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Abstract  
Sharing knowledge has been identified as an essential element of innovation 
that brings with it a competitive advantage in economies increasingly centered 
on knowledge. Considering that organizations behave as markets of knowledge, 
they should create spaces and places where this exchanging of knowledge can 
happen, knowing that most cases take place through personal sharing. For 
many, sharing knowledge can be seen as a process where the creation and 
transfer of knowledge occurs between its origin and destination within a 
specific and informal context, pointing out to the fact that often it is not 
considered "actual work". Usually the context in which the organization 
operates in co-creation such as universities, development agencies, junior 
companies, research laboratories, consulting firms, etc., contribute directly to 
the collective construction of organizational knowledge, which leads to 
innovation and economic performance. The main objective of this research is to 
analyze the contribution from emerging Brazilian junior companies as 
collaborative partners for sharing knowledge and innovation. The study was 
set up as qualitative and the data were treated with statistical use and 
presented through mode and the intra-case approach. The results show that 
junior companies, even with their size of intellectual production, have a 
collaboration that is distant from the reality for building knowledge and 
innovation, and they are not an appropriate partner for fostering the economy 
of knowledge in Brazil. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The theory of organizational knowledge creation (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1997) seeks to explain 
innovation through interactions, dynamics between individuals, and between the organization 
and the environment (Nonaka, Takeuchi & Toyama, 2002). It presents knowledge as a 
competitive advantage and having a key role in the innovation process (Tidd et al, 2008; Yang & 
Lee, 2002), which takes any product—goods or services—to be measured by the amount of 
knowledge built into it and its perception of value by who buys it with technical support 
(Brown, 2000), along with making it possible to maintain the competitive advantage of an 
industry sector, a country, or even an organization (Wenhong & Min, 2010). Much of the 
organizational knowledge is tacit and generated through experiences that make up daily work 
in which the people in the organization maintain a network of shared meanings (Cook & 
Yanow, 1993). It is in the ability to act and it has four fundamental characteristics: the 
knowledge is mainly tacit; the knowledge is action-oriented; the knowledge is supported by 
rules—both conscious and unconscious—that act as filters of knowledge; the knowledge is 
constantly changing (Sveiby 1997a, pp. 29-35, 37). Because of this, the organization plays an 
important role in the discussion of how the knowledge can be used to generate innovative 
products, which is an important element for a company to gain a competitive advantage (Tidd 
et al., 2008, Wenhong & Min, 2010), defended by the idea that the ability to do the sharing can 
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be a decisive factor for the company to remain competitive in the market (Grant, 1996 Nonaka, 
Takeuchi & Toyama, 2002). In the context of this research, this process of creating and 
transferring of knowledge, called knowledge sharing, will be analyzed by Junior Companies 
(JCs) belonging to the IFES (Portuguese acronym for Federal Institutions of Higher Education) 
located in Brazil's five regions. The main objective of this research is to analyze the contribution 
of the Brazilian JCs in sharing organizational knowledge. The international databases Scopus 
and ISI Web Knowledge, and a national one, Scielo, were analyzed on the central topic of 
research, knowledge sharing—creation and transfer. At a later point steps were taken to decide 
on the questions in the study to be answered at the end of the research: 

 
Do JCs develop collaborative environments for creating knowledge? 
Do JCs demonstrate an ability to transfer knowledge to other organizations? 

 
By reviewing the international literature it was possible to create a structured questionnaire 
with objective questions based on two dimensions—creation and transfer of knowledge—as 
well as criteria and requirements, applied with the five-point Likert scale. The study was set up 
as qualitative and the data were treated with statistical use and presented through mode and 
the intra-case approach.The results show that the JCs, even with their size of intellectual 
production, have contributions that are distant from the reality of building organizational 
knowledge. They contribute to innovation with an emphasis on the requirements for creating 

the knowledge. 
 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
Knowledge Intensive Business Services 
For some authors, sharing knowledge is different than transferring it and is defined as a more 
useful concept viewed as a double process of research and contribution to the knowledge 
through activities such as learning by observing, listening & asking, sharing ideas, giving 
advice, recognizing clues, and adopting behavioral standards. For (Hendriks, 1999, p.22) 
"knowledge is necessary to acquire knowledge and, therefore, to share knowledge." Sharing 
knowledge is at the same time an individual and collective activity involving explicit and tacit 
exchanges (Polanyi, 1967) between people. In the view of (Geraghty & Desouza, 2005), 
knowledge transfer is defined as the act of transferring from one entity to another in an 
optimum and reliable way; a social process by which one member is affected by the experience 
of another through social learning (Hansen, 1999; Argote & Ingram 2000) and it may involve a 
wide diversity of technological knowledge ranging from the most basic to the most specific 
procedures and capabilities (Amesse & Cohendet, 2001). According to (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 
1995; Damsgaard & Scheepers, 2001; Lakomski, 2003), they define sharing knowledge as 
involving the generation and exchange of new ideas, concepts, and ideas often with the 
implication of a significant action, such as solving a problem. In this reciprocal process, 
receivers and originators of knowledge exchange use conversations, online forums, etc. to take 
advantage of and contribute to artifacts based on knowledge that are relevant to a specific 
context. Knowledge transfer is viewed as sharing information, ideas, suggestions, and 
organizationally relevant experiences of the individual with others (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002). 
For (Szulanski, 2000), knowledge transfer should not be seen as an act in which one person 
passes something on to the other, but as a process consisting of different stages, each one with 
its own difficulties. The transfer at the individual level is seen "as knowledge acquired in one 
situation that is applied or not to another" (Singley & Anderson, 1989, p.1) and "the meaning 
that one person expresses is never the same as that generated in the mind of the person who 
receives it" (Sveiby, 1998, p. 49). Knowledge transfer is related to knowledge management, 
which is seen as "a systematic, articulated, and intentional process supported by the creation, 
codification, dissemination, and appropriation of knowledge for the purpose of achieving 
organizational excellence" (Serrano & Fialho, 2003, p. 126). In the economy of knowledge, 
information and knowledge are important because they can add value to products, services, 
and processes (Porter & Millar, 1985). The existence of knowledge in an organization is no 
guarantee of its use (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, pp. 89, 101) and its access depends on people 
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willing to relinquish it, make it explicit, share it (Nonaka & Takeuchi 1997; Brown & Duguid, 
1998). Furthermore, the lack of the ability to transfer and use the knowledge will make it so that 
the knowledge does not have a positive effect on the results, even though it may be available in 
the company (Hurley & Hult, 1998). Therefore, the greater the ability to transfer and replicate 
knowledge within an organization, the greater will be the value created by the knowledge 
(Tanriverdi, 2001; Strach & Everett, 2006), even if it is very complicated such as through the 
different organizational levels (Inkpen & Dinur, 1998) or through the different business units 
(Szulanski, 1996). Knowledge transfer, although extremely important, is always very 
complicated, whether through the different organizational levels (Inkpen & Dinur, 1998), 
whether through the different business units (Szulanski, 1996), or even within the same 
business unit. In the view of (Choo, 2003), in today's globalized business environment where 
companies are pressured to deliver financial returns in quarterly cycles, to incorporate a long-
term orientation for the activities whose value of knowledge is intangible or not easily 
measurable is a huge challenge for knowledge transfer (KT), which has been defined as the 
movement of knowledge between its origin and destination within a specific context (Grover & 
Davenport, 2001; Lakomski, 2003), and it may occur through formal or informal mechanisms 
(Ernst & Kim, 2002). The relationship of the organizations with their environment provides 
ideas that could result in innovation and economic performance (Birley, 1985; Burt, 1992; Goes e 
Park, 1997; Granovetter, 1973; Hall, 1982; Jenssen, 1999; Minzberg, 1979; Tushman, 1977; 
Tushman & Scanlan, 1981).  In a company intensive on knowledge, the transfer of knowledge 
through practice includes two types of different traditions: the professional tradition—the 
expert—in which the expert is the vehicle of the tradition, and the organizational tradition in 
which the directors transmit the knowledge," (Sveiby, 2000, p. 95). The tradition of the 
organizational knowledge "is similar to that of the professional knowledge, but not as strong. 
The organizational knowledge is transferred by the directors entering into a new company, as 
well as trade schools, business management schools, universities, and consultants." The larger 
the organizational knowledge, the better will be the organization's performance and the greater 
will be its tradition as an innovator (D`Andrade et al, 2015). According to (Loureiro, 2003, p. 72-
73), to transform knowledge into an organizational asset with value, "the knowledge, 
experience, and expertise should be formalized, distributed, and applied," because employees 
do not absorb only external knowledge, but also create new knowledge in the organization 
(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). The successful transfer of knowledge (Silva & Neves, 2003, p. 194) is 
determined by the "behavioral values, norms, and standards that make up the organizational 
culture more than the tools provided by technology, although these are essential, particularly 
for large and complex organizations." However, many other authors have pointed out that the 
success of companies increasingly more depends on the synergy obtained from different 
product projects through learning and knowledge transfer resulting from the interaction and 
integration of these projects (Bourgeon, 2007; Marsh & Stock, 2006; Antoni et al., 2005; Corso & 
Pavesi, 2000). Although knowledge transfer in organizations involves the transfer at the 
individual level, the problem goes beyond this to include transfer at higher levels of analysis 
such as the group, the product line, department, or division. The collective knowledge of an 
organization is strongly influenced by the culture and way that each employee is able to absorb 
the knowledge and by the socialization process (Hedlund & Nonaka, 1993; Lowendahl, 1997; 
Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Spender, 1996; Schhön, 1983; Blackler, 1995; Alvesson, 1993; Lave & 
Wenger, 1991). The new knowledge generated works like a stone thrown into a calm lake, 
producing waves that steadily cross its surface (Ryan & Gross, 1943; Griliches, 1957; Rogers, 
1995; Hägerstrand, 1953, Mansfield, 1968, Sorenson, 2006). For (Holsapple & Joshi, 1999, p. 7-7) 
there are two types of strategies for knowledge transfer in the organization, namely: the push 
strategy and the pull strategy. In view of (Hansen, 2000, pp. 56, 64), it is important that an 
organization opt for one of these two strategies. For (Leonard-Barton, 1998) there are four 
activities that generate and diffuse knowledge directed to the organizational environment, 
which are as follows: creative and shared problem solving; implementation and integration of 
new techniques and methodologies; formal and informal experimentation; and incorporation of 
expertise from sources outside the company. For (Hansen et al, 2000, p. 56), they indicate that 
there are two basic strategies that are followed by organizations for sharing their knowledge: 
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the codification—compilation and storage, with the use of information technologies available, 
of all existing knowledge in the organization, and personalization (this knowledge must be 
made available in databases that are accessible to those who want to use it), where knowledge is 
owned by the people. For (Sveiby, 1997a, p. 40) there are only two ways to transfer knowledge: 
through information and through tradition, seeing how it is done. Another definition 
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998, pp. 88-91) of the way to transfer knowledge is to hire smart people 
and let them talk to each other without forgetting the culture, which is regarded as fundamental 
and strategic in this process (Sveiby 1997a, pp. 48-49; Davenport & Prusak 1998, p. 92). 
Knowledge transfer from the network perspective, (Fleury; Oliveira Junior; Child, 2001) point to 
the participation of actors focused on activities that relate to socialization such as visits to other 
units recognized as "centers of excellence", meetings of functional teams, and periods of 
medium-length training (a few weeks). Another interesting way is defined by (Nonaka & 
Konno, 1998) in the concept of "Ba" as a way to create and also to transfer knowledge, which is a 
shared space for emerging relationships, whether individual or collective, which can be a 
physical space (an office, business space, ...), virtual (e-mail, teleconferencing, etc.), mental (of 
the experiences shared, ideas, ideals), or a multiple combination of these. One approach to 
knowledge transfer is supported by (Senker, 1995; Cummings & Oldham, 1997; Bond & 
Otterson, 1998; Ghoshal & Nahapiet, 1998) where there is the presence of individual talents and 
of motivational factors in the environment that stimulate the sharing of knowledge and that can 
be summarized as the individual and organizational learning capacity (Garvin, 1993) in an 
innovative way—double-loop learning—rather than cumulative or single loop. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
To define the type of study requires understanding the purpose of the research and to analyze 
its questions so that the answers can be given at the end of the research. For (Gil, 1999, p.42), 
research is seen as "The formal and systematic process of applying the scientific method. The 
fundamental objective of the research is to discover the answers to problems by using scientific 
procedures."  The main objective of this research is to analyze the contribution of the Brazilian 
Junior Companies (JCs) in sharing organizational knowledge. Thus, the study began by 
analyzing the international databases Scopus and ISI Web Knowledge and a national one, 
Scielo, on the central topic of research, knowledge sharing—creation and transfer, because the 
research has the object of studying junior companies in Brazil. At a later point steps were taken 
to decide on the questions in the study to be answered at the end of the research: 
 

1. Do JCs develop collaborative environments for creating knowledge? 
2. Do JCs demonstrate an ability to transfer knowledge to other organizations? 

 
By relating the study's general objective with the research questions, resulted in table 1 
below: 
 

Table 1 - Relationship of the Objective with the Study's Questions 
 

                                           Questions  

 

General Objective 

 
Do JCs develop collaborative 
environments for creating knowledge? 

 
Do JCs demonstrate an ability to transfer 
knowledge to other organizations? 

To analyze the contribution of 
Brazilian JCs (junior companies) in 

sharing knowledge and 
innovation.  

X X 

 

Based on the definition of objectives and the questions, the articles pre-selected from the 
indexed databases were exported and cataloged with the use of software (Farias Filho, 2012), 
EndNote™ X7, in its seventh version, for a refinement process in the indexed databases.To 
initially answer the questions of the research the software VantagePoint was used for mining 
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texts, which assists in analyzing data through techniques for building matrixes and maps that 
reveal the trends and signs of sharing knowledge, as well as partnerships between institutions 
and researchers (Palop, 2014).This analysis made it possible to advance in the study developing 
the research questionnaire applied to the JCs. In all, 10 junior companies were defined in the 
sample based in Brazil, 2 from each region of Brazil. Of these junior companies, only 8 
participated in the study because two had lost their qualification for absence and misuse of 
public funds. The data were analyzed by statistical methods, representing the mode of each 
variable defined in the study. The research sample is defined as follows: "A well-defined set of 
elements that have certain characteristics," which will consist of accessibility "because since it 
does not have to do with statistical procedures, it selects elements depending on the ease of 
access to them" and by conglomerate "(....) understood as companies, buildings, households, 
blocks, universities, and other elements", "...indicated when the identification of the sample's 
elements is very difficult such as when the list of these elements is not very practical" (Vergara, 
2000:p.46; Gil, 1999, p.99) 
 
The following criteria were used to make up the study's sample (Table 2): 

 
Table 2 - Sampling Composition Criteria - Junior Companies - JCs  

Regions of Brazil ST GDP HDI GCI 

5 27 > > 0-1 ≥3 

 
After defining the regions, states, and federal institutions of higher education - IFES that have 
graduate courses in Business Administration and/or Management, ten junior companies were 
identified, consolidating the research sample at 100%. 
 
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS  

The evidences collected in this study were analyzed based on the individual assessment of the 
Brazilian junior companies, which constitutes as an intra-case analysis. In order to understand 
the public analyzed, JCs, a table was prepared that presents in a detailed way the profile of each 
company, thus expanding the context for applying the criteria and requirements being 
analyzed. 

 

1.1. Panel of Juniors Companies - JCs Analyzed 
 

* DOLCM: $ 2.5892 | Source: Reuters and CMA | Monetary Units per Dollar | Dollars per monetary unit to Euro and Pound | The 

calculation of the variation is made by comparing the current average value and of the previous day | GMT Time | Dec/06/2014

Region IFES JC ID Code No. of 
member

s 

Link w/ 
Course 

Time in 
Existence 

Changed 
Name? 

Business 
Deals 

Closed 

Business 
Volume 

Award 

North UFAM Apoema Jr JC01        

UFRR EJ ADM JC02        

South UFSC Ação Jr JC03 27 Administration
, Accounting, 

Actuary, 
International 

Relations 

23 years Yes More than 
50 

Over $ 19,310 Yes 

UFSM Objetiva Jr JC04 46 Administration 20 years No More than 
20 

Over $ 38,621 Yes 

Southeast UFF Pacto JC05 NI Administration
, Accounting, 

Actuary, 
Management 

Processes 

19 years No More than 
10 

Over $ 19,310 No 

UNIFESP Eppen Jr JC06 NI Administration
, Economics, 
Accounting, 
and Actuary 

3 years No Less than 10 Less than $ 
9,655 

No 

Midwest UNB AD&M Jr JC07 58 Administration 22 years Yes More than 
50 

Over $ 77,243 Yes 

UFMS EJ Cpar JC08 08 Administration NI No Less than 10 Less than $ 
9,655 

No 

Northeast UFBA EJ ADM JC09 44 Administration 25 years No More than 
50 

Over $ 77,243 Yes 

UFS EJAUSF JC10 15 Administration 21 years No More than 
20 

Over $ 9,655 Yes 
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In the panel of junior companies analyzed, we can see some interesting movements where 
specifically the north region of Brazil, through its IFES, UFAM - Federal University of 
Amazonas, and UFRR - Federal University of Roraima did not contribute to providing data 
from their respective junior companies. The fact was validated due to the disqualification of the 
JCs by their IFES claiming lack of funds and misuse of funds, which was treated as malpractice. 
The average time of existence for the JCs is 24.5 (twenty four and a half) years. Only the South 
and Southeast regions have their Business Administration course linked to others such as 
Accounting, Economics, Actuarial Sciences, International Relations, and Management Processs. 
Two JCs made changes to their original name. As for the amount of business generated in the 
period from 2011-2015, it was noted that three JCs closed more than 50 business deals, two 
closed more than 20 business deals, two closed less than 10 business deals, and only one closed 
more than 10 business deals. The generation of business by the JCs in revenue reached the 
highest amount in the Northeast and Midwest regions and the lowest amount in the Northeast, 
Midwest, and Southeast regions. In the South and Southeast regions, both JCs made double the 
amount of each one of the JC of their own region. In the Midwest and Northeast regions, the 
amounts generated presented polarity peaks. Based on awards received by the JCs, 5 were 
awarded with the South and Northeast regions reaching 100% of their JCs, Midwest reaching 
50% of their JCs, and Southeast not generating any awards through its JCs. The study pointed 
out the absence of contributions from the JCs located in the North and South regions in relation 
to companies assisted. The North region is justified in accordance with item 4.1, and the South 
region by restricting the information requested by the companies assisted by the JCs. There is an 
average of 26 employees per company assisted and 8 years of existence per company in 
different segments. As for the company profile and size, in accordance with criteria from 
SEBRAE-RJ, 50% of the companies are considered to be a small company and 50% as micro 
enterprises. Regarding the amount of business generated, it could be seen that three companies 
assisted generated over 200 business deals, two less than 10 deals, and one over 30 deals. The 
number of business deals generated averaged $ 778,000 
 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA COLLECTED

Dimension: Knowledge Creation 
C1. Criterion of Sharing | R1. Promotes interaction among people through dialog 

 
Graph 1: Histogram of frequency related to requirement R.1 

Source: own studies (2015) 

 
Requirement R1 shows the first phase of knowledge creation, which is a key part to start 
contributing with innovation. According to the JCs analyzed, their agreements in relation to 
contributions clearly promote interaction among people through dialog. The interaction reaches 
88% of the mode. This requirement is important to start the creation of knowledge and give 
support to the remaining four stages below. 
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13% 
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C2. Criterion of Creation of Concepts | R2. Establishes a continuous dialog in the form of 

collective reflection 

 
Graph 2: Histogram of frequency related to requirement R.2 

Source: own studies (2015) 

 
Requirement R2 is practiced in only 50% as establishing a continuous dialog in the form of 
collective reflection. This shows that part of the criteria, creation of concepts, is worked with 
after the intense sharing of knowledge generated in the R1 requirement, representing a loss of 
knowledge shared. 
 

C3. Justification of Concepts | R3. Justifies concepts created from the dialog established 

 
Graph 3: Histogram of frequency related to requirement R.3 

Source: own studies (2015) 

Requirement R3 is considered as half of the process of creating knowledge, a stage where the 
concepts elaborated are justified from the dialog established with the members of the JCs. It can 
be noticed that at this stage there is a large concentration of agreement, 88%, to the criterion 
justification of concepts. This demonstrates that the relevance is balanced between requirements 
R1 and R3, while there being a loss in R2. 
 

C4. Building an Archetype | R4. Develops a systemic model or product from the concept 

 
Graph 4: Histogram of frequency related to requirement R.4 

Source: own studies (2015) 
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Requirement R4, defined from the criterion of building an archetype, points to a strong 
tendency to developing a systemic model or product from the concept created and justified in 
requirement R3. It reinforces the theory that the creation of knowledge is evidenced by 
requirements R1, R2, and R4, to date. Requirement R2, establishing a continuous dialog, does 
not suffer as much contribution as the others, but even with a 50% contribution it remains 
aligned with the other requirements. 
 

C5. Dissemination of Knowledge | R5. Performs the dissemination of knowledge created 

with the stakeholders 

 
Graph 5: Histogram of frequency related to requirement R.5 

Source: own studies (2015) 

Requirement R5, the last belonging to the dimension of knowledge creation, shows a 100% 
contribution in achieving the dissemination of the knowledge created with stakeholders, which 
is a level of high agreement in relation to the dissemination of knowledge, which is the last 
stage of the knowledge creation process. A summary of the analysis performed in the 
dimension of knowledge creation, D1, is that requirements R1, R3, R4, and R5 show an 
agreement in relation to the requirements of over 75%, while requirement R2 establishes a 50% 
agreement, characterizing a tendency to generate ideas, justify them, create a working model, 
and apply it. But the phase of creating concepts, R2, tends to stay in the background weakening 
the balance in the creation of the concept to be applied in R3, R4, and R5. 

 

Dimension: Knowledge Transfer 

C6. Merger of Ideas | R6. Associates ideas freely, generating others as a result 

 
Graph 6: Histogram of frequency related to requirement R.6 

Source: own studies (2015) 

Requirement R6, associates ideas freely, generating others as a result, reaches a 63% agreement 
for the criterion of merger of ideas. It can be noticed that this contribution gives support to the 
complementary phase knowledge creation, D1. A sequence of ideas can be seen after the 
creation of knowledge, contributing to innovation. 
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C7. Confrontation of Ideas | R7. Tests and refines the ideas collectively, giving coherence  

 
Graph 7: Histogram of frequency related to requirement R.7 

Source: own studies (2015) 

Requirement R7 maintains a mode of 50% in relation to testing and refining ideas collectively, 
giving coherence to the confrontation of ideas. Despite the agreement of the contribution is 
median, the fusion of ideas, R6, can be understood as a complementary phase, validating the 
contribution. 

C8. Push Strategy | R8. Sends the knowledge without a formal request from those who are 

looking for it 

 
Graph 8: Histogram of frequency related to requirement R.5 

Source: own studies (2015) 

Requirement R8 shows a relationship between partial disagreement and agreement regarding 
the requirement to send the knowledge without a request from those who are looking for it, 
both with a 38% in frequency. This represents the type of strategy that can contribute to 
innovation, meaning that among the JCs there is a partial tendency to send the knowledge to 
the client.

C9. Pull Strategy | R9. Sends the knowledge based on a stimulus from those who are looking 

for it 

 
Graph 9: Histogram of frequency related to requirement R.9 

Source: own studies (2015) 
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Requirement R9 demonstrates a strong contribution to the delivery of knowledge based on a stimulus 
from those who are looking for it, which expands the agreement in relation to requirement R8. This 
means that the JCs give preference to the Pull strategy when sending knowledge rather than the Push 
strategy, waiting for a request before sending knowledge. A summary of the analysis performed in 
the dimension of knowledge transfer, D2, is that the requirement R9 presents a strong correlation that 
identifies the Pull type strategy used to contribute to innovation, which is contrary to requirement R8 
that defines the Push type of strategy. For the others, requirement R6 presents the view of the 
merging of ideas as moderate and the confrontation of ideas R7 as median, which gives support to 
requirement R8. It can be noticed that the tendency to contribute to innovation is in the emphasis of 
applying the Pull strategy, sending knowledge to the client. 
 

CONCLUSION 

This approach showed that the JCs, despite the size of their intellectual production, have 
contributions for building organizational knowledge, but these are still far from reality. The level of 
commitment of the students participating in the JCs is low; the financial resources from the JCs, 
coming from their IFES, are limited for the JCs; the management control of the JCs is inefficient in part 
of the institutions analyzed, making clear the loss of production and some of them closing; the profile 
of the companies covered by the JCS is mostly micro and small enterprises, thus limiting learning; 
most of the time the contribution is focused on part of the process, not analyzing the whole for 
innovation; the JCs lack maturity at a broad level of knowledge for a more assertive role in providing 
services; the JCs act based on the Movimento Empresa Júnior (MEJ), which is not aligned to any 
pedagogical proposal and lacks an adequate physical infrastructure for development, inspiration, and 
creativity. The study also sought to answer two questions, the first being: Do JCs develop 

collaborative environments for creating knowledge? According to (Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Nonaka, 
Toyama & Byosière, 2001, p. 499), the way to create knowledge or explore potential is in preparing an 
environment that is favorable for creating knowledge in the organization where the most important 
aspect is interaction both among people and between the people and the environment.  
Based on this definition of the authors, an effort was made to understand knowledge creation as a 
process consisting of five phases where each requirement is derived from a criterion of knowledge 
creation. It can be seen that in relation to the dimension D1, knowledge creation, requirements R1, R3, 
R4, and R5 show an agreement of  75%, while requirement R2 establishes a 50% agreement, 
characterizing a tendency to generate ideas, justify them, create a working model, and apply it. But 
the phase of creating concepts, R2, tends to stay in the background weakening the balance in the 
creation of the concept to be applied in R3, R4, and R5. Thus, it can be concluded that in relation to 
dimension D1 - Knowledge Creation, initially it is pointed in the study with an emphasis on 
contributing to requirements for innovation. In response to the second question of the study, 
knowledge transfer - Do JCs demonstrate an ability to transfer knowledge to other organizations? 

According to (Geraghty & Desouza, 2005), knowledge transfer is defined as the act of transferring 
from one entity to another in an optimum and reliable way; a social process by which one member is 
affected by the experience of another through social learning (Hansen, 1999; Argote & Ingram 2000) 
and it may involve a wide diversity of technological knowledge ranging from the most basic to the 
most specific procedures and capabilities (Amesse & Cohendet, 2001). Based on this definition of the 
authors, an effort was made to understand knowledge transfer as a set of elements and strategies such 
as a merger of ideas, confrontation of ideas, pull and push. It was noticed that the tendency of 
dimension D2, knowledge transfer, the stage after dimension D1, is based on requirement R9, 
adopting as its strategy the pull approach, which considers the delivery of knowledge based on the 
stimulus from those who are looking for it as important for the schools of business by the JCs. 
Therefore, requirements R6 and R7 reinforce the tendency signaled in both regarding the agreement 
of knowledge transfer based on the confrontation of ideas through test and collective improvement in 
the merging of ideas, free association that generates other ideas as results of innovation. Requirement 
R9 presents a strong correlation that identifies the pull type strategy used to contribute to innovation, 
which is contrary to requirement R8 that defines the push type of strategy.  
For the others, requirement R6 presents the view of the merging of ideas as moderate and the 
confrontation of ideas R7 as median, which gives support to requirement R8. It was noticed that the 
tendency to contribute to innovation through Knowledge Transfer, D2, is in applying the pull 
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strategy, sending knowledge to the client based on the stimulus from those who are looking for it, 
and in the merging of ideas, associating them freely, and generating other ideas as a result. 
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