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Supporting Open Innovation with the use of a Balanced Scor ecard Appr oach:

A Study on Deep Smarts and Effective Knowledge Transfer to SMEs

Abstract

This study aims to develop the theory of knowledgmagement and organisational performance
within a small and medium enterprise (SME) contesing action research (AR) involving a
higher education institution (HEI) and a SME. Thehicle for the knowledge exchange was
Knowledge Transfer Partnerships (KTPs), the Unit@dgdom’s primary mechanism for
delivering government funded knowledge transfesnall and medium enterprises (SMEs). KTPs
facilitate knowledge exchange from HEIs to SMEs tha recruitment of a graduate plus an
academic supervisor from the partnering HEI. ThesilRly was an award winning KTP and the
project deliverable included the implementatioradfalanced scorecard for the SME to improve
organisational performance. The transfer of knog#edvas subsequently fed-back into the
university in order to develop a performance framewfor measuring the effectiveness of KTP
research within the HEI in order to share knowledgel improve effective for other KTP

projects.
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1. Introduction

SMEs are a vital part of any national economy; eiticey comprise the great majority of
enterprises and employment in any country in thddvé\s SMEs are becoming more knowledge
intensive, knowledge has become one of the critoaing forces for long term success of SMEs
(Beylier et al., 2009). As such, managing knowledga critical capability for SMEs because it
helps them leverage their most critical resourcanféri et al., 2015; McMahon, 1999). SMEs
need to apply effective knowledge management ieraim enhance their competitiveness, support
management decision making, increase their effogien operations, increase levels of customer
service, and increase capacity for innovation (@wuBaschung & Bititcigt al., 2000; Kessler,
Allocca & Rahman, 2007). Knowledge management camdfined as the process of critically
managing and using knowledge to meet existing nesabsdeveloping new knowledge in order to
take advantage of new opportunities (Quintas et1l8P07). However, knowledge management for
SMEs differs from that of large organisations (@uaed Runar Edvardsson, 2012). For SMEs,
knowledge management is only interesting if the Skt deploy knowledge easily and
pragmatically for its strategic goals; such as &igprofits or increased efficiency (Durst and
Runar Edvardsson, 2012; Yew Wong, 2005). Since kenye is created, shared, transferred, and
applied through and by people, SMEs need to makageledge in a humanistic way and rely on
tacit knowledge of their employees, rather thanaaded databases or technologies (Yew Wong,

2005).

Innovation and knowledge are currently placed at hieart of the UK Government's
competitiveness agenda. The KTP initiative rem#nesUK’s primary mechanism for delivering

government funded knowledge transfer to small areliom enterprises (SMES) since its



introduction in 1975 under the previous name ofcheay Company Scheme (TCS). A KTP aims
to facilitate the transfer of knowledge betweenvarsity and industry partners. “Knowledge
Transfer Partnerships is a UK-wide programme tooerage business and knowledge base
collaborations. Knowledge Transfer Partnershipp hmlsinesses and organisations to improve
their organisational performance through the usé¢hefknowledge, technology and skills that

reside within academic institutionsivyw.KTPonline.org.uk Based upon UK Government

figures (KTP Annual Report 2014), KTP has demonstr@onsiderable evidence of success with
official metrics drawn from data returns showingtton average each company partner has seen
an increase in annual profits of £227k, the creatib3 genuine jobs and a significant increase in
skills-base of existing staff. As a result of gawaent money invested in KTP in 2013 to 2014,
UK businesses benefitted by annual profits of £Million, employed 450 new staff, and
increased £207 million in annual exports.

The fundamental model supporting KTPs is the psentinat a knowledge base partner
(university or research organisation) will provitthe required specialist knowledge and expertise
to enable business to deliver a project of strategiportance, and that a graduate will be
employed to undertake the work. KTPs develop a $4atnership in which the company own
the project outcomes, the academic team gain coai@heexperience/materials to support
teaching and research, and the graduate gainshl@lparsonal development and work experience
within a fast track management environment (RoaclPdkinghorne 2007). Based upon an
independent research study by Warwick Economic d&welvelopment (WECD, 2015),
approximately 10,000 such TCS/KTP projects havenladivered to date in the UK (WECD,
2015). From a policy viewpoint, the promotion oflaborative research and university—industry

research centres and the involvement of indusprgatners in academic research projects have



become important for economic growth and competitess. According to the UK government
website the tripartite benefits are significantisltreported, on average, participating businesses
report an annual profit increase of £1M after tgkpart and the creation of approximately two
new jobs. Academic knowledge partners also bebgfjtroducing at least three research projects
and two research papers per project. With respetttet KTP Associates, 60% of them are offered
permanent roles on conclusion of the projest{v.gov.uk 2016).

British universities allocate considerable resosiricefacilitating interaction with industry
and KTPs are at the heart of transfer of knowlealg# innovation. For instance, 4000 staff full-
time equivalents at UK HEIs manage third-streanviiets aimed at the needs of businesses and
other organisations. The production of skilled giatés by universities is one of the most highly
valued benefits of academic research for industnighnisations (Salter and Martin 2001). It is
therefore the purpose of this paper to consider Hwevtransfer of knowledge and innovation
within a KTP could be improved and enhanced throtghapplication of a balanced scorecard
approach to measure and monitor the consequeinaficial attributes relating to the successful

transfer of knowledge.

2. Open Innovation

Open innovation has been defined as the new panaftigthe management of innovation
centred on the use of inflows and outflows of krexdge to accelerate internal innovation and to
expand the markets for external use of innovat@me§brough, 2006). The key here is employing
both internal pathways and external sources to fawhs for innovation (Brunswicker and
Vanhaverbeke, 2015; Lichtenthaler, 2011). A growmgnber of organisations have moved to an

open innovation model to tap into the ideas of igepeople and communities (Battistella and



Nonino, 2013; Chesbrough, 2006). Open innovatiory i@ considered as an organisation’s
endeavour to profit from external knowledge withoutiking heavy internal investment in long
term research (Markman, 2016). Open innovatiotréegically used by companies to unlock the
latent economic value in diverse ideas, identifyDRgrojects in a world of abundant information,
and better develop and access intellectual prog€tigsbrough, 2006; Lichtenthaler, 2011).

University—industry links and their impact on opamovation have been a growing
interest of research in management and innovatigties (Hall 2004). The economic and social
functions of universities, such as improving emplalg skills of cohorts of graduates, building
actual working relationships among institutionsd ajenerating scientific knowledge have been
recognized to be important contributors to genegatipen innovation (Cohen et al. 2002). Some
of the growing trends include an increasing pabtgnéctivities by universities, growing university
revenues from licensing (Thursby et al. 2001), easing numbers of researchers engaging in
academic entrepreneurship (Shane 2005), growingslud industry funding in university income
(Hall 2004), and the growth of technology transiéfices or science parks (Siegel et al. 2003).
While research on university—industry links haslitianally focused on the transfer of intellectual
property (patenting, licensing, commercialisatiaeient observers have pointed to a more multi-
faceted nature of university—industry links (AgrawZ001). They identify various channels
(Cohen et al. 2002) or mechanisms (Meyer-Krahmedt &thmoch 1998) that function as
informational or social pathways through which mmi@tion, knowledge and other resources are
exchanged or co-produced across universities addsiry. This process is referred to as
Absorptive Capacity (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990;aZand George, 2002).

There have been some recent studies on open inmovanhd knowledge transfer

exchanges in universitie®¢ Wit, Dankbaar, and Vissers, 200Padilla-Meléndez and Garrido-



Moreno, 2012;Perkmann and Walsh, 2007); analysing the main facédfecting researcher
engagement in knowledge transfer exchanges; ingjugersonal and professional background,
institutional context, social network, and recommit (Padilla-Meléndez and Garrido-Moreno,
2012; Savino, Messeni Petruzzelli, and Albino, 20AHKlito, Messeni Petruzzelli, and Albino,
2015).

Research indicates that social networks and coatidim among researchers, businesses,
university administrators, and technology transbffices are critical in fostering sustainable
performance of open innovation projediBerkmann and Walsh, 2007). Since universities
increasingly rely on external sources of innovatigm inter-organisational network relationships,
these social networks are becoming the strategal fwints for collaborative research. However,
the challenge is to devise a multidimensional sgysfer measuring and managing different

aspects of performance in such open innovatioreptsj

3. Per for mance M easur ement and M anagement

Historically performance measurement related tarfaial performance metrics that were
effectively lagging indicators and by the late 1'880ere no longer considered appropriate for
managing performance. Following the publicatiomedévance lost (Johnson & Kaplan, 1987)
performance measurement theory was recognisediaseatisciplinary research area which
transcends functional disciplines such as areds asifinance, marketing, operations and human
resources. This led to the development of a nurmbperformance frameworks suchths

balanced scorecard (Kaplan and Norton, 1992; 198é)yerformance pyramid (Lynch and Cross,
1991) and the performance prism (Neely et al., 20B2lanced Scorecard Performance

measurement has been defined as “a metric usspehtdify the efficiency and/or effectiveness of



action” (Neely, 1995). Neely's paper spawned thpha of articles on the topic but the focus was
invariably on measurement rather than managingpagnce. Davenport (2006) has argued that
performance management should reinforce organisatiearning and this was supported by
Henri (2006) who argued that the cultural and behaal aspects of managing performance had
been overlooked. Performance measurement hasedsodniticised by Hamel (2009) for
promoting a command and control systemic apprdaes diminishing employee engagement.
The focus on the measurement aspect of performahitgt ignoring the cultural and behavioural
aspects has led to unintended consequences if gegpmgagement is not managed and this can

lead to gaming of metrics (Smith and Goddard, 2002)

This prompted further studies in performance measent and management which has
strengthened the importance of cultural and behaai@spects of performance (Bourne and
Neely, 2000; Franco-Santos and Bourne, 2003; Garand Bititci, 2007). More recent studies
by Bourne et al., (2013) and Smith and Bititci (2Phave advocated employee engagement
within performance management frameworks.

A research study conducted by Marr and Schiuma3pfaund that balanced scorecard was the
most widely used framework based on the citatiarieading journals and its adoption by
practitioners. This paper also proposes a balascedcard performance framework (Kaplan and
Norton, 1996) for managing open innovation as thitears believe it is the most appropriate
performance framework to promote stakeholder engagé The balanced scorecard measures
and manages performance from four important petisgse financial, customer, internal

processes and learning and growth - which canigeeal to the vision and strategy of the HEI.



4. M easuring Performance of KTP Activities

There is a stream of literature that demonstratesanced scorecard approach can be
used effectively to assess the impact and outcaiesllaborative research projects under an
open innovation strategy (Flores, Al-Ashaab, Mag2809; Al-Ashaab, Flores, Doultsinou,
Magyar, 2011). The balanced scorecard approachdesused to balance multiple and
competing objectives that universities developdhaboration with industry partners. In
particular, balanced scorecard has been considereffective and holistic method to measure,
track, and improve the outcomes of collaboratiseagch projects (Flores et al., 2009; Al-Ashaab
et al., 2011). As open innovation projects are muitensional in representing the interests of
various stakeholders, balanced scorecard appreasheffective method for synthesizing and
balancing multiple objectives of these projects.

Capturing individual performance of KTPs on a dagease basis is relatively straight
forward as KTPs have strong governance procedanglace with the funding bodies. Upon
completion of a KTP, a final report outlining theligderables and the tripartite benefits of the
organisation, the knowledge base and the Assosiatgmitted to Innovate UK who act as the
managing agent. However gaining a holistic perforceaframework which enables HEIs to
capitalise on the benefits of open innovation dbedrearlier is more problematic. According to
Rossi and Rosli (2015), the growing economic imgnace of HEIS' engagement within
knowledge transfer has led to policy makers froouad the world to devise metrics to measure
performance. Many countries such as the USA, Caaad&pain have their own data collection
methods to monitor knowledge transfer. From a Ukspective, the Higher Education Funding
Council for England (HEFCE) conduct an annual sytkiown as the Higher Education—

Business and Community Interaction Survey, (HE-BEEFCE 2012). It has been



acknowledged in the literature that knowledge ti@misnpact is difficult to quantify (Hughes et

al, 2011). This is because knowledge transfer aaibimteractions rather than a simple linear
relationship of transactions (Rossi and Rosli, 20%8lecting a strategic management framework
than can unify multi-disciplinary functional aremsd measure performance is key to managing
the knowledge management process within a highsragan institution. Research by Lin (2015)
has discussed the possibility of using the balalscedecard for managing knowledge transfer

within Taiwanese organisations.

7. Methodology

The purpose of this research is to highlight thiepieal of action research in developing a
performance framework for measuring the effectigsna knowledge transfer partnerships. The
chosen methodological approach is a form of agtsearch, which involves the researchers
taking on the role of active consultants (Gummes2600; Whyte, 1991). We chose an action
research for the present study for a variety adoea. First, the process of action research allowed
us to both implement the KTP projects and reflectie process to develop a performance
framework for evaluating the projects and theircoates (Coughlan and Coghlan, 2002; Kemmis,
McTaggart, and Nixon, 2013; Valmohammadi and Ahm2dL5). In other words, action research
held the potential to advance our understandirgedibrmance management of KTPs in higher
educational institutions while addressing significssues related to knowledge transfer and
collaboration across organizations (ValmohammadiAmmadi, 2015). Second, action research
has allowed us to work towards multiple goals (mdahg designing and implementing knowledge
transfer projects, measuring the effectivenesbesd projects, developing a balanced scorecard

framework for these projects, and sharing the tesuth collaborating organizations and
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academic and practitioner communities) at the samethrough a developmental, empirical,
reflective, and participative process (Argyris, b and Smith, 1985; Coghlan and Brannick,
2014). Third, the process of action research edaldeo find ways of engaging in problem
solving, knowledge generation, knowledge transfealuation, and assessment activities at the
same time; resulting in a reflective, dynamic, amdtifaceted process of dialogue among our
multiple roles as researchers and practitionermékt, 1995). In other words, we have been able
to balance different roles including narrative amstursive roles through sense-making, and
participatory and generative roles through knowéettgnsfer and sense giving (Lischer and
Lewis, 2008).

Action research (AR) differs from traditional appobes, as it is research in action as
opposed to research about action. Coughlan and |&odB002) conducted a comprehensive
study of action research in operations managenehidentified several characteristics:

* AR is about research in action as opposed to relsednout action

* AR is a patrticipatory process involving the reskarand the organisation

* AR simultaneously makes the intervention more éffeavhilst building up a body of

knowledge.

* AR is an iterative sequence of events comprisirgjesyof knowledge acquisition, analysis

and feedback.
Different forms of cycles have be employed in ARl &=agliano et al., (2005) applied the plan do
check, act (PDCA) cycle (Deming, 1986). The itamatycles of the AR in this study followed a
cyclic pattern below:

KTP 1 (Cycle1)

11



Planning — Scoping out thé&' KTP Project with the SME, Bournemouth Churches
Housing Association (BCHA)— Develop Income Streaamf “Supporting People”
Funding which allows vulnerable people to live ipdedently

Resource Gathering — Securing the KTP Funding,caling the Academic Supervisor &
Recruiting the graduate (Associate)

Implementation — Implementation of the KTP projeletn and producing deliverables to
the client and the HEI.

Evaluation — Production of final report and scorafgeport by Innovate UK

KTP 2 (Cycle 2)

Planning — Scoping out thé*KTP Project — Develop a Performance Management
Framework and a Culture Change Programme whicldanable BCHA to improve its
efficiency and provide a platform for growth.

Resource Gathering — Securing the KTP Funding &iiieg the graduate (Associate)
Implementation — Implementation of the Balancedr&card Framework to the client and
dissemination of research outputs by the HEI

Evaluation — Production of final report and scorafgeport by Innovate UK. The AR

team members

Development of a Balanced Scorecard for a HEI (Cycle 3)

Planning — Conceiving an idea to apply the prirespdf the Balanced Scorecard in a HEI
research context.

Resource Gathering — Opportunity to use some offteié- funding for developing the
concept and the assemblage of a research teamisorg@n Academic Supervisor, a

KTP Manager and a Pro Vice Chancellor.
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* Implement — Development of a balanced scorecarddveork which could serve as a
knowledge management system.

» Evaluation — The framework was not implementedabsitrong community of practice was
maintained as the researchers moved to new instigit

AR can potentially be prone to threats of validityd assumptions must be subjected to
public testing (Argyris et al., 1985). Farooq an@@en (2015) applied triangulation (Denzin,
1970) in their AR study on manufacturing technoltgyguarantee validity and reliability. For
validations purposes in this study, secondary rekeand documents will be used as a form of
triangulation.

The AR approach supports the notion of Deep Snibelsnard and Swap, 2004) as it is a
very powerful form of knowledge creation and mamaget. According to Raelin (2006, p164),
participants “are able to change their course tibadased on a vigorous and open exchange of
views. By this point, they have begun associateagriing with the very act of collaborating with
others”. Raelin adds that it is vital to assess ithpact of action learning on institutional
collaboration.

This study aims to evaluate how higher educatistititions can manage their knowledge
on KTP projects in a symbiotic way which suppoesearch and enterprise. The method will
evaluate the success of a Knowledge transfer paHhipewhich took place between 2004 and
2006. The project was to implement a balanced saodegperformance management framework in
a housing association and the outcomes of thegiraj# be discussed and how mutual symbiosis
(Dayasindhu, 2002pccurred where the knowledge base facilitated keawledge exchange to
all stakeholders but adapted the balanced scoré@amdwork that was adapted into a conceptual

model for the university.
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The completion of the KTP final report coincidediwan action learning initiative devised
by the Vice Chancellor and the Pro Vice ChancditorResearch and Enterprise. The initiative
was known as “Releasing Potential” and it was tbtat across the university and eventually won
a national teaching award (BU Annual Review, 2008).comprised action learning sets with
facilitative coaches and the opportunities for memstof sets to discuss with other action learning
set team members.

Within the KTP project it comprised of three corembers including the “Company
Supervisor” who was a Director of the housing asgmn, the “Associate” who was a graduate
recruited to implement the project over a two yeenod. The third member of the team was the
“Academic Supervisor” who had the skills and exigertnot currently available at the
organisation.

The peripheral members of the team who had a pivola in helping to synthesise the
knowledge within the university were the Knowledigansfer Partnerships Manager and the Pro
Vice Chancellor for Research and Enterprise. TheP KNMlanager was responsible for the
successful conclusion of all of the KTPs which eheld their own “Academic Supervisor”. The
Pro Vice Chancellor was responsible for ResearchEmerprise and was the champion of the
“Releasing Potential” initiative across the univirs

Between these stakeholders, a conceptual modetiexedoped from the success of the
KTP project to highlight critical success factorghin the management of a KTP project. The aim
was to develop a holistic set of metrics in a be¢ahscorecard which interlinked between the
financial costing of the KTP, the customer satistac from the business engagement, the
effectiveness of the KTP from bid success to fingport score and finally the personal

development of academic staff.
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INSERT TABLE 1HERE

8. Results

BCHA was initially a SME social housing associatind also a registered charity and
was involved in two KTPs during a five year relasbip with its knowledge base partner. The
first KTP involved the positioning of the housingsaciation to be eligible for additional funding
in order to provide supplementary housing servicesnable their tenants to live independently.
This scheme known as “Supporting People” was aonatigovernment initiative that provided
local authority funding that was ring-fenced foe thurpose of supporting independent living for
vulnerable tenants. The funding came on streanmeénetrly 2000’s and BCHA experienced a
rapid growth in revenue. On completion of the KBPfinal report was submitted by the KTP
partnership and it is judged independently. Theligigh of the final report assesses the KTP in
terms of delivery on project outcomes for all thetgkeholders i.e. the company, the knowledge
base partner and the Associate (KTP Annual Rep0it]). Each KTP is awarded a grade ranging
from A to E with “A” being outstanding and E beingsatisfactory (KTP Guidebook, 2013). The
scoring will be based on the quality of the finaport and there is guidance on how for KTP
Advisors can assess completed projects. HoweverAdvisor guidelines are confidential but the
criteria they judge on are: the overall qualitytbé KTP; the benefits to the organisation; the
benefits to the knowledge base partner and thefiterie the KTP Associate (Ibid, p 43-44)
According to Innovate UK’s KTP annual reports, apgpmately 55% of KTPs have historically
scored either A or B and the latest Innovate repdr2014 rated 61% of KTPs as good or

excellent (KTP Annual Report, 2014).
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The first KTP with BCHA began in 2001 and concludiedate 2003 when the final report
was completed. It was considered a success arfithatsreport was scored as a “B” which was
considered a good quality KTP. The University hagdoafolio of KTPs and B was the highest
scoring KTP award and this had been achieved bgraeeompleted KTPs. The success of the
BCHA KTP cemented the relationship with between timéversity and BCHA and following
discussions between the two parties, it was dectdebid for a new KTP relating to quality
management and performance measurement. The adligefor the new project was to
implement a balanced scorecard framework and changeagement process to move the
organisation onto a more commercial footing whiéttiining its mission. The success of revenue
growth from the first KTP meant that improved gowarce and performance measurement
criteria were essential for managing the orgarosain order for BCHA to deliver efficient and
effective services to its tenants. In addition, BCMere aware that the Supporting People
funding would not always be available and they wiéed to identify additional revenue streams
in order to remain sustainable and grow.

The second KTP commenced in 2004 and concluded0d6 2wvith the final report
submitted in 2007 (Knowledge Transfer PartnershRB07). The independent review panel
judged it to be an exceptional KTP and awardedgtaale “A” on account of the KTP exceeding
expectations of all three stakeholders. With resfEeBCHA, it reported in the final report that it
had climbed over 400 places in its benchmarkedimgriy the social housing regulator. It had an
immediate cost saving of £250,000 and an increasernover to £12M (BCHA Annual Report,
2007). As of 2015 the turnover has continued te asd now stands at over £24 million (BCHA
Annual Report 2015) which is a testimony of thealgegof the KTP. As a result of the growth in

turnover, the employee headcount has risen froneuB80 when it qualified as an SME to over
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450 staff. The resulting impact of the KTP culméethin winning the award for the Best KTP for
the South West of England in 2008. The succesh@fKTP also attracted higher education
innovation funding (HEIF) from HEFCE to promote Kmledge Transfer within the region (BU

Annual Review, 2008, p. 29-30). During discussiamsthis knowledge sharing process, the
opportunity of applying the principles of the batad scorecard from the KTP in a university
context were considered as it could allow a moreep up approach to Knowledge Transfer
within universities.

The four perspectives of the balanced scorecar@ Wweainstormed with the Academic
Supervisor and the Knowledge Transfer Manager riweanat a set of critical success factors for

each perspective. A summary of the CSFs are shoviable 2.

INSERT TABLE 2HERE

For this application, the four business functiohdirtancial, customers, internal business
processes and learning and growth were retainatl,against each function four perspectives
were applied that were considered to importantiersuccessful delivery of KTPs. The definition
of each perspective has been based upon expenédetivering previous KTPs, and observation
of KTP academic teams in action.

The value of each perspective can be determinedringing together specific key
performance indicators that are measurable andppate to the consideration of Deep Smarts.
On their own they provide useful data. Combinedhinmit criteria they provide essential
information, but integrated within the balance scard they become crucial knowledge that
facilitates both management now, and future presict

8.1 Proposal of a balanced scorecard solution

17



Based upon these considerations, a balanced sobre@s developed to facilitate the

monitoring and managing of open innovation suppgrKTP delivery (See Figure 1).

INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE

Each perspective encompasses several (at leastnoneo more then 3) key performance
indicators to provide a tangible measure of effextess.

The financial perspective links directly to the H&ftategy. The customer perspective is
the market oriented linkage which influences tmaficial aspect. The internal business processes
perspective directly affects service delivery amitliences the customer perspective. The learning
and growth perspective provides the behavioural emldural influences which affect new
opportunity development, incentives/rewards andlecac engagement. An example of KPIs are
shown below and appropriate targets can be sethwtem navigate the HEI to achieve the
strategic objectives within their respective resband enterprise strategies.

Financial
* Value of Bids submitted
* Value of KTPs awarded
» Value of follow on KTPs and/or chargeable non téaghevenue to each client
Customer
* No. of KTPs awarded to host institution dividedriny of KTPs awarded in the geographic
region
* Average KTP score awarded by Innovate UK

* No. of related enterprise activities

18



Internal Business Processes
» Bid Conversion - Value of KTP awards divided by ttadue of KTP bids
* No. of publication outputs generated via KTP atyivi
» Ratio of completed KPIs
Learning & Growth
* No. of staff engaged in KTP enterprise bids
* No. of promotions attributed to KTP activity

* No. of staff attending KTP related development ieess

9. Discussion

This paper contributes to the advancement of pmdoce management theory and
practice by developing a balanced scorecard framewmassess knowledge transfer and KTP
outcomes. We used action research as a methodiblaglpuilds on our own KTP experiences and
processes; critically reflecting upon our practieesl processes. KTPs are a tangible form of
action learning (Raelin, 2006) and open innova(lémP Best Practice, 2013) and although the
primary aim is to improve the organisational perfance and competitiveness of the
organisation, there are highly prized supplementzsepefits. They are the direct knowledge
acquisition from the three stakeholders and this aghieved via explicit knowledge in the form
of codified approaches to learning such as stradttraining courses as well as tacit knowledge
exchange between the stakeholders (Nonaka and dtakd&995; Tsoukas, 2003).

There was evidence of open innovation which wasddfby Dowling (2015, p68) as “an
approach to research which emphasises collaboratiraking use of external expertise and

sharing risks/rewards”. Open innovation in thisecasudy has been iterative with the KTP
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collaboration spanning two sequential KTPs oveiva fear period. This built trust within the
relationship and the success of the first KTP pedia lot of learned lessons which made the
second KTP a resounding success which ultimately av®JK regional award. Dowling (2015)
believes that for firms to capitalise on open irettn, they need to possess absorptive capacity
via highly skilled individuals who can recogniseddake advantage of relevant opportunities.

The relationship between the institutions allowleel drganisation to grow beyond the size
of a SME and to become self-sustaining with theshray association subsequently experiencing
rapid growth over the subsequent decade (BCHA AnRegport, 2015). With respect to the
Associate the graduate not only benefited from feadliexplicit training but developed tacit
know-how through knowledge exchange as well asgoeffered a managerial role on conclusion
of the project. A summary of the tripartite berefib the Associate, Company Supervisor and
Academic Supervisor where featured in a case sildgh was been archived by Innovate UK
(KTPOnline.org.uk). During the subsequent ten yeallsof the stakeholders have moved on in
their respective careers with most joining new orggtions. During this time, a strong
community of practice (Wenger et al., 2002) hasnbeertured. In addition, a regional
collaborative network was set up after the conolugif the KTP (BU Annual Review, 2008, p29-
30).

Unfortunately as key members of the KTP partnerdhga left the HEI, the tacit
knowledge (Polanyi, 1974) was no longer there and eesult there were not the opportunities to
share a community of practice between other KTRBeruniversity’s portfolio. Notwithstanding,
the authors believe that if KTPs were managed uaimglanced scorecard framework (Kaplan
and Norton, 1996), there would be greater oppatiesio turn the tacit knowledge into explicit

knowledge (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). The balascececard framework that was developed
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as a result of action learning builds on the wofi.im (2015) and extends it into a workable
scorecard which unifies the nurturing, incentivisiand motivation of staff, the operational
aspects of successful KTP completion, the busieagagement and retention aspect and finally
the financial aspects of the KTP which are the oaspbility of the KTP Manager. The authors
believe the balanced scorecard framework coulditie the codification of the tacit knowledge
in a way that preserves institutional knowledgehwituniversities and provides opportunities for

maximising the absorptive capacity.
10. Implicationsfor research and practice

The results of this study has implications for fstafd managers in both universities and
partner organisations. The relationships among lkeage sharing, innovation processes, deep
smarts, and balanced scorecard indicate the inmmmtaf establishing relevant knowledge
infrastructures, rigorous measurement systems,ir@edoretation of information from multiple
perspectives as prerequisites for the effectiveradsepen innovation. Such factors must be
strongly emphasized in both the university andghener organisation’s organisational cultures
and work practices. The KTP experience suggesteeralebest practices, practical implications,

and forms of collaboration to achieve this; whick summarised in Table 3.

INSERT TABLE 3HERE

The balanced scorecard framework implies that pi@eérs should consider and balance
all four perspectives in their decisions and adidhpurports that a holistic consideration ofsthe
four sets of factors provides practitioners the picfure and guidance on how to manage and
measure knowledge transfer. As universities ardragoted by economic and social challenges,

the balanced scorecard model can provide practitowith a fresh perspective on addressing
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those challenges. Therefore, the benefit of theehodmes from its unique holistic measurement
perspective it provides leaders. One of the neeissbf this research will be to create a practical
inventory that helps practitioners measure thetcames and outputs with respect to these four
dimensions. There might be a possibility of conféimong these four dimensions. In such cases,
it is important to provide customized coaching andntoring for practitioners to help them
overcome the dominance of one perspective at tpersme of others. The inventory will also
include practical recommendations for practitiondos find a balance among these four

dimensions and create balanced solutions in cagetenftial problems.

Further research is needed to solidify the contigms of this study to the fields of
performance management and higher education itigtits Future research should develop
psychometric, experimental and ethnographic mettod&urther exploration, operationalization
and measurement of this framework in higher edapatinstitutions. Interview-based
methodologies can offer rich descriptions of howctitioners generate and transfer knowledge
across organizational boundaries. Longitudinabist could delineate the processes through
which practitioners generate, transfer, and measwgtonable knowledge. Mixed designs
combining in-depth qualitative methods and largaessurvey data can be used to inquire the
nature and scope of performance management andléahgev transfer in higher educational

institutions.

11. Limitations

This study has several limitations that need tatddressed in future research. First, the
present paper is based on a single in-depth gunaditaase study. The paper’s single case was

purposefully selected to illustrate the developnadrda balanced scorecard framework in two KTP
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projects (Kemmis, McTaggart, Nixon, 2013). Withaatlection of further case study data and
replication of the empirical study in other univgreontexts and KTP projects, the results are not
generalizable to different contexts. Although gk case does not provide any basis for grand
generalisation, it provides thick descriptions afah insights on a unique process of action

research applied in higher education context (WHhy881;Zuber-Skerritt, 1992).

The measurement of knowledge transfer projects megd adaptation for different
organizational contexts and across different KTPsr example, we expect that balanced
scorecard framework can be better developed ingomernmental and social purpose projects
due to their mission-driven outcomes. Balanced exad framework is also more compatible
with higher education institutions having progressiexperimental, and innovative cultures or
practices. We are aware that there may be challemgeincorporating balanced scorecard
framework for KTPs in today’s universities whererfie economic pressures and harsh research
expectations can make the process seem too caepmratanagerial. It is critical to engage with
and closely work with academics and practitionarshay face challenges in the implementation
of this model. Personal diagnosis, friendly memigyripeer review, and on-the-job training, will

all be helpful to support practitioners in puttithgs model to practice.

12. Conclusion

This study has explored open innovation using tkgeeences of Knowledge Transfer
Partnerships within a UK HEI from 2000 to 2008. Buecess of a particular award winning KTP
project completed with a SME housing associatioarityh which included a deliverable that
successfully implemented a balanced scorecard fwamke (Kaplan and Norton, 1996). The

completed project initiated reciprocal open innawato develop a balanced scorecard framework
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to measure associated KTP performance within the Hie rationale for employing a scorecard
for measuring innovation within a HEI was an attérgp make explicit the attributes of Deep
Smarts (Leonard and Swap, 2004) in a codified fvaonk. The learning and growth elements of
the scorecard can enable a HEI to induce tacit ketiye sharing via communities of practice
(Wenger et al., 2002) which could in turn promateittto explicit knowledge exchange through
the balanced scorecard framework with the aim ehting a virtuous knowledge creation and
management process (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995)ayedoped framework has the potential to
manage open innovation and KTP processes throughradebest practices and business
engagement activities shown in Figure 6; demonsgahow open innovation can be more
effectively and efficiently developed through mplé initiatives and crossrganisational
projects.

Going forward, we envision a more inclusive vocabylof performance management in
higher education institutions, which is enriched arurtured by the dimensions of balanced
scorecard. The vitality and utility of the balancedorecard framework is based on the
measurement insights and the big picture it pravjgiactitioners in their decisions and actions at
work. Without such integration on a substantialelesf nuanced thinking and balanced action,
practitioners may be confronted with the threat$aging analysis paralysis and making partial
decisions. Our knowledge generation and trangfgrodary needs new frameworks, fresh and
creative thinking, and a more integrative and ohitamiplinary outlook. We need more inclusive
measurement systems that bridge and encompassalespad isolated streams of knowledge. We
envision conceptualizing performance managemehtHis in broader terms than efficiency and
to encompass learning, development, contributi@sjtive impact, and innovation. We suggest

analysing patterns of successful KTP projects gmehimg up new spaces of innovation where
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academics and practitioners can design and medhere performance standards to create
innovation across organizational borders. Finallg, need to further address the issue of how to
bridge the world of practitioners and academic&tygonstructing relevant knowing and learning

through action research that is reflexive and djialal.
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Table 1: The process of action research

Step Level of analysis Description of the action resear ch activity or process

Cycle ]

Planning of the  Scoping of the KT} We have scoped out the KTP project with the £

KTP project project Bournemouth Church. We aimed to develop a cultbhenge
programme to improve efficiency and to enable ghowt

Resource Resourcing the KTI  We have secured the KTP funding, allocated theeroax

gathering project supervisor and recruited the graduate/associate.

Implementatio

Implementation of th
KTP project

We have implemented the KTFoject and produce
deliverables to the client and the HEI.

Data gathering

Data collection durin
the KTP project

We have taken extensive observational/ethnograpitis
during project meetings, events, and implementatiéa
have also informally interviewed organizationaloast

Reading anu Reading notes ar We have gone over all the data to understan
analysis interview transcripts in particularities, context, and outcomes of this KirBject.
details
Sense makin Analyzing the mair We have outlined key points raised in all data\8&t.have
points in the data set produced a thick description of the KTP project and

contextualized the qualitative data in light of tmxual
descriptions and historical trajectory of the pobje

Categorizédon Understanding patterr We have come up with potential salient themesalre

and pattern and themes emergent (similar and different) throughout the KWee

recognition have identified performance standards of knowledtgation
and transfer processes of the KTP project.

Interpretatior Writing up the resul  We have developed summaries and «-checked qualitativ

and findings with interview data. We have tracked évelution

representation of the firm and its practices through generatidis.have
incorporated the unique experiences and perspsative
respondents.

Analysis anc Evaluation of the KTF We have analyzed project outputs and produced tept

evaluation project findings. A community of practice has been mairgdito
share the implications.

Problem Lack of performanc ~ We have implemented a balanced scorecard frametat

identification frameworks to measure the effectiveness of KTP research witlarHil to

measure the
effectiveness of KTP
research

share knowledge and improve effectiveness for d{fié?
projects.

Development o

the performance

Developing ¢
performance

We have implemented a balanced scorecard for tHe !
improve organizational performance. The transfer of

framework framework for KTP knowledge was then fed back into the universitgriher to
research develop a performance framework for measuring the
effectiveness of KTP research within the HEI.
Constan Bridging theory ant We have constantly iterated between empirical
iteration practice (interview transcripts and secondary data) andgjimsi

provided by theories and the literature.

Explanation ant
abstraction

Contribution to theor

We have pinpointed the potential of the researdiriimying
new questions in a comparative process of dialbgheeen
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theory and empirical datz

Table2: KTP Critical Success Factor s based on Balanced Scorecard

Financial:

a)
b)

c)

d)

provide a more significant return on investment

generate greater revenue growth based upon theittjon of unique skills and
understanding

facilitate a higher value offering that will pernaituniversity to enhance its cost
VS. price ratio

improve cash flow through the provision of a greatdume of high value
contracts

Customer:

a)
b)

c)
d)

increase KTP market share (with links to improveim on investment)

improve levels of customer satisfaction (with linksevenue growth and
increased cash flow)

build brand (with links to revenue growth and ocastprice for delivering KTP)

improve levels of customer retention

Internal
Business
Processes:

a)
b)
c)

d)

improve levels of bid conversion to obtain KTP fimgd(with links to relative
market share of KTP activity).

improve synergy between research and teaching (wwkk to return on
investment and cost vs. price for delivering KTP).

improve final report gradings for completed KTP4dtiMinks to customer
satisfaction and brand building).

provide an increase number of additional benefitth(links to customer
retention for KTP partners and cash flow)

Learning &
Growth:

a)

b)

c)

d)

develop academic careers together with levelsadritivisation received (with
links to return on investment and to the levelidfdonversion achieved).

undertake continued professional development (GREje context of the wider
issue of staff retention within the organisatioritiminks to the level of bid
conversion achieved and the level of synergy batwesearch/enterprise
activities).

deliver successful coaching and mentoring to KTingas (with links to the
final report scores received from Innovate UK additional activities
undertaken).

integrate into relevant Communities of Practicehbwithin the KTP partnership,
and also within academic discipline (with linksamditional activities undertake
and the final report scores received from Innows.

Adapted and built on the model of Kaplan & Nort@@92.
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Figure 1: Balanced Scorecard Framework to facilitate Open I nnovation
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Table 3: Implications and recommendations for open innovation and knowledge transfer

Open Innovation

Develop inter-organisational arrangements for gagsaollaborative
R&D

Develop research partnerships

Get ideas from all stakeholders across organisation

Share academic publications and academic knowhadbe industry
Use social media platforms to receive suggestidess, and feedbac

Disseminate knowledge freely (under open sourenties) to achieve
greater impact without receiving an income

Absorptive Capacity

Engage in activities commissioned by industrismts including
consulting

Commercialize intellectual property rights

Transfer university intellectual property rightdgmatents to partner
firms

Start spin-offs and entrepreneurship start ups

Provide strong infrastructure and information systdo share
knowledge in order to facilitate knowledge transfeross units and
organisations

Increase participation in decision making and recharriers and
boundaries between organisational levels to eratdelledge transfer

Communities of Practice

Design and implement KTPs (Knowledge Transfer Rastnips) to
work on collaborative projects across organisations

Form social relationships and networks at confezepfairs, or
industry events

Develop informal relationships and circles of fdsracross
organisations

Provide postgraduate training, human resource dpruent or
executive education for industry employees

Attend professional networks, boards, or projesedacommittees

Temporarily exchange personnel and share releaaksfroles to
increase mobility of people

Practicing job rotation to facilitate knowledgertséer and movement
throughout the organisation and increase motivation
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Deep Smarts Strategies

Develop customised individual know-how based ostirand
experience and tacit knowledge shaped by indivibeléfs and social
interactions

Incubate academic entrepreneurship based on dixidging and
immersive field work

Improve synergy between research and teachingqségetivities
Develop and commercially exploit innovations aneeimtions

Generate everyday insights to improve quality fef dit the university
and partner organisations

Stimulate entrepreneurial projects and incubatwsadd value for
organisational stakeholders

Provide effective rewards to reinforce knowledgarsty practices
considering the diversity of employee needs

Balanced Scorece

Measure and track performance of KTP projects

Ensure a multidimensional assessment of projecoouss and
deliverables

U7

Generate broad benefits for stakeholders, socretylaage externalitie
that are not easily captured by individual benafieis

Generate value for stakeholders through social hoonity and
cultural engagement (i.e. public lectures, artiesyeexhibitions etc.)
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