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Abstract

Objective: The article evaluates cooperation in enterprises from the point of view of build-
ing creative capital.
Research Design & Methods: Research was conducted among companies from Poland’s 
Podkarpackie Province: 100 entities from the creative sector and 430 entities operating in 
various sections of the national job-type classification.
Findings: There is a need to create mechanisms conducive to establishing and strength-
ening cooperation in creativity. The survey on cooperation done among respondents in 
enterprises revealed that their average assessment was of “a medium impact”.
Implications / Recommendations: The dimension of cooperation does not differentiate 
enterprises conducting different economic activities in terms of how they build creative 
capital.
Contribution: the novel aspect of this research was its combination of issues of cooper-
ation and creative capital. Cooperation was accepted as a component of creative capital 
and assessed according to the author’s formula. The comparative assessment made among 
creative sector enterprises and other sections of the national job-type classification can be 
considered as input.
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1. Introduction

Creative capital is a resource appropriate for people who cooperate and func-
tion in all conditions, including new ones, and use their creativity (Szara 2017, 
p. 66). Human creativity is the foundation of this capital, and is derived from 
human capital (Florida 2010). Creative capital is most often employed by repre-
sentatives of the creative sector. In the case of artistic creativity, when artists 
create in the comfort of their studio, they do not always emphasise the effects of 
their work. Cooperation with another person, however, allows them to present their 
work. For artists and creators, this illustrates the need to take up issues related 
to cooperation and creativity. Numerous other authors in Poland (Rola kultury… 
2010, Rogowska 2011, Kasprzak 2013) have also looked at the creative sector.

A common analysis of creativity and cooperation is important for those 
who declare creativity in their CVs or use creativity at work and work in teams. 
The team nature of work, which is preferred in enterprises, often requires a search 
for creative solutions to problems. Creativity is defined as an ability to solve prob-
lems (see Nęcka 2001).

In the literature, creative activities are incorporated into the effects of an inno-
vation, as innovations are the effect of creativity. Engagement in activities trans-
forming ideas into products, or a common search for solutions require cooperation. 
Features of creativity and cooperation exist not only in enterprises of the creative 
sector, but also in other industries. Thus, the question how compatible they are 
with each other arises. Are creativity and cooperation compatible with each other 
in case of enterprises which do not belong to the creative sector?

The subject literature shows that a lack of research has been carried out on the 
impact of cooperation on human creativity. That paucity was the main motivation 
for undertaking this research. These issues are particularly important in relation to 
entrepreneurs as decisions taken in the course of running business activities have 
a significant impact on financial results. The research gap also concerned the lack 
of documented empirical knowledge about the phenomenon of creative capital in 
enterprise.

The subject matter is important for managers, who can use the conclusions 
of research in the decision-making process. An approach to creative capital and 
cooperation is innovative from the point of view of changes which take place in 
enterprises, and the promotion of activities that result in innovation. No studies 
dealing with the structure of creative capital have been done. The lack of empirical 
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research on creative capital in enterprises was another motivating factor for the 
research.

The paper evaluates cooperation in enterprises in terms of building creative 
capital. The assessment will be conducted in the context of human resources. 
The paper offers an analysis of the subject literature before moving on to present 
the results of empirical research done in enterprises in Poland’s Podkarpackie 
Province are applied. The paper seeks to answer this question: does cooperation 
in internal and external areas of enterprises building creative capital depend on the 
type of business activity the enterprises engage?

The article focuses on one element of creative capital – cooperation. The first 
part, the literature review, looks at the essence of creative capital and cooperation. 
This is followed by a presentation of the research methodology. In the third part, 
the author places her own research in the context of other research that has been 
done.

2. A Review of the Literature: Cooperation in Enterprise 
as a Potential Source of Creative Capital Resources

In the literature on the subject one can find descriptions of both cooperation 
and creativity, though they are most often presented separately. In the context of 
the assessment of cooperation in building creative capital, the main categories 
of the description are indicated.

According to the literature, business cooperation is currently one of the most 
important factors in enterprises’ success. The benefits of cooperation depend on 
the form of cooperation and the technical level of the entities working together. 
At present, as Porter has emphasised, cooperation of enterprises provides an enter-
prise an additional advantage over competitors (Poznańska 2016, p. 143). 

In the Polish literature on management, much has been written about co- 
operation both within an enterprise (see Wasiluk 2018, pp. 30–34; Kamińska 2017, 
pp. 70–85; Olesiński 2016, pp. 18–30; Karbowski 2016, pp. 119–135; Spodarczyk 
& Szelągowska-Rudzka 2015, pp. 437–444; Lipka 2004), and with elements 
beyond it (Czakon 2007, Kaczmarek 2000). Collaboration is a broader concept 
than cooperation and refers to deeper and stronger forms of inter-organisational 
ties (Sieci międzyorganizacyjne… 2012, Relacje międzyorganizacyjne… 2014, 
Nowak 2012, Strzyżewska 2011).

These subjects are likewise widely discussed in international publications, 
including works: (Mattessich, Murray-Close & Monesy 2001, Thomson & Perry 
2006, Axelrod 2006, Martinez-Sanchez et al. 2019, Kraus et al. 2018, Sward 2016, 
Gnyawall et al. 2016, Favre-Bonte, Gardet & Thevenard-Puthod 2016). The authors 
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present different approaches to analysing cooperation, a complex concept with 
complex methodological criteria involved.

Creative capital is the second concept presented in the paper. Knowledge 
about this capital is diverse and often addressed with a wide range of terminology 
different, making interpretation and a comparison of research results difficult.

In the literature on the subject one can find the following main categories 
describing creative capital:

1. As a feature of a creative class. Creative capital is derived from the concept of 
a creative class that originated in the American economy as a result of promoting 
the importance of creativity in development. The “class” was understood as people 
who, from a professional perspective, were appointed as those who used creativity 
(Florida 2010, pp. 338–339). Its development is favoured by talent, technology and 
tolerance, or the 3T model. The creative class is a narrowly described definition 
of creative capital, which is treated as a deeper concept of a human factor. In its 
narrow dimension, the creative class was considered as the basic form of creative 
capital. A wider definition of creative capital was proposed: it is a resource appro-
priate for people who cooperate and function in all conditions, including new ones, 
and use their creativity. Within this definition there are the creative class and all 
people who, to any extent in their life or work, use creativity. This means that 
a person who does not use creativity after discovering it or identifying the need 
to use it, or uses it unconsciously, becomes a representative of creative capital (see 
Szara 2017, pp. 66–67). 

What have other authors written about creative capital? In Polish publica-
tions, the research of the creative class can be distinguished where the authors 
(Podogrodzka 2013, pp. 417–440; Klasa kreatywna… 2012, Montgomery 2005, 
Rese 2012, Corriera & da Silva Costa 2014) present a number of professions that 
have developed or are developing a creative class usually at the national level, and 
assess its importance, most often using the measure of correlation in relation to 
talent, technology or tolerance. 

2. Creative cities in which there are opportunities for the development of crea-
tive capital. The second area of the research concerns the use of creative potential, 
especially in urban areas (Pięta-Kanurska 2013, pp. 155–166) predestined for the 
development of the creative class. The subject of cities where the creative class is 
developing is more and more frequently being taken up in the foreign literature 
(see Rola kultury… 2010). In the majority of studies on creative capital, the anal-
yses concern a spatial (regional or national) approach based on indexes proposed 
in the Florida methodology (Florida 2010, Hui, Chung-Hung & Mok 2004, Landry 
& Bianchini 1995). 

3. Creative industries. Since the end of the 20th century, numerous researchers 
have focused on the creative sector (Gwóźdź 2010, Creative 2008, Stryjakiewicz 
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& Stachowiak 2010). The creative sector encompasses broadly understood crea-
tive enterprises that are particularly market-oriented and deal with the creation, 
production, distribution and/or spreading of creative goods and services through 
the media (Creative Economy Report… 2008, Flew 2002, Caves 2000, Stachowiak 
2015). This has been presented in the study on the measurement of creative capital 
(Szara 2018c).

4. Creative economy. The role and significance of the creative economy was 
established in the 20th century. It grew out of the abundant free time and wealth 
people had, and increased demand for cultural goods (Howkins 2001, Stachowiak 
2017, Towse 2011).

In this paper creativity is treated as the lowest form of art, and considered in 
terms of how people use it individually. In this context, creativity has variously 
been defined as an ability to think creatively, broadly understood ingenuity and 
adaptive flexibility resulting in an ability to find creative, original solutions that go 
beyond accepted schemes (Drozdowski et al. 2010, p. 20).

Analyses of creativity are presented in the literature on the pedagogy of 
creativity (Szmidt 2013, Karwowski 2009, Kaufman 2011), as well as in other 
disciplines relating creativity to human capital (Shaping 2012, Amirbekuly 
& Aimukhanbetova 2018, Nikolaichuk & Matukova 2016) and organisations 
(Amabile 1988, Bratnicka 2017, Wojtczuk-Turek 2010, Dyduch 2013, Baer 2012, 
Moultrie & Young 2009). Creativity in the context of innovation or entrepreneur-
ship has also been widely analysed (Acar, Turakci & Knippenberg 2019, Amabile 
& Pratt 2016, Anderson, Potočnik & Zhou 2014, Perry-Smith & Mannucci 2017).

Cooperation is seen as an ability to create relationships, to work in a team, 
and as a means of solving problems. The last definition dovetails with the crea-
tivity described by some authors as an ability to solve problems (see Nęcka 2001, 
Proctor 2002).

Cooperation with respect to creativity as a human feature prompts the assump-
tion that through cooperation human creativity can be developed or blocked. In the 
definition of creative capital, it can be assumed that cooperation is one component 
of creative capital. In the following research process, cooperation was assessed 
from the perspective of internal stakeholders (employees) and external stake-
holders (clients and other entities). The approach to internal stakeholders – that is, 
to the employee constituting potential creative capital – will consider the promo-
tion of ideas, solutions and their implementation, ultimately yielding innovation.

 In this context, creativity will involve a common search for ideas and new solu-
tions so that the effect of the activities can be presented to the client. This cooper-
ation is based on mutual trust, loyalty and compliance with the goal duly realised 
by all individuals or groups (Okoń 1987, p. 346).
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The effect of cooperation associated in this analysis with creativity can be 
perceived as beneficial to all or some of participants, neutral or unfavourable 
to entities, or neutral or unfavourable even to all entities (Peña & Fernández de 
Arroyabe 2002, pp. 37–39). Recipients of creative solutions do not always accept 
a new, unknown ways of solving problems. They can be difficult to see or compre-
hend due to the intangible nature of a construct (a product/a service). Including 
creativity in cooperation will involve looking anew through the prism of novel 
elements.

The common understanding of cooperation and creativity in the assessment of 
creative capital allows:

– for these two features to occur together and to be analysed together,
– that both cooperation and creativity are defined in a wide variety of ways, so 

settling on a single definition is impossible,
– that both features can be applied to individual, group of people and organi-

sations alike,
– that both cooperation and creativity can generate benefits,
– that these features can be analysed at various levels of an enterprise’s opera-

tions, as well as in relation to the work,
– that the value of cooperation lies in the potential of people and creativity, and 

it results from various possibilities and personality traits that combine in action 
promoting creativity.

3. Methodology

The Podkarpackie Province was chosen for the study because the share of its 
overall population that lives in rural areas is extremely high, as are the dispropor-
tions in the growth across the entire region. This choice made it possible to verify 
research assumptions in diverse conditions. This fits in with the trend in research 
into the economics of diversity.

Previous methods of measuring creative capital mainly used the professional 
structure of overall employment in the sphere of R & D. This is a one-sided meas-
urement method, the shortcomings of statistical data are an obstacle to its use. 
In the literature, we will also try to measure creative capital indirectly. It was 
assumed for this analysis that creative capital could be measured differently than 
just as the key to carrying out one’s “professions”. This is important as creative 
capital does not only exist in the creative spheres, but in all spheres of socio- 
-economic activity.

Because creativity is related to human behaviour, a behavioural approach was 
adopted for the study. It allows a broader view of the problem being examined 
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than is accepted in traditional economics. Behavioural economics draws on the 
achievements of other sciences. A behavioural approach also makes it possible to 
compare the results obtained.

People’s creativity can be examined by means of tests or questionnaires, and 
the interview method can be also applied. Other options are psychological tests, 
bibliographic or experimental method. Research has also been carried out based 
on case studies and an integrated approach (for descriptions of the measurement of 
creativity, see Szmidt 2013, pp. 23–55).

The proposed assessment tools can analyse the level of creative abilities, the 
style of creation that characterises them, and the intensification of personality 
traits. In the creative pedagogy literature, the 4P model is the most commonly 
used theory. The 4P model was applied in further analysis as it was impossible 
to transfer the assumptions of creative capital theory in spatial terms in relation 
to the enterprise.

Creative capital is a resource appropriate for people who cooperate and func-
tion in all conditions, including new ones, and use their creativity. Creative capital 
is a derivative of human capital, for which the trait of creativity is a determinant, 
and it is most often employed by representatives of the creative sector. Measuring 
creativity as a trait is not easy; psychological tests, interviews and observations 
are the most frequently applied tools. The four-faceted 4Ps creativity paradigm 
(person, process, product, press) (Szmidt 2013) integrates different approaches to 
creativity. 

Kreatywność can be considered the lowest form of creativity. The above model 
was modified in relation to this assumption (in the subject literature it is written 
with a small “c”, creativity). This modification (see Szara 2018c) was intended to 
find answers on how to measure creative capital. It was assumed that creativity 
was the basis of creative capital, a derivative of human capital. The possibilities of 
developing creative capital were assessed using the formula:

CC = P1 + R + P2 + E1 + E2,

where:
CC – creative capital,
P1 – sum of points obtained for the dimension “people”,
R – sum of points obtained for the dimension “cooperation (relations)”,
P2 – sum of points obtained for the dimension “a process”,
E1 – sum of points obtained for the dimension “a product/service (effect)”,
E2 – sum of points obtained for the dimension “enterprise environment”.
Given the practical goal of the research – to compare the possibilities of creative 

capital development in the arrangement of the job classification code in Poland – 
the focus was maintained on selected areas of data analysis.
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Creative capital was assessed in enterprises in the dimensions of the human 
factor (see Szara 2018b) as the main element. Without it, creative capital could 
not exist. Work environments (covering the general characteristics of an enter-
prise (see Szara 2018a) support or hinder the development of human creativity, 
the cooperation relationship resulting from the definition of own creative capital, 
the process understood as actions leading to the achievement of the effect and 
a product/a service. Individual areas were characterised by features of creative 
capital, as well as human determinants and predispositions (see Szara 2018c). 
Each category contained 10 questions rated on a scale from 0 (no impact) to 5 
(very high impact). From each area, a maximum of 50 points can be obtained, 
which can yield 250 points with 5 levels of analysis. An assessment can be made 
separately for each dimension by comparing against the scale: 40–50 very good 
development of the element (describing creative capital), 30–39 good, 20–29 
average, 10–19 low, 0–9 very low.

The individual criteria reflect the image of the company’s development in 
the cross-section of the occurrence and the use of creative capital as measured 
by proprietary dimensions. They do not include all variables affecting creative 
capital, but those the author believes are the most important. This does not preclude 
the possibility of extending the catalog of questions describing creative capital. 
This study presents the results of research related to the dimension of “cooperation”.

The selection of a subgroup of representative enterprises proceeded according to 
the sampling procedure, which was set at 380. In the course of conducting surveys, 
they were carried out among randomly selected entities located in the Podkar-
packie Province in 2016. The complete research material was collected among 430 
enterprises (which accounted for 0.25% of enterprises in Podkarpackie Province). 
Questionnaires were conducted using the PAPI method, and filled out by randomly 
selected employees. 

Because the creative capital at work in enterprises operating in various indus-
tries has been poorly identified, the study was conducted in companies outside of 
the creative sector, where creative capital is normally found (Lipka 2017). Using the 
data on associations, foundations and a group of enterprises included in the sector, 
requests for the implementation of the CAWI method were submitted three times. 
Due to the very low return of surveys in targeted selection in 2016, the studies were 
commissioned among 100 entities operating in the creative sector from Poland’s 
Podkarpackie Province. They constituted a comparative group for other enterprises.

Questionnaires for enterprises from the creative sector and other industries 
were prepared analogously in case of the questions regarding conditions for the 
development of creative capital. The differences concerned the benefits of using 
creativity techniques and the analysis of working time formulated in the case of 
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enterprises in the creative sector. Creative capital was used as a dependent vari-
able, and cooperation an independent one.

The subject matter is a new issue in the field of creativity and behavioural 
economics. The results of research on cooperation and creativity in the literature 
on the subject are presented separately, and most often based on case studies. 
These two premises and difficulties in collecting data from enterprises during the 
pilot project made it necessary to randomly assign an employee in the companies 
to fill out the questionnaires. This may raise objections concerning the overall 
picture of the company’s functioning. Nonetheless, at the initial stage of the anal-
ysis, the applied quantitative research solution made it possible to verify not only 
the questionnaire, but also to indicate further directions of research. Comparative 
analysis methods, synthesis and simple statistical methods were used to analyse 
the data.

4. Research Results and Discussion

Cooperation in enterprises refers to the behaviour of people who want to create 
a new product, a service either individually or in a group, as well as from the point 
of view of a company as an organisation. The research includes selected topics 
on cooperation most frequently discussed in the subject literature, including the 
construction of creative capital in the context of various determinants.

Table 1. Assessment of Cooperation by Section and Number of Subjects Analysed 
(Average Points)

Symbol and Name of Section Enterprises 
Examined 

The 
Cooperation 
Dimension

A – agriculture, forestry, hunting and fishing 20 32.35
B – mining and quarrying 13 29.08
D – generation and supply of electricity, gas, steam, hot water 
and air for air conditioning systems 
E – supply of water, wastewater and waste management 
and reclamation activities 
C – industrial processing 62 32.45
F – construction 56 32.55
G – wholesale and retail trade, repair of motor vehicles, including 
motorcycles 

64 30.77

H – transport and warehouse management 28 32.36
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Symbol and Name of Section Enterprises 
Examined 

The 
Cooperation 
Dimension

I – accommodation and food services activities 34 33.26
J – information and communication 
K – financial and insurance activities 19 33.26
L – real estate-related activities 
M – professional, scientific and technical activities 10 29.80
N – administrative services and support activities 20 29.40
O – public administration and defence, compulsory social security 22 31.55
P – education 22 34.68
Q – health care and social assistance 22 35.86
R – activities related to culture, entertainment and recreation 14 32.07
S – other service activities 24 31.79
T – households employing workers, households producing products 
and providing services for their own needs
U – organisations and enclaves teams 0 0
Total sections 430 32.19
Enterprises of creative industries 100 32.30

Source: the author.

Due to the small numbers of entities in sections B, D, E, I, J, K and L, they were 
combined. The summary in Table 1 shows that in the dimension of cooperation, the 
assessments obtained do not differentiate enterprises according to the section from 
those included in the creative sector. The results came in between 29.08 to 32.05 
points, which meant the assessments of cooperation in building creative capital in 
enterprises were from average to good. Differences between results for the sections 
and the companies from the creative sector are of about 6.79 points. The dimension 
of cooperation is diversified to the greatest extent among sections Q – health care 
and social assistance, P – education, IJ – activity related to accommodation, infor-
mation and communication, and KL – financial and insurance activities. The lowest 
result was obtained for the BDE sections: mining, generation and supply of elec-
tricity, and water supply.

Responses describing the cooperation were within the range of the average 
impact of the independent variable (the predominance of assessments in note 3). 
This means that they most often have the average impact on cooperation in the 
enterprise related to the development of creative capital. Respondents gave two 
dimensions the highest values: company activity in respect of the recognition of 

Table 1 cnt’d
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the local community, and relations of employees with clients, describing them as 
good. Risk-taking was assigned the lowest scores (Table 2). 

Table 2. Average Assessments Describing the Dimension of Cooperation in Relation 
to the Construction of Creative Capital

Cooperation Creative 
Industries

Other 
Companies

1. The company bases its activities on cooperation with others 
in the industry 

3.13 3.06

2. The relationship between employees will be cooperative (it will 
create bonds)

3.43 3.53

3. The relationship between employees and management will be 
cooperative

3.07 3.46

4. The relationship of employees offering a product/service to 
customers is good

3.64 3.73

5. The company’s activities are recognised by the local community 3.81 3.78
6. The company’s activities are recognised by local institutions 3.50 3.02
7. The company’s cooperation with the client is influenced by 
common cultural values

3.35 3.02

8. Employees can work above divisions 3.43 3.04
9. Employees identify themselves with the team 2.86 3.26
10. Employees are not afraid to take risks 2.08 2.38

Source: the author.

Relations among employees, management, team work, taking risk – in other 
words, features referring to internal cooperation – are associated with creative 
attitudes. The subject literature indicates that creative people do not like to be 
controlled, which is why the question about taking risks was included. In the case 
of enterprises in the creative sector, the sentence: “work in a creative economy 
can enable this, because – at least in some professions – control of work progress 
is very difficult and expensive” (Jemielniak 2008, pp. 76–77) is apt. In the crea-
tive sector, the assessment may be lower. This may result from the difficulty in 
assessing the idea or the finished effect, due to the uncertainty of the benefits it 
brings to the company. Hence, the work of a creative person with superiors and 
collaborators in a team does not always follow the assumptions of the theory. 
This is also confirmed by the higher average assessment of team-work for the 
group of other enterprises. Group tasks evaluating group creativity in the context 
of cooperation may even discourage individuals from developing innovative ideas, 
and may prevent the expression of very original ideas. However, these expectations 
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may change if intra-group competition is induced and team members strive to 
achieve better results (see Beersma & De Dreu 2005).

The features mentioned in the study can be found in the componential theory 
of creativity, which presents the process of creation, as well as factors affecting 
this process and its results. The theory is built around two basic assumptions: First, 
creativity takes various forms – from everyday creative activities to important 
scientific inventions shaping the development of entire civilisations; and, second, 
the level of creativity of individuals demonstrate, even within the same tasks, 
changes, and is the result of the impact of different components of variables over 
time, concerning both the person and their environment. Factors that stimulate 
creativity include: positive challenges posed at work, team collaboration, diversity, 
team skills, freedom in conducting one’s work, being encouraged to submit new 
ideas, having one’s creative results appreciated, as well as social norms aimed at 
sharing ideas with others (Kozarkiewicz 2015, p. 84). 

Research on the relationship between cooperation and creativity is described 
in the subject literature. In the individual approach, the authors draw attention to 
the use of creativity in competitive activities. Analyses describing the relationship 
between cooperation and competition in the organisation concern the emergence 
and spread of new ideas, or creativity. The terms “cooperation” and “competition” 
are a dichotomy (see Bittner & Heidemeier 2013, Shah, Brazy & Higgins 2004, 
Förster & Higgins 2005, Webb 2016).

A lot of research has been devoted to the consequences of cooperative and 
competitive orders of productivity and creativity. While one line of research has 
found that cooperation has a positive effect on achievement (see Johnson et al. 
1981), another has focused on creativity, reporting both positive and negative 
effects of cooperation on creativity. In some situations, it is possible that cooper-
ation or competition are activated at the same time and can be changed through 
creative activities (Carsten et al. 2008).

Analysis of Schulz’s work shows that at various stages in the development of 
civilisation, human creative activity has taken on a different character and has 
been done with varying levels of intensity. There is a basic difference between 
the creative activity in traditional and modern societies. Today, there is a need for 
cooperation in creative activities. 

Supporting creativity can be done through cooperation, especially given that 
a person’s approach to creativity is associated with acceptance by society, or the 
lack thereof. Mutual connections and interdependencies must be the goal for crea-
tive capital to exist. Development of the right conditions for creativity and for the 
creator depends to a great extent on those he or she cooperates with – even if it is 
often thought of as more self-realisation and self-creation. If both the subject and 
the observer recognise that a behaviour or products are new and valuable, one can 



Cooperation of Enterprises as a Stimulus… 37

talk about creative activities. Creative people also have to deal with the lack of 
interest in their work on the part of relatives or colleagues. West (2000) indicates 
that cooperation is a condition that is conducive to creativity.

We are currently witnessing the growing role of cooperation in many areas of 
human activities: business, culture, society, administration and science. In these 
overlapping areas social relations, as well as common norms and ethical values are 
consolidating factors (Knop & Olko 2017, p. 5).

This is confirmed those in business. Patrick McKenna, the founder and the 
president of Ingenious Media, one of the world’s largest media investing compa-
nies, believes that “we need to find new ways to encourage people with business 
and creative talents to work together to build the creative companies of the future”. 
Although such cooperation will be largely promoted by the market, public policy 
can also help creative people (Newbigin 2010, p. 46).

5. Conclusions

One of the important conclusions resulting from the analysis is that there 
is a need to create mechanisms conducive to establishing and strengthening 
cooperation in the area of creativity. This means building a foundation for the 
development of creative capital. For creativity to flourish, ties must be created 
not only with employees but also with management, while the question of how to 
establish cooperation with clients in with the values they represent must also be 
answered.

This dimension does not differentiate enterprises conducting various economic 
activities in terms of building creative capital. Across multiple sectors, people in 
enterprises cooperate to build creative capital, and there are more opportunities to 
act. Improving enterprise cooperation in the area of creative activities thanks to the 
implementation of innovations is and will be an important challenge both for the 
enterprises themselves, external entities, and especially for their employees.

Integrating creative activities and building cooperation are not easy tasks. 
Research shows that creativity can lead to cooperation or competition. A condition 
for building cooperation will be the acceptance of creative behaviour, individual 
attitudes, and communication based on the exchange of employee views. The coop-
eration assessed by the respondents of the survey done for the present research is 
also based on other elements characterised in other dimensions. These include 
the creation of customer databases that provide information flow, meetings, and 
conversations with supervisors.

An issue that constitutes a new area of research – possibility of establishing 
cooperation between the creative sector and other sectors – is other worth noting.
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Cooperation in building creative capital can contribute to:
– deepening knowledge about creative activities,
– team integration, building dialogue, reducing risk,
– strengthening mutual tolerance, improving social relations,
– skillful use of information, which reveals new ways of solving the problem,
– an ability to treat contradictions resulting from cooperation with other people 

as a stimulus to action.
Knowledge about cooperation in building creative capital can be useful for 

both employees and employers. It can help employers better and more widely use 
their employees’ potential. It is not easy to do research on creative capital that 
takes cooperation into account. There are not only difficulties in identifying the 
subject of the study (what we want to study, properly defining cooperation and 
creative capital) but also in identifying the level of analysis of the entity in which 
this cooperation is carried out. In future analyses, attention should be paid to 
extensive research in the field of creativity at specific jobs and identifying their 
relevance to the financial results of enterprises.
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nictwo Uniwersytetu Łódzkiego, Łódź. 



Katarzyna Szara40

Kamińska A. (2017), Współpraca przedsiębiorstw z pomiotami zewnętrznymi w realizacji 
procesów innowacyjnych, “Ekonomika i Organizacja Przedsiębiorstwa”, no 3.

Karbowski A. (2016), Współpraca badawczo-rozwojowa przedsiębiorstw: przegląd prac 
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Współpraca przedsiębiorstw jako stymulanta rozwoju kapitału kreatywnego 
(Streszczenie)

Cel: Celem artykułu jest ocena współpracy w przedsiębiorstwach w zakresie budowania 
kapitału kreatywnego.
Metodyka badań: Cel został zrealizowany na podstawie badań własnych przeprowadzo-
nych wśród firm z Podkarpacia: 100 podmiotów sektora kreatywnego i 430 podmiotów 
należących do różnych sekcji PKD.
Wyniki badań: Jednym z istotnych wniosków wynikających z przeprowadzonej analizy 
jest potrzeba stworzenia mechanizmów sprzyjających nawiązywaniu i wzmacnianiu 
współpracy w obszarze kreatywności. Stwierdzono, że współpraca respondentów 
w przedsiębiorstwach z różnych sekcji była w większości przypadków oceniona jako 
współpraca na poziomie średnim.
Wnioski: Wymiar współpracy nie różnicuje przedsiębiorstw prowadzących różną działal-
ność gospodarczą, jeżeli chodzi o budowanie kapitału kreatywnego.
Wkład w rozwój dyscypliny: Nowym aspektem badań było połączenie zagadnień współ-
pracy i kapitału kreatywnego. Współpracę przyjęto za składową kapitału kreatywnego 
ocenianego według autorskiego wzoru. Za wkład można uznać ocenę porównawczą doko-
naną wśród przedsiębiorstw sektora kreatywnego i innych sekcji PKD.

Słowa kluczowe: kapitał kreatywny, współpraca, przedsiębiorstwo, wymiary, sektor 
kreatywny.


