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Abstract: The objective of this work was to evaluate the innovation processes in tourist destinations
using the Quadruple Helix model and to develop guidelines for building innovation management
strategies in the tourism sector for destination management organizations (DMO). The article iden-
tifies the drivers and barriers to innovation processes reported by entrepreneurs in the tourism
industry in Poland. The analysis was carried out in relation to 218 enterprises of the tourism industry
operating in destinations in large cities as well as in destinations in small towns and rural areas.
The research was carried out using a diagnostic survey with elements of a telephone interview. The
research confirmed the usefulness of the Quadruple Helix model for the assessment of innovation
processes in tourist destinations. A relationship was observed between the level of development of
innovation processes, the size of the tourist destination and the level of competitiveness of the tourist
market in the destination. The study showed a significant variation in the spatial and geographical
system, as well as between individual factors responsible for the innovation processes in a tourist
destination. The influence of the market, including consumers, is a strong point of these processes.
The barriers include poorly developed structures of cooperation between enterprises, DMO, scientific
and research institutions, and civil society, as well as their participation in the innovation processes
of tourist destinations. Final conclusions: it should be stated that the innovative processes in Polish
tourist destinations are underdeveloped. They do not affect the development of tourism markets and
the competitiveness of destinations.

Keywords: Quadruple Helix innovation environment model; barriers to innovation; tourist destination

1. Introduction

Innovation in the tourism industry is considered a strategic issue that enables both
enterprises and regions to achieve growth and long-term development. The conducted
research reflects a wide spectrum of problems with the implementation of innovative
solutions faced by both tourism industry enterprises and destination management orga-
nizations. Previous literature reviews [1–6] indicate that two directions of research on
innovation processes have been distinguished. The first one concerns the research on a
tourist enterprise. The second direction, represented in the literature to a much lesser extent,
concerns the environment of the enterprise, i.e., the environment of their activity [7–13].

The innovation environment model is analysed in the Quadruple Helix system. It
consists of four groups of factors: administration, management and politics (Public), uni-
versities, research institutes and other types of educational units (Academia), the service
market, including enterprises and consumers (Industry), and non-governmental organi-
zations (Civil society) [14]. Innovative processes are territorially rooted [15] and each
destination builds its competitive advantages using its own resources of “territorial pecu-
liarities” [16–18]. Differences between destinations result from complex interactions and
evolutionary dynamics conditioned by management models, social, economic, institutional
and political systems [15] and the number of involved entities operating in the innovation
environment [19]. In addition, each of the systems has a different impact on the innovation
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processes [11]. The tourism management system and technology transfer institutions, re-
search and development institutions, and information transfer institutions have the greatest
impact [11]. It should be stated that in tourist destinations where scientific and research
centres operate and many entities are involved in the innovation process, such environ-
ments have higher opportunities for the development of innovative processes. Research by
Pikkematt and Peters [20] proves that higher innovativeness occurs in enterprises operating
in large city environments, which are characterized by a higher level of development in
the above groups of factors than that in smaller destinations. The aim of the article is to
assess the innovation processes of tourist destinations using the Quadruple Helix model
and to develop guidelines for building innovation management strategies in the tourism
sector for destination management organizations (DMOs). The article identifies drivers
and barriers to innovation processes reported by entrepreneurs in the tourism industry
in Poland. The article formulated three research questions: Do enterprises operating in
rural destinations have a lower innovation index than enterprises operating in large urban
agglomerations? What activities, new products and services at the target level stimulate
innovative development? What barriers limit the innovativeness of tourism enterprises at
the destination level? The results of these studies reveal some implications for DMO and
innovation-enhancing tourism policies.

The article has been divided into sections. The first section discusses the literature on
innovation in tourism. The second section discusses the research methodology in detail.
The third section presents an empirical discussion of the research results. The article ends
with a discussion and final conclusions. Due to the demographic changes, a significant
issue in the management of the peripheral regions economic centres.

2. Literature Review

Innovation is defined as novel services and products or new applications thereof [21].
It is also worth noting the perception of innovation as a way of creative thinking and
implementing ideas, i.e., transforming advanced concepts and knowledge into unique
and newly created solutions [22]. In the current study, the meaning of innovativeness
has been adopted, in accordance with the latest manual of the Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) from Oslo [23], as a novel or improved service
or product (or a mix of services and products), which was created as a consequence of the
application of expertise, on which novelty, usefulness, or value are based, was applied
by the company and is considerably different from former products or processes within
the business, and was offered to prospective consumers (product) or applied by the firm
(process). The major differentiating characteristic of innovativeness is the application of
expertise as the foundation of novelty, utility, and value [24]. In addition, an important
distinguishing feature of innovation is its final effect recorded by companies, such as an
increase in added value [25], reduction in service provision costs [26], increase in sales
income, increase in employee productivity [27], increase in the number of customers, and
achieving higher profits [28].

The conducted reviews of literature concerning the research in the field of tourism by
Hajlager [1], Gomezelj [2], Marasco et al. [3], Pikkemaat et al. [4], Shin and Perdue [5], and
Cao et al. [6] indicate that two directions of research on innovation processes have been
distinguished. The first covers a wide spectrum of tourism enterprise research. The second
direction, represented in the literature to a much lesser extent, concerns the environment
of the enterprise, i.e., the environment of their activity studied, and has been conducted
by Boschma [7], Pikkemaat i Weiermair [8], Svensson et al. [9], Zach [10], Panfiluk [11],
Najda-Janoszek and Koper [12], and Pikkemaat et. al [13].

The review of research indicates that innovation in tourism is a driving force for the
development of both businesses and tourist destinations [10,13]. The implementation of
innovations is considered essential in building the competitive advantage of enterprises
and regions [2,22,28–33]. On the other hand, innovative activity is forced on entrepreneurs
through high market competition [34,35]. In addition, an important stimulator of in-
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novative behaviour of enterprises is the development of companies [36], and the need
for their survival in a competitive environment [37–39], concerning small companies in
particular [39–42].

Innovations are created in creative knowledge environments, referred to as collabora-
tive networks [43] within the Quadruple Helix system. Research shows that an important
factor influencing the innovativeness of enterprises is the environment in which they
operate. The probability of implementing innovations increases with the increase in the
number of competitive companies among which the company operates [44]. In addition,
studies by Divisker et. al. indicate that the probability of implementing innovations for
companies operating in unfavourable environmental conditions, e.g., in the area of natural
disasters, decreases by 12% as compared to companies operating in favourable environ-
mental conditions [44]. It has been proven that companies that are faced with competition
are 1.6 times more likely to implement innovations than those that do not operate in a
competitive environment [42,45]. In addition, it has been proven that tourist destinations
where companies create and implement innovations are able to develop more dynamically
than those that do not have them and have limited adaptive capacity [46].

The implementation of innovations is related to the adaptation of the offer of tourist
services to the constantly changing needs of customers [28,37,47]. There are many indica-
tions that they are necessary for survival in the industry [42,48–51]. Due to the category
of implemented innovations, we can observe changes in the behaviour of the tourism
market. Radical innovations (concerning products or processes), implemented with the
use of new technologies or knowledge, contribute to the destruction or suppression of
existing infrastructure and the rapid development of the tourism market [52]. The so-called
sustaining innovations, improving the functioning of companies, include the improvement
of products or processes with the use of existing technologies or knowledge focused on
existing markets. They do not affect market changes, but compete with existing solutions on
the existing terms [40,53–55]. Camison and Mantford-Mir [56] state that most of the effects
of implemented innovations are recognizable only within the region, but they contribute to
improving the situation of the economy in that region [25,53]. Particularly in peripheral
areas, they accelerate economic catching up [41,48,57,58]. In addition, it has been proven
that regions where enterprises create and implement innovations are able to develop more
dynamically than those that are deprived of them and have limited adaptability [54].

Research conducted in the tourism and hotel industry in various regions of the
world has shown that tourism enterprises are characterized by medium and low in-
novation, as evidenced by the dominance of implemented incremental and adaptive
innovations [40,53–55,59]. Sundbo et al. [37] define these as secondary, incremental and
definitely non-technological with the dominance of product innovations. Radical innova-
tions in this sector are rare [52], with studies by Booyens and Rogerson [60] indicating that
only 1/4 of the surveyed companies implement original innovations with a different scope
of the tourism market [53].

The model of the innovative environment emphasizes the interactions between eco-
nomic entities, which are based on the search for common solutions and mutual learning.
Innovative environment can be seen in both geographical and economic terms, according
to Boschm [7]. It can be a barrier (e.g., by isolating the region: mountain areas, islands,
areas of natural value) or stimulate innovative processes. It has been observed that there
are complex interdependencies in the environment of operating entities between the size of
the market, and the political, legal and instance systems [61]. This kind of an advantage is
local in nature. It results from the level of development of the factors forming individual
helices, i.e., highly specialized knowledge, the market of services, public institutions [62],
including regional management and policies for innovation, including policy-stimulating
innovation based on cooperation at the regional, national, and target level [1,58,63,64] as
well as civil society [14], i.e., civil society organizations, consumers [65]. In addition, the
differences between individual environments result from the dynamics of interactions
between individual factors [61]. Literature research by Nunes et al. [15] proves that innova-
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tion in tourism is territorially rooted and is built on the resources found there, referred to
as “territorial peculiarities”. It is integrated by the management model, knowledge base,
and learning system as well as the regional economic and social structure, which must
be the subject and subject to evolutionary dynamics. Each territory builds its territorial
cohesion according to objectives and resources. Differences between tourist regions result
from evolutionary dynamics conditioned by management models, social, institutional and
political systems [15]. In addition, each of the entities has a different impact on innovation
processes [11]. It has been proven that, apart from the tourism management system, inno-
vation processes in the region are strongly influenced by technology transfer institutions,
research and development institutions, and information transfer institutions [11], together
with the activity of tourist clusters [66] and their cooperation with local governments [67].

The innovation management system in the region should function on the basis of
regional innovation strategies of the tourist region and funding programs for innovative
activities in tourism. Its task should be to create conditions for cooperation between science,
academia, as well as business and management systems. Within this system, there should
be a flow of knowledge and information about the needs of customers in the tourism sector
and the latest innovations. This system should foster cooperation between the scientific
and research sectors and the enterprises [11]. The role of public entities in the field of
tourism is to determine the optimal configuration of competitive advantages in relation to
the region [68] and the implementation of innovation policy [69].

From the point of view of a tourist destination, significant differences are observed
between tourism activities in destinations located within rural areas and tourism activities
in destinations located within cities [8]. Companies operating in smaller destinations face
competitive disadvantages, including low economies of scale and scope, minimal potential
for diversification and innovation, and limited access to capital markets [70,71]. Research
shows that the probability of implementing innovations decreases by 12% for companies
operating in unfavourable environmental conditions, e.g., in the area of natural disasters
and areas with difficult access (mountain areas) [44]. In addition, an important issue is
the tourist attractiveness of the environment. Enterprises operating in an environment
with high tourist attractiveness implement, on average, more innovations (1.66) per year
than enterprises operating in an environment with lower tourist attractiveness (below the
average 1.08) according to Krizaj et al. [55]. Innovative activity is also not fostered by
operating in tourist areas subject to strong seasonality. It is one of the strongly limiting
factors due to the alternation of peak and decline periods and the related negative economic,
environmental or social effects [72]. This is due to the strong dependence of income from,
for example, winter tourism. The dependence of the implementation of innovations on
the environment in which enterprises operate is also indicated by studies of enterprises
operating in forest areas in New Zealand and Italy. Business owners and forest managers
have been shown to be willing to embrace change, make better use of emerging opportuni-
ties, and introduce tourism innovations. They also recognize the profitability dimension of
innovation. The implemented tourism and recreation innovations in these areas turned
out to be a success. They have gained the support of entrepreneurs, which has a positive
impact on the prospects for innovation development. It has been proven that due to the
specificity of the area in which enterprises operate, innovations should be in line with the
best practices in the field of sustainable management of local forests, which would also
contribute to raising awareness of environmental issues. In the conclusions, the authors
indicate the need to direct innovation towards more environmentally sustainable solutions,
which means that recreational facilities should be built on a smaller scale [44]. Studies in
naturally valuable Polish regions indicate that activity in such areas may also be limited
as a result of objections of environmental protection institutions, or unfavourable policies
of the municipal authorities regarding the implementation of innovations, according to
Jaremen et al. [68].

In Polish conditions, tourism develops within the settlement network of urban and
rural areas. Tourist products in rural areas are built with the use of valuable natural
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resources, animate and inanimate nature, and often occupy over 40% of the area of these
areas. Research shows that innovative products in rural areas are built on exclusive “rural
resources”, including mountains [73,74], farms, local cultures [75], and natural values
that are unavailable in other tourist destinations. Differences in business activities are,
firstly, due to the fact that firms have to manage limited resources and capacities [76–78].
Secondly, companies operate in the absence of appropriate development policies [78] and
supporting infrastructure, such as accommodation, catering or transport [79]. Numerous
research results regarding the measurement of innovativeness of enterprises in rural areas
indicate that the introduction of new product and service offers has a positive impact on a
company’s financial results [80]. Innovative offerings help these companies gain market
share, improve service quality, increase productivity, reduce costs [78,81], and increase
employment [82]. In this way, innovative tourism products and processes implemented
in tourism enterprises can bring a double benefit to these companies, simultaneously
increasing their revenues, reducing costs and increasing productivity. Innovativeness has
also been linked to the growth and overall competitiveness of agritourism enterprises [22].
In addition, offering innovative tourism services increases the number of visits, length
of stay, and satisfaction of tourists staying in rural areas [78]. Implementing innovations
in technology-based tourism services operating in rural areas, such as online booking,
facilitates planning for tourists [83,84] and increases their willingness to visit again [81].
Some studies also indicate that innovations implemented in rural areas have a direct
impact on the economic and sustainable development of these areas [85–88]. However,
Hjalager et al. [77] point to the weaknesses of tourism enterprises operating in rural areas,
which consist in the lack of innovation.

It is recognized that building exclusive tourist products based on intangible assets
in rural areas should be implemented within formal and informal business cooperation
networks [13,89]. The results of literature research conducted by Madanaguli et al. [90]
show that some researchers point to the fact that innovations are implemented through
cooperation within a network [91–93]. However, Hjalager et al. [77] point to the weaknesses
of tourism enterprises operating in rural areas, which result from the lack of innovation.

Conducting this analysis enables the formulation of the following research results:

H1. The environment of destinations in large urban agglomerations, where there is high competition,
is a stimulus for innovative activities.

H2. The low rate of novelty of innovations introduced to services in the tourism sector is influenced
by the low level of use of highly specialized knowledge.

3. Materials and Methodology

The empirical research involved a multi-sector analysis of companies within the tourist
industry, analysing the scope of innovative activity in the years 2019–2021. The choice of
businesses for the inclusion in the study was made in accordance with the PKD classification
of Polish Economic Activity [94]. The study included groups of entities belonging to the
tourism industry, providing the following services: accommodation, catering, transport,
cultural, sports and recreation, as well as travel agencies (Table 1).

Consequently, based on statistical data from the Central Statistical Office, the Local
Data Bank (GUS, BDL) [95], the structural scope of tourist service providers was ascertained
and classified using voivodships, within which business activity is registered. To prevent
any inaccuracies related to the constraint on research entities resulting from highly aggre-
gated data contained in the Central Statistical Office, BDL [95], Divisekera, Nguyen [44],
the data concerning entities, contact information and phone numbers were gathered on
the basis of websites prior to beginning the research. On the basis of the web pages, a brief
characterization of the company’s range of services and its activity was made, as well as
customer assessments of innovation pertaining to the company’s activities. This was the
basis on which enterprises were selected for this research.
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Table 1. Description of the scope of services in the tourism sector.

No Services Comprehensive Description of the Activities of Service Providers

1 Accommodation Lodgment in furnished rooms, apartments with daily cleaning services, making beds (hotels,
motels, guesthouses).

2 Gastronomic Catering provided by: cafes, restaurants.

3 Transport

Individual passenger transportation to locations specified by them, rental of passenger cars,
rental of buses with a driver, excursions and tourist transportation, excursion boats services and

analogous seafaring vessels, inland waterways passenger transport: canals, rivers, lakes and
inside ports, bays and docks, rental of sports and recreational equipment: kayaks, sailboats,

excursion boats, bicycles, skis, etc.

4 Cultural
Cultural activities, services offered by museums, botanical gardens and zoos, including children’s
zoos, activities of nature reserves, involving wildlife conservation, etc., and other miscellaneous

cultural activities.

5 Recreation and sports
Activities in the field of entertainment and recreation: amusement and recreation activities,

activities of amusement parks, water parks, rope parks, and other recreational facilities providing
sport-related activities.

6 Travel agencies Activity of tour operators, travel brokers and agents pertaining to the organization and sale of
tours, and other booking and related activities.

The material for this research was collected with the use of the diagnostic survey
method enhanced with interview elements. The research tool was an interview question-
naire, and the research was conducted using the CATI technique. The pilot studies were
performed in the period between May and June 2019, and the questionnaire was subse-
quently verified. In the period from April to November 2020, basic research was carried out.
In total, 131 structured interviews were caried out. The rate of return (defined as the ratio
between the number of people agreeing to be interviewed and the number of interviews
conducted, including the refusal to take part in an interview) was at the level of 8%. In June
2021, another round of research was carried out. A total of 110 interviews were conducted
in the second round of research. The research was commissioned to an independent com-
pany. In total, 242 companies participated in the study. The results were selected, and the
enterprises whose answers had extreme outliers or were missing were removed. Ultimately,
218 enterprises were analysed. In the surveyed group, all entrepreneurs declared the im-
plementation of at least one innovation. The group consists of 29.05% accommodation and
recreation service providers and 18.10% catering service providers. Other service providers
include cultural service providers (8.57%), as well as tourist transport service providers
and travel agencies, each representing 7.62%. The structure of tourist services provided by
the respondents is presented in Figure 1.
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Next, the entities were divided according to the spatial and geographical environment
of their activity. According to Hjalager et al. [77] and Pikkemat and Peters [20] rural areas
were considered as unfavourable for the development of innovative processes. The EU-
ROSTAT method, used by the Central Statistical Office in Poland, was used to divide the
spatial and geographical environments. This method divides the areas of administrative
units (commune, poviat) according to the degree of urbanization. A rural area is an area
of an administrative unit where the population density does not exceed 100 people per
square kilometre. The literature also recognizes broader classifications where, in addi-
tion to the population density criterion, attention is given to factors such as proportional
share of employment in agriculture and access to infrastructure and services [96,97]. In
this study, the area of the poviat was adopted as the classification unit. This criterion
made it possible to distinguish 115 entities operating in rural areas, including 39 entities
operating in small towns with a population of up to 25,000 people, and 103 entities op-
erating in cities with a population of 25,000 and more in urban areas. The classification
made it possible to distinguish three groups of entities operating in different spatial and
geographical environments:

A total of 103 entities operating in large and medium-sized cities in urban areas where
the degree of urbanization exceeds 100 people per 1 km2.

In total, 39 entities operating in small towns in rural areas, where the degree of
urbanization does not exceed 100 people per 1 km2.

Lastly, 76 entities operating in villages in rural areas.
The analysis of the research material was carried out using the analysis of the % share

in the structure of entities from each of the separated areas, the weighted average and the
Pearson’s index. Calculations of the novelty scale of the implemented innovations were
made using the weighted average. The values of the innovation novelty scale, defined
in words, were transformed into a numerical scale, where the value 5 was assigned to a
radical innovation, and the value 1 to an innovation consisting in improving the existing
solution in the enterprise. The verbal description of the category of innovation novelty and
the assigned numerical values are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Novelty scope of the applied innovations.

Scale of Novelty Point Value

enhancement of an established solution in the enterprise 1

novelty in the organization, common in the industry 2

concept inspired by national/world travel services 3

concept derived from another field 4

novel concept not present on the market 5

The reasons for the diversification of innovativeness of individual tourist destina-
tions were examined based on the model of the innovative environment in the Quadruple
Helix system. The level of development of factors forming individual helices was as-
sessed by analysing the involvement of entities in activities undertaken at the stage
of innovation implementation. The management system performance was assessed by
measuring cooperation.

The group of factors responsible for innovation processes in a tourist region was dis-
tinguished:

Academic (knowledge acquisition):

• cooperation with highly specialized knowledge institutions. The variable in this
category is: cooperation with scientific institutions [62].

• analysis of proprietary and employees’ knowledge; this category is described by activ-
ities in the field of creating innovations by the owners of these innovations themselves,
collecting information from family and employees, including by combining various
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sources of knowledge, e.g., research from universities, information from companies,
information from R&D, etc. [62].

Management:

• cooperation in a network of entrepreneurs, universities, industry organizations, local
governments (e.g., clusters) [1,58,63,64].

Industry:

• market and competition analysis: this category includes the introduction of inno-
vations that are available on the market, as well as gathering information about
competition in the field of implemented innovations and implementing innovations
that constitute a response to changing market needs.

• cooperation with environment institutions: this category is defined by activities in the
implementation of innovations, such as cooperation with various entities within the
supply chain, cooperation with other companies through the exchange of employees
and cooperation within partner companies, as well as through employee training.

• analysis of the needs of consumers, recipients of services, when implementing inno-
vations; their compliance with customer needs and their satisfaction is analysed, e.g.,
by conducting customer surveys, etc., analysing customer opinion with the use of,
e.g., Facebook, Instagram, etc. The usefulness of innovations is tested by customers,
consumer market and opinion research on purchased goods and services are used [14].

Civil society:

• cooperation with social and consumer organizations [14,65].

The results are presented according to the percentage of the number of indications.

4. Research Results

The analysis of the research results shows that a significantly higher percentage
of entities operating in cities implement innovations, both in the case of product and
process innovations (Figure 2). In the case of implementing product innovations, the
advantage of entities operating in medium and large cities over entities operating in
rural areas is small, 3%. In the case of process innovations, this advantage reaches about
20%. This means that, on average, 20% fewer entrepreneurs operating in rural areas
implement process innovations than entrepreneurs operating in urban areas. On average,
only about 25% of entities operating in rural areas implement innovations related to
entering a new service market (32.89%), organization of service sales (27.63%), marketing
activities (28.95%), ICT technology (23 0.68%) and work organization (22.37%). However,
the analysis of enterprises operating in urban areas shows that, on average, about 50% of
entrepreneurs implement process innovations, innovations related to entering a new service
market (40.78%), organization of service sales (52.43%), marketing activities (54 0.37%), ICT
technology (43.69%) and work organization (38.83%), respectively. It was also observed that
in most types of implemented process innovations, the number of entities implementing
innovations decreases along with the decrease in the population of the area in which
they operate.

The dependence between innovation implementation and tourist destination, accord-
ing to the Pearson index, has been confirmed (Table 3). Dependence between innovation
implementation, by type of innovation, and tourist destination, according to the Pearson
index, has been confirmed (Table 4).

Table 3. Dependence between innovation implementation and tourist destination, according to the
Pearson index, N = 218.

The Amount of Innovations Introduced
in the Years 2017–2019

The Amount of Innovations Introduced
before 2017

0.087251 −0.05178
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Table 4. Dependence between innovation implementation, by type of innovation, and tourist destina-
tion, according to the Pearson index, N = 218.

New Product
or Service

New Way of
Selling

New ICT in
Accounting/
Sales/Visitor

Services

New Forms of
Product/
Service

Promotion

Environmental
Innovations

New
Organization

of Work
Social

Innovations
Entering a

New Service
Market

0.141436 −0.07588 0.059156 0.053468 0.008747 −0.02478 0.068468 −0.09039
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Figure 2. Types of innovations implemented by tourism enterprises by type of tourist destination,
N = 218.

The investigation of the scope of novelty of the introduced innovations indicates the
dominance of streamlining and adaptive innovations, with the dominance of adapting
innovations commonly found in the tourism industry. The weighted average of the scope
of innovativeness of implemented innovations does not exceed 3 points. This relationship
occurs both in the implementation of product innovations (the weight of implemented
innovations is 2.67 for enterprises operating in large cities, 2.44 in medium-sized cities
and operating in rural areas 2.61) and process innovations (the weight of implemented
innovations is 2.67 in large cities, 2.70 in medium-sized cities and 2.92 for the ones operating
in rural areas respectively). A slightly higher scale of novelty characterizes innovations
concerning the use of forms of promotion in small towns (3.13) and in rural areas in the use
of new forms of sales (3.19), ICT technologies in accounting/sales/guest service (3.19) and
activities related to entering a new service market (2.34) (Table 5).
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Table 5. The scale of novelty of implemented innovations.
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The analysis of the answers of the respondents regarding the importance of activities
for the innovation of tourist services shows that they consider undertaking activities in
the field of the quality of the tourist offer as the most important (above 4 points). Then,
entrepreneurs take action to diversify the tourist offer (the scale of importance exceeds
3.5 points) and only in the third place they indicate innovations for which there are no
substitutes on the tourist market, i.e., radical innovations (below 3.5 points). These priorities
make it possible to partially explain the scope of innovativeness of the implemented
innovations. Firstly, they take actions aimed at increasing the quality of services, which
explains the large percentage of incremental innovations involving the improvement of
existing solutions. Secondly, they differentiate the offers, among which the offers that are
new to the organization, but common in the industry, are dominant, which is indicated by
the scale of novelty of innovation, which does not exceed 3 points. The third measure is the
implementation of radical innovations (the scale of importance below 3.5 points) (Table 6).
This is closely related to the small percentage of entities that declared the implementation of
radical innovations (Table 7). In large city destinations, 9% declared the implementation of
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a radical product innovation, while 8% declared the implementation of process innovations.
A slightly higher percentage of entities implemented radical product innovations, 11%
and 13% in disadvantaged areas, respectively, and radical process innovations, 7 and 14%,
respectively (Table 7).

Table 6. The importance of activities for the innovativeness of tourist services.

Destination Type

Importance for the Innovativeness of Tourist Services

Quality of the Offer of
Tourist Services

Offer for Which There Are
No Substitutes

Offer on the Market
for Which There Are

Only Substitutes

Varied Tourist
Offer

Large City Destinations 4.17 3.29 3.09 3.68

Small City Destinations 4.15 3.44 3.05 3.82

Rural Destinations 4.05 3.43 3.12 3.67

Table 7. Share of entities implementing radical innovations in the structure of the respondents.

Specification Product Innovations
(Product or Service) Process Innovations

Large City
Destinations

% of entities
implementing

innovations
9% 8%

Small City
Destinations

% of entities
implementing

innovations
11% 7%

Rural Destinations
% of entities

implementing
innovations

13% 14%

Four categories of the Helix of the innovation environment model were examined*
(Figure 3). It showed significant differences both in the spatial and geographical arrange-
ment as well as differences between individual factors.

The analysis of the category of factors related to highly specialized knowledge shows
that enterprises are primarily based on using the potential of their own knowledge and the
knowledge of their employees: activities in this area are declared by 69% of entrepreneurs
operating in tourist destinations of large cities, and 51 and 46% of entrepreneurs operating
in rural tourist destinations. Their innovative activities are based on cooperation with
highly specialized knowledge institutions, 26 and 16% of entities, respectively.

In the group of categories of factors related to the services market, the highest num-
ber of entrepreneurs base their innovative activities on the analysis of the market and
competition, with 90% in tourist destinations of large cities and 66% of entrepreneurs
operating in tourist destinations in rural areas. An equally large group of entrepreneurs
undertake activities related to the analysis of the needs of consumers of tourist services.
Such action is declared by 79% of entrepreneurs operating in tourist destinations in large
cities and 51% of entrepreneurs operating in tourist destinations in rural areas. A total
of 67% of entrepreneurs operating in tourist destinations in large cities and 39% of en-
trepreneurs operating in tourist destinations in rural areas see a chance for the development
of innovativeness of the enterprise as a result of cooperation with the environment.

A very small number of enterprises indicate taking actions in the category of factors
reflecting the activities of the management system. In total, 26% of entities operating in large
city destinations and 13% of entities operating in rural destinations declare cooperation in
a network of entrepreneurs, universities, local governments and industry organizations.
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Figure 3. Categories of activities undertaken by enterprises when implementing innovations.

Cooperation with social organizations is developed at a slightly higher level, with
41% of entities operating in large city destinations and 20% of entities operating in rural
destinations declaring cooperation with social and consumer organizations.

The source of information on innovations in relation to enterprises operating in desti-
nations in large cities are conversations with clients (4.22 importance points), own ideas
(4.07 importance points) and specialized websites (3.96 importance points). In small town
destinations, these are conversations with clients (3.97 importance points), specialized
websites (3.93 importance points), trade fairs (3.92 importance points), and own ideas
(3.75 importance points). In rural destinations, these are conversations with clients (3.90 im-
portance points), specialized websites (3.73 importance points), fairs (3.92 importance
points), and own ideas (3.75 importance points) (Figure 4). The respondents, regardless
of the type of tourist destination, use the same sources of information about innovations
in most cases. Specialist sources with elements of influence of specialist knowledge, such
as innovation exchanges, innovation competitions, cooperation with innovation experts,
consulting companies, seminars/trainings and studies, are of little importance (Figure 4).

The results indicate the following weaknesses of the innovative system of a tourist
destination:

• low level of cooperation with scientific institutions in the field of transfer of highly
specialized knowledge;

• dominance of own knowledge and employees’ knowledge in innovative activities;
• the dominant share of innovations aimed at increasing the quality of services provided

and diversifying the tourist offer commonly available on the market of tourist services;
• low level of influence of public institutions (management system) on stimulating

innovation processes in the region by pursuing a policy based on creating cooperation
at the regional, national and local level;

• low level of civil society participation in innovation processes in destinations;
• dominance of the impact of the services market environment on innovative processes

taking place in enterprises, including poorly diversified sources of information on
innovations and low importance of sources of specialist knowledge.
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These weaknesses were observed in all types of tourist destinations: to a lesser extent
in destinations in large cities, and more so in rural areas.

5. Discussion

The analysis of tourism entities in terms of the spatial and geographical environment
of their activity showed a relationship between the number of entities implementing inno-
vations and the spatial and geographical environment of their activity. This relationship
occurs, in particular, in process innovations. In most categories of implemented process
innovations, the number of entities implementing innovations in unfavourable environmen-
tal conditions, i.e., in rural areas, decreases by 25% on average in relation to the number of
entities operating in large urban agglomerations. This is a much more significant decrease
than the studies indicate [44]. They obtained an indicator that the probability of imple-
menting innovations for companies operating in unfavourable environmental conditions
decreases by 12% [44]. Therefore, one should agree with the results of Remoaldo et al. [98],
which state that, from the point of view of tourism activity, significant differences are
observed between tourism activity in rural areas and tourism activity in city destinations,
and this research shows that this difference deepens with the increase in the size of a tourist
destination. Therefore, it should be concluded that large urban destinations are character-
ized by higher innovativeness than rural destinations, which is consistent with the results
of Pikkemet et al. [20], who indicate that urban environments have higher innovativeness
than rural environments. Due to the category of innovation, the number of enterprises
implementing product innovations is dominant. In this category, no significant difference
was observed in relation to the spatial and geographical environment of their activity,
which is consistent with the results of Sundbo et al.’s studies of companies in Denmark
and Spain [37], and Poland [53], which indicate the dominance of implemented product
innovations. Process innovations in large city destinations are dominated by a number of
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enterprises implementing marketing innovations and innovations in the implementation
of new forms of service sales, which is consistent with the results of Jakob’s study in the
Spanish Balearic Islands, which demonstrated the dominance of process innovations.

It can therefore be concluded that enterprises operating in large city destinations,
where there is a greater number of entities and higher competition, are more innovative
than entities operating in small city destinations and rural areas with lower competi-
tion. It is consistent with the results of [34,35], which indicate that high market compe-
tition forces the undertaking of innovative activities in order to survive in a competitive
environment [37–39]. Therefore, one should agree with the conclusions of Diviseker and
Nguyen (that the likeliness of introducing innovations is heightened by the increasing num-
ber of competitive businesses, in which a company operates [44]) and the conclusions of
Pikkemet et al. [20] (that the environment in which a company operates can be a significant
barrier to innovative activity). This study proves that the barrier in small town and rural
destinations is 25% higher than in large city destinations.

As a result of the study of the scope of innovativeness of introduced innovations, a
relationship between the scale of novelty and the size of the environment in which the
tourist enterprise operates was observed. Tourism enterprises operating in large cities
in each category of implemented innovations achieved a higher value of implemented
novelties. The highest level of differences between the large city destinations and rural
destinations were observed in the case of implementing new ways of selling and new forms
of work organization, and implementing new ICT technologies in the business processes
of the enterprise. However, the weighted average of novelty of implemented innovations
on a scale of 1 to 5 of all surveyed enterprises does not exceed 2 points. This proves
the dominance of incremental and imitative innovations, which consist in improving an
existing solution (adaptive) or are new only for the organization. These results are in line
with the results of the study [40,53–55,59] of Sundbo et al. [37], which showed that tourism
companies are characterized by a medium and low scale of implemented innovations
with dominance of incremental and adaptive innovations [98]. The research conducted on
Polish enterprises in tourist destinations of various sizes allows for the conclusion that the
environment in the geographical and economic sense is a barrier to the implementation of
innovations. These results are consistent with those of Boschm [7]. These entities may not
react to market changes and may not undertake external cooperation [7].

Research on the factors of innovativeness of a tourist destination showed significant
differences both in the spatial and geographical system, as well as between individual
factors. Out of the four examined categories of the innovation environment, a high level
of development of activities related to the analysis of the services market was observed.
The innovative process of enterprises is influenced by tools such as analysis of competition,
analysis of consumer needs and cooperation with the environment in which enterprises
operate. It should be stated that such a detailed penetration of the tourism market in
terms of:

• needs of consumers testifies to taking actions related to adapting the offer of tourist
services to the constantly changing needs of customers. This is in line with the research
results [1,28,37];

• observation of competition proves that evaluation changes are being made in the
enterprise in order to survive in a competitive environment, which is consistent
with the research results [25,28,37], and maintain its competitive position, which is
consistent with the research results [34,35], in which the authors state that innovative
activity is forced on entrepreneurs by high market competition;

• cooperation with entities from the external environment testifies to the actions aimed
at the development of companies, which is consistent with the results of research [36],
which indicate that innovative activity supports the development of companies.

The analysis of the category of factors related to highly specialized knowledge shows
that enterprises rely primarily on using the potential of their own and employees’ knowl-
edge. The development of cooperation with highly specialized knowledge institutions,
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such as scientific and research institutions or universities, was observed at a low and very
low level. This is a factor that significantly limits the innovativeness of a tourist destination
and the implementation of innovations with a large scale of innovation that may have a
positive influence on the changes of the non-regional market and contribute to an increase
in the competitive position of a tourist destination. These conclusions are confirmed by
studies by Garcia and Calantone [52], which found that innovations created with the use
of new technologies or knowledge are innovations with a high scale of innovation and
contribute to the rapid development of the tourism market, and affect market changes, and
thus changes in the competitive position of a tourist destination [52]. Their formation is
attributed to network cooperation in a creative knowledge environment [43]. The so-called
sustaining innovations, improving the functioning of companies using existing technologies
or knowledge focused on existing markets, do not affect market changes, they only compete
with existing solutions on existing terms, which is confirmed by research [40,53,55]. As
the research shows, most of the effects of the so-called sustaining innovations are recog-
nizable at the regional level. Camison and Mantford-Mir [56] state that the majority of the
consequences of implementing innovations are recognizable solely within the region and
they contribute to the improvement of the economy in the region [25,53]; in particular in
outer areas, they contribute to the acceleration of economic catch-up [41,48,58]. Due to the
fact that the preponderance of gradual and enhancing innovations created with the use
of own knowledge was confirmed, it should be stated that the reason for the dominance
of low-scale innovations is the lack of cooperation with highly specialized knowledge
transfer institutions.

Similarly, a low level of cooperation of enterprises in the network was observed. This
demonstrates the weaknesses of the management systems (DMO) that are responsible for
conducting policies aimed at creating and coordinating the activities of business cooperation
networks and stimulating collaborative innovation processes at the regional, national
and destination level. [58,63,64,77]. These weaknesses significantly affect the creation of
tourist products, including exclusive ones in rural areas, which should be implemented in
formal and informal business cooperation networks. [13,89]. The low level of civil society
involvement in the innovation processes of a tourist destination was also observed, which,
as indicated by the research by Carayannis & Campbell [14], is a significant link in the
network’s activity.

The study showed that in large city destinations, about 1
4 of entities operate in networks

that make up four categories of factors. Their functioning is influenced to the greatest
extent by market processes and the knowledge that enterprises have. The governance
system (DMO) and civil society have little impact on the functioning of the network. These
networks are characterized by a low impact on innovation processes, because, as research
by Panfiluk [11] indicates, the most effective influence on innovation processes is exerted by
networks in which the tourism management system and technology transfer institutions,
scientific and research institutions and information transfer institutions have dominance.
Results of the presented studies entirely confirm Scuttari and Isetti’s recommendations [7].

6. Conclusions

The conducted research allowed for the achievement of the assumed goal, which
was to assess the innovation processes of tourist destinations using the Quadruple Helix
model and to develop guidelines for building innovation management strategies in the
tourism sector for destination management organizations (DMOs). The article identifies
drivers and barriers to innovation processes reported by entrepreneurs in the tourism
industry in Poland. The analysis was carried out in relation to tourism industry enterprises
operating in destinations in large cities and destinations in small towns and rural areas.
These hypotheses were positively verified.

In the course of the research, it was proved that there is a relationship between the num-
ber of entities implementing innovations and the spatial and geographical environment of
their activity. It has been proven that the environment in the spatial and geographical sense
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in which tourism enterprises operate is a barrier or a stimulator of innovation processes.
This relationship occurs in process innovations and the scope of innovativeness of imple-
mented innovations. The number of entities implementing innovations in unfavourable
environmental conditions, i.e., in rural areas, decreases by 25% on average in relation to
the number of entities operating in large urban agglomerations, and the scale of novelty
decreases by 0.5 percentage points.

The local market is a strong point of the destination innovation processes. Firstly, a
strong influence of customers as co-creators and stimulants of innovation in the tourism
sector was observed, which ensures that offers are adapted to the needs of recipients
of tourist services. Stakeholders of Polish tourist centers are highly aware of the high
innovative potential of this group of recipients. Secondly, the innovation processes are
stimulated by high market competition, which forces enterprises to undertake evaluation
changes in the enterprise in order to survive in a competitive environment. Another
stimulus is the cooperation with entities from the external environment, which is primarily
aimed at the development of companies.

The results indicate the following weaknesses of the innovation system at the level of
a tourist destination:

• dominance of the impact of the services market environment on innovative processes
taking place in enterprises, including poorly diversified sources of information on
innovations and low importance of sources of specialist knowledge;

• low level of cooperation with scientific institutions in the field of transfer of highly
specialized knowledge, resulting in the lack of innovations characterised by a large
scale of novelty and the lack of impact of innovative processes on the market and the
competitiveness of the region;

• dominance of own and employees’ knowledge in innovative activity, which results
in dominance of incremental and adaptive innovations with low impact on market
processes and competitiveness of the region;

• low level of influence of public institutions (management system) on stimulating
innovation processes in the region by conducting a policy based on creating coopera-
tion at the regional, national and local level, which results in the lack of networks of
entrepreneurs, universities, industry organizations, local governments (e.g., clusters);

• low level of civil society development in the regions and participation in innova-
tion processes.

These weaknesses were observed in all types of tourist destinations: to a lesser extent
in destinations in large cities, and to a greater extent in rural areas.

The results of this research reveal the following implications for DMO and tourism
policy supporting innovation:

• stimulating partnership and networking in a tourist destination by building coopera-
tion between the economy, science, public authorities, social and consumer organiza-
tions and centres of highly specialized knowledge transfer;

• strengthening social capital in a tourist destination by stimulating social activity,
association, trust, openness and lasting network connections;

• building modern human capital, strengthening entrepreneurship and creativity as
well as social activity;

• strengthening institutional links to support innovation and technology transfer in a
tourist destination by establishing cooperation with research and development centres
within the network;

• supporting the development of business environment institutions, financial, consulting
and training services.

7. Scientific Contribution

This paper identifies three fields as new contributions to science. First, a conceptual
framework was adopted to analyse the innovation processes of a tourist destination by
applying the Quadruple Helix innovation environment model. This represents a signifi-
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cant contribution, taking into account the fact that up to that point the research into the
innovativeness of tourist destinations was poorly recognized in the literature. The research
was conducted by Boschma [7], Pikkemaat and Weiermair [8], Svensson at el. [9], Zach 10],
Panfiluk [11], Najda-Janoszka and Kopera [12], and Pikkemaat et al. [13].

Secondly, the study showed that the innovativeness of a tourist destination is related
to the size of the tourist destination and the level of competitiveness of the tourist market in
the destination. This result is consistent with those of other studies, such as [34,35,37–39].

Thirdly, the empirical study provided a considerable amount of useful data on the
level of development of the structure of the innovation system of a tourist destination. The
study showed that the structure of innovation factors of a tourist destination defined in the
Quadruple Helix model in the tourism industry evolves and shows significant variation
both in the spatial and geographical system as well as between individual factors. The
influence of the market has an important impact, including consumers and competitors.
On the one hand, the impact of consumers is important because the innovation process is
aimed at the recipients of services and meets their needs, which is consistent with the results
of research [1,28,37]. On the other hand, competitors stimulate enterprises to undertake
innovative activities, which is consistent with the research [34,35]. The development of the
second link in the Quadruple Helix, i.e., the application of knowledge in the innovation
process, shows significant weaknesses. Firstly, limiting the use of knowledge accumulated
in the enterprise leads to the development of adaptive and incremental innovations that do
not affect the changes in the competitive position of the destination, which is confirmed by
the research conducted by Garcia and Calantone [52]. The so-called sustaining innovations,
improving the functioning of companies using existing technologies or knowledge focused
on existing markets, do not affect market changes; rather, they only compete with existing
solutions on the existing terms, which is confirmed by research conducted by Panfiluk [53],
Alsos et al. [40], Hoarau and Kline [54], as well as Krizaj et al. [55]. Most of the effects
of such innovations are recognizable only at the regional level; as research by Camison
and Mantford-Mir [56] shows, they contribute to the improvement of the economy in the
region [25,53].

The weak link in the destination innovation processes is the use of highly specialized
knowledge. This limits the innovation processes of a tourist destination and competition
with other tourist destinations. These conclusions are confirmed by studies by Garcia and
Calantone [52], which found that innovations created on the basis of cooperation with
scientific and research institutions are characterized by a high rate of novelty, contribute
to the rapid development of the tourism market, and have an impact on market changes
and changes in the competitive position of a tourist destination [43,52]. The other two links
of the tourist destination innovation system (DMO) and the activity of civil society show
significant weaknesses, which are indicated by the low level of cooperation. These weak-
nesses in relation to management systems (DMO) were also identified in the research by
Björk [63], Carlisle et al. [58], Hjalager [1,77], Rodríguez et al. [64], which show that the lack
of a cooperation network directly affects the creation of specialized tourist products [13,89],
and research by Carayannis and Campbell [14] in relation to cooperation with social and
consumer organizations, which are a significant link in the network’s activity.

To sum up, it should be stated that innovative processes in Polish tourist destinations
are poorly developed. They do not affect the development of tourism markets and the
competitiveness processes between destinations. The most important activity should be
building a network of cooperation between entrepreneurs, scientific and research institu-
tions, destination management organizations, and social organizations.

8. Directions for Further Research

The conducted research indicates a new, little-recognized area of research concerning
the innovativeness of tourist destinations. Research has shown that innovative processes in
tourist destinations are poorly developed and the smaller the destination, the lower the
innovative activity. Research should be carried out on the functioning network of coop-
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eration, e.g., clusters, and the share and importance of individual links of the Quadruple
Helix model and their impact on the innovativeness of destinations should be determined.
A little-recognized direction of research is the impact of information sources used by
entrepreneurs when implementing innovations on the scale of novelty of implemented
innovations [99,100].

The outcome of the research may aid in the development of management schemes and
strategies essential for launching innovative processes, especially within rural areas.

9. Research Limitations

This research also has its limitations. It should be noted here that the issue of sus-
tainable development has not been addressed, i.e., does the type of destination in which
enterprises operate affect the implementation of environmental innovations? There was
also no analysis conducted concerning the impact of information sources on the category
of innovation due to the scale of novelty or the effects achieved in the enterprise after the
implementation of the innovation. The method of measuring the scale of the novelty of
innovation in services should also be discussed further.
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