
The effects of knowledge
interaction for business
innovation

Shari S. C. Shang1, Chen-Yen Yao2 and
Da-Ming Liou3

1Department of Management Information Systems, National Chengchi University, No. 64, Sec. 2,
Zhinan Road, Wenshan District, Taipei, Taiwan. sshang@nccu.edu.tw
2Department of Business Administration, Shih Hsin University, No. 111, Mu-Cha Road, Sec. 1, Taipei,
Taiwan. cherry@cc.shu.edu.tw
3National Chengchi University, No. 64, Sec. 2, Zhinan Road, Wenshan District, Taipei, Taiwan.
fm1041.net@gmail.com

The objective of this paper is to examine the effects of knowledge interaction on different
types of business innovation. We first identified three indicators that reflect on the quality of
the interaction between customers and technological knowledge, and then classified busi-
ness innovations as product innovation, problem-solving innovation, or general innovation
capability. Hypotheses about the impact of different qualities of knowledge interaction on
business innovations were tested by collecting data from 178 high-technology firms in
Taiwan. The results revealed that product innovation requires both wide-ranging and deep
interaction between customers and technological knowledge, that problem-solving innova-
tion requires either wide-ranging or deeper interaction between customers and technologi-
cal knowledge, and that wide-ranging knowledge interaction is the most important driver
for building general innovation capability. The research results enhance our understanding
of knowledge interaction, with a special focus on the content and quality of the knowledge
interactions within an enterprise. It also helps business managers in allocating resources
and facilitating interorganizational communications for different situations related to
innovation.

1. Introduction

Knowledge interaction describes all types of
direct and indirect personal and non-personal

interactions between and among organizations and/
or individuals. Through knowledge interactions
among diverse knowledge components, firms
develop combinative capabilities (Kogut and Zander,
1992) to synthesize and apply the exchanged knowl-
edge within innovation processes (Schartinger et al.,
2002), thus generating a variety of innovative activ-

ities such as new forms of production and service
provisions (Spender, 1996). Because of the complex-
ity of knowledge interaction and the various kinds of
business innovation involved, our research aims to
address the question: how do the different forms of
knowledge interaction affect business innovation?

In order to understand the effects of knowledge
interaction on business innovation, two things need
to be clarified: (1) What do we know about the
quality of knowledge interaction? (2) What kind of
business innovations can be achieved? On the topic
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of knowledge for innovation, studies in economics
(Romer, 1986; Haussler, 2010) and strategic manage-
ment (Leiponen and Helfat, 2010; Zhou and Li,
2012) tend to describe knowledge at generalized
level as resources or information. However, knowl-
edge in an organizational setting requires deeper
scrutiny about content and context (Ahlstrom and
Nair, 2000; Wang et al., 2008). Additionally, prior
studies (Van de Ven, 1980; Griffin and Hauser, 1996;
Moenaert and Souder, 1996; Schartinger et al.,
2002; Todtling et al., 2009) have mostly examined
knowledge interaction in the context of the
interorganizational environment. The effects of
knowledge interaction were measured through the
frequency of communication (Griffin and Hauser,
1996; Moenaert and Souder, 1996), and diverse inno-
vative results were examined in terms of product,
customer service, or research development. Thus, a
lack of understanding of innovation–knowledge
interaction at the intraorganizational level exists as
well as the quality of the knowledge being verified
and classification of resultant innovations. This study
attempts to explore the important and subtle distinc-
tions of knowledge interaction by thoroughly exam-
ining the different sources of knowledge content
under various innovation conditions within business.

Studies of knowledge management have analyzed
cases concerning the importance of interactions
among firms, universities, and research centers
(Conceicao and Heitor, 2002; Nishida, 2002; He and
Wong, 2009). Most of these empirical studies exam-
ined the patterns or results of knowledge interaction
with external parties. None of the studies, however,
addressed the content of interacted knowledge, nor
can we find any examination of the quality.

Although some studies (e.g., Schartinger et al.,
2002; Moorthy and Polley, 2010) have used reach
and range to describe the contents of knowledge
sharing, there is a lack of these indicators’ practical
measures for knowledge interaction. On the other
hand, quite a few studies (e.g., Van de Ven, 1980;
Griffin and Hauser, 1996; Moenaert and Souder,
1996) have emphasized the effectiveness of
interorganizational knowledge interaction as meas-
ured by the frequency of communication between
two parties. Overemphasizing the strength of knowl-
edge interaction (Schartinger et al., 2002) can create
a misleading focus on facilitating or guiding interac-
tion activities to increased harmony among partici-
pants, but the involved parties may not share relevant
knowledge for innovative activities.

In regard to knowledge interaction content within
a firm, technological and customer knowledge have
both been identified as crucial because of the direct
contribution to a company’s innovation (Diaz-Diaz

et al., 2008) as well as competitive advantage (Su
et al., 2006). Firms need to explore the demands of
customers in the development of technological
knowledge, and customer knowledge needs to be
incorporated into technological insights to identify
potential requirements and provide effective
solutions.

Moving deeper to the various kinds of business
innovations, existing studies have measured innova-
tion from different perspectives. For example, quite a
few studies have examined knowledge for innovation
and have indicated that a knowledge exchange
(Spithoven et al., 2011) – the knowledge-integration
mechanism (Tsai et al., 2012) – and the knowledge
flow (Zhang et al., 2009) can affect business innova-
tion for both products and services. Other studies
(Blazevic and Lievens, 2008; Liu and Hart, 2011)
have considered whether a knowledge exchange may
reduce uncertainties, provide solutions to customer
problems, and help a firm to achieve innovation.
Finally, another group of studies on business innova-
tion (Liao et al., 2010; Kumar and Rose, 2011) has
examined the relationship between knowledge
sharing and a firm’s ability to generate intellectual
property for future development. The dependent vari-
able of innovation studies has been described in
various forms, from actively developing products and
reactively solving problems to proactively building
innovative capabilities in capturing technological and
market opportunities.

To build a constructive understanding of knowl-
edge interaction with respect to business innovation
and effectively leverage the results of knowledge
interaction for different aspects of business innova-
tion, we need to engage in a deep examination of how
technological knowledge interacts with customer
knowledge within a firm to achieve innovation. To
achieve this goal, this study first reviews and consoli-
dates concepts of knowledge interaction between
customers and technological knowledge. Then, indi-
cators reflecting the quality of knowledge interaction
– namely the scope, depth, and strength of the inter-
action between customer knowledge and technologi-
cal knowledge – are proposed and operationalized.
We then form hypotheses about the effects of differ-
ent levels of scope and depth of knowledge interac-
tion on three types of business innovation (product
innovation, problem solving, and innovation capabil-
ity) and conduct a thorough testing of the knowledge
interaction effects on business innovation. The
results of the empirical test are discussed in the next
section, and the paper concludes with implications
drawn from the study.

This paper contributes to the field of knowledge
management and business innovation with a finely
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drawn exploration of the dynamic interplay between
knowledge interaction and business innovation. It
situates knowledge interaction in the context of
intrafirm environment with a focus on content level
that delineates the scope and depth of knowledge
based on major sources of organizational knowledge.
The results would provide a practical and enriched
base for studies in knowledge management and inno-
vation. The proposed variables and relationships may
ultimately benefit strategic planners and business
managers in their attempt to cope with the challenges
of building a cooperative and innovative culture
within an organization.

2. Concepts and hypotheses of
knowledge interaction for
business innovation

A firm’s knowledge can be viewed as collective
knowledge (Nonaka, 1994) that includes solutions,
referrals, problem reformulation, validation, and
legitimation (Cross, 2004). This knowledge is
embedded in employees, invested in practice, vali-
dated in use, and rooted in the tasks at hand (Grant,
1996). Enterprises integrate diverse knowledge to
develop products and services to satisfy customers
quickly in today’s fast-changing environment (De
Boer et al., 1999). Technological knowledge and cus-
tomer knowledge are the two major, distinctive types
of enterprise knowledge based on their contributions
to innovation (Diaz-Diaz et al., 2008) and to financial
performance (Su et al., 2006).

2.1. Technological knowledge

Technological knowledge refers to knowledge asso-
ciated with products, technologies, and processes
(Burgers et al., 2008), and it is usually systemized in
order to achieve a technological change objective that
can be understood by investigating the development
of knowledge (Diaz-Diaz et al., 2008).

Technological knowledge can be divided into three
categories: fundamental design concepts, technologi-
cal operational knowledge, and technological appli-
cation knowledge. Fundamental design concepts
include knowledge about operational principles and
normal configurations (Gupta et al., 1986; Song and
Dyer, 1995). Technological operational knowledge
emphasizes how to implement products or services
from fundamental design concepts (Utterback,
1994). Technological application knowledge is accu-
mulated from experience in design, learning from
accidents, and rules of thumb to meet customer
requirements (Howells et al., 2003).

Through a product-development process, firms
meet the demand for exploration of customer knowl-
edge (Burgers et al., 2008) in the development of
technological knowledge. When technological
knowledge lacks a customer orientation, it may cause
products that are not suitable for a market.

2.2. Customer knowledge

Customer-specific knowledge as outlined by
Desouza and Awazu (2005), Salomann et al. (2005),
and Su et al. (2006) that include ‘about the cus-
tomer’, ‘to/for the customer’, and ‘from the cus-
tomer’, this study organizes business concerns of
customer-related knowledge into the categories of
customer demand knowledge, customer operation
knowledge, and customer application knowledge.
Customer demand knowledge is the knowledge
about customers’ backgrounds, motivations, expec-
tations, and preferences for products or services. This
kind of knowledge helps organizations to understand
customers’ demands and to target their needs effec-
tively (Su et al., 2006). Customer operation knowl-
edge is the knowledge learned from or provided by
customers that emphasizes the use of the product
during the value chain process, including customers’
operational patterns or the consumption experience
of products/services (Su et al., 2006). Some customer
operation knowledge is generated by businesses in
the form of product documentation, troubleshooting
guides, repair manuals, and other types of support
knowledge that assist customers in the use of a firm’s
products and/or services (Gupta et al., 1986; Song
and Dyer, 1995). Customer application knowledge is
knowledge generated to support customers in utiliz-
ing products and services, which in turn creates value
for the business. This knowledge includes ideas,
thoughts, and information about customer applica-
tion of the products and services that generate profits
and help the firm to pursue future trends and oppor-
tunities (Su et al., 2006). Customer knowledge can
help an enterprise to achieve a better sense of market
opportunities, examine new combinations of cus-
tomer needs, and identify chances for innovation
(Prahalad, 2004).

2.3. Interaction between customer and
technological knowledge

The interaction philosophy emphasizes communica-
tion and transaction and establishes information
flow between departments (Kahn, 1996). Interaction,
therefore, has a structural nature of cross-
departmental activities. Because knowledge is
mainly embedded in people who perform related
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functions within a department, coordinated activities
between knowledge carriers is the visible form of
knowledge interaction. This study defines knowledge
interaction as the information flows among two or
more parties that mutually influence one another
within the innovation process. It is in contrast to
previous studies (Kahn, 1996; Haas and Hansen,
2007), which have examined knowledge interaction
mainly on the basis of mechanisms and coordinated
interaction activities such as routine meetings, tel-
econferencing, conference calls, telephone calls,
memoranda, e-mail, faxes, and the flow of standard
documentation. Only by understanding the quality of
knowledge interaction studies on knowledge man-
agement can we uncover insights of organizational
interaction so that firms can design and manage these
kinds of strategic moves effectively.

2.4. Quality of knowledge interaction

Previous studies (Kahn, 1996; Weill, 1998;
Sambamurthy, 2003) have used the concepts of scope
and depth to reflect the value of knowledge flow.
Studies of knowledge interaction (e.g., Schartinger
et al., 2002) acknowledge that this type of activity
involves quite a large amount of knowledge
exchanged between agents, although the exact extent,
quality, and effect of this knowledge remain uncer-
tain. Another line of research on knowledge interac-
tion has considered the frequency of directly facing
or making contact among people for business objec-
tives (Lagace et al., 1991), which is another aspect
of understanding the strength of knowledge interac-
tion. Because knowledge interaction involves a
great amount of knowledge exchange between differ-
ent sources of knowledge, we examine the quality
of knowledge interaction from three aspects: the
scope of knowledge interaction, the depth of knowl-
edge interaction, and the strength of knowledge
interaction.

2.5. Scope of knowledge interaction

In organizational practice, the scope of knowledge
for interaction can be described as the types of mes-
sages sent and transactions processed between
parties (Weill, 1998). It represents the spread of dif-
ferent knowledge areas existing in an organization,
which can be increased by learning in different areas
(Sousa, 2006). A wide range of knowledge interac-
tion may bring out different ideas, instances of crea-
tivity, and new perspectives, and thus may produce
opportunities for innovation (Sousa, 2006). In this
study, we consider the scope of knowledge interac-
tion as the range of knowledge exchange and busi-

ness activities that can be completed between two
knowledge carriers to achieve specific organizational
objectives.

In a wide breadth of knowledge interaction for
business innovation, business innovators would need
to absorb both customer and technological knowl-
edge from technological concepts, operations, and
applications to customer demands.

2.6. Depth of knowledge interaction

The depth of knowledge interaction indicates the
richness of interactions among individuals for knowl-
edge transfer and sharing (Sambamurthy, 2003).
Knowledge depth is reflected in the level of under-
standing and experience existing in an organization
in a specific knowledge area and can be increased by
learning within existing areas (Sousa, 2006). This
study considers the depth of knowledge interaction
for accomplishing innovation as the extent of knowl-
edge sharing, transference, and creation between two
parties to address the insufficiency of knowledge for
achieving specific goals.

For different extents of knowledge interaction, this
study divides knowledge interaction into four levels:
(1) factual knowledge, (2) conceptual knowledge, (3)
procedural knowledge, and (4) causal knowledge.
Factual knowledge includes terms, elements, details,
facts, or data that result from direct observation and
research (Sussane, 2009). Conceptual knowledge
includes classifications, categories, principles, theo-
ries, models, and information-observational data in a
usable form. The descriptions include information
about the who, what, when, where, and how of spe-
cific products or services a firm produces (Quinn
et al., 1996). Procedure knowledge is a description of
how to do something (Kogut and Zander, 1992) and
the sequence of operations to complete business tasks
(Santhanam et al., 2007). It is the accumulated prac-
tical skill or expertise that allows one to do some-
thing smoothly and efficiently (Von Hippel, 1998).
Finally, causal knowledge is the in-depth knowledge
of cause-and-effect relationships (Quinn et al., 1996)
– knowing why certain functions must be utilized
and how these can be adapted to business needs
(Santhanam et al., 2007). Professionals should
possess highly trained intuition so that they can
anticipate unintended interactions and results and
move beyond the execution of tasks to solving large,
complex problems and create extraordinary value
(Quinn et al., 1996).

2.7. Strength of knowledge interaction

Interaction strength means the frequency of directly
facing or contacting people for business objectives
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(Lagace et al., 1991). It is similar to communication
frequency, which means the intensity of information
flow between or among managers via meetings,
reports, or conversations (Van de Ven, 1980;
Moenaert and Souder, 1996). Interaction strength can
maintain and enhance the relationship between firms
and customers (Lagace et al., 1991). Tie strength
characterizes the closeness and interaction frequency
of a relationship between two parties (Hansen, 1999).

2.8. Business innovation

Many studies (e.g., Betz, 1993; Dosi, 1988; Elmquist
and Le Masson, 2009) define business innovation
from different aspects. Based on the scope of changes
of products and services, research studies
(Subramaniam and Youndt, 2005; Chiang and Hung,
2010) have classified innovation as radical or incre-
mental and have analyzed interorganizational exploi-
tation and exploration of knowledge exchange.
Distinguished by front and back office operations,
many studies (Maine et al., 2012; Bauer and Leker,
2013) have defined business innovations as product
and process innovation and have studied knowledge
management as concentrated on either customer
demands (Chua and Banerjee, 2013) or technological
enablement (Handzic, 2011). On the basis of cus-
tomer needs and requirements (Linder et al., 2003)
and for the purpose of satisfying customers with
innovative approaches, interorganizational knowl-
edge interaction can contribute to business innova-
tion in three areas: product innovation so as to
actively deliver new products and services to custom-
ers, problem-solving innovation so as to reactively
solve problems for customers, and innovation capa-
bility so as to proactively capture opportunities in the
market and in technologies for satisfying future cus-
tomer needs.

‘Product innovation’ is the introduction of a good
or service that is new or significantly improved with
respect to its characteristics or intended uses (Betz,
1993) that meet emerging customer demands
(Damanpour, 1990). In general, the term ‘product
innovation’ has often been used to refer to perceived
newness, novelty, originality, or uniqueness of prod-
ucts or services delivered (Wang and Ahmed, 2004).
Recognized innovative approaches include signifi-
cant improvements in technical specifications, com-
ponents, and materials; new incorporated software;
and user friendliness or other functional characteris-
tics (OECD, 2005).

Reactively, innovation has also been conceptual-
ized as a customer problem-solving process in which
solutions are discovered through searching and
recombination of local and distant knowledge (Dosi,

1988). Customer demand for problem solving can be
referred to as resolutions, answers, and methods for
responding to problems, puzzles, questions, doubts,
difficulties, etc. (Oxford Dictionary, 2014). Most
importantly, solutions are individualized offers for
complex customer problems that are interactively
designed and whose components combine products
and/or services in which the value exceeds the sum of
components (Evanschitzky et al., 2011). Companies
need to build customer problem-solving capabilities
to satisfy customer needs through effective and quick
responses (Jayachandran et al., 2004).

Proactively, there is a group of studies on knowl-
edge management for innovation (Sher and Yang,
2005; Elmquist and Le Masson, 2009) that considers
innovation capabilities for generating new ideas and
knowledge to take advantage of market opportunities
and stimulate firm performance (Elmquist and Le
Masson, 2009). Through innovative capabilities,
enterprises use sourcing, coordination, and reorgani-
zation of interorganizational resources to achieve
continuous innovation and seize opportunities for
businesses growth and expansion into new areas
(Tidd et al., 2001).

To sum up, we identify technological and cus-
tomer knowledge as the key sources of knowledge
for business innovation and three quality aspects
of knowledge interaction: the scope, depth, and
strength of knowledge interaction. Meanwhile, based
on customer-encountered situations, we consider
business innovation in three areas: product innova-
tion, problem-solving innovation, and innovation
capability.

3. Knowledge interaction on
business innovation

The research model used in this study is presented
in Figure 1, which shows an exploration of the
interaction effects of different levels of knowledge
scope and depth (on the left of the figure) on the
three types of business innovation (the dependent
variable on the right of the figure) with the strength
of knowledge interaction as a moderator. We
compare the effect of knowledge interaction on the
three types of business innovation by: (1) higher
scope and lower depth of knowledge interaction in
Hypothesis 1, (2) lower scope and higher depth of
knowledge interaction in Hypothesis 2, (3) higher
scope and depth of knowledge interaction in
Hypothesis 3, (4) lower scope and depth of knowl-
edge interaction in Hypothesis 4, and (5) the mod-
erating effect of strength in Hypothesis 5.

Effects of knowledge interaction for business innovation
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3.1. Higher scope of
knowledge interaction

The scope of knowledge interaction is about the
scope and diversity of knowledge exchanged. It
implies that there are different knowledge areas
within an organization, which can be increased by
learning in different areas (Sambamurthy, 2003;
Sousa, 2006). A wide scope of knowledge interaction
can also stimulate diversified ideas, creativity, and
new perspectives as well as increase opportunities for
innovation (Sousa, 2006). Knowledge diversity is
important for organizational learning – individuals’
contacts with different contexts, insights, and infor-
mation can accelerate new perspectives and raise
capabilities for solving problems and developing new
products (Quinn et al., 1996; Sousa, 2006). Firms
with a wide knowledge base are more likely to
achieve innovation (Leiponen and Helfat, 2010;
Zhou and Li, 2012). Thus, we propose the following
hypotheses about quadrant II in Figure 1:

H1a, 1b, 1c: Higher scope and lower depth of knowl-
edge interaction is associated with firm performance
in (1) product innovation, (2) problem solving, and
(3) innovation capability.

3.2. Higher depth of
knowledge interaction

The depth of knowledge interaction is vital for gen-
erating new ideas and renewing organizational
knowledge in today’s rapidly changing environment
(Sousa, 2006). Having some extent of knowledge
depth is also important for innovation because it
increases the degree of sensing new opportunities
and turns knowledge into new value for the user
(Sousa, 2006). Firms with a deep knowledge base are
more capable of developing radical innovation (Zhou
and Li, 2012). Therefore, we hypothesize about

quadrant IV that higher innovation performance may
be achieved with more in-depth knowledge interac-
tion than with less depth-of-knowledge interaction.

H2a, 2b, 2c: Higher depth and lower scope of knowl-
edge interaction is associated with firm performance
in (1) product innovation, (2) problem solving, and
(3) innovation capability.

3.3. Both high scope and depth of
knowledge interaction

A high scope and deeply interacted business knowl-
edge can strengthen companies’ sensing capabilities
by providing managers with superior quality infor-
mation about the situation of the company, which
helps to identify emerging opportunities and threats
(Overby et al., 2006). This leads us to infer that both
a wider range and deeper complexity of knowledge
interaction (quadrant I) can achieve better innovative
performance than either high scope or depth of
knowledge interaction individually. We propose the
following hypotheses:

H3a, 3b, 3c: Higher scope and depth of knowledge
interaction is associated with firm performance in (1)
product innovation, (2) problem solving, and (3)
innovation capability.

3.4. Low depth and scope of
knowledge interaction

In spite of the above hypotheses about the association
between wide scope and in-depth knowledge and
various types of business innovation, the innovative
effects of knowledge interaction are still to be veri-
fied. To further understand the effects of a low level
of interaction scope and depth on innovation, we
hypothesize about quadrant III that innovation per-
formance may also be achieved with lower scope and
depth of knowledge interaction.

Figure 1. Scope, depth and strength of knowledge interaction for business innovation.
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H4a, 4b, 4c: Lower depth and scope of knowledge
interaction is associated with firm performance in (1)
product innovation, (2) problem solving, and (3)
innovation capability.

3.5. Strength of knowledge interaction for
business innovation

The strength of knowledge interaction is the fre-
quency of directly facing or contacting people for
personal or business purposes (Lagace et al., 1991).
The frequency of interaction is critical to innovation
success (Tidd et al., 2001). Frequent communication
can promote mutual understanding and harmonious
relationships, overcome some technical communica-
tion barriers, and improve joint decision making (Van
de Ven, 1980; Griffin and Hauser, 1996; Moenaert
and Souder, 1996). Also, intensive interaction can
help improve the credibility of received information
(Gupta et al., 1986). With rapid interaction, people
may cooperate to solve problems and perceive
mutual benefits (Axelrod and Reisine, 1984). Thus,
we propose the following hypothesis:

H5a, 5b, 5c: The strength of knowledge interaction
moderates the relationship between the combination
of knowledge interaction and (a) product innovation,
(b) problem solving, and (c) innovation capability.

4. Methods

4.1. Research setting, participants,
and procedure

In order to test the effects of different combinations
of knowledge interaction on business innovation, we
have completed three stages of data collection for a
quantitative study conducted during a 4-month
period in 2010 and 2011 in Taiwan. First, we held
semistructured interviews with nine industrial
experts and professors to validate our scale items.
After several minor changes, we provided question-
naires for an extra pilot test to a sample of 100 Execu-
tive MBA students who had each worked in the
high-tech industry for more than 10 years. The
purpose of the pilot test was to examine the reliability
and validity of the questionnaire. The hypotheses
were then tested through 1,000 random samples of
high-tech companies listed as members of industry
associations such as the Taiwan Electrical and Elec-
tronics Manufacturers’ Association, the Taiwan
Semiconductor Industry Association, and the Taiwan
Medical and Biotech Industry Association. High-tech
companies reside in rapidly changing environments
and face intense competition, which they try to over-

come by engaging in continuous innovation and in
mastering technological and customer knowledge.
This dataset presents a valuable experience because
Taiwan represents an extraordinary story of eco-
nomic development (Berger and Lester, 2005;
Einhorn et al., 2005; Chiang and Hung, 2010). A total
of 1,000 online and mail surveys were sent to chief
executive officers (CEOs) of high-tech companies.
We chose to survey CEOs because they are usually
involved in cross-departmental activities between
customer contact points and research and develop-
ment (R&D) and possess the most knowledge about
the company’s innovation projects. Three weeks after
mailing out the questionnaires, we telephoned the
companies that had not responded. The question-
naires were mailed along with preaddressed postage-
paid envelopes and a cover letter explaining the
purpose of the study. In response, we received 178
completed and usable questionnaires. Thus, the
response rate was 17.8%. The sample represented
different high-tech industries including semiconduc-
tor (14.7%), photoelectric (16.4%), communications
and network (9.8%), electronics (17.4%), software/
hardware (16.4%), mechanical engineering (5.2%),
and biotechnology (18.9%). The companies’ capital
ranged from 1 million to $US 1 billion.

4.2. Measures

4.2.1. Scope of knowledge interaction
We modified measurement of the scope of knowl-
edge interaction by the concept proposed by Gupta
et al. (1986) and Song and Dyer (1995). The scale
had seven items (α = 0.906), including: ‘R&D and
Sales share knowledge about fundamental product-
design concepts and infrastructure’, ‘R&D and Sales
share knowledge about customer new ideas and solu-
tions regarding products/services’, and ‘R&D and
Sales share knowledge about customer demands’.
Respondents were asked to assess the degree to
which they agreed (1 = ‘strongly disagree’, to
5 = ‘strongly agree’) with each statement. We used a
dichotomy to distinguish a higher and lower scope
(depth) of knowledge interaction. If the scores were
equal or greater than 3, we considered it a higher
scope (depth) of knowledge interaction, and if
the scores were lower than 3, we considered it a
lower scope (depth) of knowledge interaction.

4.2.2. Depth of knowledge interaction
To measure the depth of knowledge interaction, we
developed seven items based on Gupta et al. (1986)
and Song and Dyer (1995). The seven-item measure
of the depth of knowledge interaction demonstrated

Effects of knowledge interaction for business innovation
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high reliability (α = 0.886). For each statement of the
depth of knowledge interaction, we asked respond-
ents to indicate the degree of knowledge sharing
between the R&D and Sales departments (1 = ‘basic
knowledge’, 2 = ‘factual knowledge’, 3 = ‘concep-
tual knowledge’, 4 = ‘procedural knowledge’,
5 = ‘causal knowledge’).

4.2.3. Strength of knowledge interaction
We measured the strength of knowledge interaction
with a five-item scale (α = 0.662) adapted from
(Moenaert and Souder, 1996). Sample items
included: ‘The frequency of formal meetings or face-
to-face communication between Sales and R&D’,
‘The frequency of informal chatting between Sales
and R&D’, and ‘The frequency of using Internet
platform (e-mails, databases) between Sales and
R&D’. Items for the strength of knowledge interac-
tion between Sales and R&D were rated as 1,‘never’;
2, ‘seldom’; 3, ‘sometimes’; 4, ‘often’; and 5, ‘very
often.’

4.2.4. Business innovation
We measured business innovation with a nine-item
scale based on Jayachandran et al. (2004), Sher and
Yang (2005), and Wang and Ahmed (2004). These
nine items (α = 0.882) covered three dimensions of
business innovation: product innovation, problem
solving, and innovation capability. Sample items
included: ‘Our company has introduced more inno-
vative products and services compared with our
major competitors in the last three years’, ‘Our
company can solve customer problems more effi-
ciently and more quickly than our major competi-
tors’, and ‘Our company has had more intellectual
property rights (patent and trade secrets) compared
with our major competitors in the last three years’.

4.2.5. Control variables
We incorporated two control variables that are gen-
erally considered most relevant to business innova-

tion: firm size and R&D intensity (Damanpour and
Aravind, 2006). R&D intensity was measured by
firm R&D expenditures divided by firm sales.
Because companies may be more able to achieve
innovation when they have greater resources (Autio
et al., 2000), firm size was measured by the amount
of reported capital in the company.

We used Harmon’s one-factor test to examine the
common-method variance for all variables in the
study (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). Factor analysis
showed that no general factor was found in the
unrotated factor structure with the first factor
accounting for 31% of the total variance and the
independent and dependent variables loading on dif-
ferent factors. Therefore, common-method variance
is unlikely to be a serious issue in this study. When
we designed the questionnaire, we used some design
techniques including counterbalancing question
order, improving scale items, protecting respondent
anonymity, and reducing evaluation apprehension
(Podsakoff et al., 2003).

5. Results

We used a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to
test all the hypotheses. The unit of analysis was the
employee. The two-way ANOVA procedure was used
to examine the joint effects between different com-
binations of knowledge interaction and the strength
of knowledge interaction to affect each of the three
aspects of business innovation. Descriptive statistics
and correlations of all variables in the analysis are
given in Table 1.

The performance of product innovation showed
significant differences in different extents of knowl-
edge interaction (F = 11.008, P < 0.001). The perfor-
mance of problem solving also showed significant
differences in different extents of knowledge interac-
tion (F = 21.413, P < 0.001). The performance inno-
vation capability showed significant differences in

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations

Variables Mean SD Correlation coefficients

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(1) Scope of knowledge interaction 4.0285 0.67702 1.00

(2) Depth of knowledge interaction 3.3726 0.91570 0.445** 1.00

(3) Strength of knowledge interaction 3.3768 0.62262 0.301** 0.337** 1.00

(4) Product innovation 3.4427 0.78741 0.250** 0.302** 0.305** 1.00

(5) Problem solving 3.8735 0.68822 0.337** 0.352** 0.277** 0.507** 1.00

(6) Innovation capability 3.5069 0.76811 0.241** 0.339** 0.355** 0.668** 0.564** 1.00

**P < 0.01.
SD, standard deviation.
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different extents of knowledge interaction
(F = 16.660, P < 0.001). We also used Scheffe’s
method to compare different extents of knowledge
interaction.

Regression analysis shows a higher scope and
lower depth of knowledge interaction positively
relate to firm performance in product innovation
(higher scope β = 0.053, < 0.05; lower depth
β = 0.143, P < 0.05). Thus, Hypothesis 1a is sup-
ported. Hypothesis 1b, which argues a higher scope
and lower depth of knowledge interaction, relate to
firm performance in problem solving (higher scope
β = 0.131, P = 0.676; lower depth β = −0.012,
P = 0.308). This result does not support Hypothesis
1b. A higher scope and lower depth of knowledge
interaction relate to firm performance in innovation
capability (higher scope β = 0.08, P < 0.05; lower
depth β = 0.191, P < 0.01). Hypothesis 1c is
supported.

Similarly, a higher depth and lower scope of
knowledge interaction is related to firm performance
in product innovation (lower scope β = 0.132,
P < 0.05; higher depth β = 0.268, P < 0.01). Hypoth-
eses 2a is supported. However, a higher depth and
lower scope of knowledge interaction is not related to
firm performance in problem solving (lower scope
β = −0.107, P = 0.285; higher depth β = 0.245,
P = 0.179). Hypothesis 2b is not supported. Hypoth-
esis 2c argues that a higher depth and lower scope of
knowledge interaction is related to firm performance
in innovation capability (lower scope β = −0.07,
P = 0.464; higher depth β = 0.375, P = 0.245).
Hypotheses 2c is also not supported.

We found a higher scope and depth of knowledge
interaction is associated with firm performance
in product innovation (higher scope β = 0.062,
P < 0.001; higher depth β = 0.157, P < 0.001).
Therefore, Hypothesis 3a is verified. The results also

reveal a positive influence of a higher scope and
depth of knowledge interaction on firm performance
in problem solving (higher scope β = 0.094,
P < 0.001; higher depth β = 0.229, P < 0.01). So
Hypothesis 3b is verified. A higher scope and depth
of knowledge interaction is related to firm perfor-
mance in innovation capability (higher scope
β = 0.052, P < 0.001; higher depth β = 0.113,
P < 0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 3c is supported as
well.

A lower depth and scope of knowledge interaction
is found not related to firm performance in product
innovation (lower scope β = 0.126, P = 0.595; lower
depth β = 0.238, P = 0.213). Thus, Hypothesis 3a is
not supported. Hypothesis 3b argues that a lower
depth and scope of knowledge interaction is found
not related to firm performance in problem solving
(lower scope β = 0.283, P = 0.366; lower depth
β = 0.158, P = 0.245). Hypothesis 3b is not sup-
ported as well. We found that a lower depth and
scope of knowledge interaction is not related to firm
performance in innovation capability (lower scope
β = 0.115, P = 0.151; lower depth β = 0.225,
P = 0.838). Hypothesis 3c is not supported. Table 2
summarized the results.

The results for Hypothesis 5a indicate that the
combination of knowledge interaction is significantly
related to product innovation (F = 7.58, P < 0.001).
The strength of the knowledge interaction is
also significantly related to product innovation
(F = 11.22, P < 0.001). However, the joint effect of
the strength of knowledge interaction and the com-
bination of knowledge interaction did not signifi-
cantly affect product innovation (F = 1.37, P > 0.05).
The relationship between the combination of knowl-
edge interaction and product innovation are not
affected by the strength of knowledge interaction
(see Table 3).

Table 2. Two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the effect of the combination of knowledge interaction and
innovation

Source of variation Sum of Squares (Ss) degree of freedom (df) Mean square F P

Product innovation 19.272 3 6.424 11.008 0.000***

278.9572 478 0.584

98.229 481

Problem solving 26.990 3 8.997 21.413 0.000***

200.8322 478 0.420

27.822 481

Innovation capability 26.863 3 8.954 16.660 0.000***

256.9222 478 0.537

83.786 481

***P < 0.001.

Effects of knowledge interaction for business innovation
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The results for Hypothesis 5b demonstrate that the
combination of knowledge interaction is significantly
related to problem solving (F = 17.18, P < 0.001).
The strength of knowledge interaction is also signi-
ficantly related to problem solving (F = 3.77,
P < 0.05). However, the joint effect of the strength
of knowledge interaction and the combination of
knowledge interaction did not significantly affect
problem solving (F = 1.15, P > 0.05). The relation-
ship between the combination of knowledge interac-
tion and problem solving are not affected by the
strength of knowledge interaction (see Table 4).

The results for Hypothesis 5c state that the com-
bination of knowledge interaction is signifi-
cantly related to innovation capability (F = 25.15,
P < 0.001). The strength of knowledge interaction is
also significantly related to innovation capability
(F = 10.70, P < 0.001). However, the joint effect of
the strength of knowledge interaction and the com-
bination of knowledge interaction did not signifi-
cantly affect innovation capability (F = 1.68,
P > 0.05). The relationship between the combination

of knowledge interaction and innovation capability is
not affected by the strength of knowledge interaction
(Table 5).

6. Discussion

Different knowledge interaction combinations
have different influences on business innovation
(Figure 2).

For product innovation, with the exception of the
lower scope and lower depth of knowledge interac-
tion, other combinations of knowledge interaction
(higher scope and higher depth, higher scope and
lower depth, and lower scope and higher depth) have
positive effects on business innovation (quadrants I,
II, IV). Product innovation means transforming ideas
into tangible products and requires the exchange
of knowledge, resources, information, and money.
Managers may consider diversifying and broadening
the scope of knowledge interaction with regard to
such things as design concepts, customer demands,

Table 3. Two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the effect of strength of knowledge interaction* and the
combination of knowledge interaction by product innovation

Source of variation Ss df Mean
square

F P Post hoc
test

Ω2 1-Β

Strength of knowledge interaction 6.32 1 6.32 11.22 0.001***

Combination of knowledge interaction 12.80 3 4.27 7.58 0.000*** III < I 0.09 0.99

III < II

III < IV

Strength of knowledge Interaction *
Combination of knowledge interaction

2.31 3 0.77 1.37 0.252

Error 266.82 474 0.56

Total 6010.97 482

***P < 0.001.

Table 4. Two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the effect of strength of knowledge interaction* and the
combination of knowledge interaction on problem solving

Source of variation SS df Mean
square

F P Post hoc
test

ω2 1-β

Strength of knowledge interaction 1.56 1 1.56 3.77 0.05*

Combination of knowledge interaction 21.26 3 7.09 17.2 0.00*** III < I 0.13 0.99

III < II

III < IV

Strength of knowledge interaction *
Combination of knowledge interaction

1.43 3 0.48 1.15 0.33

Error 195.51 474 0.41

Total 7459.85 482

*P < 0.05, ***P < 0.001.
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customer and technological operations, and applica-
tions. In the meantime, it is also helpful to increase
the degree of the depth of knowledge interaction
from basic-level understanding to deep-level discus-
sion about procedural and causal issues.

For problem solving, the results show that only
higher scope and higher depth of knowledge interac-
tion can enable efficient problem solving (quadrant
II). Customers may have various unexpected prob-
lems during the whole product lifecycle. The sales
staff need to have enough background understanding
of the technological operation and application in
order to identify and arrange proper resources for
responding to instant requests, while the R&D staff
need to have sufficient knowledge and a certain
understanding of customer background and opera-
tions in order to consolidate knowledge about pos-
sible solutions.

Finally, for accumulating innovation capabilities,
organizations may require a higher scope and higher

depth or higher scope and lower depth of knowledge
interaction (quadrant I). Innovation capability means
the skills and knowledge needed to effectively
absorb, master, and improve existing technologies,
and to create new ones (Lall, 1992). Therefore, inno-
vation capabilities need to accumulate knowledge
from a wide range of interactions. Meanwhile, a
higher scope and depth of knowledge interaction may
accelerate innovation capabilities.

Moreover, the strength of knowledge interaction
may not affect the influence of the combination of
knowledge interaction on business innovation except
for the relationship between a lower scope of knowl-
edge interaction and innovation capability. This may
indicate that with a lower scope of knowledge inter-
action, frequent interaction may stimulate innovation
capability.

6.1. Contributions

With dynamic analysis of the empirical data, this
research captures the subtle interplay between
content of knowledge interaction and different types
of innovations. Findings on the associations among
various patterns of knowledge interaction and differ-
ent kinds of business innovation add to the
knowledge-based view theories (Grant, 1996) that
make use of the heterogeneous knowledge for inno-
vation. In particular, with regard to theories of
boundary spanning and innovation processes
(Marrone et al., 2007), our study stresses that the
activities of knowledge combination and creation
would need to address the content level and that the
management of cross-boundary activities in an inno-
vation system may establish knowledge bases for
inspiring ideas for various innovation processes.

Additional findings on the strength of knowledge
interaction provides a different view in regard to the
general understanding that frequent communication

Table 5. Two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the effect of strength of knowledge interaction* on the
combination of knowledge interaction by innovation capability

Source of variation SS df Mean
Square

F P Post hoc
test

ω2 1-β

Strength of knowledge interaction 12.74 1 12.74 25.15 0.000***

Combination of knowledge interaction 16.26 3 5.42 10.70 0.000*** III < I 0.14 0.99

III < II

III < IV

Strength of knowledge interaction *
Combination of knowledge interaction

2.56 3 0.85 1.68 0.17

Error 240.05 474 0.51

Total 6211.62 482

***P < 0.001.

Figure 2. The combination of knowledge interaction and business
innovation.Note: ‘O’ represents the positive effect of the combi-
nation of knowledge interaction on business innovation. ‘X’ rep-
resents the negative effect of the combination of knowledge
interaction on business innovation.
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can lead to high innovation capabilities. It is impor-
tant to note that the strength of knowledge interaction
between customer and technological knowledge does
not seem to affect all types of business innovation
except for the situation of a lower scope of knowl-
edge interaction. This may provide a situational
explanation for the conflicting findings about the fre-
quency of communication directed toward business
innovation.

In practice, this finding helps decision makers in
allocating resources for developing innovative capa-
bilities for serving customers effectively. The design
and management of knowledge interaction between
marketing and research groups would require careful
control in stimulating innovative results. The func-
tional indicators of scope and levels of customer- and
technological-knowledge interaction should be of
special interest to managers as an essential reference
in planning direct and indirect contacts, guiding
cross-departmental interactions, organizing commu-
nication events, and planning training and educa-
tional programs to satisfy customers in different
business situations. The building of a solid and useful
interorganizational knowledge base will involve veri-
fying the scope and depth of all forms of knowledge
interaction, including forums, meetings, conferences,
chat rooms, knowledge tanks, or any event of direct
and indirect contact across the two major groups of
an organization – sales and R&D. Business managers
may consider leveraging all communication opportu-
nities and carefully planning the interaction content
between these two departments to increase the effec-
tiveness of knowledge interaction for various kinds
of innovative activities.

6.2. Limitations and future research

Although our research has reached its aims, we are
aware of its limitations in research design and data
collection. First, we used survey data collected from
CEOs of high-tech companies whom we felt had
good knowledge of the R&D and sales departments,
as well as their firms’ innovation situations.
However, they may not have had a complete view of
the details of knowledge interaction. Future research-
ers might apply temporal or methodological separa-
tion of the measurement (Podsakoff et al., 2003) of
knowledge quality to collect data from the heads of
the R&D and sales departments, respectively, so as to
build a complete view of the scope and depth of the
knowledge interaction.

The next limitation of our study is gene-
ralizability, which is limited by our focus on high-
tech companies. It would be worthwhile to focus on
different industries that may have diverse industrial

characteristics, customer demands, and technologi-
cal trends. The effects of scope and depth of knowl-
edge interaction on innovation may result in
different patterns.

7. Conclusion

What are the effects of intraorganizational knowl-
edge interaction on various kinds of business inno-
vation? Our answer is that different forms
knowledge interaction between major knowledge
carriers can affect innovative results in different
customer situations. Product innovation requires
both wide-ranging and deep interaction between
customers and technological knowledge and
problem-solving innovation requires either wide-
ranging or deeper interaction between customers
and technological knowledge, whereas wide-
ranging knowledge interaction is the most important
driver for building general innovation capability.
The findings reveal a thorough interpretation of the
rather obscure changes among different innovative
contexts. This study helps to address the practical
matter of knowledge management and business
innovation within an organizational setting.
Research on knowledge management for business
innovation should shift focus from a general level
of communication to a detailed level of interacted
content knowledge and classify the innovative
results based on the contextual status of customer
encounters.

Acknowledgements

The authors appreciate the comments from the
editors and two anonymous reviewers. Their com-
ments have significantly improved the quality of this
research. The authors also thank the National Science
Council of the Republic of China (Taiwan) for finan-
cially supporting this research coded NSC 98-2410-
H-128-057.

References

Ahlstrom, D. and Nair, A. (2000) The role of know-why in
knowledge development within biomedicine: lessons for
organizations. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 17,
2, 331–351.

Autio, E., Sapienza, H.J., and Almeida, J.G. (2000) Effects
of age at entry, knowledge intensity, and imitability on
international growth. Academy of Management Journal,
43, 5, 909–924.

Shari S. C. Shang, Chen-Yen Yao and Da-Ming Liou

12 R&D Management ••, ••, 2015 © 2015 RADMA and John Wiley & Sons Ltd



Axelrod, J. and Reisine, T.D. (1984) Stress hormones: their
interaction and regulation. Science, 224, 4648, 452–459.

Bauer, M. and Leker, J. (2013) Exploration and exploita-
tion in product and process innovation in the chemical
industry. R&D Management, 43, 3, 196–212.

Berger, S. and Lester, R.K. (eds) (2005) Global Taiwan:
Building Competitive Strengths in a New International
Economy. New York: ME Sharpe.

Betz, F. (1993) Managing Technology Competing through
New Ventures. Innovation and Corporate Research. New
Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Blazevic, V. and Lievens, A. (2008) Managing innovation
through customer coproduced knowledge in electronic
services: an exploratory study. Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science, 36, 1, 138–151.

Burgers, J.H., Van Den Bosch, F.A.J., and Volberda, H.W.
(2008) Why new business development projects fail:
coping with the differences of technological versus
market knowledge. Long Range Planning, 41, 1, 55–73.

Chiang, Y.H. and Hung, K.P. (2010) Exploring open search
strategies and perceived innovation performance from
the perspective of inter-organizational knowledge flows.
R&D Management, 40, 3, 292–299.

Chua, A.Y. and Banerjee, S. (2013) Customer knowledge
management via social media: the case of Starbucks.
Journal of Knowledge Management, 17, 2, 237–249.

Conceicao, P. and Heitor, M.V. (2002) Knowledge interac-
tion towards inclusive learning: promoting systems of
innovation and competence building. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, 69, 7, 641–651.

Cross, R. (2004) More than an answer: information rela-
tionships for actionable knowledge. Organization
Science, 15, 4, 446–463.

Damanpour, F. (1990) Innovation effectiveness, adoption
and organizational performance. In West, M.A. and
Farr, J.L. (eds), Innovation and Creativity at Work.
Psychological and organizational strategies, Chichester,
UK: John Wiley & Sons, pp. 125–141.

Damanpour, F. and Aravind, D. (2006) Product and process
innovations: a review of organizational and environmen-
tal determinants. In: Hage, J. and Meeus, M. (eds.),
Innovation, Science, and Institutional Change. Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press, pp. 38–66.

De Boer, M., Van den Bosch, F.A.J., and Volberda, H.W.
(1999) Managing organizational knowledge integration
in the emerging multimedia complex. Journal of Man-
agement Studies, 36, 3, 379–398.

Desouza, K.C. and Awazu, Y. (2005) What do they know?
Business Strategy Review, 16, 1, 41–45.

Diaz-Diaz, N.L., Aguiar-Diaz, I., and De Saa-Perez, P.
(2008) The effect of technological knowledge assets on
performance: the innovative choice in Spanish firms.
Research Policy, 37, 9, 1515–1529.

Dosi, G. (1988) Sources, procedures, and microeconomic
effects of innovation. Journal of Economic Literature,
26, 3, 1120–1171.

Einhorn, B., Kovac, M., Engardio, P., Roberts, D., Balfour,
F., and Edwards, C. (2005) Why Taiwan matters. Busi-
ness Week, 16, 76–81.

Elmquist, M. and Le Masson, P. (2009) The value of a
‘failed’ R&D project: an emerging evaluation framework
for building innovative capabilities. R&D Management,
39, 2, 136–152.

Evanschitzky, H., Wangenheim, F.V., and Woisetschläger,
D.M. (2011) Service & solution innovation: overview
and research agenda. Industrial Marketing Management,
40, 5, 657–660.

Grant, R.M. (1996) Toward a knowledge-based theory of
the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17, 109–122.

Griffin, A. and Hauser, J.R. (1996) Integrating R&D and
marketing: a review and analysis of the literature.
Journal of product innovation management, 13, 3, 191–
215.

Gupta, A.K., Raj, S.P., and Wilemon, D. (1986) A model
for studying R&D-marketing interface in the product
innovation process. Journal of Marketing, 50, 2, 7–17.

Haas, M.R. and Hansen, M.T. (2007) Different knowledge,
different benefits: toward a productivity perspective on
knowledge sharing in organizations. Strategic Manage-
ment Journal, 28, 11, 1133–1153.

Handzic, M. (2011) Integrated socio-technical knowledge
management model: an empirical evaluation. Journal of
Knowledge Management, 15, 2, 198–211.

Hansen, M.T. (1999) The search-transfer problem: the role
of weak ties in sharing knowledge across organization
subunits. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44, 82–
111.

Haussler, C. (2010) The economics of knowledge regula-
tion: an empirical analysis of knowledge flows. R&D
Management, 40, 3, 300–309.

He, Z.L. and Wong, P.K. (2009) Knowledge interaction with
manufacturing clients and innovation of knowledge-
intensive business services firms. Innovation-
Management Policy & Practice, 11, 3, 264–278.

Howells, J., James, A., and Malik, K. (2003) The sourcing
of technological knowledge: distributed innovation pro-
cesses and dynamic change. R&D Management, 33, 4,
395–409.

Jayachandran, S., Hewett, K., and Kaufman, P. (2004) Cus-
tomer response capability in a sense-and-respond era:
the role of customer knowledge process. Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 32, 3, 219–233.

Kahn, K.B. (1996) Interdepartmental integration: a defini-
tion with implications for product development perfor-
mance. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 13,
2, 137–152.

Kogut, B. and Zander, U. (1992) Knowledge of the firm,
combinative capabilities, and the replication of technol-
ogy. Organization Science, 3, 3, 383–397.

Kumar, R. and Rose, C.P. (2011) Architecture for building
conversational agents that support collaborative learn-
ing. Learning Technologies, IEEE Transactions, 4, 1,
21–34.

Lagace, R.R., Dahlstrom, R., and Gassenheimer, J.B.
(1991) The relevance of ethical salesperson behavior on
relationship quality: the pharmaceutical industry.
Journal of Personal Selling and Sale Management, 11,
4, 39–47.

Effects of knowledge interaction for business innovation

© 2015 RADMA and John Wiley & Sons Ltd R&D Management ••, ••, 2015 13



Lall, S. (1992) Technological capabilities and industriali-
zation. World Development, 20, 2, 165–186.

Leiponen, A. and Helfat, C.E. (2010) Innovation objec-
tives, knowledge sources, and the benefits of breadth.
Strategic Management Journal, 31, 2, 224–236.

Liao, S.H., Wu, C.C., Hu, D.C., and Tsui, K.A. (2010)
Relationships between knowledge acquisition, absorp-
tive capacity and innovation capability: an empiri-
cal study on Taiwan’s financial and manufacturing
industries. Journal of Information Science, 36, 1, 19–
35.

Linder, J.C., Jarvenpaa, S., and Davenport, T.H. (2003)
Toward an innovation sourcing strategy. MIT Sloan
Management Review, 44, 4, 43–50.

Liu, R. and Hart, S. (2011) Does experience matter? – a
study of knowledge processes and uncertainty reduction
in solution innovation. Industrial Marketing Manage-
ment, 40, 5, 691–698.

Maine, E., Lubik, S., and Garnsey, E. (2012) Process-based
vs. product-based innovation: value creation by
nanotech ventures. Technovation, 32, 3, 179–192.

Marrone, J.A., Tesluk, P.E., and Carson, J.B. (2007) A
multilevel investigation of antecedents and conse-
quences of team member boundary-spanning behavior.
Academy of Management Journal, 50, 6, 1423–1439.

Moenaert, R.K. and Souder, W.E. (1996) Context and ante-
cedents of information utility at the R&D/marketing
interface. Management Science, 42, 11, 1592–1610.

Moorthy, S. and Polley, D.E. (2010) Technological knowl-
edge breadth and depth: performance impacts. Journal
of Knowledge Management, 14, 3, 359–377.

Nishida, T. (2002) A traveling conversation model for
dynamic knowledge interaction. Journal of Knowledge
Management, 6, 2, 124–134.

Nonaka, I. (1994) A dynamic theory of organizational
knowledge creation. Organization Science, 5, 1, 14–
38.

OECD (2005) Oslo Manual. The Measurement of Scientific
and Technological Activities. Paris: OECD.

Overby, E., Bharadwaj, A., and Sambamurthy, V. (2006)
Enterprise agility and the enabling role of information
technology. European Journal of Information Systems,
15, 2, 120–131.

Oxford Dictionary. 2014. The meaning of solution. http://
www.oxforddictionaries.com/.

Podsakoff, P.M. and Organ, D.W. (1986) Self-reports in
organizational research: problems and prospects.
Journal of Management, 12, 4, 531–544.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y., and
Podsakoff, N.P. (2003) Common method biases in
behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and
recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology,
88, 5, 879–903.

Prahalad, C.K.R. (2004) The Future of Competition:
Co-Creating Unique Value with Customers. Boston,
MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Quinn, J.B., Anderson, P., and Finkelstein, S. (1996) Man-
aging professional intellect: making the most of the best.
Harvard Business Review, 74, 2, 71–81.

Romer, P.M. (1986) Increasing returns and long-run
growth. Journal of Political Economy, 94, 5, 1002–
1037.

Salomann, H., Dous, M., Kolbe, L., and Brenner, W.
(2005) Rejuvenating customer management: how to
make knowledge for, from and about customers work.
European Management Journal, 23, 4, 392–403.

Sambamurthy, V. (2003) Shaping agility through digital
options: reconceptualizing the role of information tech-
nology in contemporary firms. MIS Quarterly, 27, 2,
237–263.

Santhanam, R., Seligman, L., and Kang, D. (2007)
Postimplementation knowledge transfers to users and
information technology professionals. Journal of Man-
agement Information Systems, 24, 1, 171–199.

Schartinger, D., Rammer, C., Fischer, M.M., and Frohlich,
J. (2002) Knowledge interactions between universities
and inudstry in Austria: sectoral patterns and determi-
nants. Research Policy, 31, 3, 303–328.

Sher, P.J. and Yang, P.Y. (2005) The effects of innovative
capabilities and R&D clustering on firm performance:
the evidence of Taiwan’s semiconductor industry.
Technovation, 25, 1, 33–43.

Song, X.M. and Dyer, B. (1995) Innovation strategy and
the R-and-D-marketing interface in Japanese firms – a
contingency perspective. IEEE Transactions on Engi-
neering Management, 42, 4, 360–371.

Sousa, M.C. (2006) The sustainable innovation engine.
Journal of Information and Knowledge Management
Systems, 34, 6, 398–405.

Spender, J.-C. (1996) Making knowledge the basis of a
dynamic theory of the firm. Strategic Management
Journal, 17, S2, 45–62.

Spithoven, A., Clarysse, B., and Knockaert, M. (2011)
Building absorptive capacity to organise inbound open
innovation in traditional industries. Technovation, 31, 1,
10–21.

Su, C.T., Chen, Y.H., and Sha, D.Y. (2006) Linking inno-
vative product development with customer knowledge:
a data-mining approach. Technovation, 26, 7, 784–
795.

Subramaniam, M. and Youndt, M.A. (2005) The influence
of intellectual capital on the types of innovative capabil-
ities. Academy of Management Journal, 48, 3, 450–
463.

Sussane, N. 2009. The five levels of learning. http://
EzineArticles.com/?expert=Sussane_Ng.

Tidd, J., Bessant, J., and Pavitt, K. (2001) Managing Inno-
vation Integrating Technological Market and
Organizational Change. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Todtling, F., Lehner, P., and Kaufmann, A. (2009)
Do different types of innovation rely on specific
kinds of knowledge interactions? Technovation, 29, 1,
59–71.

Tsai, K.H., Hsu, T.T., and Fang, W. (2012) Relinking cross-
functional collaboration, knowledge integration mecha-
nisms, and product innovation performance: a
moderated mediation model. Canadian Journal of
Administrative Sciences, 29, 1, 25–39.

Shari S. C. Shang, Chen-Yen Yao and Da-Ming Liou

14 R&D Management ••, ••, 2015 © 2015 RADMA and John Wiley & Sons Ltd

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/
http://EzineArticles.com/?expert=Sussane_Ng
http://EzineArticles.com/?expert=Sussane_Ng


Utterback, J.M. (1994) Mastering the Dynamics of Inno-
vation: How Companies Can Seize Opportunities in the
Face of Technological Change. Boston, MA: Harvard
Business School Press.

Van de Ven, A.H. and Ferry, D.L. (1980) Measuring and
Assessing Organizations. NewYork: John Wiley & Sons.

Von Hippel, E. (1998) Economics of product development
by users: the impact of ‘sticky’ local information. Man-
agement Science, 44, 5, 629–644.

Wang, C.L. and Ahmed, P.K. (2004) The development and
validation of the organisational innovativeness construct
using confirmatory factor analysis. European Journal of
Innovation Management, 7, 4, 303–313.

Wang, L.C., Ahlstrom, D., Nair, A., and Hang, R.Z. (2008)
Creating globally competitive and innovative products:
China’s next Olympic challenge. SAM Advanced Man-
agement Journal, 73, 3, 4–15.

Weill, P.B. (1998) Leveraging the New Infrastructure: How
Market Leaders Capitalize on Information Technology.
Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Zhang, J., Di Benedetto, C.A., and Hoenig, S. (2009)
Product development strategy, product innovation per-
formance, and the mediating role of knowledge utiliza-
tion: evidence from subsidiaries in China. Journal of
International Marketing, 17, 2, 42–58.

Zhou, K.Z. and Li, C.B. (2012) How knowledge affects
radical innovation: knowledge base, market knowledge
acquisition, and internal knowledge sharing. Strategic
Management Journal, 33, 9, 1090–1102.

Shari S. C. Shang is an Associate Professor of Man-
agement Information Systems at the National
Chengchi University in Taiwan. Her professional
expertise includes business innovation, business
process management, enterprise systems, and stra-
tegic technology management. She received her PhD
in Information Systems from the University of Mel-

bourne in Australia. Her research has been published
in Information Systems Journal, Information & Man-
agement, International Journal of Technology Man-
agement, and Behaviour & Information Technology.
Before undertaking her doctoral study, Dr Shang
worked as a Consulting Manager, MIS Manager,
Business Analyst, and Electronic Data Processing
(EDP) specialist in global companies such as IBM,
KPMG, and AICPA, in both Taiwan and the United
States.

Chen-Yen Yao is the Assistant Professor in the
Department of Business Administration at Shih Hsin
University. She is also the visiting scholar in the
Research Center for Innovation and Development of
Zhejiang University in China. She received her PhD
from the Graduate Institute of Technology, Innova-
tion and Intellectual Property Management, National
Chengchi University. She finished her master’s
studies at the University of Texas. She was the
system analyst in USA e21corportaion and Taiwan
Mobile Corporation. Her research interests include
innovation management, knowledge management,
and technology management. Her works have been
published in International Journal of Technology
Management, Total Quality Management & Business
Excellence, and International Journal of Learning
and Intellectual Capital. Chen-Yen Yao is the corre-
sponding author of this article.

Da-Ming Liou finished his master’s studies in the
Department of Management Information Systems at
National Chengchi University. He is working at
Synology.

Effects of knowledge interaction for business innovation

© 2015 RADMA and John Wiley & Sons Ltd R&D Management ••, ••, 2015 15


