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Abstract: Developing social capital and intellectual capital is critical to enhancing knowledge management (KM) 
and innovation. Social capital relates to KM as it provides access to new sources of knowledge, with each 
dimension of social capital having different effects on knowledge exchange. The amount of knowledge gathered 
over time and the use of communication technologies is essential to understand the role knowledge plays in 
social capital innovation, also referred to as intellectual capital. 
 
Social capital and intellectual capital are regarded as factors needed to enhance KM amongst agri-food business 
support programmes. Limited research to date has explored how intellectual capital is linked to each dimension 
of social capital. Current qualitative research being conducted in this PhD aims to contribute to this body of 
knowledge. This paper will include preliminary results from pilot study research. Initial interview and observation 
findings suggest that bonding social capital and intellectual capital lead to enhanced knowledge exchange and 
therefore increased innovation capabilities. The findings from this research will be beneficial to agri-food 
businesses, agriculture support programmes, training programmes, farmers, and governing bodies and will aid 
understanding into social capital and its benefits for knowledge exchange and innovation. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The value of social capital for innovation has been widely acknowledged within the literature (King et al., 2019; 
Tura and Harmaakorpi, 2005; Fine, 2001). It has been identified that social capital leads to economic growth, 
innovation capabilities, knowledge exchange, regional development, and improved trust (Hasan et al., 2020; Lins 
et al., 2017; Lewis, 2010; Smith et al., 2017; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Despite this, limited research has 
explored how social capital is developed in different contexts (Cofré- Bravo et al., 2019; Murphy et al., 2016). In 
particular, it could be suggested that farmers who are often located in rural contexts may have less opportunities 
to develop their social capital and innovation capabilities due to locational based disadvantages, lack of support 
or restrictions of freedoms (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998; Portes, 1998). Within rural regions, business support 
programmes have been identified as a key mechanism to improve and create social capital relationships using 
peer-to-peer learning and advisory support (Faure et al., 2019; Garforth et al., 2003). However, much remains 
unknown on how business support programmes develop social capital, and how this consequently leads to 
increased innovation capacity and/or knowledge exchange (Fisher, 2016; Murphy, 2016). This calls for more 
research which explores how different types of social capital (i.e., bridging, bonding and linking) can have value 
for farmers and on-farm innovation (Cofré-Bravo et al., 2019). To contribute to the body of knowledge in this 
field, the aim of this paper is to investigate the role that business support programmes have in encouraging 
social capital and collaborative approaches within agri-food and farming specifically. 
 
This research is part of a larger PhD study and aims to contribute new insights into how social capital is developed 
in the rural, farming contexts and the mediating role social capital might have in relation to farmer innovation 
capabilities. The paper will begin by discussing the role of social capital for innovation, then the role of business 
support programmes will be explored. A conceptual model will then be presented which forms the basis of the 
empirical analysis. The findings of a pilot study will then be presented, and the key contributions will be outlined. 
 
 
2.0 Theoretical Development 
 

2.1 Social capital and innovation capabilities 
 

From the literature, there is no one clear, undisputed meaning of social capital, where most definitions are 
conceptual and complex in nature (Lang and Fink, 2019) and challenges exist in defining the elements of social 
capital (Bhandari and Yasunobu, 2009). Definitions vary depending on the discipline and conceptual nature of 
social capital in practice. The concept is used at the micro and macro levels, spanning across disciplines such as 
sociology, economics, management, political science, and health science (Bernardi, Huinink and Settersten, 
2019). 
 
Definitions focus on relations between actors (Teilmann, 2012), the structure of relations and types of linkages 
(Clark, 2010). Furthermore, authors identify different types and characteristics of social capital. Putnam’s (1995, 
pp.67) definition is widely cited where social capital is defined as: 
 

“Features of social organisation such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate coordination 
and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam, 1995, pp.67). 

 
This definition is deemed to be fitting towards this research, where business support programmes aim to work 
collaboratively with agri-food business owners to enhance their capabilities for creating mutual benefit 
(Levdokymov et al., 2020). 
 
These actors then create social capital through various forms (macro, meso, micro) and on different scales 
(bonds, bridges, linkages) which work collectively with types of social capital (structural, cognitive, relational). 
Each type of social capital has key aspects, for example, structural social capital has aspects of network ties, 
structural holes, and tie strength. These factors can lead to varying levels of social capital achieved (Aral and 
Walker, 2014). 
 
Research identifies numerous outcomes of social capital, which can be both positive and negative and occur at 
different levels. Social capital must have well established foundations in order to achieve positive outcomes 



 
 

(Lewis, 2010). Social capital can support rural areas in regional development through social capital stimulation. 
A major outcome of social capital is economic growth. This outcome is recognised by the World Bank and 
regarded as a benefit for stimulating social capital (Dasgupta, 2000; Woolcock and Nararyan, 2000; Durlauf and 
Fafchamps, 2004). 
 
Knowledge exchange is also achieved through accumulation of social capital and intellectual capital. This is 
considered the most important resource for agri-food businesses to stay competitive and create new 
opportunities (Grant, 1996). However, transferring knowledge successfully can be difficult due to a variety of 
factors (Easterby-Smith, Lyles, & Tsang, 2008). Information is assumed to circulate through social ties where an 
actor gains access to resources through social interaction (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998). Social interaction, also 
known as structural social capital, builds and forms social ties to increase contacts (Lee, 2009). Social interactions 
positively affect knowledge exchange, enhancing the learning network. Thus, the greater network social 
interaction, the greater knowledge exchange (Lefebvre et al. 2016). Knowledge exchange will be further 
discussed in section 2.2 below. 
 
Innovation capability is deemed an outcome of social capital and is defined as an individual’s potential to 
innovate (Saunila and Ukko, 2012). The ability to innovate is critical to the growth, success and competitive 
advantage of firms and individuals (Muller at al., 2005; Ukko et al., 2016). Strategy and innovation activities 
harvest a shared vision of innovation, essential in creating innovation capabilities (Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008). 
These capabilities include transforming ideas into products, processes or systems which will ultimately provide 
benefits (Lerro et al., 2009). Innovation capabilities have been defined as “the ability to mould and manage 
multiple capabilities'” (Lawson and Samson, 2001, pp. 380). 
 
Other outcomes of social capital include sustainable development, regional development, and intellectual 
capital. However, social capital does not always produce desirable outcomes, the dark sides of social capital can 
also occur (Putzel, 1997; Zmerli, 2010). Negative outcomes of social capital include involvement in criminal 
groups or endangering an individual’s opportunities (Lewis, 2010; Zmerli, 2010). 
 

2.2 Knowledge transfer 
 
Knowledge exchange is seen as an outcome of social capital but is also needed for programmes, advisors, and 
farmers to transfer knowledge throughout engagement activities. Once knowledge has been transferred 
amongst actors via social capital, innovation capability occurs, this can happen in various ways through product, 
service, process, market, and management practices (Rajapathirana and Hui, 2018). 
 
Knowledge exchange is an important part of social capital. Intellectual property is a valuable economic resource 
providing the opportunity for support programmes and actors to improve their knowledge base, increasing 
competitive advantage (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998; Subramaniam and Youndt, 2005). Enhanced knowledge 
exchange amongst actors and networks can ultimately lead to coordination of new activities, introduction of 
products to the market or new innovative technologies (Boschma and Ter Wal, 2007). According to Scharmer 
(2001), there are three forms of knowledge, referred to as explicit, tacit, and potential. Explicit knowledge is 
thought of as knowledge that is easy to share or write down, implicit knowledge is considered as skills that are 
transferable from one network to another, while tacit knowledge is gained from personal experiences and is the 
most difficult to express (Alexander, 2018). 
 
The literature on knowledge exchange and social capital has considered how knowledge flows through network 
actors and how new knowledge is introduced within each network (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998; Adler and 
Kwon, 2002; Moran, 2005). In exploring knowledge exchange from a social capital perspective, a network 
approach is taken, arguing that social relationships and networks can influence the ability to access, transfer and 
apply knowledge, leading to absorptive capacity (Díez-Vial and Montoro-Sánchez 2014). 
 

2.3 The role of rural advisory services 
 

Rural advisory services vary depending on the management of each project, objectives and content provided 
(Lamm et al., 2017). Various studies have indicated a level of competition as opposed to collaboration and 
coordination between rural business support programmes (Faure et al., 2019). It is critical for business support 
programmes to help shape social capital to aid farmers to develop their networks, which can then in turn aid 



 
 

knowledge transfer and on-farm agriculture innovation (Cofré-Bravo et al., 2019). Trust is an important 
characteristic between actors, knowledge exchange and innovation to ensure the interaction is smooth (Cerf et 
al., 2017; Faure et al., 2019; Rijswijk and Brazendale, 2017). 
 
Advisors’ roles, characteristics and skills vary within each support programme. Advisor characteristics include 
being a good communicator, possessing technical knowledge and analytical and persuasion skills, relationship 
focused and having initiative. However, each advisor has different characteristics and skills, making it difficult 
for a farmer to adapt and build relationships with new advisors (Hejnowicz et al., 2016). 
 
Farmers can be categorised as: Pro-activists, do-it-yourselfers, wait-and-see-ers and reclusive traditionalists 
(Klerkx et al., 2017). These categories are used to describe adoption levels, for example innovators and early 
adopters tend to be more proactive and likely to adapt well to change. However, these categories do not capture 
the advisor/client relationship and the various ways farmers can engage with advice and information by using 
social capital (Klerkx et al., 2017). 
 

 
3.0 Conceptual Framework 
Based on a review of relevant literature on social capital, intellectual capital, knowledge exchange and business 
support programmes, and the application of this to a rural context, an initial conceptual framework (Figure One) 
has been developed. This framework will form the basis of empirical research into the presence of social capital 
in advisor-client relationships. 
 

 
 
 

As can be seen in Figure one, the knowledge transfer process centres around rural advisory programmes, and 
the interaction between advisor and farmer/client actors. The entire framework sits within the AKIS (Agricultural 
Knowledge and Innovation Systems) ecosystem. Programmes, advisors and farmers are at the heart of the 
innovation system and are needed to support modernisation, innovation, and knowledge flows (D’avino, 2019). 
The AKIS concept encourages a systematic view of complex structures which make up a functioning knowledge 
exchange network among various actors in society (Knierim et al., 2015). The actors within AKIS interact to 
generate various forms of social capital. Consideration must also be given to the antecedents and challenges in 
developing social capital and innovation capabilities and possible outcomes, listed outside the ecosystem. These 
outcomes have been discussed earlier in this paper (see section 2.1). 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1 Conceptual Framework 



 
 

4.0 Method 
 
This research employs a qualitative, inductive methodology to achieve the research aim (to contribute to new 
insights into how social capital is developed in rural, farm contexts and to analyse the mediating role social 
capital might have on farmers innovation capabilities). A qualitative exploratory inductive approach is adopted 
due to a lack of prior research into the role of farmers and advisors in developing social capital and knowledge 
exchange (Kepes and McDaniel, 2013). Exploratory research is useful for problems which are not easily defined 
(Saunders et al., 2012). Jebb et al. (2016) identifies that inductive research is useful for theory building in 
underexplored contexts. The initial data collection to date has involved semi-structured interviews, 
observations, and document analysis. These tools are triangulated to increase quality and validity of data 
(Golafshani, 2015; Carter et al., 2014). This project is part of a larger PhD study which will use multiple case 
studies, but for the purpose of this paper, the results from a pilot study are presented. 

The pilot study selected a European Partnership Programme (EIP) based on the profile of respondents and 
programme aims and objectives. Further selected cases will be heterogeneous, while sharing similar macro-
environmental conditions within a clearly defined institutional and geographic context (Miller, 2011; Linton and 
Kask, 2017). This will facilitate comparison and theory development for findings to be “information rich” 
(Saunders et al., 2016). 

A breakdown of interview types and numbers can be found in Table one. Interviews were held with participants, 
co-ordinators, funders, and other actors within the AKIS Ecosystem of the programme. This provided a holistic 
view of the case. Interview questions were influenced by the conceptual framework, structured around topics 
relevant to the study. This enabled the interviewer to obtain more in-depth knowledge and provide valuable 
data (Saunders et al., 2016). The semi-structured approach allows various themes to be discussed and allows 
flexibility to add further questions (Yin, 2014). Ideally, interviews will be carried out in a longitudinal approach, 
however, due to the scattered timeframes of programmes, repeat interviews and critical incident technique may 
be used. 
 
Table 1 Interview Structure 

Interviewee Type Number of interviewees 

Programme participants 5  

Programme co-ordinators 2  

Programme funders 1  

Other actors/stakeholders (e.g., 
agricultural trade bodies). 

1  

 
4.1 Data analysis 
 
Data analysis was conducted at the pilot individual case level, becoming familiar with the sets of data before a 
cross-case pattern approach will be applied within the main study. This method was chosen as it mobilises 
knowledge, compares cases and produces new knowledge (Khan and VanWynsberghe, 2008). Gioia et al’s. 
(2014) coding process is followed, resulting in first order categories, second order themes and aggregate 
dimensions, providing clarity on data structure and ensuring information richness. NVivo is used to assist with 
management and analysis of data. 
 
5.0 Discussion of findings 

 
Interviews from the pilot study were recorded, transcribed, and coded both manually and through the use of 
NVivo 12. Open inductive coding was used which resulted in the researcher extracting empirically driven codes 
from the transcription. This has been outlined in a codebook and can be found in Table 2 



 
 

Table 2 NVivo Codebook 

 
 

The findings resulted in the identification of five key themes, namely, advisor knowledge, Covid-19 implications 
on network building, outcomes of programme relationships, participant innovation levels and peer-to-peer 
learning. Each of the themes and corresponding subthemes were found to have varying impacts on knowledge 
exchange, the building of trust between programme advisor and participants, and innovation adoption levels. 
Themes, subthemes and supporting quotes have been outlined in Figure 2. 
 
 



 
 

 
Figure 2 Outline of themes, subthemes and supporting quotes for pilot study. 

The key findings from the pilot study is consistent with themes identified from the literature review, and which 
informed the conceptual model (figure one). The findings address gaps in knowledge around the various types 
of social capital and their value for innovation. Murphy et al., (2016) and Fisher (2016) describe the uncertainty 
of business support programme’s ability to develop strong social capital whereas these pilot study findings 
indicate that 3 participants have developed close bonding relationships within the programme, 4 have 
established a trustworthy relationship with their advisor and 3 have increased their innovation capabilities from 
the programme. The findings begin to address gaps in knowledge on how bonding, linking, and bridging social 
capital can lead to innovation (Cofré-Bravo et al., 2019). They reveal the various types of relationships farmers 
have with their advisors, ultimately leading to intellectual capital. Further exploration is needed in the main 
study to fully understand what types of innovation are adopted from various categories of social capital. 
 

6. Conclusion 
This aim of this paper was to investigate the role that business support programmes in developing social capital 
and collaborative approaches among farmer clients. The paper considers the accumulation of social capital and 
intellectual capital and its effect on knowledge exchange. The paper has presented a conceptual framework and 
pilot study findings, which will inform further data collection and investigation. In the next stage of the research, 
six support programmes in the AKIS network (in Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland) will be studied. 
Data collection methods will again include interviews and observations with programme participants and 
brokers/advisers of support programmes along with documentary analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
7. References 

 
Adler, P.S. and Kwon, S. (2002) Social Capital: Prospects for a New Concept. The Academy of Management 
Review, [online] 27(1), pp.17–40.  
 
Alexander, R. (2018) Tacit, Explicit, and Implicit Knowledge: Definitions and Examples. [online] Bloomfire.  

Aral, S. and Walker, D. (2014) Tie Strength, Embeddedness, and Social Influence: A Large-Scale Networked 
Experiment. Management Science, 60(6), pp.1352–1370. 

Bernardi, L., Huinink, J. and Settersten, R.A. (2019) The life course cube: A tool for studying lives. Advances in 
Life Course Research, 41, p.100258. 

Bhandari, H. and Yasunobu, K. (2009) What is Social Capital? A Comprehensive Review of the Concept. Asian 
Journal of Social Science, 37(3), pp.480–510. 

Boschma, R.A. and ter Wal, A.L.J. (2007) Knowledge Networks and Innovative Performance in an Industrial 
District: The Case of a Footwear District in the South of Italy. Industry & Innovation, 14(2), pp.177–199. 

Carter, N., Bryant-Lukosius, D., DiCenso, A., Blythe, J. and Neville, A.J. (2014). The use of triangulation in 
qualitative research. Oncology nursing forum, 41(5), pp.545–7. doi:10.1188/14.ONF.545-547. 

Cerf, M., Bail, L.E., Lusson, J.M., Omon, B. (2017) Contrasting intermediation practices in various advisory service 
networks in the case of the French Ecophyto plan. J. Agric. Educ,  (23), 231–244. 
 
Clark, L. (2010) Seeing the social capital in agricultural innovation systems: using SNA to visualise bonding and 
bridging ties in rural communities. Knowledge Management for Development Journal, 6(3), pp.206–218. 

Cofré-Bravo, G., Klerkx, L. and Engler, A. (2019) Combinations of bonding, bridging, and linking social capital for 
farm innovation: How farmers configure different support networks. Journal of Rural Studies, 69, pp.53–64. 

D’avino, A. (2019) The Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation System (AKIS) under the new CAP AKIS, farm advice 
and networking for innovation networX event -12 April 2019 Alberto D’AVINO European Commission DG 
Agriculture and Rural Development Unit B2 -Research and Innovation.  

Dasgupta, P. and Ismail Serageldin (2000) Social capital : a multifaceted perspective. Washington, D.C.: World 
Bank. 

Díez-Vial, I. and Montoro-Sánchez, Á. (2014) Social capital as a driver of local knowledge exchange: a social 
network analysis. Knowledge Management Research & Practice, 12(3), pp.276–288. 

Durlauf, S.N. and Fafchamps, M. (2004) Social capital. Cambridge (Ma): Nber. 

Easterby-Smith, M., Lyles, M.A. and Tsang, E.W.K. (2008) Inter-Organizational Knowledge Transfer: Current 
Themes and Future Prospects. Journal of Management Studies, [online] 45(4), pp.677–690.  

Faure, G., Knierim, A., Koutsouris, A., Ndah, H.T., Audouin, S., Zarokosta, E., Wielinga, E., Triomphe, B., Mathé, 
S., Temple, L. and Heanue, K. (2019) How to Strengthen Innovation Support Services in Agriculture with Regard 
to Multi-Stakeholder Approaches. Journal of Innovation Economics, 28(1), p.145. 

Fine, B. (2001) Social Capital Vs Social Theory: Political Economy and Social Science at the Turn of the Millennium. 
Routledge, London. 
 
Fisher, R. (2016) ‘A gentleman’s handshake’: The role of social capital and trust in transforming information into 
usable knowledge. Journal of Rural Studies, 31, pp.13–22. 
 



 
 

Garforth, C., Angell, B., Archer, J. and Green, K. (2003) Fragmentation or creative diversity? Options in the 
provision of land management advisory services. Land Use Policy, 20(4), pp.323–333. 
 
Gioia, D.A., Corley, K.G. and Hamilton, A.L. (2013). Seeking Qualitative Rigor in Inductive 
Research. Organizational Research Methods, 16(1), pp.15–31.  

Golafshani, N. (2015). Understanding Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Research. The Qualitative Report, 
8(4).  

Grant, R.M. (1996) Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17(S2), 
pp.109–122. 

Hasan, I., He, Q. and Lu, H. (2020) The impact of social capital on economic attitudes and outcomes. Journal of 
International Money and Finance [online], 108, p.102162. 

Khan, S. and VanWynsberghe, R. (2008). Cultivating the Under-Mined: Cross-Case Analysis as Knowledge 
Mobilization. The Analysis, Self-Reflection and Shaping of Professional Work, 9(1).  

King, B., Fielke, S., Bayne, K., Klerkx, L. and Nettle, R. (2019) Navigating shades of social capital and trust to 
leverage opportunities for rural innovation. Journal of Rural Studies, 68, pp.123–134. 
 
Klerkx, L., Petter Stræte, E., Kvam, G.-T., Ystad, E. and Butli Hårstad, R.M. (2017) Achieving best-fit configurations 
through advisory subsystems in AKIS: case studies of advisory service provisioning for diverse types of farmers 
in Norway. The Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension, 23(3), pp.213–229. 

Knierim, A., Boenning, K., Caggiano, M., Cristóvão, A., Dirimanova, V., Koehnen, T., Labarthe, P. and Prager, K. 
(2015) The AKIS Concept and its Relevance in Selected EU Member States. Outlook on Agriculture, 44(1), pp.29–
36. 

Lamm, K.W., Lamm, A.J., Davis, K. and Swaroop, B.J. (2017) Identifying Knowledge Management Capacity Needs 
of Rural Advisory Service Networks. Journal of International Agricultural and Extension Education, 24(2), pp.93–
106. 

Lang, R. and Fink, M. (2019) Rural social entrepreneurship: The role of social capital within and across 
institutional levels. Journal of Rural Studies, 70, pp.155–168. 

Lawson, B. and Samson, D. (2001) Developing innovation capability in organisations: a dynamic capabilities 
approach. International journal of innovation management, 05(03), pp.377–400. 

Lee, R. (2009) Social capital and business and management: Setting a research agenda. International Journal of 
Management Reviews, 11(3), pp.247–273. 

Lefebvre, V.M., Sorenson, D., Henchion, M. and Gellynck, X. (2016) Social capital and knowledge sharing 
performance of learning networks. International Journal of Information Management, 36(4), pp.570–579. 

Lerro, A., Linzalone, R. and Schiuma, G. (2009) Modelling organisational innovation capability: a knowledge‐
based approach, Proceedings of the 4th IFKAD. 
 
Levdokymov, V., Lehenchuk, S., Zakharov, D., Andrusiv, U., Usatenko, O. and Kovalenko, L. (2020) Social capital 
measurement based on “The value explorer” method. Management Science Letters, pp.1161–1168. 
 
Lins, K.V., Servaes, H. and Tamayo, A. (2017) Social Capital, Trust, and Firm Performance: The Value Of Corporate 
Social Responsibility During The Financial Crisis. The Journal Of Finance, 72(4), Pp.1785–1824. 

Linton, G. and Kask, J. (2017). Configurations of entrepreneurial orientation and competitive strategy for high 
performance. Journal of Business Research, 70, pp.168–176. doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.08.022. 



 
 

Moran, P. (2005) Structural vs. relational embeddedness: social capital and managerial performance. Strategic 
Management Journal, 26(12), pp.1129–1151. 

Muller, A., Välikangas, L. and Merlyn, P. (2005) Metrics for innovation: guidelines for developing a customized 
suite of innovation metrics. Strategy & Leadership, 33(1), pp.37–45. 

Murphy, L., Huggins, R. and Thompson, P. (2016) Social capital and innovation: A comparative analysis of regional 
policies. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, [online] 34(6), pp.1025–1057.  

Nahapiet, J. and Ghoshal, S. (1998) Social Capital, Intellectual Capital, and the Organizational Advantage. The 
Academy of Management Review, 23(2), pp.242–266. 

Portes, A. (1998) Social capital: its origin and applications in modern sociology. Annual Review of Sociology, 24, 
pp. 1–24. 

Portes, A. and Landolt, P. (1996) The downside of social capital. vtechworks.lib.vt.edu. [online] Available at: 
http://hdl.handle.net/10919/67453 [Accessed 17 Feb. 2021]. 

Putnam, R. (1995) Bowling alone: America’s declining social capital. Journal of Democracy, 6(65-78). 

Putzel, J. (1997) Policy arena accounting for the ‘dark side’ of social capital: reading Robert Putnam on 
democracy. Journal of International Development 9 (7), 939. 

Rajapathirana, R.P.J. and Hui, Y. (2018) Relationship between innovation capability, innovation type, and firm 
performance. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 3(1), pp.44–55. 

Rijswijk, K. and Brazendale, R. (2017) Innovation networks to stimulate public and private sector collaboration 
for advisory services innovation and coordination: the case of pasture performance issues in the New Zealand 
dairy industry. J. Agric. Educ. Ex, 23. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. & Thronhill, A. (2012). Research Methods for Business Students (4th ed.). Harlow: 
Pearson Education Ltd. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A. (2019). Research Methods for Business Students. 8th ed. Pearson. 

Saunila, M. and Ukko, J. (2012) A conceptual framework for the measurement of innovation capability and its 
effects. Baltic Journal of Management, 7(4), pp.355–375. 

Scharmer, C. (2001) Self‐transcending knowledge: sensing and organizing around emerging 
opportunities. Journal of Knowledge Management, 5(2), pp.137–151. 

Skarzynski, P. and Rowan Gibson (2008) Innovation to the core : a blueprint for transforming the way your 
company innovates. Boston, Mass.: Harvard Business School Press. 

Smith, C., Smith, J.B. and Shaw, E. (2017). Embracing digital networks: Entrepreneurs’ social capital 
online. Journal of Business Venturing, 32(1), pp.18–34. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.10.003. 

Subramaniam, M. and Youndt, M.A. (2005) The Influence of Intellectual Capital on the Types of Innovative 
Capabilities. Academy of Management Journal, 48(3), pp.450–463. 

Teilmann, K. (2012) Measuring social capital accumulation in rural development. Journal of Rural Studies, 28(4), 
pp.458–465. 

Tsai, W. and Ghoshal, S. (1998) Social capital and value creation: the role of intrafirm networks. Academy of 
Management Journal, 41(4), pp.464–476. 



 
 

Tura, T. and Harmaakorpi, V. (2005) Social capital in building regional innovative capability. Regional Studies, 
39(8), pp.1111–1125. 

Ukko, J., Saunila, M., Parjanen, S., Rantala, T., Salminen, J., Pekkola, S. and Mäkimattila, M. (2016) Effectiveness 
of innovation capability development methods. Innovation, 18(4), pp.513–535. 

Woolcock, M. and Narayan, D. (2000) Social Capital: Implications for Development Theory, Research, and 
Policy. The World Bank Research Observer, 15(2), pp.225–249. 

Yin, R. (2014). Case Study Research Design and Methods (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 282 pages. The 
Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation. doi:10.3138/cjpe.30.1.108. 

Zmerli, S. (2010) Social capital and norms of citizenship: an ambiguous relationship? American Behavioural 
Scientist 53 (5), 657. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


