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Abstract
Purpose – This study aims to investigate the relationship between knowledge management (KM) and
organizational innovation (OI) in higher educational institutions.
Design/methodology/approach – The research method in the study was the descriptive – correlative
type and was applied research based on the target. The study population consisted of managers and staff
members of 63 Iranian higher educational institutions. In this research, descriptive and inferential statistics
were used. To analyse research data, descriptive statistics, and for inferential statistics, the Pearson
correlation coefficient test, the simple linear regression test and multiple regression tests were used. For data
analysis, SPSS software was used.
Findings – The results of the study demonstrated that there was a significant relationship between KM and
OI, and all alternative hypotheses were confirmed. In addition, KM predicted the aspects of organizational
innovation in higher educational institutions.
Originality/value – This study supported the members of higher educational institutions to understand
how to increase OIbetter and to improve the knowledge and experience of the employees through KM.

Keywords Employee, Organizational innovation, Knowledge management,
Higher educational institutions

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Knowledge is regarded as the most valuable asset in an organization and will remain the
same for years to come (Sandhu et al., 2011). Knowledge management (KM) is the
“organizing, planning, motivating, and controlling of individuals, systems, and processes in
the organization to make sure that its assets related to knowledge are improved and
efficiently employed” (King, 2009). KM is associated with the structuring and access to
experience, knowledge and skills that create new capabilities, activate high performance,
encourage innovation and increase customer value (Beckman, 1999). In today’s business
environment, organizations integrate KM with innovation to create and maintain
competitive advantage because knowledge is a resource to reduce the difficulties of
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innovation processes, and its management is considered as a highly valuable resource. In
addition, KM combines external and internal knowledge in an organization and makes it
easy to access (Du Plessis, 2007). Knowledge management and innovation configuration
determine how the firm can capitalize and create new knowledge, providing context wherein
new product development efforts are designed, developed and completed (Shani, Sena, and
Olin, 2003). According to the OECD (2005), an organizational innovation (OI) is the
implementation of a new organizational method in the firm’s business practices (including
KM), workplace organization or external relations that has not been previously used by the
company. Innovative organizations are continuously looking for better ways to realize
business strategies, getting used to cutting-edge technologies and new methodologies (Peng
et al., 2011). Consequently, the question on how to improve the organization’s innovation
capability always draws the attention of both researchers and practitioners.

Although the previous studies have widely investigated and confirmed the relation
between KM and OI (Abdi and Senin, 2015; Gloet and Terziovski, 2004; Kör and Maden,
2013; Liao and Wu, 2010; Tavakoli, 2016), the effect of KM dimensions, such as knowledge
acquisition, knowledge creation, knowledge storage, knowledge sharing and knowledge
application on OI, has been less examined (Tavakoli, 2016). Moreover, although
some studies have confirmed the influence of these KM dimensions on OI, they have
assessed the technical and administrative innovations (Kör and Maden, 2013), and there is
no evidence of investigating the relationships between KM dimensions and other
dimensions of OI, such as behavior innovation, product innovation, process innovation,
market innovation and strategic innovation (Liao and Wu, 2010). Most of the previous
studies have focused on various aspects of technological innovation, leaving OI as the
neglected member of the innovation family (Keupp et al., 2012). Furthermore, innovation:

Can be done not only in product innovation but also in other forms such as process innovations,
innovation in the business model, organizational structure, brand, marketing, management
systems, customer service, and experience (Aryanto et al., 2015).

According to what has been stated, the present study is an attempt to identify the
shortcomings of these thoughts in higher educational institutions and to determine how KM
influences OI and helps it set its direction andmovement toward dynamism and progress.

Today, higher educational institutions not only give input to innovation but are also
embedded in it (Etzkowitz, 2014). Universities and higher educational institutions take
advantage of innovations, philosophies, strategies and techniques that are being used in
private and commercial sectors to create strategic knowledge for strategic purposes (Kezar,
2000). In the past decade, general innovations and changes have taken place in higher
education, such as strengthening and creating international cooperation networks,
increasing academic mobility of faculties and students, new management structure, new
methods of assessment, accreditation and financing, diversification of courses, programs
and studies and the application of technology in teaching and learning. Furthermore, higher
education must contribute to equipping graduates with the capabilities required to increase
productivity by generating or adapting new knowledge and bymaking the decision to use it,
along with other resources available but not previously used, in the daily development of
their tasks and responsibilities (Vila et al., 2012). Therefore, it is necessary to apply a method
to create knowledge and to implement it in institutions to achieve educational objectives and
maximum benefits (Adhikari, 2010). Moreover, managers should encourage the staff to take
an active part in the process of creating, transferring and sharing knowledge to set a
knowledge-based culture in academic institutions (Dokhtesmati and Bousari, 2013).
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Iranian higher education is considered to be important in all aspects, and currently there
are 1,795 higher educational institutions in Iran, among which 1,200 public universities
are financed, controlled and supported by the government, and 595 private, often called “free
universities,” and nonprofit institutions are active in providing training at undergraduate
and graduate levels. Additionally, 106 public universities have established Innovation and
Entrepreneurship Development Centers, aiming at Iran’s competitiveness, innovation and
economic growth (Karimi et al., 2010). We believe that study in this field will be useful in
identifying patterns of KM and OI in not only higher educational institutions but also other
educational institutions. Accordingly, this study aims to investigate the relationship
between KM and OI in the Iranian higher educational institutions. As a result, the following
main research question was formulated:

RQ. Does knowledge management have a significant influence on organizational
innovation in higher educational institutions?

The theoretical framework
Knowledge management and higher educational institutions
KM is an idea that arose almost two decades ago, roughly in 1990 (Koenig, 2012). According
to Davenport (1994), KM is the process of capturing, distributing and effectively using
knowledge. This definition is simple, stark and to-the-point. A few years later, Duhon (1998)
defined KM as an integrated approach to identify, capture, evaluate, retrieve and share all
information, and this information could be in the forms of database, document, policy,
procedure and formerly uncaptured expertise and experience in individual workers. It is also
seen as a process of creating, acquiring and transferring knowledge that is reflected in the
behavior of the organization (Bueno et al., 2010). Nowadays, more than ever, researchers of
KM are acknowledging employees as the key factor in the KM process, and they propose
that organizations must try to leverage the level of human resources’ knowledge through
coding plans to create a more appropriate context for the creation and implementation of the
required KM (Delshab and Sadeghi Boroujerdi, 2018).

Today at an educational institution’s level, KM is necessary to create organizations that
“learn” more efficiently. Many researchers have stated their interest in introducing KM
methods in the field of higher education. Rowley (2000), in a study, asked the question, “Is
higher education ready for KM?” Her paper investigated the perceptions of KM within
higher education as a management tool and presented the nature of academics and
universities and related challenges of KM implementation within this context. Kidwell et al.
(2000) stated that higher educational institutions have significant opportunities to apply
practices of KM to support every part of their mission. In another study, Demchig (2014)
found that higher educational institutions tended to neglect knowledge at the organizational
level. From the business perspective, a systematic way of managing organizational
knowledge among private colleges is crucial for promoting management and technical
capabilities to continuously succeed in this challenging economic environment (Keat and
Lin, 2018). Ubon and Kimble (2002) recognized some subscriber elements in the KM and
online distance education. These subscriber elements are shaping academic communities
and construction collaborations, building confidence in sharing knowledge among students.
Collaboration and education are the main concepts of knowledge sharing. In fact,
collaboration, communication and dissemination of knowledge are meaningful management
features (Meese and McMahon, 2012). Furthermore, the applications of individual learning
and computer-supported knowledge building are significant in global education (Zhao and
Chan, 2014). Studies in educational institutions indicated that KM could be evaluated
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according to the following five factors: knowledge creation, knowledge acquisition,
knowledge storage, knowledge sharing and knowledge application (Hasani and
Sheikhesmaeili, 2016; Sallis, 2002).

� Knowledge creation: It is defined as the continuous transmission, composition and
transformation of the various kinds of knowledge (Nonaka, 1994). Cook and Brown
(1999) distinguish between knowledge and knowing, and they show that the
production of the action and reaction between the two is knowledge creation .

� Knowledge acquisition: It refers to the knowledge which organizations can make an
effort to gain from internal and external sources. Collaborations with external
knowledge sources and the use of the knowledge of the members of the organizations
are considered as the sources to achieve intangible assets (Gamble and Blackwell, 2001).

� Knowledge storage: It comprises structuring, organizing, recovering and
maintaining organizational knowledge, which allows companies to memorize
knowledge existing in different forms, such as written documentation, electronic
information database and expert knowledge (Alavi and Tiwana, 2003).

� Knowledge sharing: It has its roots in the technology transfer and innovation
background. Knowledge sharing is shown to be happening through the process of
learning that organizations continuously engage customers and suppliers with, to
innovate or create (Kim and Nelson, 2000). Knowledge sharing can be defined in
different methods, depending on the field in which it is intended. Van Den Hooff and De
Ridder (2004) define the concept of knowledge sharing as one “process that people are
mutually sharing their implicit, tacit and explicit knowledge to make new knowledge.”

� Knowledge application: It occurs when the available knowledge is used to make
decisions and perform tasks through direction and routines.

Regarding competition in higher educational institutions, a number of higher educational
institutions have implemented strategies and tools that improve the quality of their students
and faculty and provide several community services for the construction of their
competitiveness. In this way, KM, the ability to acquire, create, storage, share and
application knowledge, is probably to play a significant role in improving and maintaining
higher educational institution competitiveness. KM is considered as a significant process
in higher educational institutions that are integrated into the KM plan of the general office of
higher educational commission and is used as a criterion in the organizational assessment of
the office of Iranian higher educational institutions (Barari, 2015).

Iranian higher-education institutions are different in values, location, size, shape,
mission, ethics and background. Higher educational institutes in Iran had been undergoing
significant changes over the past 18 years. These changes and developments have affected
the quantity and method of the general budgets of the system; this has laid emphasis on the
research selectivity and injected market ingredients into the budget and management of the
system (Hasani and Sheikhesmaeili, 2016). One of the necessary steps to achieve this goal is
to increase the level of academic performance by applying the KM system. Having a
systematic plan to improve the required conditions for knowledge sharing among Iranian
faculty members is identified as an important tool for their empowerment, but in this regard,
we should not underestimate the role of organizational memory (Feiz et al., 2017).

Organizational innovation and higher educational institutions
Nowadays, the factors affecting organizational growth have changed from raw ingredients
to intangible assets: knowledge and innovation ability (Dickel and de Moura, 2016). A lack
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of innovation has been considered in the literature as a barrier to significant growth in
companies (Yang, 2012). There is little consensus surrounding the definition of the OI
concept (Dubouloz, 2012). Many researchers define innovation in general as a process of
developing, adopting and using new ideas to create new products, methods, plans, policies,
technologies and services for members of the organization (Albury, 2005).

Vigoda-Gadot et al. (2005) view innovation as a multidimensional organizational trait.
They define five dimensions for organizational innovativeness: creativity, risk-taking,
openness to change, future orientation and proactiveness. Lin (2006) defines OI as a firm’s
ability to transform and exploit knowledge may determine its level of organizational
innovation, such as faster problem-solving capability and enhanced rapid reaction to new
information. Evangelista and Vezzani (2010) showed that a compound of product, process
and OI has the most potent effect on employment. They have found that a compound of
product, process and OI has the most potent effect on employment. In one of the
comprehensive classifications, Wang and Ahmed (2004) have evaluated OI according to the
following five dimensions: behavior innovation, product innovation, process innovation,
market innovation and strategic innovation:

� Behavior innovation: It usually comprises the finding of opportunities and
generation of new ideas (creativity-related behavior), but it can also comprise
behaviors toward the implementation of change, use of new knowledge or a new
process and an improvement to increase personal or business performance
(implementation-oriented behavior). Behavioral innovation includes the abilities of
individuals, groups and managers to create a culture of innovation and company-
wide acceptance of the new and innovative ideas.

� Product innovation: It includes creating and following the introduction of a product
or service, which is either a new or an advanced version of the previous product or
services.

� Process innovation: It is the implementation of a new or considerably improved good
or delivery method (containing considerable changes in techniques, equipment or
software). It comprises the introduction of new production methods, new
management approaches and new technologies that can be used to improve
management and manufacturing processes.

� Market innovation: It is the design for incorporating the progress in the science of
marketing, engineering or technology to gain marketing efficiency and
effectiveness, to increase the competitive advantage and gain value for
shareholders.

� Strategic innovation: It refers to a design made by a company or organization to
encourage technological advances or services, usually by investing in R&D
activities.

No longer strictly the scope of R&D departments, innovation is important in higher
education institutions for providing the rising value of education to students and the
development of efficient all processes of learning-centered and the productivity with which
support processes these assist of processes of learning-centered (Meek et al., 2009; Arciénaga
Morales et al., 2018). Higher educational institutions should be managed so that innovation
is converted into a regular part of the culture and daily actions as innovation are created in
the knowledge accumulated by all staff and faculty members.

Driving innovation and implement it is often difficult for higher education institutions.
Faculty members in higher educational institutions are the main actors in innovation and its
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relevant processes. Moreover, their knowledge and behavior toward innovation are formed
by engaging with other members of the faculty (Brennan et al., 2014). Higher education
institutions could produce an array of press published describing new plans and activities
that are various from the academic norm and break new way and those talented persons
have supported for real goals. Higher educational institutions serve as potential sources of
both the request for innovation and the talent required to support it.

According to Furst-Bowe and Bauer (2007), changing and innovating new concepts
is possible when a systematic process and method is used. Normally, higher education
includes all of the components that are necessary for change and innovation.

Higher educational institutions should be managed to convert innovation into a
regular part of the culture and daily actions accumulated by all students, staff members
and faculty. Both driving and implementing innovation are frequently difficult for
higher educational institutions. Faculty members in these institutions are the main
actors in innovation and its relevant processes. Additionally, their knowledge and
behavior toward innovation are formed by engaging with other members of the faculty.
Higher educational institutions serve as potential sources of both the request for
innovation and the talent required to support it. According to Rogers (1995), an
educational institution is one way to adopt innovations. Eckel (2002), with the support
of Rogers (1995), demonstrates that higher educational institutions face requests for an
increased impact on the market for doing new things. In the idea of doing new things,
“OI” is specified as an obstacle for higher educational institutions. Organizational
innovation in the higher educational sector that may take place using innovative
education models, curriculum or management serves the purpose of creating business
value (Lu et al., 2010).

Knowledge management and organizational innovation
In this section, some studies related to the relationships between KM and OI and
innovation are reviewed. The findings from the study of Gloet and Terziovski (2004)
showed that there is a significant positive correlation between KM practices and the
performance of innovation. They describe KM as the access to expertise, knowledge
and experience that creates new capabilities, enables top performance, encourages
innovation and increases customer value. Swan et al. (2007) found that there is a
positive relationship between knowledge sharing and innovation projects. In the same
vein, Seidler-de Alwis and Hartmann (2008) demonstrated that organizations
promoting processes of knowledge sharing are more successful in innovation. Liao and
Wu (2010) concluded that organizational learning is the variable of mediating between
KM and OI. They indicated that KM is a significant entrance, organizational learning is
the key process and OI is a significant output. In their study, Kör and Maden (2013)
demonstrated that KM processes and OI significantly influence innovation types. The
results also indicate that KM processes relate positively to innovativeness, which in
turn increases innovation in organizations. Abdi and Senin (2015) showed KM had an
impact on organizational innovation. The results of the study revealed that
organizational learning has an important character as a mediator in the association
between KM and OI. The findings of Barari (2015) showed that all components of KM
and OI are mutually correlated (P < 0.01). Also, the implementation of SEM to test KM
and OI showed that the proposed model has good appropriateness and, in fact, OI has
been explained by KM. In the same vein, the results of Tavakoli (2016) showed that
there is a significant relationship between all the components of KM and OI. KM
integrates various kinds of tacit and explicit knowledge. By integration, organizations
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can explore what kind of tacit and explicit knowledge subsists in the organization.
Also, KM processes, such as knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation, knowledge
storage, knowledge sharing and knowledge application, play a major role in bringing
innovation. By reviewing the literature, it can be concluded that the present study is
one of the first attempts to investigate the relationship between KM and OI in higher
educational institutions.

Proposed model of the research
According to the background of the study, the proposed research model is based on the
theoretical relationships between a number of factors that are foreseen in the study. In
this study, the five dimensions of KM (knowledge creation, knowledge acquisition,
knowledge storage, knowledge sharing and knowledge application) and the five
dimensions of OI (behavior innovation, product innovation, process innovation, market
innovation and strategic innovation) are used in accordance with the research title and
supported the hypothetical basics by surveying the research background. This proposed
model represents the relationship between the KM model proposed by Sallis (2002), Chen
and Huang (2007) and Massa and Testa (2009) and the OI model proposed by Wang and
Ahmed (2004). Therefore, the general structure of Figure 1 about the relationship
between measurement and review is as follows.

According to Figure 2, the study measurement model illustrates the methods of study
hypotheses and provides a basis for analytical tests. Consequently, the main hypothesis of
the study and the sub-hypotheses are as follows.

Figure 1.
Proposed research

model
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Behavior 
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g
Product 

Innova�on
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Market 
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Main hypothesis
There is a significant relationship between knowledge management and the dimensions
of OI.

Sub-hypotheses

H1. There is a significant relationship between knowledge creation and the dimensions
of OI.

H2. There is a significant relationship between knowledge acquisition and the
dimensions of OI.

H3. There is a significant relationship between knowledge storage and the dimensions
of OI.

H4. There is a significant relationship between knowledge sharing and the dimensions
of OI.

H5. There is a significant relationship between knowledge application and the
dimensions of OI.

H6. KM predicts the aspects of OI.

Research methodology
The research method
This study aimed to investigate the relationship between KM and OI in Iranian higher
educational institutions. This was a descriptive correlational study and was an applied
research based on the target. The study was conducted in Spring 2017, and after two
months of reminders to encourage survey participation, the data were collected. The
study population (n = 3,014) consisted of all of the administrators and staff members in
63 higher educational institutions in the Kurdistan, Kermanshah and Hamadan
provinces of Iran. According to Morgan’s table, for a statistical sample, 341 people were
chosen from institutions, (five or six subjects per institution) (Krejcie and Morgan,
1970). Research-independent variables were the five dimensions of KM, namely,
knowledge creation, knowledge acquisition, knowledge storage, knowledge sharing
and knowledge application. The dependent variables included the five dimensions of
OI: behavior innovation, product innovation, process innovation, market innovation
and strategic innovation.

Measurement instruments
Tomeasure the study variables, two questionnaires were used:

� A KM questionnaire, adapted from the standard questionnaire of Sallis (2002), Chen
and Huang (2007) and Massa and Testa (2009), which included 25 questions. Some
of the items used were: my institution obtains technical knowledge from external
sources (other institutions,. . .), my institution facilitates communication and
consultation culture between members and my institution applies members’
knowledge in developing new services.

� An OI questionnaire, adapted fromWang and Ahmed’s (2004) standard
questionnaire, which included 20 questions. Some of the items used were: our new
services are often perceived very novel by students, our higher educational
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institution has introduced more innovative services during the past five years and
we get a lot of support from managers if we want to try new ways of doing things.
Both questionnaires had five-choice scales (very low, low, medium, high and very
high).

Validity and reliability of questionnaires
The validity and accuracy of the questionnaire are confirmed by 35 experts in the field of
educational management. Furthermore, the standardization and normalization of the
questionnaires in other studies supported the validation of the test. In the next step,
Cronbach’s alpha test was used to calculate the reliability of the test questions and the
obtained alphas for the KM and OI were 0.84 and 0.77, respectively, which were confirmed.

Methods of statistical analysis
In this study, descriptive and inferential statistics were applied. Descriptive statistics were
used for describing the data, and for the inferential statistics, the Pearson correlation
coefficient test, the simple linear regression test andmultiple regression tests were used. The
significant level during research was considered 0.05, and the SPSS software was used for
data analysis.

Results
Sample descriptive data
Table I shows the results of the descriptive data of the study with respect to gender, age,
education and work experience.

In Table I, according to the gender, most respondents to the questionnaire were male, and
for the variable of age, most respondents to the questionnaire were between 30 and 40 years
of age. For the education variable, most respondents to the questionnaire had a master’s
degree at the time of the study, and for the variable of work experience, most respondents to
the questionnaire had 10 to 15 years of work experience.

Results obtained from testing hypotheses
Results of inferential analysis
The results of the main hypothesis and sub-hypotheses are shown in Table II.

As shown in Table II, the Pearson R significance test was used to analyze the significant
relationship between KM and the dimensions of OI. The result of Sig in all the assumptions
is equal to 0.000, which is less than the value of 0.05, so the main hypothesis of the study is
confirmed, and there is a significant relationship between KM and the five dimensions of OI.
The analysis of the correlation test showed that the intensity of the relationships between
KM and behavior innovation, product innovation, process innovation, market innovation,
strategic innovation and OI are equal to 0.338, 0.269, 0.331, 0.258, 0.661 and 0.582, and the
kind of correlation is direct (positive). Furthermore, other results of Table II show that all
sub-hypotheses, includingH1,H2,H3,H4 andH5, were approved, and there are significant
relationships between knowledge creation, knowledge acquisition, knowledge storage,
knowledge sharing and knowledge application and the five dimensions of OI.

H6: KM predicts dimensions of OI.
The outcomes of this hypothesis are presented in Tables III-VI.
In Table III, a significance level of F Fisher is equal to Sig = 0.000, and this value is less

than the significance level of 0.05. Consequently, the linearity of the model is confirmed.
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Furthermore, adjusted “r” square is equal to 0.336, which shows that KM variable explains
33.6 per cent changes in OI.

As indicated in Table IV, a significant level of KM is equal to 0.000, which is less than the
value of 0.05. Therefore, the variable of KM is effective on OI.

Furthermore, according to the standard coefficient of Beta, the amount of influence of
KM on OI is equal to 0.582, so we can say that with a one-unit increase in KM, OI as 0.582
units will be increased.

In Table V, because the significance level of F Fisher is equal to Sig = 0.000, and this
value is less than the significance level of 0.05, there are linear relationships among the
dimensions of KM and OI. Furthermore, the adjusted “r” square is equal to 0.333, which
shows the dimensions of KM explaining 33.3 per cent changes in OI.

Standardized coefficients (b ) of KM dimensions are shown in Table VI. Knowledge
sharing (b = 0.213) has the strongest effect on OI, and dimension of knowledge application
(b = 0.180), knowledge acquisition (b = 0.176), knowledge creation (b = 0.133) and
knowledge storage (b = 0.128) are in the next rankings.

Discussion and conclusion
Higher education institutions considered as the most important resources contains
information, the knowledge required for the advancement and development of society, the
center of activities related to creation and production, distribution, transmission and
dissemination of knowledge. The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship
between KM and OI in Iranian higher educational institutions. The results of the inferential
statistics about the main hypothesis indicated that there was a significant relationship

Table III.
Regression model
summary

r R square Adjusted r square Std. error of the estimate F Sig.

0.582a 0.338 0.336 0.38028 173.206 0.000a

Note: aPredictors: (Constant), KM

Table IV.
Regression
coefficient

Unstandardized coefficients Standardized coefficients
Model B Std. error Beta t Sig.

1
(Constant) 1.376 0.144 – 9.571 0.000
KM 0.581 0.044 0.582 13.161 0.000

Table V.
Regression model
summary

R R square
Adjusted r
square Std. error of the estimate F Sig.

0.585a 0.343 0.333 0.38127 34.908 0.000a

Notes: aPredictors: (constant), knowledge application, knowledge sharing, knowledge acquisition,
knowledge storage and knowledge creation
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between KM and the five dimensions of OI. The results of the main hypotheses were in line
with the results of Kör and Maden (2013), Abdi and Senin (2015) and Barari, (2015). In their
study, Kör and Maden (2013) showed that KM processes and OI significantly influence
innovation types. In another study, Abdi and Senin (2015) revealed that KM is significantly
effective on OI. Barari, (2015) in a survey, showed that all components of KM and OI are
mutually correlated (P< 0.01).

According to the main hypothesis, the highest correlation was between KM and strategic
innovation, with correlation coefficient of 0.661, and the lowest correlation was between KM
and market innovation, with the correlation coefficient of 0.258. About the main hypothesis,
we can say that KM is an important factor that is the cause of creating a suitable platform
for organizational innovation in the institutions of higher education. The managers of the
higher education institutions should pay attention and emphasize the cooperation with
interdisciplinary teams, entrepreneurship and the spirit of cooperationa and participation.
By using the institutionalization of KM in universities, managers have a coherent planning
system to encourage innovation in their institutions. Therefore, they need to rely on superior
knowledge, the adoption of more sensible strategic decisions on important issues and the
improvement of knowledge-based practices.

According to the results of the sub-hypotheses (H1, H2, H3, H4 and H5), there is a
significant relationship between dimensions of KM, namely, knowledge creation, knowledge
acquisition, knowledge storage, knowledge sharing and knowledge application, and OI. The
results of the sub-hypotheses were in line with the conclusion of Swan et al. (2007), Seidler-de
Alwis and Hartmann (2008) and Tavakoli (2016). Swan et al. (2007) concluded that there was
a positive relationship between knowledge sharing and innovation projects.

Seidler-de Alwis and Hartmann (2008) demonstrated that organizations promoting
processes of knowledge sharing were more successful in innovation. Tavakoli (2016) confirmed
the relationship between all the components of KM and OI. According to the sub-hypotheses,
the highest correlation is between knowledge creation and OI, with a correlation coefficient of
0.437, and the lowest correlation is between knowledge application and OI, with a correlation
coefficient of 0.378. Regarding the results of the sub-hypotheses, we can say that higher
educational institutions will use innovative approaches if they have an incentive to exchange
members’ minds and encourage them to create a network to share, know and discuss their
ideas and present their required information transparently. To do so, members of the higher
educational institutions should pay attention to cooperation with interdisciplinary teams,
entrepreneurship and the spirit of cooperation and participation.

Table VI.
Multiple regression

test

Unstandardized
coefficients

Standardized
coefficients

Model B Std. error Beta t Sig.

1
(Constant) 1.329 0.149 8.941 0.000
Knowledge creation 0.089 0.039 0.133 2.295 0.022
Knowledge acquisition 0.132 0.040 0.176 3.338 0.001
Knowledge storage 0.088 0.038 0.128 2.303 0.022
Knowledge sharing 0.157 0.037 0.213 4.200 0.000
Knowledge application 0.128 0.035 0.180 3.700 0.000

Note: aDependent variable: OI

Influence of
knowledge

management

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 L

a 
T

ro
be

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 A

t 0
6:

04
 1

1 
M

ay
 2

01
9 

(P
T

)



Finally, the outcomes of H6 show that KM predicts the dimensions of OI. Furthermore,
the outcomes of the multiple regression tests show that the five dimensions of KM predict OI
in higher educational institutions. Moreover, knowledge sharing has the strongest effect on
OI.We recommend the managers of higher educational institutions to make their knowledge
available to employees to put up as a model. It becomes a culture and employees, too, share
their knowledge with each other to facilitate exchanges (Hasani and Sheikhesmaeili, 2016).

Therefore, educational institutions need to create an atmosphere focusing on the explicit
exchange of knowledge and innovation, so that their staff members have more tendency to
exchange and apply their modern knowledge with one another. To increase the level of KM, it is
suggested that educational institutions appreciate creative and new ideas than ever before.
Independent research teams can be formed to transfer knowledge in the educational institutions.

Considering the results of this study, showing KM has a significant impact on OI in
higher educational institutions, it is suggested that managers identify important and
standard sources of knowledge and store them well. Managers in different sessions need to
discuss with staff members to freely present their innovative ideas and organize them. They
must create the organizational networks to share information and present a summary of the
material being learned in a written and coherent form and keep a formal record of the
obtained results in their educational institutions so that they always have an effective role in
the advancement of organizational innovation.

Knowledge sharing is mainly one of the unidirectional methods of communication that
does not suffice. In fact, one of the KM efforts is to create a central supplier that enables
educators and faculty members to transmit the best practices, tips and teaching methods.
According to the results of the present study, we can say that the concepts and KM tools
have a special potential for the development of higher educational institutions. This study
supported some guidelines to help managers and supervisors enhance KM and OI in higher
educational institutions. Our practical suggestions are as follows.

This study illustrated the importance of the relationship between KM and OI. Innovation
plays a significant role in enabling organizations and staff to create, use and apply
knowledge to improve teaching in higher educational institutions. Also, it appears that
managers’ support for OI is crucial. Therefore, it is recommended that managers of higher
educational institutions develop strategies to enhance KM to improve OI. In fact, using KM,
managers can have a better understanding to increase OI and improve the knowledge and
experience of the members of higher educational institutions.

As an overall conclusion for the present research, it should be stated that innovation
should be sought at the heart of KM because stable competitive advantage is concealed in
innovation. Consequently, educational institutions need to create an atmosphere focusing on
the explicit exchange of knowledge and innovation so that their staff members have more
tendency to exchange and apply their modern knowledge with one another. In other words,
according to the results of the study, the main purpose of KM in educational institutions is to
create and organize an environment in which individuals develop their knowledge,
communicate with one another, combine their knowledge with others’ and finally apply it.
This use of knowledge results in organizational innovation.
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