ideas. Moreover it has been recognized that it 
creates an internal environment favorable to the 
survival of these new ideas in the organization 
(Aiken & Hage, 1971; Ross, 1974; Damanpour, 
1991; Leenders, Van Engelen & Kratzer, 2003; 
De Dreu, 2006; Holá, 2012). Interestingly, 
the association of the variables concerning 
internal communication within organization is 
not linear and, for instance, e-mail information 
exchange has an U-shape relationship with 
team creativity. For this reason various facets 
of organizational communication still have to 
be explored and analysed within the construct 
of climate supporting innovativeness. In our 
approach we focus on two variables, i.e. internal 
communication including sharing both the good 
and bad information, and an opportunity for 
employee informal meetings during working-
hours. Such selection of control variables is 
motivated by the fact, that they are related to 
both positive relationships and innovativeness.

Employee openness refers to the issue 
of mutual trust and emotional safety in 
interpersonal relationships. While there is 

a high degree of trust between people in the 
organization, they can be genuinely open and 
frank with one another, sharing both good and 
bad information (Isaksen et al., 2001). On the 
other hand, interpersonal trust concerns the 
predictability of people’s behavior (Serva, Fuller 
& Mayer, 2005; Hardin, 2006), it stems from 
a communication system. While employees 
are communicating frequently and openly, it 
stimulates the emergence of trust between 
them, because due to mutual understanding it 
makes it easier to predict each other’s behavior. 
In such internal environment employees count 
on each other for any kind of support, they 
are willing to share knowledge and expertise 
with others. The high level of trust within an 
organization has many benefi cial effects, such 
as: the increase of organizational fl exibility, 
increase of speed of operations, creating 
positive employee attitudes, enabling transfer 
of knowledge and expertise, enabling creativity 
and innovation, employee loyalty and increase 
in their motivation (Shaw, 1997; Dirks & Ferrin, 
2001; Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007). Besides, 
trust conveys optimism of the future, people’s 
positive attitude as well as their goodwill 
(Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; McKnight & Chervany, 
2001; Pirson, 2008), what is necessary to create 
willingness and readiness for innovations.

With the regard to the importance of 
communication in shaping organizational 
climate supporting innovations, it is extremely 
important to point out the debate dimension. 
According to Isaksen et al. (2001), this variable 
concerns an occurrence of encounters and 
disagreements between viewpoints, ideas and 
experiences of employees. In an organization 
focusing on debating different voices are heard 
and people are keen on putting forward their 
ideas for consideration and review. In fact, in 
a climate supportive of innovations everyone has 
a right to express their own opinion. Moreover, 
employees discuss opposing opinions and thus 
share a diversity of perspectives. For creating 
such stimulating environment it is necessary 
to give the employees a sense of security 
and introduce transparent incentive system 
appreciating their initiative and rewarding their 
participation in the innovation process (see 
Anderson & West, 1998; Leiponen, 2005; 
Loewe & Dominiquini, 2006; Hunter et al., 
2007; Isaksen et al., 2001, Isaksen & Ekval, 
2010; Szczepańska–Woszczyna, 2014).
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Another signifi cant issue concerning the 
creation of the pro-innovative organizational 
climate is encouraging employees to seek and 
discover unconventional and non-standard 
ways of performing their tasks and achieving 
goals (Szczepańska–Woszczyna, 2014). One 
of the stimulators for employee innovative 
thinking is to allow informal meetings within an 
organization. They let individuals share their 
knowledge in a supportive work environment 
and are accompanied with positive socio-
emotional interactions and signals of relational 
commitment (Gorse & Emmitt, 2009). It is 
quite frequent that during informal meetings 
employees deal with job-related issues. In such 
meetings they search for knowledge or opinions 
of their colleagues to confi rm or reinforce 
their own ideas concerning the decision they 
have to make (Mangrum, 2002). This, in turn, 
strengthens their interpersonal relationships 
and emotional safety which contributes to trust/
openness dimension contained in the creative 
climate construct (Isaksen & Ekvall, 2010). 
Moreover, from the innovation perspective 
an organization may benefi t from informal 
meetings, as they allow employees to share the 
ideas that may not be fully developed yet. When 
employees feel free to meet and talk in the 
workplace, very often they spend time together 
on solving particular problems concerned with 
their tasks. This, in fact, stimulates them to 
search for several innovative solutions and may 
result in some novelty within organization.

Concerning that in our approach we 
operationalize trust/openness dimension with 
both internal communication and employee 
interpersonal relationships, we need to refer 
also to task and relationship confl icts as 
organizational behavior facets infl uencing the 
team innovativeness. Although a meta-analysis 
of the published and unpublished works (De 
Dreu & Weingart, 2003) shows a moderately 
negative correlation between task confl ict and 
overall team effectiveness, task confl ict may be 
benefi cial for team member ability to learn, to 
develop and implement new insights or solve 
complex problems, such as innovations (De 
Dreu, 2006). Some level of confl ict may trigger 
team creativity through exposure of minority 
opinions and increase of individual courage 
to resist group conformity, which exemplifi es 
openness/trust dimension (Nemeth & Chies, 
1988). Simultaneously, negative effects of 
task confl ict on general team performance 

may be reduced by moderators, such as team 
climate, norms regarding confl ict, and trust (De 
Church & Marks, 2001). The moderating role 
of these elements, particularly in the process 
of innovation creation, was confi rmed by Zhou 
and George (2001) who found that help and 
support from work-group colleagues infl uenced 
the creativity of employees dissatisfi ed with their 
jobs who actively responded to this situation 
(i.e. the group support turned dissatisfaction into 
creativity through a voice expression).These 
fi ndings lead our attention to the relationships 
at work as antecedents of innovation creation. 
Additionally, their role in the process is 
interesting and still unclear. As, according to 
De Dreu (2006), task and relationship confl icts 
are moderately correlated, while relationship 
confl ict is not signifi cantly related to innovations, 
we decided to adopt a perspective opposite to 
confl ict-innovation link, i.e. the perspective of 
positive relationships at work.

1.3 Positive Relationships at Work and 
Their Role in Innovation Creation

Various relationships, bonds and connections 
are the building blocks of every organization and 
organizations arrange the relationships between 
the individuals (Aydin & Ceylan, 2009). In modern 
organizations the jobs, roles, and tasks are even 
more socially embedded than before, due to 
the growing interdependence and interactions 
with coworkers and service recipients. This 
leads scholars to the development of relational 
perspective (Grant & Parker, 2009) suggesting 
that the real work of the human organization 
occurs within the space of interaction between its 
members (Bradbury & Lichtenstein, 2000). Thus, 
the theorist must account for the relationships 
among, rather than the individual properties of, 
organizational members.

Among the specifi ed relationship categories 
the positive relationships at work (PRW) are 
receiving a growing attention in business 
studies (see Dutton & Ragins, 2007; Turner 
de Tormes Eby & Allen, 2012) and appear to 
be the important research subject under the 
umbrella concept of the Positive Organizational 
Scholarship (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003; 
Cameron & Spreitzer, 2012). As the research 
issue these relationships may refer to dyads, 
both as the supervisory relationships (Bono 
& Yoon, 2012) and the coworker exchanges 
(Halbesleben, 2012), and to teams (Chen & 
Sharma, 2012).
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As positive relationships at work (PRW) 
are concerned by different disciplines (e.g. 
psychology, sociology, management) and on 
different levels (individual, team, organization) 
there is no single ‘best’ defi nition refl ecting 
absolute consensus (Ragins & Dutton, 2007, 
p. 8). They may be defi ned in terms of states 
and processes accompanied relationships, 
their quality or outcomes. Respectively, Roberts 
distinguishes positive relationships as these in 
which there is a true sense of relatedness and 
mutuality (Roberts, 2007, p. 31); Stephens, 
Heaphy and Dutton (2012, p. 386) focusing on 
high-quality connections (short-term, dyadic 
interactions) propose to rely on subjective 
experience of vitality and aliveness, positive 
regard, mutuality and positive physiological 
responses; according to Kahn (1990) positive 
relationships support the employee ability to 
engage in work.

It seems that the latter perspective, i.e. 
analyzing positive relationships at work through 
their outcomes, is particularly important 
in management studies. Being absolutely 
convinced about the signifi cance of positive 
relationships at work for organizational 
performance we are aware of the doubts that 
arise among other scholars and business 
practitioners. Many managers perceive this 
kind of relationships as a threat and a source 
of distraction (Berman, West, & Richter, 2002). 
Thus, research aimed at exploring positive 
outcomes of positive relationships at work may 
help to reduce this skepticism. 

Positive relationships at work are considered 
as antecedents of many positive results for both 
individuals and organizations, while the former 
effect may be considered as stimulating for the 
latter. In the fi rst group (i.e. individual effects), 
the cognitive, physiological and behavioral 
processes improving individual functioning have 
been identifi ed (Stephens et al., 2012, p. 387; 
Sökmen, Bitmiş, & Üner, 2015). They include, 
e.g. the increase of processing speed and 
working memory performance, salutary effects 
on individual cardiovascular, neuroendocrine 
and immune systems, or enhancement and 
enrichment of self-identity. At a team level, 
positive relationships at work create a feeling 
of psychological safety and trust, contributing to 
greater learning from failures (Carmeli, Brueller, 
& Dutton, 2009) and the entrepreneurial 
behaviour (Abeyrathne & Jayawardena, 2014). 
Employees creating positive connections with 

coworkers are more inclined to invest their 
energy in helping others (Chiaburu & Harrison, 
2008). That may explain why, when asked why 
they continued their work, even if they did not 
have to, employees often responded that it was 
due to the relationships they had developed 
with others (Halbesleben, 2012, p. 107).

Relationships at work give a meaning to 
what employees do in the organization (Makin, 
Cooper, & Cox, 1996), thus they may shape 
various organizational processes, including the 
decision-making and communication fl ow (Kram 
& Isabella, 1985; Rawlins, 1992). Regarding our 
research project and this presentation aim we 
are particularly concerned about the infl uence 
that positive relationships at work have on 
employee innovativeness. There is already 
evidence suggesting positive relationships 
at work impact knowledge management 
effectiveness, comprising of learning and 
experimentation enhancement (Davidson & 
James, 2007) and knowledge sharing increase 
(Ibarra, 1993). Through their impact on an 
individual identity positive relationships at work 
make people more open to continued growth 
and development and provide a secure base 
for learning and experimenting; people learn 
more from one another, discover their sources 
of strengths, competence and added value at 
work, and can experiment with new skills or 
tasks (Roberts, 2007). Subsequently, there are 
studies proving that positive social relationships 
in teams enhance individual creativity (Munoz-
Doyague & Nieto, 2012). PRW facilitate also 
the constructive exchange of critical feedback 
and people are more likely to consider failures, 
criticism and negative feedback as opportunities 
to learn and improve. Combining these with the 
positive effect that PRW have on the energy that 
people feel (Quinn, 2007), the overall impact 
of positive relationships at work on innovation 
process in organizations seems very likely.

1.4 Hypotheses
Regarding all the aforementioned positive 
effects that PRW have on working environment, 
as well as their associations with mechanisms 
related to innovations, we hypothesize that 
positive relationships in the organization 
support individual commitment to innovation 
creation process, and propose:

Hypothesis 1: Positive relationships at work 
stimulate the innovation creation by employees 
regardless of their job description.
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At the same time, in the research 
stream doubting PRW stimulating role in the 
organization, there are works demonstrating 
possible negative effect of social relationships 
on individual creative work (Shalley, 1995; Perry-
Smith & Shalley, 2003). According to them, 
individuals involved in positive relationships with 
co-workers may be distracted and unwilling to 
explore a wide range of environmental stimuli. 
Moreover, strong positive ties are developed 
between similar individuals, while weak ties 
may connect people with different point of view, 
interests and perspectives, triggering creativity. 
Weak connections provide also an access to 
a larger group of people and a greater quantity 
of information.

Considering this inconsistency of studies 
exploring PRW links to individual creativity and 
innovativeness we hypothesize a curvilinear 
relationship between employee positive 
relationships and innovation creation:

Hypothesis 2: At low and high level of 
relationship positivity individual activity in 
innovation creation is lower than at moderate 
levels of relationship positivity.

Regarding that openness/trust dimension 
of innovation climate refers to both positive 
relationships and internal communication and 
the both are considered as antecedents of 
organizational innovativeness, we propose to 
concern PRW as prerequisites of the process in 
the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3: Positive relationships at 
work stimulate internal communication facets 
supporting employee innovativeness.

2. Method
2.1 Procedures and Participants
The study was conducted by means of a survey 
using the technique of questionnaire-based 
Computer Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI) 
on the sample of 200 Polish companies. 
In each company we obtained information 
from a person involved in leading a team 
creating innovations in an organization. The 
respondents of the study were HR department 
managers (35.5%), marketing department 
managers (16.5%), specialists (14%), and 
other persons in managerial positions (13.5%), 
company directors (4.5%), deputy directors 
or members of the board (6.5%), or project 
specialists (7.5%). The companies have 
been selected from two rankings including 
the most dynamically developing enterprises 

in Central Europe: ‘Gazelles of Business’ by 
Bonnier Business (Poland) and the ‘Deloitte 
Technology Fast 50 in Central Europe’. We 
assumed that enterprises listed in these 
prestigious rankings achieved their high 
indicators of development, inter alia, through 
innovation creation. The investigated sample 
of 200 enterprises consisted of organizations 
from the sector of commerce (98 entities), 
industry (76 entities), services (57 entities), 
construction (29), IT (6), transportation 
(6), agriculture (9), energy and publishing 
(3 each). The investigated entities most 
frequently operate on the national market 
(as was declared by 46.5% of the entities), 
on the UE market (32.5%), and on the global 
one (13.5%). Only 15 of the enterprises 
operate solely on the local market (7.5% of 
the sample).

The interviews were conducted in October 
2014. The research assistants fi rst phoned 
selected companies asking for a contact with 
a person involved in leading a team creating 
innovations. While making appointments with 
interviewees the research assistants sent them 
the questionnaire to allow for self-preparation. 
The interviews were conducted on the phone. 
The interviewers read out the questions and 
noted down the answers using a special 
computer script, in this case, the LimeSurvey.

2.2 Measures
In the study we used the questionnaire consisting 
of items specifi cally designed for this study. 
The reliability of scales has been confi rmed 
with Cronbach alpha coeffi cient. The items 
were grouped in two sets: 1. the organization 
of the innovativeness process (variables 
inspired by Szczepanska-Woszczyna, 2014; 
α = .79) including ‘innovations are proposed by 
individual employees regardless of their position’ 
which in the further analysis is treated as 
a manifestation of the individual commitment to 
innovations; 2. the dimensions of the innovation 
climate related to employee relationships and 
internal communication (variables inspired 
by Isaksen & Ekvall 2010; α = .81), including 
items ‘interpersonal relationships are generally 
positive’ (in the analysis we use the abbreviation 
‘positive relationships’), ‘all the information 
is communicated, both the good and bad’ 
(‘openness’ as the abbreviation), ‘during 
working-hours employees have opportunity for 
informal meetings’ (the abbreviation is to the 
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‘time for informal meetings’). In each case, the 
respondents evaluated statements in the form 
of affi rmative sentences with a scale ranging 
from 0-100% with 10% intervals (0% meaning 
‘I totally disagree’, and 100% – ‘I totally agree’).

3. Results
The descriptive statistics are given in Tab. 1. As 
shown, correlations are rather low but positive 
and statistically signifi cant, with one exception, 
i.e. the correlation between openness and time 
for informal meetings. Individual commitment 

to innovations, measured in our case with the 
individual activity in proposing innovations, 
is associated with positive relationships in an 
organization and with variables related to the 
communication. The correlation coeffi cients 
confi rm also that there are links between 
positive relationships and both the openness 
in communication and the time for informal 
meetings during working-hours, however, the 
correlation between openness and informal 
meetings is very low and non-signifi cant proving 
the independence of these variables.

To test for the curvilinear effect proposed in 
Hypothesis 2 we used a hierarchical regression 
analysis. The item: ‘innovations are proposed 

by individual employees regardless of their 
position’ was the dependent variable. In the fi rst 
step (Model 1), openness and time for informal 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Individual commitment to innovations 6.16 2.46
2. Positive relationships 8.48 1.18 .35**

3. Openness 6.73 1.81 .27** .39**

4. Time for informal meetings 6.64 2.24 .17* .29** .04

Source: own
Note: N = 193; *p < .05; **p < .01

Individual commitment to innovations
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

B SE B SE B SE
Intercept 2.604 .806 -.502 1.217 1.980 4.652
Step 1 (control variables)
   Openness .356** .093 .225* .099 .224* .099
   Time for informal meetings .174* .076 .097 .077 .108 .080
Step 2 (linear effect)
   Positive relationships .531** .159 -.121 1.191
Step 3 (quadratic effect)
   Positive relationships .041 .074
R2 .097 .147 .149
F 10.290** 10.950** 8.260**

ΔR2 .050 .001
ΔF 11.160** .310

Source: own
Note: *p<.05; **p<.01

Tab. 1: Means, standard deviations and correlations for the study variables

Tab. 2: Regression of individual commitment to innovations on positive relationships
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meetings were inserted as control variables. 
A linear term for positive relationships was 
entered in the second step (Model 2) and in 
the third step (Model 3) the squared term for 
positive relationships was entered. The results 
are presented in Tab. 2.

The control variables in Model 1 explain 
a signifi cant portion of the variance, i.e. variables 
related to the internal communication predict 
the individual commitment to innovations. 
The addition of the linear term for positive 
relationships in Model 2 gives a statistically 
signifi cant effect, which means that positive 
relationships serve as the better predictor of 
the individual commitment to innovation than 
communication facets analyzed in our survey. 
This supports the notion that PRW should be 
regarded as the prerequisite of the whole process 
(hypothesized in H3). However, the signifi cance 
of B-coeffi cients shows that PRW effect takes 
over particularly the impact of the time for 
informal meetings on the employee commitment 
to innovation, and it is less relevant in the case of 
open communication. In Model 3 the B-coeffi cient 
for positive relationships is negative and for the 
squared term it is positive, but the coeffi cients are 
non-signifi cant in both cases.

These results support Hypothesis 1 stating 
that positive relationships at work stimulate the 
innovation creation by employees regardless of 
their job description. At the same time, there are 
no signifi cant effects supporting Hypothesis 2 
stating that at low and high level of relationship 
positivity individual activity in innovation creation 
is lower than at moderate levels of relationship 
positivity. Moreover, regardless the signifi cance 
of the results, the curvilinear relation between 
the individual commitment to innovations and 
positive relationships has a different shape than 
we hypothesized. Fig. 1 gives the predicted 
effects on the basis of hierarchical regression 
and shows both the linear (signifi cant) and 
curvilinear (non-signifi cant) relationships of the 
analyzed variables.

In our approach we investigate if the causal 
effect of positive relationships on individual 
commitment to innovations is mediated by 
communication facets including communicating 
both the good and the bad things and 
employees opportunities to spend time on 
informal meetings. The results presented in 
Tab. 2 revealed that PRW are more relevant 
in explaining the process. Consequently, to 
verify Hypothesis 3 and to grasp particular 

Fig. 1: Linear (signifi cant) and curvilinear (non-signifi cant) relation between individual 
commitment to innovations and employee positive relationships

Source: own
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links among all analyzed variables we used the 
linear regression analysis. Fig. 2 summarizes 
the model of these relationships in a path 
diagram.

Except for one link, i.e. between time for 
informal meetings and openness, all variables 
are in statistically signifi cant relationships. 
Thus, the results show that positive employee 
relationships infl uence the individual 
commitment to innovations, as it was proved 
through the hierarchical regression analysis. 
What is more, positive relationships determine 
internal communication in terms of both its 
openness and practicing informal meetings in 
an organization which supports Hypothesis 3. 
It is a very important conclusion as internal 
communication has been approved as 
a factor of organizational innovativeness. Our 
research demonstrates that positive employee 
relationships may perform a key role in the 
whole process.

4. Discussion
The process of innovation creation within an 
organization is based on the search for the new 
information and knowledge to come up with 
novel solutions, processes, products or ideas. 

This search is a human capability facilitated 
not only by organizational systems, incentives 
and processes, but most of all by organizational 
climate, including internal communication and 
interpersonal relationships within organization. 
Our study contributes to the research stream 
revealing mechanisms and causal relations 
among innovation climate dimensions.

In the proposed model we show that 
positive relationships at work (PRW) should 
be considered among prerequisites of 
innovation creation in an organization. They 
are directly linked to the individual commitment 
to innovations as well as infl uence internal 
communication facets supporting organizational 
innovativeness. Such a direction of dependency 
in our model has been assumed on the basis of 
PRW research stream and approved with our 
study results. At the same time we are aware 
that relationships among analyzed phenomena 
may be mutual, thus the problem has to be 
discussed in this paragraph.

Positive relationships at work are among 
the main issues investigated within the 
umbrella concept of Positive Organizational 
Scholarship (POS) (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 
2003; Cameron & Spreizer, 2012). Seeking 

Fig. 2: Positive employee relationships, informal meetings, internal communication 
and individual commitment to innovation - model of relationships

Source: own
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for phenomena responsible for organizational 
fl ourishing and prosperity (as opposite to just 
a standard or ‘normal’ performance) POS 
considers positive relationships at work as an 
antecedent of generative processes occurring 
in the organization. We adopt this perspective 
in our study and examine PRW as a factor of 
organizational innovativeness, treating them as 
a key factor of innovation climate. Following this 
path, we demonstrate that positive relationships 
at work shape also the aspects of internal 
communication that are related to the innovation 
climate dimensions. This fi nding is consistent 
with an observation that positive relationships 
at work include, inter alia, a dimension 
of emotional carrying capacity (Dutton & 
Heaphy, 2003). This is the extent to which 
the relationship comprises (and can survive) 
expressing the whole range of different positive 
and negative emotions (Ragins & Dutton, 
2007). The higher relationship ‘positivity’, the 
stronger its emotional carrying capacity. Positive 
relationships give the relationship partners the 
ability to survive a greater number of diverse 
expressions. This implies that in teams, which 
build positive interpersonal relationships of 
the members, communication is more open 
and includes expression of both positive and 
negative information.

Simultaneously, there is strong evidence 
showing that communication infl uences 
interpersonal relationships at work. Effective 
communication is a prerequisite for fulfi lling 
relationships (Alexander, 1973; Cushman & 
Cahn, 1985; Murstein, 1977), while ineffective 
communication can lead to problems of 
individuals within their social relations (Collins, 
2003; Erven, 2012; Burtis & Turman, 2005; 
Brounstein, 2001; Weaver & Hybels, 2008). 
Particularly, manager attitudes and patterns 
of behavior manifested in the communication 
process play a crucial role in shaping employee 
relationships in teams.

The two aforementioned perspectives may 
be reconciled with a help of the ‘positive upward 
spiral’ concept elaborated in the fi eld of POS 
(Fredrickson, 2003). This is the continuum 
of interdependent relations among positive 
organizational phenomena and processes. The 
analysis of the process may start in any point 
i.e. from the positive emotions experienced by 
employees involved in positive relationships 
at work. Such emotions generate positive 
energy which motivates employees to engage 

in reaching outstanding outcomes, continuous 
improvement, broadening their cognitive 
horizons. It may result in more open internal 
communication which supports innovative 
solution creation and facilitates both personal 
goals achievements and the development of an 
organization (Roberts, 2007). The effi ciency and 
success of the organization give satisfaction to 
employees, which strengthens their bounds 
and release positive emotions, and at this 
point the next loop of a positive upward spiral 
begins. As the result, in ‘the next loop’ positive 
relationships at work are infl uenced, in fact, 
by open internal communication supporting 
innovation creation that, in turn, arouse positive 
emotions and interpersonal relations.

Regardless of the truthfulness of the 
‘positive upward spiral’, the results of 
our survey show that the role of positive 
relationships at work is very special in this 
process. The hierarchical regression analysis 
showed that PRW serve as a better predictor 
of employee commitment to innovations than 
communication facets. And although our 
analysis has not proven that PRW infl uence 
communication stronger than communication 
infl uences relationships at work we propose 
to treat PRW as the prerequisite of the whole 
process. Arguments supporting such a belief 
seem stronger. Positive relationships among 
employees are perceived as the foundation 
for common learning, effi cient communication 
and trust, necessary to generate creative ideas 
and process them critically (Drah-Zahavy & 
Somech, 2013). Positive relationships at work 
create an emotional safety, employees are more 
open to learn from each other and change the 
way of doing things, they trust each other more 
and communicate more frequently and more 
honestly (Davidson & James, 2007; Roberts, 
2007). Finding a secure base for learning and 
experimenting employees are able to consider 
failures, criticism and negative feedback as 
opportunities to learn and improve (Roberts, 
2007). Thus PRW support the constructive 
exchange of critical feedback while the 
opposite, i.e. triggering relationship positivity 
through open exchange of all opinions, good 
and bad, is rather doubtful.

According to data presented in this 
paper, the relation between PRW and 
individual commitment to innovation is linear. 
A curvilinear effect appeared non-signifi cant. 
However, the ‘shape’ of this effect is very 
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interesting and we treat it as an inspiration 
for further studies. Specifi cally, it suggests 
that negative (less positive) relationships 
at work may be more advantageous for an 
organization than the middling, and only 
distinctly positive relationships clearly support 
individual commitment to innovations. The 
shape of this relation contributes thus to 
the discussion concerning positive versus 
negative effects of PRW. The negative side of 
positive relationships at work is associated, for 
instance, with a notion that positive connections 
may evolve into friendships being a source of 
distraction during working-hours (O’Conaill 
& Frohlich, 1995). Generally supporting 
employee wellbeing, positive relationships at 
work may decrease concentration on tasks 
and create a distance to work. Some managers 
consider friendships at work as threats and 
sources of gossip or favoritism (Berman et al., 
2002). The only positive effect of PRW is also 
doubted on the ground of the behavioral theory 
of corporate governance (Westphal & Zajac, 
2013). According to it, decision-makers are 
infl uenced by their social relations, particularly 
by the closest ones, and due to that fact their 
decisions are biased. On the other hand, 
fl attering or conformity of people with whom the 
decision-makers are in positive relationships 
lead to their overconfi dence and signifi cantly 
decrease a chance for rational decisions. 
Similar effects are reported concerning creative 
work, i.e. because of their positive relationships 
with co-workers individuals may be distracted 
and unwilling to recognize opinions and ideas of 
wider network of people (Shalley, 1995; Perry-
Smith & Shalley, 2003). Our analysis suggests, 
however, that this effect is not present when 
relationships are truly positive but, presumably, 
may appear in case of mid-positive relationships. 
We propose to label this effect as ‘relationship 
bogged down effect’. It means that both 
positive and negative relationships motivate 
employees to greater commitment (although 
the stimulating effect of positive relationships is 
much stronger), while in the case of employees 
involved in ‘medium-positive’ relationships their 
organizational commitment is relatively lower. 
Assuming that the curvilinear relationship may 
be proved by a study on another sample, it 
would be interesting to explain which variables 
may explain the ‘bogged down effect’.

Additionally our research contributes 
to a discussion concerning advantages of 

informal meetings during working-hours. 
Very few surveys have been conducted in 
this fi eld but most of them proved a positive 
effect of such gatherings (Mangrum, 2002). 
In our approach we did not specify the kind of 
informal meetings, while it is crucial for further 
investigations. Notably, the positive effect of 
so called ‘focused gatherings’, i.e. informal 
problem solving meetings, has been reported. 
They refer to a tendency of employees to 
gather in a huddle near someone’s desk, in 
hallways, in aisles etc. to deal with job-related 
issues. They solicit or deliver information, make 
decisions or simply seek knowledge or opinions 
from others to confi rm or reinforce their own 
ideas about a decision to be made at a later 
time. Our analysis shows that allowing the 
employees to have time for informal meeting 
during their working-hours may contribute 
to the individual commitment to innovations. 
We predict that during informal gathering 
employees talk mostly about their work and an 
exchange of opinions and problems they notice 
in organizational settings may inspire for ideas 
evolving into innovations.

Conclusions, Practical Implications 
and Limitations of the Study
The main conclusion and the practical 
implication of this study refers to the 
importance of positive relationships at work 
(PRW) stimulation in an organization. Our 
research demonstrates that they should be 
considered among factors shaping such critical 
organizational processes as communication 
and innovativeness. And as such they should 
be built and carefully maintained in every 
organization. Although PRW creation is not an 
easy pursuit and requires particularly great and 
consistent efforts on managerial part, it seems 
still that this action may be more effi cient than, 
for instance, initiating open communication and 
debate climate, which are inhibited by many 
social aspects in the organization.

Among implications of our study as well as 
issues inspiring for further studies we point out 
also the need for allowing employees to gather 
informally during their working-hours. This is 
an important conclusion, particularly facing the 
fact that some modern management concepts 
and tendencies, e.g. lean-management, 
downsizing, e-work, lead to a reduction of time 
that employee can spend on spontaneous 
meetings.
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We are aware of the limitations of our study. 
The collected data illustrating the links between 
the positive relationships within employee teams 
and their capability to create innovations is based 
on assessments, or diagnoses, by a selected 
employee of the organization. Despite the fact 
that we attempted to conduct the interview each 
time with a person who can offer the necessary 
review of the processes inside the company, 
because of their responsibilities, there is a risk 
that the person has presented a subjective 
picture of the organization, perceived the 
internal relationships or the conditions for the 
processes of creating innovations only through 
the prism of their own individual experiences 
(perhaps short-sighted ones, based on an 
unsatisfactory scope of observations available 
to the respondents), and which potentially 
may not be representative. Moreover, we are 
aware that the subject matter (innovations, 
relationships at work, communication patterns) 
‘promotes’ the subjectivity of opinions, may 
be interpreted, or assessed in various ways 
etc. However, it is worth emphasizing that 
the sample of respondents was selected 
purposively, i.e. the sample was composed 
of persons with various functions within the 
enterprise but having access to knowledge on 
innovation creation process. Anyway, this study 
inspires for in-depth investigations, not only 
with a use of quantitative methods, but possibly 
based on ethnographic studies using the 
technique of free-form interview, participatory 
observation or focus group interviews with the 
employees.

The project was funded by the Polish 
National Science Centre grant on the decision 
number DEC-2013/11/B/HS4/00691.
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Abstract

INNOVATIONS AMONG PEOPLE. HOW POSITIVE RELATIONSHIPS AT WORK 
CAN TRIGGER INNOVATION CREATION

Aldona Glińska-Neweś, Agata Sudolska, Arkadiusz Karwacki, Joanna Górka

Innovations are the essence of the successful organization. The process of their creation is strongly 
based on individual and team commitment to create improvements in every organizational area. This 
commitment is triggered by innovation climate including employee positive relationships (PRW) and 
supporting internal communication facets. The aim of the paper is to defi ne causal relations among 
the aforementioned variables. We hypothesize that positive relationships at work are a prerequisite 
of the innovation creation process, i.e. they stimulate employee commitment to innovation creation 
regardless of the employee position in an organization as well as infl uence internal communication 
facets that support innovativeness. Notably, among internal communication elements we analyze 
open communication of both good and bad information and employee informal meetings. The 
analyses are based on the quantitative survey conducted on the sample of 200 Polish companies 
representing various sectors and selected from rankings of the most dynamically developing 
organizations in Central Europe. In each company we obtained information from a person involved 
in leading a team creating innovations, i.e. representing different functional departments. In the 
course of data analyses we used the hierarchical regression and the linear regression analysis. 
The results support the hypotheses of PRW key role in the innovativeness process, and the effect 
appeared to be linear. Specifi cally, positive relationships at work stimulate both employee individual 
commitment to innovations and internal communication supporting innovativeness. These fi ndings 
contribute to the research stream connected with the Positive Organizational Scholarship umbrella 
concept. Practical implications of the survey point to the need of positive relationships at work 
stimulation in organizations.

Key Words: Innovation, innovation creation, positive relationships at work, internal 
communication.
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