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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to give a preliminary empirical insight on the potential impact
of strategic knowledge management processes, i.e. knowledge creation, knowledge
transfer and knowledge application, on social innovation as a new innovation outcome
strategy within the Malaysian university-industry-community knowledge transfer
partnership. Based on survey of relevant literatures and the gaps discovered, a research
framework is then proposed. The processes of knowledge creation, knowledge transfer
and knowledge application is proposed as independent variables. Social innovation is the
dependent variable of the study. The preliminary empirical data was generated through
structured questionnaires. The project leaders of the selected samples of Malaysian
university-industry-community knowledge transfer partnership projects were chosen to
answer the questionnaires distributed. The findings of this study show that all variables
items are well above the acceptable level of construct reliability which is determined
by the Cronbach’s Alpha value. Furthermore, the descriptive analysis also shows that
respondents were consistent in their responses to the measurement items used as the
independent and dependent variables in the framework of this study.

Keywords: Social innovation, strategic knowledge management processes, knowledge
resource

1.0 Introduction

Only recently, social innovation emerged as the new paradigm of innovation outcome
strategy and it is receiving an overwhelming interest from governments, public and
private institutions worldwide (Pue, Vandergeest & Breznitz, 2015). Within the
developed countries such as the United States of America (USA), United Kingdom
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(UK) and some wealthy European Union (EU) countries, social innovation has been
widely adopted as their new innovation outcome strategy (Altuna et.al., 2015).

This is due to the fact that, the contribution of social innovation is said to be much
greater and portrayed significant benefits compared to technological innovation per se
(Benneworth & Cunha, 2015). Social innovation has concurrent benefits in the social,
economic and technological aspects, whereas technological innovation limitedly
contributes merely to fulfilling private needs (Lizuka, 2013). In tandem with the above
statements, Malaysian government has taken initiatives in relation to social innovation
as anew innovation outcome strategy like other countries of the world. Social innovation
as a new innovation outcome strategy has been addressed in the two Malaysian
Plans (RMK), the 10th Malaysian Plan (RMK-10) from 2011-2015 and also the 11th
Malaysian Plan (RMK-11) from 2016-2020, respectively. The two aforementioned
plans are regarded as the major strategy in helping Malaysian government to achieve
its aspiration of attaining a high income country status by the year 2020.

The inclusion of social innovation as an outcome of new innovation strategy in the above
mentioned plans with hope of propelling Malaysia to achieve real GDP growth of 6 %
per annum, gross national income per capita of USD 15,690.00 which is the threshold of
high income country, average monthly household income of USD 2,763.00 and also to
increase the quality of life index by 1.7 % per annum. Like many developed countries,
Malaysia also embarks on social innovation as their new innovation outcome strategy
through university-industry-community knowledge transfer partnership between
private, academic and community institutions. This is due to the facts that, university is
seen as a potential source of new knowledge resource for innovation, economic growth
and competitiveness and direct relationships between university-industry-community
can bring massive contribution to the nation as a whole (Breznitz & Ram, 2013).

To elaborate further, the new superior knowledge resource that is created within the
partnership system through the independent processes of knowledge creation, knowledge
transfer and knowledge application is then embedded into products, processes and
services. This in turn produced highly innovative products, processes and services
that contribute towards social, economic and technological payoffs (Kanter, 2015). In
addition, this in turn provides significant returns in terms of better living condition,
better environmental condition, better education, better human development, economic
growth, increase employment opportunity and also contributes towards profitability
of the private sector (Altuna et.al., 2015). Hence, social innovation and its association
with strategic knowledge management processes i.e. knowledge creation, knowledge
transfer and knowledge application, should be fully explored. This paper is set out
in four sections. Firstly, the paper highlighted the problem, presented an overview
and framework of the study. Secondly, this paper offers the proposed conceptual
framework. Next, the paper presents the methodology of the study followed by the
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results and discussion section. Finally, the paper presented some concluding comments
and implications of the study.

2.0 Problem Overview and Theoretical Foundation of the Study

Various researchers asserted that social innovation as a new innovation outcome
strategy is very much under-developed, limited and inconsistent in terms of empirical
evidence offered within the social innovation literature (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Krlev,
et.al., 2014; Makimattila et.al., 2015). This situation perhaps offers all stakeholders
limited alternatives in searching for best practices regarding the adoption of social
innovation as a new innovation outcome strategy. To elaborate further, within the
literature, social innovation is very much central and exclusively connected to the
social aspects and social purposes and it is distinct from other innovation outcomes
for example technological driven innovation (Dawson & Daniel, 2010). This situation
leaves social innovation isolated within the scope of social and creates under-value and
under-investment in social innovation (Pol & Ville, 2009; Altuna et.al., 2015). Social
innovation is not necessarily tied up to address specific social purposes but its value
encompasses a wide range of benefits that includes social, economic and technological
aspects (Dunphy et.al., 2007; Unceta et.al., 2016). Recent studies (Krlev et.al., 2014;
Bitzer & Hamann 2015) show evidence that social innovation has integrated the
economic and technological aspects within the outcome of social innovation only
recently. However, it predominantly focuses on the conceptual part of social innovation
rather than gives a useful empirical insight on how social innovation as an outcome
contributes towards social, economic and technological aspects (Lizuka, 2013; Krlev
et.al., 2014).

From the above paragraph, in the new era of the knowledge-led economy, the concept of
innovation considers knowledge resource as the new basis for innovation and replacing
old tangible resource that refers to raw materials, financial resources and machinery
(Alegre & Chiva, 2008; Sammara & Biggiero, 2008). Knowledge resource is created
through the integrated and independent processes of knowledge creation, knowledge
transfer and knowledge application and it involved the interplay of tacit and explicit
knowledge (Meier, 2011). Furthermore, it is embedded into products, processes and
services to make them highly innovative and in turn contribute not only to technological
but also to social and economic benefits (Lichtenthaler & Lichtenthaler, 2009; Chiva
et.al., 2014). This modern concept of innovation creates a new paradigm of innovation
that is beneficial in the aspects of social, economy and technology. This subsequently
provides an outstanding solution to all stakeholders in order to help them overcome
crucial and long-standing social and economic problems faced by many nations
worldwide (Moore et.al., 2012). Krlev et.al., (2014) asserts that knowledge resource is
more effective and efficient compared to tangible resource i.e. raw materials, finance
and machinery.
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Arecent study by Unceta et.al., (2016) found that a linkage between superior knowledge
resource and social innovation is the best solution in producing superior products,
processes and services towards overcoming social, economic and technological
problems.

Within this context, very little research has examined social innovation with strategic
knowledge management processes, particularly in the context of university-industry-
community partnership in creating superior knowledge resource (Benneworth & Cunha
2015). Westley, et.al.(2014) stated that there is an urgent need for studies and analysis
of empirical evidence linking social innovation and strategic knowledge management
processes. In addition, a complete and extensive understanding of how social innovation
and strategic knowledge management processes is connected across organizations
should be investigated (Battisti, 2012).

3.0 Proposed Conceptual Framework

Based on the concept of Resource Based View (RBV) and Knowledge Based View
(KBV) theory, knowledge resource has emerged as the valuable, rare, and non-
substitutable resources that can lead to unique solution and value creation of innovation
and sustainable competitive advantage (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Miller, 2012).
This assumption is based on changes in business environment, technological change,
competition and globalization which compel organization to be dynamic and adapt to
the rapid changes of new economic environment (Abou-Zeid, 2005; Hamel & Prahalad,
2013). Strategic knowledge management processes represented by knowledge creation,
knowledge transfer and knowledge application were used as the independent variables
to test their impact on social innovation, which is the dependent variable, in the context
of Malaysian university-industry partnership.

Knowledge creation is one of the processes in strategic knowledge management (Meier,
2011). It is associated with the development of new tacit and explicit knowledge.
In the process of knowledge creation, various actors exchanges tacit and explicit
knowledge with one another through social and formal activities in order to create
new knowledge resource (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). The process of knowledge
transfer involves specific actions of transmission and absorption between senders
and receivers (Kumar & Ganesh, 2009). The two actions in the knowledge transfer
process generate new knowledge resources among the actors involves (Liyanage et.al.,
2009). Knowledge application process developed new knowledge resource through the
aspect of application. The new tacit and explicit knowledge is absorbed and applied
into products, processes and services in order to create value and highly innovative
products, processes and services which in turn contribute towards social, economic and
technological development (Jiang & Li, 2009; Meier, 2011).

Social innovation helps to solve societal, economic and technological related problems
by creating new knowledge resource. This new knowledge resource acts as solution in
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form of products, processes and services which makes them highly innovative and in
turn, works to meet pressing social, economic and technological needs and to improve
quality of people’s life (Kanter, 2015). Empirical findings by Surikova et. al., (2015)
and Kanter (2015) show that in the aspect of poor public education system, social
innovation offers new solutions i.e. superior knowledge resource that contributes to
a better educated people. Scheuerle et al., (2015) also stated that the deployment of
superior knowledge resource within social innovation outcome on the issues of massive
unemployment, contributes towards increase in employment among people and also
increase in economic benefits. Moreover, Cajaiba-Santana (2014) and Spiess-Knafl et.
al., (2015) maintained that social innovation with the presence of superior knowledge
resource created within the strategic knowledge management processes leads to the
creation of superior products, processes and services. Furthermore, they assert that,
these superior products, processes and services have multiplier effects on the economic
value in terms of profit maximization, market share monopoly and enhance private
performance.

El Arifeen et. al., (2013) also showed the positive effect of social innovation and
knowledge resource on the issue of social health. Knowledge resource leads to the
establishment of superior medical products that can improve people’s health. A study by
Pratt and Loff (2012) highlighted the positive association between social innovation and
knowledge resource in the healthcare industry. Their study shows that new knowledge
resource created from university-industry partnership contributes towards improving
quality of life and enhance people’s health. The application of new knowledge resource
has reduced the cost of healthcare which means that society can enjoy affordable
medicine. Furthermore, their study shows that the application of knowledge resource
and social innovation as a new innovation outcome strategy leads to accessibility
of healthcare for all people in the society. In addition, both elements act as a driver
of change in healthcare practice which leads to greater public awareness of health
risks and benefits. Apart from that, the establishment of advance medical products,
processes and services have also contributed massively to the industry partners in terms
of commercial and private returns that stimulates economic growth (EI Arifeen et.al.,
2013). Therefore, social innovation is regarded as an important outcome of innovation
strategy that provide novel solution i.e. knowledge resource; in dealing with social,
economic and technological issues that are crucial and requires innovative solutions to
deal with (Krlev, et al., 2014).

From the above paragraph, empirical evidence clearly shows that social innovation
as a new innovation outcome strategy is linked positively to knowledge resource in
producing highly innovative products, processes and services that in turn provide
significant socioeconomic benefits to the wider society. (Miller et.al., 2016). Thus,
after a review of the relevant literature about social innovation and strategic knowledge
management processes i.e. knowledge creation, knowledge transfer and knowledge
application, the proposed conceptual framework for this study is shown in figure 1.0
below:
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Figure 1. Social Innovation and Strategic Knowledge Management Processes i.e. Knowledge
Creation, Knowledge Transfer and Knowledge Application, Proposed Conceptual Framework

4.0 Methodology
4.1  Research Design

Researchdesignis described as the detailed plan for a study which includes data collection
method, sampling and data analysis and the results (Kumar et.al., 2013). According to
Saunders et.al. (2007), research design is a master plan of how the researcher will
go about answering the questions under investigation. This paper used quantitative
analysis in order to provide a preliminary empirical insight on the potential impact of
strategic knowledge management processes on social innovation as a new innovation
outcome strategy within the Malaysian university-industry-community knowledge
transfer partnership project. This paper analyzed construct reliability and descriptive
test. Quantitative approach is often regarded as a systematic empirical research that
utilizes statistical and mathematical technique of analysis (Bryman & Bell, 2015) and
helps researchers to have a preliminary indicators of scientific relationships between
two or more variables under study (Kumar et.al., 2013). The units of analysis of this
study are the projects in the Malaysian university-industry-community knowledge
transfer partnership. Thus, the actors involve in the Malaysian university-industry-
community knowledge transfer partnership projects are the respondents of this study.
This study used structured questionnaires as the medium of collecting data to enable a
meaningful empirical insight from the respondents (Creswell, 2003).

4.2  Data Collection

This study involves collection of primary data which was collected through structured
questionnaires from the respondents involves in the Malaysian university-industry-
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community knowledge transfer partnership projects in order to provide the preliminary
empirical insight over the potential impact of strategic knowledge management processes
on social innovation as a new innovation outcome strategy. This study used personal
and internet survey approaches in distributing the structured questionnaires to the target
respondents. Moreover, personal approach in distributing structured questionnaires has
the advantage of getting questionnaires completed within a short period of time and
research assistants can clarify doubts that arises immediately (Kumar et.al., 2013).
Furthermore, this study used internet survey approach in order to reach respondents
that live far away area as this is less expensive and faster (Hair, et.al., 2007). According
to Sekaran and Bougie (2011) and Hair et.al. (2010), A minimum of 30 respondents
are required to constitute adequate sample in a quantitative study. This study aims to
give a preliminary empirical insight on the impact of strategic knowledge management
processes on social innovation. A sample of 50 respondents participated in the survey
and this is considered adequate.

4.3 Knowledge Transfer Partnership (KTP) Projects Samples

The study chooses the actors involves in the Malaysian university-industry-community
knowledge transfer partnership projects. The actors of each project consist of
academicians, industry owners/ staffs and community members. The entire population
(N) is 350 projects, and the study used samples sample size (n) of 50 projects for the
preliminary empirical analysis in this paper. In this study, the academician which is
the project leader of each project represented other actors in answering the distributed
questionnaires. The total number of respondents is 50 which comes from the partnership
projects of Universiti Malaya (UM), Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM), Universiti
Utara Malaysia (UUM), Universiti Malaysia Perlis (UniMAP) and Universiti Institute
Teknologi MARA (UiTM).

5.0 Data Analysis and Results

The aims of this paper is to give a preliminary empirical insight over the potential
impact of strategic knowledge management processes on social innovation as a new
innovation outcome strategy within the Malaysian university-industry-community
knowledge transfer partnership. This paper examines social innovation as the dependent
variable and the processes of knowledge creation, knowledge transfer and knowledge
application were proposed as independent variables. A set of questions were developed
for both variables namely social innovation, knowledge creation, knowledge transfer
and knowledge application. Construct reliability and descriptive analysis tests were
then performed. The reliability of a measure indicates the extent to which it is without
bias (error free) and, hence ensures consistent measurement across time and across
the various items in the instrument (Sekaran & Bougie, 2011). In other words, the
reliability of a measure is an indication of the stability and consistency with which
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the instrument measures the concept and helps to assess the “goodness” of a measure
(Sekaran & Bougie, 2011).

Cronbach’s alpha is commonly used as the statistical indicator of reliability analysis.
Nunnaly and Bernstein (1994) suggested that Cronbach’s alpha must be greater
than 0.6 or 60% for the instruments to be deemed acceptable. However, Hair et. al.,
(2010) suggested that the rule of thumb for acceptance level of Cronbach’s alpha
value must be higher than 0.70. Furthermore, descriptive analysis provide simple
quantitative summaries about the samples choosen through the questions answered by
the respondents in this study (Dimaggio, 2013). Data collected through descriptive
analysis could provide valuable insights about the study units along with relevant
characteristics and in addition it provide simple summaries about the sample and the
measures. The reliability and descriptive analysis test for each variable is explained and
shown below.

5.1  Reliability Analysis

The purpose of the reliability analysis is to ensure internal consistency of measurements
of the items used. The internal consistency determines whether the items that make up
the scale hang together or not. The most common indicator of internal consistency is
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. Ideally, the Cronbach’s Alpha value should be 0.7 and
above. Table 1 below shows the reliability result of each variable understudy.

Table 1

Reliability Results of Variables Understudy

Type of variable Dimension No.of Items Cronbach’s Alpha value
Dependent variable Social Innovation 17 0.765
Independent Variable Knowledge Creation 16 0.770

Knowledge Transfer 10 0.736

Knowledge Application 11 0.726

As revealed in Table 1.0 above, coefficient alphas for all study variables were above
the acceptable level of 0.70 (Cavana et. al., 2001; Hair et.al., 2010) ranging from a
minimum of 0.726 to 0.770. Accordingly, no items were deleted from the present scales.
All the variables in this study have values above 0.70. Overall, the analysis indicated
that each instrument was meaningfully measured and represented by reliable items.
The above Cronbach’s alpha value shows that the index had high reliability. The data
were collected between May 2016 to August 2016. The questionnaires were delivered
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to the project leaders in the Malaysian university-industry-community partnership
projects through personally administered and emails. In order to measure the potential
impact of knowledge creation, knowledge transfer and knowledge application on
social innovation, 54 questions were used to measure respondents perspectives on
all variables: Social innovation i.e. dependent variable, comprises of 17 questions, 5
point likert-scale ranked from 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 =
agree to 5 = strongly agree were used. Knowledge creation, knowledge transfer and
knowledge application i.e. independent variable, comprises of 37 questions in total,
with the dimension of knowledge creation consisting of 16 items measured. Dimension
of knowledge transfer consist of 10 items measured and knowledge application have
the total items measured of 11. 5 point likert-scale had been ranked from 1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree to 5 = strongly agree.

5.2 Descriptive Analysis

The main objective of descriptive analysis is to find the level of agreement and
acceptance on the perception of characteristics of a population or phenomenon such
as objects, people, groups, organizations or environments (Dimaggio, 2013). Data
collected through descriptive analysis could provide valuable insights on the study
units along with their relevant characteristics. Descriptive analysis provides simple
summaries about the sample and the measures. Table 2 below shows the descriptive
analysis i.e. mean and standard deviation value, of each variable under study.

Table 2

Descriptive Analysis Results of the Variables Understudy

Type of variables Dimension Mean value Standard Deviation
Dependent variable Social Innovation 4.40 033
Independent variable ~Knowledge Creation 4.00 0.50

Knowledge Transfer 4.59 0.33

Knowledge Application ~ 4.38 041

As described in Table 2.0, respondents scores indicate high agreement and acceptance
towards both measurement items in the dependent and independent variables. Social
innovation score the mean value of (Mean=4.40, SD=0.33). For the independent
variables, knowledge transfer dimension score the highest mean value of (Mean=4.59,
SD=0.33), followed by knowledge application (Mean=4.38, SD=0.41) and the mean
and SD value for knowledge creation is (Mean=4.00, SD=0.50).
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To elaborate further, 17 items were tested within the dimension of social innovation
towards the respondents under study. The 17 items that were tested comprises aspects of
1) Developing new and novel innovation solutions which refers to knowledge resource
that can be embedded into products, processes and services; 2) Social integration and
social value through wider collaborative networks; and 3) Contribution towards social,
economic and technological benefits. The mean score of 4.40 in overall measurement
items of social innovation dimension indicates that the respondents are in high agreement
that social innovation developes new and novel solutions that comes from intangible
resource i.e. knowledge resource. This can be embedded into products, processes
and services which lead to contribution towards improving the quality and quantity
of people’s life, enhance economic growth and improves technological advances. For
independent variable, 16 items were tested in the dimension of knowledge creation.
The respondents were asked to indicate their agreement and disagreement in the
aspects of creation of new knowledge that involve the dynamic interplay of tacit and
explicit knowledge within the scope of socialization, externalization, combination and
internalization.

The result shows that respondents have a relatively high agreement i.e. mean score 4.00,
towards the perception that new knowledge is created through the combination and
dynamic interplay of tacit and explicit knowledge. However, there is a slightly lower
agreement value among respondents towards measurement items within the scope of
Information and Communication technology (ICT). To elaborate further, majority of
the respondents disagreed with the statement that knowledge creation dimension creates
new explicit knowledge resource based on a good ICT facilities and actors literacy of
ICT practices. Moreover, knowledge transfer dimension has 10 measurement items.
Knowledge transfer dimension has a very high mean score of 4.59 compared with the
other two dimensions of independent variable.

The result shows that all respondents agreed that new knowledge resource is generated
within the dimension of knowledge transfer through an efficient and effective formal
and informal communication process between source and recipient of knowledge
resource. Furthermore, all respondents are also in high agreement that new knowledge
resource is established through individual’s absorption capabilities within the dimension
of knowledge transfer. Finally, there are 11 measurement items developed to measure
the dimension of knowledge application. The respondents were asked to indicate their
agreement and disagreement regarding whether their particular project delivers new
knowledge resource that in turn produce completely new highly innovative products,
processes and services or adding significant value to the existing products, processes
and services. With the mean score of 4.38 in overall measurement items of knowledge
application dimension, this indicates the respondents high agreement and acceptance
that their project deliver a new knowledge resource that can be embedded into products,
processes and services which subsequently invents and introduce highly innovative
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products, processes and services or improves and refine the existing products, processes
and services to make them highly innovative such that can be offered to the market.

6.0 Conclusion

The study is expected to provide much needed empirical insight by presenting
preliminary quantitative findings on addressing the association of social innovation
as a new innovation outcome strategy with knowledge resource within the Malaysian
university-industry-community knowledge transfer partnership system. The scope of the
study is the Malaysian university-industry-community knowledge transfer partnership
ecosystem. The reliability analysis and descriptive analysis was performed by getting
feedback through structured questionnaires from actors involves in the Malaysian
university-industry-community knowledge transfer partnership. The reliability analysis
was determined by the Cronbach Alpha value. The Cronbach Alpha value obtained was
above acceptable level of 0.7, hence, it is satisfactory. Moreover, the descriptive analysis
through the mean score and standard deviation revealed a relatively high agreement on
both measurement items of the dependent and independent variables.

A preliminary conceptual framework of this study is then advocated in relations to the
gaps and reviews of relevant literature. From the above statements, this paper suggests
that more empirical investigation should be carried out on the relationship between
social innovation and knowledge resource particularly within the university-industry-
community knowledge transfer partnership. This will be beneficial towards fulfilling the
Malaysian government aspiration highlighted in the Eleventh Malaysian Plan (2016-
2020) of becoming a high income country status by the year 2020. The Malaysian
university-industry-community knowledge transfer partnership is seen as an essential
platform to link new knowledge resource with the new paradigm of innovation that
refers to social innovation. The linkage of both is paramount considering the massive
contribution of social innovation as a new innovation outcome strategy in the aspects
of social, economic and technological benefits and knowledge resource as a new
basis for innovation (Benneworth & Cunha, 2015). Therefore, this paper identified
and provides some promising avenues for future research and offers some interesting
preliminary empirical evidences of the relationship between social innovation and
strategic knowledge management processes i.e. knowledge resource, within the context
of university-industry-community knowledge transfer partnership.
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