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Ms A Chan
Graduate School of Technology Management

University of Pretoria
Dear Ms Chan

Consolidated Report information  14-10 Knowledge transfers between and innovative performances of NTBFs in South Africa: An attempt to explain mixed findings in science park research

Thank you for submitting your manuscript for consideration at SAJEMS.  The manuscript has been independently reviewed, and those comments were recently received by the journal’s editorial board.  The reviewers were fairly positive about the paper, but especially the second reviewer felt that a number corrections were necessary.  Therefore, assuming that you are able to adequately address those corrections, we are willing to offer you the opportunity to publish your research in an upcoming issue of SAJEMS.  We attach their comments for your attention.

Some specific comments for revisions:

· Revise the paper to measure for innovative performance across multiple indicators and to provide empirical evidence from a case an emerging economy. 
· The research question is clear and concise and explaining the mixed findings in science park constitutes a significant contribution.

· The third model used for the regression analysis (Section 5.2) could be elaborated upon. It is not immediately clear why the moderator effect is measured by the product of the two independent variables. Note also that the abbreviation is incorrect—IFT*UKT should be IKT*UKT on p.14.

· Causal model and hypothesis 3: Hypothesis 3 could not be proved because of weak conceptualisation and formulation. The paper ventures a guess that mixed results can be attributed to different kinds of knowledge transfer influencing each other. It is expected that, while all kinds of knowledge transfer improves innovative performance (hypotheses 1 and 2), unintended transfer will reduce the willingness for intended transfer (hypothesis 3: “The relationship between the number of intended transfer relationships and innovation outcomes of firms will be negatively moderated by higher levels of unintended knowledge transfers”). This is expressed in a causal model (p.10). Conceptualising of the phenomenon in this way and the resultant formulation of hypothesis 3 is problematic for two reasons. First, a moderating effect of unintended knowledge transfer on intended knowledge transfer will only be noticed when firms compete directly. In a co-opetive environment or one in which firms’ knowledge intersect while their goals only partially overlap there will be no such moderation. Second and more fundamentally—even when assuming competition between the firms—it is not the fact of unintended knowledge transfer that moderates intended knowledge transfer, but the awareness or perception of unintended knowledge transfer on the part of knowledge contributing firms.

As it stands, the indicators for unintended knowledge transfers outlined in table 1 represent intentional activity by receiving firms that could contain unintended knowledge leakage from contributing firms. In other words, unintended knowledge transfer is measured by asking receiving firms about their behavior (measuring for the fact), rather than asking contributing firms about their awareness of such leakages or their behavioral modification following such leakages (measuring for awareness/perception).

Note that in Table 1 reference is made to Howells (2002) under “unintended knowledge transfers,” but that entry is absent from the bibliography. From section 3.3 it seemed as if the distinction between intentional and unintentional transfer comes from Fallah & Ibrahim (2004), Oerlemans & Meeus (2005) and Erbas et al. (2008). 

In the knowledge management literature on geographical proximity it is assumed that the issue is the kind of knowledge shared, rather than the kind of transfer relationship, but I understand that a shift towards the nature of knowledge shared makes it harder to study quantitatively and at the firm level.

Methodological consideration: Without hypothesis 3, the paper still produces results showing variance depending on which indicators are used to measure innovative performance. In other words, if the moderating effect of unintended knowledge transfer on intended knowledge transfer does not explain the mixed results in science park studies, then it might be explained by the type of measures used for innovative performance. The analysis shows clearly that science park location is significant for certain measures and not for others. 

However, this raises a higher level methodological objection. Using a multidimensional construct for innovative performance is a way to overcome limitations of previous research if we want to learn about the relation between knowledge transfer and innovation, but it is not the best way to learn about why previous studies produced mixed results. A literature review comparing and classifying previous studies according to the measures used for innovative performance will be an easier way to account for mixed results in previous studies.

Suggestion for improvement: The lack of a clear answer to hypothesis 3 means that the contribution is minor and based on what can be learnt from the data now that the research design did not yield the expected answer. I suggest extensively revising the paper before resubmitting it. One way to do it is to remove hypothesis 3, but that has a knock-on effect which also affects the distinction between intended and unintended knowledge transfer relationships.

The useful results emanate from the multi-dimensional construct for examining innovative performance. Making this the central focus seems to be the best way forward, but then the set-up has to be altered. Instead of starting off trying to explain mixed results in science park studies, focus on the relation between knowledge transfer and innovation. In other words, scrap the subtitle of the paper and simply contribute a study in an emerging economy about knowledge transfer and innovative performance. (This does not preclude speculating on the mixed findings at the end, but that won’t be the main focus anymore). 

· Formatting and other changes to be made: 
It is recommended that the author obtain the services of a language editor and also to address the detailed adjustments pointed out by reviewer no 2. 
 We ask that you revise your manuscript as soon as possible; specifically, though, we require that you complete your revisions within three months of the date of this letter, in order for the revised manuscript to be considered. If you are unable to complete the revision within three months, you may apply directly to the editorial office for an extension, and you should specify the amount of additional time requested. 

Along with your revision, we ask that you please provide us with a separate cover letter detailing your changes to the manuscript with respect to the reviewer’s comments, and, of course, we ask that you acknowledge the reviewers for their contributions.  We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Yours sincerely
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Prof Steve Koch

Editor in Chief: SAJEMS
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