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Abstract: Knowledge is a determining factor in the creation of competitive advantage by generating
new ways of working, which has been widely studied. However, in the agricultural sector,
the contributions are minimal. Given the importance of the topic and the sector, the objective
of this study is to determine the relationship between knowledge management and innovation in
rural agricultural organizations in the state of Sonora in northern Mexico. A quantitative, correlational
study was carried out, in which a questionnaire of 36 items with answers on a Likert scale was
applied to 91 companies. The information was processed and analyzed in the SPSS program using
correlation and linear regression. The results showed a positive and significant relationship between
the variables under study, which supports that knowledge management in these companies, has as a
consequence, innovations in them; however, it was not possible to determine the impact in economic
terms. This can be taken up again in subsequent studies and in a practical sense in the companies by
promoting knowledge management actions that encourage new processes, services and/or products
that allow a monetary impact on them.
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1. Introduction

Companies promote the well-being of a country by providing sources of employment to its
inhabitants. Cruz and Polanco (2014) state they play a very important role in economic and social
development in Mexico; in addition, they are classified according to their activity. In the primary sector
are those dedicated to agriculture, livestock and fishing; the secondary sector corresponds to processing
companies, and the tertiary sector consists of those dedicated to services. Altogether they constitute
the productive system. According to the National Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI 2016),
the first one is fundamental for the nation’s development and the well-being of its inhabitants since it
represents 3.18% of Mexico’s gross domestic product. In particular, in Sonora, it represents 8.8% of the
state’s economic activity, according to data from INEGI (2017).

The change to adapt to the business environment is encouraged by the generated knowledge when
developing better ways of working. Based on this, knowledge has become the main productive resource
of companies (Bellinza et al. 2011), since its management allows to increase intellectual capital, and it
transforms it into intangible assets (Osorio Núñez 2003; Flores Caicedo 2010); furthermore, it generates
wealth or added value, which allows achieving an advantage in the market (Alavi and Leidner 2001;
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Nieves Lahaba and Santos 2001; Sánchez Díaz 2005; Rodríguez Gómez 2006) for individuals,
organizations, society and even nations (Wiig 1997; Saíz Álvarez 2013). The above, derived from the
transition to the so-called knowledge economy, characterized by globalization, the use of information
and communication technologies, experience and knowledge as a source of wealth (Boisier 2001;
Bueno Campos 2002), the market with changes, increased competition and increasingly demanding
customers (Ponce Álvarez 2009). In such a way, that only the organizations with greater reaction and
adaptability to the changes in the environment will be able to achieve success and remain (García del
Junco and Dutschke 2007).

This organizational knowledge can be managed according to the next models: Andersen or
organizational knowledge management, which favors the transmission of valuable information,
from workers to the organization and vice versa, in order to generate benefits for customers (De Freitas
and Guillermo 2014). The knowledge management assessment tool model focuses on facilitating the
management of it by sharing it, as well as coordinating the efforts in the organizations and giving
greater importance to facilitators such as leadership, culture, technology, processes and measurement
(Contreras and Huamani 2013). The Knowledge Management Model from KPMG Consulting, whose
purpose, according to Loggiodice Lattuf (2014), is the exhibition of the factors that condition the
learning capacity of an organization, as well as the expected results, in which all elements interact
and at the same time form a complex system. Finally, the Creation of Knowledge Model of Nonaka
and Takeuchi was raised to know how Japanese companies created the dynamics of innovation
(Lovera Aguilar 2009).

The last of the mentioned models states that knowledge is created in two spirals between
the interaction of both types of knowledge (tacit and explicit) during the phases of socialization,
externalization, combination and internalization (Contreras and Huamani 2013). Of these types of
knowledge, the first is personal, and therefore is difficult to formalize and communicate because it is
not easy to express it; on the other hand, explicit or codified knowledge can be transmitted by using
formal and systematic language, easy to communicate, share (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1999) and has
been captured in some tangible form as words, audio recordings or images (Dalkir 2011).

The management process consists of the acquisition, organization, use and dissemination of
knowledge (Bustelo Ruesta and Iglesias 2001; Suárez and Escorsa 2001; León Santos et al. 2006;
Bellinza et al. 2011), whose purpose is related to establishing mechanisms for the use and reuse of
this, both by individuals and groups of individuals within the organization (Ordoñez De Pablos 2001);
to increase business opportunities; improve communication, and present and future competitiveness;
to improve the performance and leadership of companies in their market (Nieves Lahaba and Santos 2001);
and also, to generate a technological platform that allows information and knowledge to be distributed
quickly and agilely (León Santos et al. 2006).

In this knowledge society, companies require a greater effort to obtain knowledge through the
generation of ideas that become innovation (Aranda Gutiérrez et al. 2010), since their management
directly impacts innovation and product improvement (Marulanda Echeverry et al. 2013). This can
begin by detecting market demands to identify differentiation factors that can be turned into sustainable
advantages (Auletta and Ojeda 2014), creating or increasing existing resources to produce wealth
(Drucker 2008) and concluding when the product or service developed is acquired by the client
(Varela Villegas 2008).

Innovation can be conceived as the capacity that companies must mobilize the knowledge
in the personnel, promoting new ideas (Acosta Prado and Fisher 2013) to turn them into new or
improved products, services or processes (Delgado Verde et al. 2013) that satisfy a market need
(Auletta and Ojeda 2014). It must be not only satisfactory but accepted and valued in a successful way
(de López 2011), generating value to the consumer, and at the same time, economic growth for the
organization (Iglesias Durán 2014).

These new and/or better ways of carrying out activities in a company can cover various aspects,
from offering new products or services, as well as improving their characteristics and forms of use
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(Iglesias Durán 2014); introducing new methods and processes of production or distribution (Palacios
Fierro et al. 2017); applying new organizational methods (García González 2012), and innovative
ways of promoting or marketing products or services (Revilla Gutiérrez 2001). These innovations
will emerge because there is a systematized work method (García González 2012) with a creativity
component (Gil Ruiz et al. 2008), which can be summarized in three stages: generating knowledge,
making the changes or new product, service or process, and carrying it out through commercialization
(Revilla Gutiérrez 2001).

In addition to the theoretical contributions, empirical work has been generated on knowledge
management in relation to competitiveness (Estrada and Dutrénit 2007; Ochoa et al. 2012; Tinoco
Gómez et al. 2014) and with business performance (Tarí Guilló and Fernández 2013). In these cases,
a close relationship was identified between both aspects. In relation to innovation, the sectors that
carry out the greatest innovations have been analyzed (Ruiz Porras and García 2016): the level of
innovation (Armenteros Acosta et al. 2012), its relationship with performance (Gálvez Albarracín and
de Lema 2012), as well as with social capital (Delgado Verde et al. 2013). When trying to explain
both variables, there are some noteworthy investigations that try to do so with other concepts or
complementary dimensions—in this sense, determining the maturity of knowledge management and
innovation from the perspective of performance (Alegre Vidal and Alcamí 2005; Arias Pérez 2012),
measuring technological knowledge resources and capabilities of an explicit and tacit nature with the
capacity for innovation (Díaz et al. 2006) and directly studying the relationship between knowledge
management and innovation (Cruz Reyes 2012; Moreno and Salgado 2011; Ojeda López et al. 2012;
Cuevas et al. 2014).

Knowledge management and innovation are key pieces for the success and development of
organizations. In such a changing environment, companies have the need to generate knowledge
which allows them to generate better products, services and processes, and thus create a competitive
advantage. These are issues of great importance, which in recent years have increased empirical
research, and can identify the relationship between both variables. These studies have identified
that there is a positive relationship between knowledge management and innovation, which
indicates that companies with innovation capacity are influenced by the way they manage their
knowledge (Alegre Vidal and Alcamí 2005; Díaz et al. 2006; Cruz Reyes 2012; Moreno and Salgado
2011; Cuevas et al. 2014). Both elements are strongly associated since the first is the main basis for
decision-making, continuous improvement in innovation processes (Valencia Bonilla et al. 2016),
and new management techniques are created to contribute to the dynamics of innovation (Ojeda López
et al. 2012; Ollivier Fierro and Parada 2013).

In all these cases, the business approach is mainly in the industrial trade and services sectors,
so that the primary sector is not addressed with these topics in particular, specifically in the agricultural
enterprises that directly impact the region’s economy. For this reason, their growth is of vital importance
to social well-being since it contributes to the generation of jobs. In the agricultural sector, the study of
these variables in the management field is incipient. Innovation has been studied in relation to other
topics, such as gender (Estébanez et al. 2016), productivity and technology (Tello 2016), crop selection
(Abebe et al. 2013), sustainability (Jiggins et al. 2014; Mircea 2008) and in both producers and small and
medium enterprises (Shiferaw et al. 2009; Vargas-Canales et al. 2018). Meanwhile, research focused on
knowledge and innovation can be encompassed from various perspectives, such as studies focused on
reflection and analysis of the relationship between both variables (O’Flynn 2017; Klerkx et al. 2012;
Rijswijk et al. 2019; Zahran et al. 2020), those whose priority is food security and sustainability (Hassen
and Bilali 2020; Chenu et al. 2018), and those that deal in some way with the relationship between
them on the European and African continent (Adolwa et al. 2017; Pascucci 2011; Klerkx and Leeuwis
2008; Fáziková and Melichová 2014).

Because of the importance of these two variables, as well as the sector, the objective of this study
is to determine the relationship between knowledge management and innovation in rural agricultural
organizations in the state of Sonora, northern Mexico. The document consists of the next sections:
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The materials and methods include the description of the subjects of study, the used instrument and
the procedure for the study. In the results and discussion, the most relevant findings of the relationship
between the study variables are presented: Knowledge management and innovation, as well as the
discussion of the results with the vision of other previous studies; finally, the derived conclusions from
the above.

2. Materials and Methods

The study was carried out in a rural production society, located in the municipality of Benito
Juarez, Sonora, Mexico, which is dedicated to the sale of fertilizer products, agrochemicals and
seeds, and essential implements for agricultural activity, integrated by 200 producers of the region.
This organization was selected as a case study because it is one of the largest in the region, dedicated to
the agricultural sector and has more than 100 members among individual farmers and companies. It was
decided to conduct a census to cover all members; however, a response rate of 45% was obtained with a
total of 91 farmers responding, who are mainly dedicated to the cultivation of basic grains such as wheat,
corn, chickpeas, beans, safflowers and soybeans, in a territorial extension of 12,000 hectares in the region
of the Valleys: Yaqui and Mayo. The study is quantitative, with a correlational scope. An instrument
was used to identify the actions carried out by the farmers in relation to the two variables mentioned,
conformed by 36 items, with a Likert scale from 1 to 5, in which 1 is “totally disagree” to 5, which is
“totally agree” (See Table 1).

Table 1. Table of variables.

Variables Items Dimension

Knowledge Management
1–6 Generation
7–10 Adaptation

11–15 Socialization

Phases Innovation

16–19 Introduction
20–25 Development
26–29 Research
30–36 Incubation

The questionnaire was applied through personalized interviews during the period of June–August.
Later, they were captured in the SPSS program, and a database was generated, which was verified
for possible errors related to data capture or lack of information. The descriptive analysis continued,
and tables were elaborated with combined information of the questions. The next step was the
reliability analysis, using Cronbach’s alpha (α), to measure the reliability and validity of the instrument;
then, the linear regression was analyzed through the elaboration of constructs with each one of the
variables and in this way, the regression was obtained through the method of bivariate linear regression;
consequently, a model of Durbin–Watson was obtained to measure the independence of the variables.
Finally, an analysis was elaborated to identify the bivariate correlations through Pearson’s method.

3. Results and Discussion

The companies under study show a relative balance between the two types of tax registration;
however, the enterprises registered as natural persons are slightly superior by eight percent. On the
other hand, according to the number of employees of most of the surveyed enterprises, they correspond
to a significantly higher value than micro-enterprises (See Table 2).
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Table 2. Type and size of companies.

Company Employees

Natural person 49; 54% 1 to 10 78; 86%
11 to 50 10; 11%

Legal entity 42; 46% More than 250 3; 3%

In relation to the ownership of the company, in 42% of them, there was a sole owner or, alternatively,
no relatives among them; however, when it came to deciding who worked in them, the vast majority of
them hired family members, so it can be said that 86% of them could be classified as family businesses
(See Table 3).

Table 3. Family owners and employees.

Family Owners with Each Other Relatives of the Owner(s) Who Work in the Company

0 42% 0 14%
1 or more 58% 1 86%

Over time, agriculture has been characterized as a job developed by the male gender, which
was corroborated in this work. The level of education reflects an interesting fact: all have obtained
formal education, since about 70% have studied at least high school, and some have even obtained
a postgraduate degree. The remaining percentage located in the others correspond to primary and
secondary level (See Table 4).

Table 4. Gender and academic level of directors.

Gender Academic Level

F 10; 11%

High School
31; 34%

Bachelor´s degree
30; 33%

M 81; 89%

Postgraduate
2; 2%

Others
28; 31%

The interviewed people in the research had different responsibilities within their companies.
Most respondents were the owners and president of the society; the latter corresponded to companies
registered as legal entities. In terms of the time that people performed their position within the
agricultural companies, they had greater participation than those who had more than 15 years in the
position (See Table 5).

Table 5. Seniority in the position.

Job Position Seniority in the Position

Owner 50; 55% 0–3 years 13; 14%
Director 27; 30% 4–7 years 10; 11%
Manager 8; 9% 8–11 years 9; 10%
Partner 3; 3% 12–15 years 6; 7%

Employee 3; 3% More than 15 years 53; 58%

The analysis was carried out to measure the degree of reliability and validity by checking the
reliability and internal consistency of the questionnaire, which was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha



Economies 2020, 8, 103 6 of 12

index (Cronbach 1951). In order to evaluate the values of the coefficients, according to George and
Mallery, cited by Frías Navarro (2014), the following values that describe the acceptance of reliability
were suggest: alpha coefficient <0.5 is unacceptable, alpha coefficient >0.5 is low, alpha coefficient >0.6
is questionable, alpha coefficient >0.7 is acceptable, alpha coefficient >0.8 is good, and alpha coefficient
>0.9 is excellent.

As can be seen in Table 6, the indicators were favorable with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.917 for the
knowledge management variable and 0.949 for the innovation variable, which represents an excellent
level of coefficient; thus, allowing greater confidence in the variables under study. The obtained results
support a favorable internal consistency.

Table 6. Reliability statistics.

Cronbach’s Alpha Cronbach’s Alpha
Typified Elements No. of Elements

Knowledge Management 0.917 0.925 15
Innovation 0.949 0.952 21

When the data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program
21 version, the results yielded a linear regression model with an R-squared of 0.469, meaning that there
is a 46% standardization by the results in a positive way. A model was generated from the variables,
which shows that innovation depends on knowledge management at 46%. It can also be shown that a
Durbin–Watson model was generated, which allows us to measure the independence of the variables.
As shown in Table 7, the Durbin–Watson indicator was 2. 206, meaning there is no self-correlation
between the variables, and according to the theory, it should be in a range greater than 1.28 and less
than 2.5 (Hanke and Wichern 2006).

Table 7. Model summary.

Model R R-Squared Corrected
R-Squared

Standard
Error of the
Estimation

Statistics of Change Durbin-
WatsonChange in

R-Squared
Change

in F gl1 gl2 Sign. Change
in F

1 0.685a 0.469 0.463 0.51141 0.469 77.699 1 88 0.000 2.206

a. predictive variables: (constant), knowledge management.

As shown in Table 8, the generated model is significant because the significance within the
ANOVA table indicates that the variables are linearly related, and it has a value in the model of 0.000,
which is below 0.05.

Table 8. ANOVA.

Model Suma of
Squares gl Root Mean

Square F Sig.

1
Regression 20.321 1 20.321 77.699 0.000b
Residual 23.015 88 0.262

Total 43.336 89

a. dependent variable: innovation. b. predictive variables: (constant), knowledge management.

As can be seen in Table 9, regarding the correlation of the two variables under study, there is a
positive and significant correlation coefficient with a coefficient of 0.685, which allows us to establish
that 68% of the independent variable of knowledge management is related to the dependent variable
of innovation; therefore, it is important there is good knowledge management to increase innovation;
it will allow companies in the agricultural sector greater benefits, when taking advantage of the human
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capital of the company, as well as generating greater innovation, which directly impacts on improving
productivity, services and products thus becoming more competitive.

Table 9. Correlations.

Management Innovation

Management 1 0.685 **
Innovation 1

** The correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (bilateral).

The results are similar to previous studies on the existence of this relationship and above all with
the importance of both variables in the agricultural activities (Adolwa et al. 2017; Chenu et al. 2018;
Fáziková and Melichová 2014; Hassen and Bilali 2020; Klerkx and Leeuwis 2008; Klerkx et al. 2012;
O’Flynn 2017; Pascucci 2011; Rijswijk et al. 2019; Zahran et al. 2020).

4. Conclusions

Based on the presented findings, it can be stated the existence of a positive and significant
relationship between knowledge management and innovation in companies in the agricultural sector;
in addition, the higher the level of knowledge management, the higher the level of innovation in
the mentioned companies. It coincides with what was mentioned in the initial part of this study,
with references from previous research, in which a close, positive and significant relationship between
these two variables is evident. This leads to the development of better ways of working and taking
advantage of the opportunities that arise in the market in order to remain or increase participation in it.

It has been mentioned that the generation, adaptation and socialization of knowledge contributes
to improving the ways of working of a company, allowing to obtain better results through the reduction
of costs, implementing processes, products and innovative services that allow the growth of the
organization, and managing the internal and external knowledge impacts on the innovations. It could
be thought to result in an impact in the competitiveness of the company, and at the same time in its
results (Acosta Prado and Fisher 2013; Cuevas et al. 2014); nevertheless, Bernal Torres et al. (2012)
mention that these activities are not related to the competitiveness of the companies, that is, there is no
relationship between these variables and the improvement of the companies. This statement generates
new concerns and proposals for future research in relation to the results and impacts.

As a future line of research, it is recommended to develop new research in the agricultural
sector, where the relationship of knowledge management and innovation with the productivity of the
companies is established, as well as to deepen the role of the family in the companies of this sector,
due to the fact that a great number of family-type companies were found in the results.
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Mircea, Adrian Grigoraş. 2008. Integrating Local Knowledge and Local Innovation with Development Policies for
a Sustainable Agriculture. Journal of Central European Agriculture 9: 635–40. [CrossRef]

Nieves Lahaba, Yadira, and Magda León Santos. 2001. La gestión del conocimiento: Una nueva perspectiva en la
gerencia de las organizaciones. ACIMED 9: 121–26. Available online: http://scielo.sld.cu/scielo.php?script=
sci_abstract&pid=S1024-94352001000200004 (accessed on 24 April 2020).

Nonaka, Ikujiro, and Hirotaka Takeuchi. 1999. La Organización Creadora de Conocimiento: Cómo las Compañías
Japonesas Crean la Dinámica de la Innovación. Ciudad de México: Oxford University Press. Available
online: https://eva.fcs.edu.uy/pluginfile.php/86017/mod_resource/content/1/Nonaka%20y%20Takeuchi_
cap%203.pdf (accessed on 27 March 2020).

O’Flynn, Patricia. 2017. From Knowledge to Invention: Exploring User Innovation in Irish Agriculture. Milton
Keynes: The Open University. Available online: https://t-stor.teagasc.ie/handle/11019/1521 (accessed on
25 September 2020).

Ochoa, Ruiz Josefina, Elva L. Parada Ruiz, and María L. Verdugo Tapia. 2012. La gestión del conocimiento
como factor de competitividad en las pequeñas y medianas empresas. Revista de Investigación en Ciencias
y Administración 7. Available online: https://inceptum.umich.mx/index.php/inceptum/article/view/245
(accessed on 20 March 2020).

Ojeda López, Ruth N., Jennifer Mul Encalada, and Olivia Jiménez Diez. 2012. Gestión del conocimiento e
innovación en empresas del sector servicios en Yucatán, México. Global Conference on Business & Finance
Proceedings 7. Available online: http://eprints.uanl.mx/6150/1/6.%20ISSN-1931-0285-V7-N2-2012%20Costa%
20Rica.pdf#page=1100 (accessed on 25 April 2020).

https://es.scribd.com/doc/307056273/Pronosticos-en-Los-Negocios-John-E-Hanke-y-Dean-W-Wichern
https://es.scribd.com/doc/307056273/Pronosticos-en-Los-Negocios-John-E-Hanke-y-Dean-W-Wichern
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-95675-6_86
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/72046045.pdf
http://www.inegi.org.mx/est/contenidos/proyectos/cn/pibo/default.aspx
http://www.inegi.org.mx/sistemas/bie/CuadrosEstadisticos/GeneraCuadro.aspx?s=est&nc=1564&e=26&c=30214
http://www.inegi.org.mx/sistemas/bie/CuadrosEstadisticos/GeneraCuadro.aspx?s=est&nc=1564&e=26&c=30214
http://dx.doi.org/10.5367/oa.2014.0180
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2007.10.001
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/43538567.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-5436.2012.00363.x
http://scielo.sld.cu/scielo.php?script=sci_abstract&pid=S1024-94352006000200008&lng=es&nrm=iso
http://scielo.sld.cu/scielo.php?script=sci_abstract&pid=S1024-94352006000200008&lng=es&nrm=iso
https://www.redalyc.org/pdf/737/73711658012.pdf
https://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=4546794
http://dx.doi.org/10.5513/jcea.v9i4.715
http://scielo.sld.cu/scielo.php?script=sci_abstract&pid=S1024-94352001000200004
http://scielo.sld.cu/scielo.php?script=sci_abstract&pid=S1024-94352001000200004
https://eva.fcs.edu.uy/pluginfile.php/86017/mod_resource/content/1/Nonaka%20y%20Takeuchi_cap%203.pdf
https://eva.fcs.edu.uy/pluginfile.php/86017/mod_resource/content/1/Nonaka%20y%20Takeuchi_cap%203.pdf
https://t-stor.teagasc.ie/handle/11019/1521
https://inceptum.umich.mx/index.php/inceptum/article/view/245
http://eprints.uanl.mx/6150/1/6.%20ISSN-1931-0285-V7-N2-2012%20Costa%20Rica.pdf#page=1100
http://eprints.uanl.mx/6150/1/6.%20ISSN-1931-0285-V7-N2-2012%20Costa%20Rica.pdf#page=1100


Economies 2020, 8, 103 11 of 12

Ollivier Fierro, Juan Oscar, and Ana Ordóñez Parada. 2013. La influencia de la Gestión del Conocimiento en la
Innovación en Empresas Mexicanas. XVIII Congreso Internacional de Contaduría, Administración e Informática.
Available online: http://132.248.164.227/congreso/docs/xviii/docs/2.08.pdf (accessed on 26 February 2020).

Ordoñez De Pablos, P. 2001. La gestión del conocimiento como base para el logro de una ventaja competitiva
sostenible: La organización occidental versus japonesa. Investigaciones Europeas de Dirección y economía de la
Empresa 7: 91–108. Available online: https://dialnet.unirioja.es/descarga/articulo/206171.pdf (accessed on
5 February 2020).

Osorio Núñez, Maritza. 2003. El capital intelectual en la gestión del conocimiento. ACIMED 11. Available online:
http://eprints.rclis.org/5038/ (accessed on 16 March 2020).

Palacios Fierro, Andrés, Patricio Arévalo Chávez, and Jorge G. Lan. 2017. Tipología de la Innovación Empresarial
según Manual de Oslo. CienciAmérica 6: 97–102. Available online: http://cienciamerica.uti.edu.ec/openjournal/
index.php/uti/article/view/76 (accessed on 11 February 2020).

Pascucci, Stefano. 2011. The Effects of Changing Regional Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation System on
Italian Farmers Strategies. Agricultural Systems 104: 746–54. [CrossRef]

Ponce Álvarez, Ana A. 2009. Fundamentos de la gestión del conocimiento. Revista Contribuciones a las Ciencias
Sociales. Available online: https://www.eumed.net/rev/cccss/06/aapa.htm (accessed on 21 January 2020).

Revilla Gutiérrez, Elena. 2001. Innovación Tecnológica. Ideas Básicas. Madrid: Fundación Cotec. Available online:
https://studylib.es/doc/5404893/innovaci%C3%B3n-tecnol%C3%B3gica.-ideas-b%C3%A1sicas (accessed on
19 February 2020).

Rijswijk, Kelly, Laurens Klerkx, and James A. Turner. 2019. Digitalisation in the New Zealand Agricultural
Knowledge and Innovation System: Initial Understandings and Emerging Organisational Responses to
Digital Agriculture. NJAS—Wageningen Journal of Life Sciences 90–91: 100313. [CrossRef]

Rodríguez Gómez, David. 2006. Modelos para la creación y gestión del conocimiento: Una aproximación teórica.
Educar 37: 25–39. Available online: https://ddd.uab.cat/pub/educar/0211819Xn37/0211819Xn37p25.pdf
(accessed on 9 March 2020).

Ruiz Porras, Antonio, and Juan C. Zagaceta García. 2016. La innovación en las empresas mexicanas de servicios:
Un análisis a nivel de sectores, subsectores y ramas económicas. Análisis Económico 31: 29–45. Available
online: https://www.redalyc.org/pdf/413/41344590003.pdf (accessed on 13 March 2020).

Saíz Álvarez, José Manuel. 2013. Ética, capital intelectual y gestión del conocimiento. Revista Escuela de
Administración de Negocios 73: 44–58. Available online: http://www.scielo.org.co/pdf/ean/n73/n73a04.pdf
(accessed on 18 December 2019).

Sánchez Díaz, Marlery. 2005. Breve inventario de los modelos para la gestión del conocimiento en las organizaciones.
ACIMED 13. Available online: http://scielo.sld.cu/scielo.php?pid=S1024-94352005000600006&script=sci_
abstract&tlng=es (accessed on 17 February 2020).

Shiferaw, Bekele A., Julius Okello, and Ratna V. Reddy. 2009. Adoption and Adaptation of Natural Resource
Management Innovations in Smallholder Agriculture: Reflections on Key Lessons and Best Practices.
Environment, Development and Sustainability 11: 601–19. [CrossRef]

Suárez, J., and P. Escorsa. 2001. Consideraciones sobre la interrelación entre la gestión del conocimiento y la
gestión de la innovación. Pastos y Forrajes 24. Available online: https://payfo.ihatuey.cu/index.php?journal=
pasto&page=article&op=view&path%5B%5D=915 (accessed on 10 April 2020).

Tarí Guilló, Juan J., and Mariano García Fernández. 2013. ¿Puede la gestión del conocimiento influir en los
resultados empresariales? Cuaderno de Gestión 13. [CrossRef]

Tello, Mario. 2016. Productividad, Capacidad Tecnológica y de Innovación y Difusión Tecnológica En La
Agricultura Comercial Moderna En El Perú: Un Análisis Exploratorio Regional. Economía 33: 103–44.
[CrossRef]

Tinoco Gómez, Oscar R., Julio A. Salas Bacalla, and Félix E. Tinoco Ángeles. 2014. Gestión del conocimiento y
su incidencia en la competitividad empresarial de las Mypes del sector textil y de confecciones en Lima
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