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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Because road freight transport safety in the Netherlands is a rising concern, the Dutch
police and the affected Dutch transport sector, along with a number of other public and
private stakeholders, have joined forces in the form of public-private partnership initiatives
directed toward confronting road freight transport related crime in the Netherlands. As all
parties involved possess unique but relevant knowledge, transferring this knowledge between
partners is important. However, it is also difficult to achieve. Therefore the problem
statement of this research is: how can knowledge transfer be improved in Public-Private

Partnerships that confront Dutch road freight transport related crime?

The knowledge transfer environment is shaped by the way Public-Private Partnerships
are organised as well as the way people within them interact with each other and the
knowledge to be transferred. This environment consists of 10 factors, which are all
interrelated. To investigate how knowledge transfer occurs in these Public-Private
Partnerships and to offer recommendations on how this can be improved, 18 semi-structured
interviews were held with the most relevant and available people from five Public-Private

Partnerships.

The recommendations on how to improve knowledge transfer in Public-Private
Partnerships that confront Dutch road freight transport related crime are organised in terms of
how to improve structure and interaction. Structural recommendations refer to increased
interaction by strategic and operational level partnerships, care for the ideal organisational
structure, the inclusion of an operational field lab as well as a knowledge securing software
system and the screening of potential partners as well as the optimal amount of partners and
their preferred organisation size. The interaction recommendations refer to increasing
empathy between partners, stimulating open communication, ensuring that the people who
represent a partner stay on for the long-term and selecting the people who represent partners

based on a number of individual competences.
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1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides insight into the situation regarding public-private partnerships and
the importance of knowledge transfer in section 1.2. From this problem indication the
problem statement is formulated in section 1.3, followed by the research questions in section
1.4. A brief overview of how the rest of the document has been structured is presented in

section 1.5.

1.1 CLIENT OF THE RESEARCH

This research has been commissioned by the Gelderland-Midden police department,
henceforth referred to as ‘the client’, on behalf of Mr. Marcel Lieskamp, who is their
programme manager for public-private partnerships, in cooperation with Mr. Dr. Bernd

Wondergem, CEO of consultancy firm Lentenaer.

1.2 PROBLEM INDICATION

In 2005, the Netherlands was claimed to be the most dangerous European region for road
freight transport (BN de Stem, 2005). Truck drivers are given instructions by their transport
company operators not to stop alongside certain Dutch highways, not to speak about the
contents of their cargo to external colleague drivers and, in order to prevent internal theft,
applicants for truck driver positions are thoroughly screened (BN de Stem, 2005). According
to the same source, one of the interviewed transport companies even declared the entire
Benelux as an emergency area regarding road freight transport safety. Currently, the Dutch
transport sector incurs yearly damages amounting to more than €300 million caused by cargo
theft and related damages (Architectenweb, 2009; Engel & Prummel, 2007). Despite that this
value is not entirely accurate due to the lack of a centralised data collection method for this
type of crime (anonymous, personal communication, July 2, 2009), the presented figure
indicates that road freight transport safety in the Netherlands is a rising concern for the Dutch
police but also for the Dutch transport sector as these criminal activities impact their bottom

line (Engel & Prummel, 2007).

In order to deal with this problem, the Dutch police and the affected Dutch transport
sector, along with a number of other public and private stakeholders, have joined forces in
the form of public-private partnership (PPP) initiatives directed toward confronting road
freight transport related crime in the Netherlands. The PPP concept refers to a form of
cooperation between public and private parties that is based on mutual commitment over and
above that implied in any contract (Bovaird, 2004). Expertise and knowledge on investigative

techniques and procedures lie on the public side, such as with various police entities, the
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Public Prosecutor's Department and other government organisations, and expertise and
knowledge on value chain dynamics and business practices lie on the private side, such as

with technology manufacturers and transport- and insurance trade associations.

Transfer of knowledge in PPPs is important, as it is one of the major mechanisms
through which learning can occur (Argote, Ingram, Levine, & Moreland, 2000) and results in
the improvement of partnerships in terms of productivity (Argote, Beckman, & Epple, 1990;
Argote, Ingram, Levine, & Moreland, 2000; Darr, Argote, & Epple, 1995) and performance
(Lyles & Salk, 1996; Steensma & Lyles, 2000). However, it is also difficult to achieve
(Argote, 1999; Argote et al., 2000; Kwan & Cheung, 2006), as it is relies on the exchange
environment and mechanisms that exist between partnering organisations (Kale, Singh, &
Perlmutter, 2000). Although a study conducted by Van Pel, Wever and Smit (2002) reveals
valuable PPP project management insights, the PPP knowledge exchange environment and
mechanisms and ways for improving these have not been studied before. Accordingly, the
objective of this study is to provide insight into the way knowledge transfer occurs in PPPs
that confront Dutch road freight transport related crime and to form recommendations for
knowledge transfer improvement from this insight. The problem statement and the research

questions that follow from this objective are presented next.

1.3 PROBLEM STATEMENT

The main problem statement of this research is formulated as follows.

How can knowledge transfer be improved in Public-Private Partnerships that confront

Dutch road freight transport related crime?

1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The main problem statement will be answered by culminating the answers of the

following research questions.

1. What are public-private partnerships?
2. Which factors facilitate knowledge transfer in public-private partnerships?

3. How do the factors that facilitate knowledge transfer shape Public-Private

Partnerships that confront Dutch road freight transport related crime?

1.5 THESIS STRUCTURE

This study is structured in the following way. Chapter 2 will form the theoretical basis of
this research and contains a review of the theory on PPPs, the importance of knowledge

transfer and factors that facilitate knowledge transfer in PPPs. In chapter 3 the
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methodological approach of this research is briefly discussed. In chapter 4 the main results of
the interviews are presented that will lead to a discussion on PPPs and knowledge transfer

therein as well as a series of recommendations on how to improve this, in chapter 5.



2 THEORETICAL REVIEW

In this chapter theory related to PPPs and knowledge transfer is reviewed. In section 2.1,
the concept of PPPs and the importance of organisational balance in these partnerships are
presented. In section 2.2, the concept of knowledge and the importance of its transfer are
discussed, followed by a presentation of the factors that facilitate this transfer in sections 2.3,
2.4 and 2.5. The theoretical model that emerges from this chapter’s review is illustrated and
briefly discussed in section 2.6. The chapter will close with a conclusion of the most

important findings.

2.1 PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

Project-based cross-sector partnerships, of which PPPs are a subset, is a poorly
researched and understood concept (Bovaird, 2004; Googins & Rochlin, 2000; Rosenau,
1999; Selsky & Parker, 2005). This section will therefore focus on comparing definitions
used in both the theoretical and the practical domain and will reveal the importance of a

balanced partnership structure.

Bovaird (2004) warns for the diversity of meanings behind the general public-private
partnership term. This claim is confirmed by observing Linder’s (1999) identification of
several distinct meanings in the literature for this form of partnership. These distinct
meanings are however claimed to be “simple meanings attached to the use of the term by
certain actors in making claims for its application or adoption” (p. 39), indicating that PPP
meanings originate directly from their practical use. Accordingly, Bovaird (2004) explains
that it is not necessary to standardise these different meanings; rather it is important to

explore the term’s meaning in specific contexts.

Partnerships that are not considered part of the PPP concept are those that “are based
simply on the traditional contracting principles of management, monitoring and enforcement
of a detailed specification contained within a legally binding agreement” (Bovaird, 2004, p.
200). The degree of commitment beyond contractual limits therefore sets PPPs apart from
other types of cooperation between public and private organisations, which are nonetheless
occasionally incorrectly referred to as PPPs (Bovaird, 2004). PPPs in the literature are
accordingly defined as “a set of working arrangements based on a mutual commitment (over
and above that implied in any contract) between a public sector organization with any

organization outside of the public sector” (Bovaird, 2004, p. 200). The Raad van
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Hoofdcommissarissen (the highest council of the Dutch police) on the other hand defines'
PPPs as “autonomous private and public parties [that] work together on a hierarchically
equal level with agreed shared objectives consisting of clearly distributed responsibilities,

tasks and authorities that are duly observed.” (Raad van Hoofdcommissarissen, 2005).

When comparing the two definitions, it seems that the definition used by the Raad van
Hoofdcommissarissen focuses on an operational level, while the definition used in the
literature remains rather abstract. The importance of context, as noted earlier, seems
responsible for this, as practitioners view their PPP from a practical perspective and
academics in turn view PPPs from a theoretical point of view. Nevertheless, both definitions
explicitly mention the two sectors and emphasise commitment. The practical definition,
however, stresses the necessity for clearly distributing responsibilities, tasks and authorities
and that the work is done on a hierarchically equal level. At first glance this may mean
something different than commitment larger than strictly contractual, but actually such care
for equal decision power is only relevant if the goal is to establish a smooth long-term
partnership with a high level of commitment, hence their similarity despite their different
wording. Because the definition formulated by the Raad van Hoofdcommissarissen is more
explicit in terms of what is expected from the parties, it leaves less room for

misinterpretations and is therefore preferred over the theoretical definition.

According Reijniers (1994), PPPs function as containers for single or multiple projects
and have four characteristics (Reijniers, 1994). PPPs are (1) aimed at producing change in a
particular situation, while (2) being limited in terms of time and scope and (3) have complex
objectives, often due to hidden objectives of the various participants, while (4) the effort is
required from a variety of people and funds. Particularly characteristics (3) and (4) are of
concern as they are the underlying causes for the core challenge facing PPPs which arises due

to public and private sector differences in interest and corporate culture (Reijniers, 1994).

The public sector’s pursuit of social benefits does not naturally complement the private
sector’s pursuit of commercial benefits, and vice versa (Reijniers, 1994). During the
beginning of the cooperation, these tensions have little impact as all participating partners are
eager to cooperate (anonymous, personal communication, July 2, 2009; Reijniers, 1994), but
ultimately, this conflict of pursuit may alter the project’s principles, objectives and

preconditions to a degree that can have significant consequences later on in the partnership,

' The original Dutch PPP definition is: “[aJutonome private en publieke partijen werken samen vanuit
een heldere verdeling van verantwoordelijkheden, taken en bevoegdheden, en met inachtneming
daarvan, aan overeengekomen gezamenlijke doelstellingen, waarbij partijen niet in een hiérarchische
verhouding tot elkaar staan”.
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both operationally and financially (Reijniers, 1994). To avoid this conflict, balance needs to
be created between the sectors. The public sector ought to manage revenues and speed while
the private sector should act upon governmental rules and laws and use a democratic process
(Reijniers, 1994). Additionally, Reijniers (1994) states that the public sector should accept
that the private sector requires a risk surcharge for PPP projects that involve a high level of
risk. This balance can be achieved by incorporating the organisational structure, as displayed
in Figure 1, where the public and private sector both supply an equal amount of members for
a steering committee, which is in turn led by a chairperson that is independent from the
collaborating partners. This steering committee oversees the operations of the various
projects within the PPP that are in turn led by an independent project director. Thanks to both
the balance of public and private sector interests in the steering committee and the
chairperson and project director being independent from these interests, the pursuit of public

and commercial benefits are in equilibrium throughout the PPP.

Figure 1: Ideal Public-Private Partnership Organisational Structure

Public Sector Private Sector

Chairperson
Independent

Steering Committee
(Public and Private Sector)

Project
Director

Independent

Projects

Source: (Reijniers, 1994, p. 141)
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2.2 KNOWLEDGE AND THE IMPORTANCE OF ITS TRANSFER

Knowledge has been found to be an important organisational resource, despite it being a
broad and abstract notion (Alavi & Leidner, 2001) as well as an elusive concept that has been
classified and defined in a variety of ways (Birkinshaw, Nobel, & Ridderstréle, 2002). The
scientific debate on the precise definition of organisational knowledge and its constructs has
been going on for decades (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Birkinshaw et al., 2002; Spender, 1996a)
and is yet unresolved as even in more recent publications a call for better classifications of
knowledge is made (Easterby-Smith, Lyles, & Tsang, 2008). The likely cause for this can be
distilled from Spender and Grant’s (1996) claim that the variables most theoretically
interesting and important for defining knowledge are those that are least identifiable,
measurable as well as that they cannot be spoken about, owing to their tacit nature. Due to
this lack of consensus, the aim of the discussion in this section is thus not to offer a definitive
answer on what exactly knowledge is, but rather it provides an overview of the aspects
researchers do agree on in order to offer grip on what is meant by the term knowledge

throughout this research.

Alavi and Leidner (2001) define knowledge as the “information possessed in the mind of
individuals: it is personalized information (which may or may not be new, unique, useful, or
accurate) related to facts, procedures, concepts, interpretations, ideas, observations, and
Jjudgments” (p. 109) and “is thus the result of cognitive processing triggered by the inflow of
new stimuli” (p. 109). The wording of this definition is considerably different from the
definition put forth by Alavi and Leidner (2001), who define knowledge as “a justified belief
that increases an entity's capacity for effective action” (p. 109). While the former definition
focuses on what precisely lies in the mind, the latter definition makes no such attempt as it
presupposes whatever is in the mind and only focuses on how this is used for more effective
action. Clearly these are two different definitional approaches and illustrate the complexity of

the debate on knowledge.

Regardless of its definition, knowledge in itself is considered to be an umbrella term for
the concepts of information and know-how (Birkinshaw et al., 2002; Kogut & Zander, 1992).
These two concepts have been defined rather consensually, despite Alavi and Leidner’s
(2001) explicit equating of knowledge with know-how and Nonaka’s (1994) oposite claim
that information is not knowledge per se. This shows that here too not all scholars agree.
Nonetheless, information is defined by most as “knowledge which can be transmitted without
loss of integrity once the syntactical rules required for deciphering it are known”
(Birkinshaw et al., 2002; Dyer & Singh, 1998; Kogut & Zander, 1992, p. 386). It is thus
easily codifiable (Kale et al., 2000), standardised and often proprietary (Kogut & Zander,
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1992). Know-how on the other hand is defined by most as “the accumulated practical skill or
expertise that allows one to do something smoothly and efficiently" (Birkinshaw et al., 2002;
Kale et al., 2000; Kogut & Zander, 1992; Von Hippel, 1988, p. 6) and involves knowledge
that is tacit, sticky, complex, and difficult to codify (Kale et al., 2000; Szulanski, 1996). The
keyword in the definition of know-how is ‘accumulated’, as it implies that know-how must
be acquired and learned (Kogut & Zander, 1992). The explicit difference between
information and know-how is that knowledge as information implies knowing ‘what’

something means, while know-how logically entails knowing ‘how’ to do something.

Nonaka (1994) introduced two other descriptions of knowledge, namely explicit and tacit
knowledge. Explicit knowledge is knowledge that is transmittable in formal, systematic
language and can thus be codified (Nonaka, 1994), which refers to “an individual's mental
models consisting of mental maps, beliefs, paradigms, and viewpoints” (Alavi & Leidner,
2001, p. 110). Tacit knowledge on the other hand “is deeply rooted in action, commitment,
and involvement in a specific context” (Nonaka, 1994, p. 16) and involves both cognitive and
technical elements (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Nonaka, 1994), which refers to “concrete know-
how, crafts, and skills that apply to a specific context” (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, p. 110). The
concepts of information and know-how strongly resemble those of explicit and tacit
knowledge, in that order. This observation is further substantiated by Spender’s (1996a)
opinion that explicit knowledge is akin to 'knowledge about', while tacit knowledge is
associated with experience, respectively similar to knowing ‘what’ and knowing ‘how’, as

presented above.

The transfer of the different types of knowledge between organisations, defined as “the
process through which one unit (e.g., individual, group, department, division) is affected by
the experience of another” (Argote et al., 2000, p. 3), is important, as it is one of the major
mechanisms through which learning at the organisational level can occur (Argote et al.,
2000). Learning has been defined as “the process of experiencing and analyzing, or the
process of communicating the knowledge previously generated by others” (Spender, 1996b,
p. 48) and has therefore a strong parallel with the knowledge transfer definition. This is
underlined by Mason and Leek’s (2008) claim that “learning can be understood as the
improvement of practices resulting from knowledge transfer among firms” (p. 775). For
organisations to arrive at the same understanding of information, they must share a certain

knowledge base” (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). This shared knowledge base is a key determinant

* Information is converted to knowledge after it has been processed in the mind of individuals and
knowledge becomes information after it has been articulated and presented in the form of text,
graphics, words, or other symbolic forms (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).
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for an organisation’s absorptive capacity level (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). In order for
information within the PPP to become knowledge, a certain knowledge base needs to be
shared because PPPs consist of many different partners which all have their individual
expertise and knowledge®. Obtaining this shared knowledge base can thus be achieved by

transferring knowledge between the partnering organisations.

Organisations can learn not only directly from their own experience but also indirectly
from the experience of other organisations (Argote et al., 1990; Argote et al., 2000; Huber,
1991). ‘Interconnected’ organisations, such as alliances (Powell, Koput, & Smith-Doerr,
1996) and PPPs, have therefore performance advantages relative to more independent
organisations (Lyles & Salk, 1996; Steensma & Lyles, 2000) because they have a larger
experience base from which to learn (Argote et al., 2000) and it stimulates the development
of their capabilities and competences (Lane, Salk, & Lyles, 2001). Organisations that are able
to transfer knowledge effectively are therefore considered more productive than those that are

less skilled in doing so (Argote et al., 1990; Argote et al., 2000; Darr et al., 1995).

Successful knowledge transfer between organisations is however, difficult to achieve
(Argote, 1999; Argote et al., 2000; Kwan & Cheung, 2006), as it is relies on the exchange
environment and mechanisms that exist between the partnering organisations (Kale et al.,
2000). Close personal interaction between the partners is key here, as it enables individual
members to develop an understanding of where relevant information or expertise resides
(Dyer & Singh, 1998). Close interaction between alliance partners can therefore facilitate the
transfer of knowledge across the alliance partners because it acts as an effective mechanism
to transfer and learn knowledge (von Hippel, 1988; Kale et al., 2000). Besides that this
discussion underlines the importance of knowledge transfer between organisations, it also
points to factors that facilitate this knowledge transfer, which are presented in the remaining

part of this chapter.

2.3 ORGANISATIONAL FACTORS THAT FACILITATE KNOWLEDGE
TRANSFER

Some of the factors that facilitate knowledge transfer in PPPs can be grouped as factors
that are specific to each organisation that participates in the PPP. These are the level of
absorptive capacity, intra-PPP knowledge transfer, the motivation to learn and teach and the

organisation size of the participating organisations.

? Such as expertise and knowledge on investigative techniques and procedures by the public side and
expertise and knowledge on value chain dynamics and business practices by the private side.
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2.3.1 ABSORPTIVE CAPACITY

Absorptive capacity has been unequivocally demonstrated to facilitate knowledge
transfer (Lane et al., 2001; Mowery, Oxley, & Silverman, 1996). It was originally introduced
in 1990 by Cohen and Levinthal, who defined it as “the ability of a firm to recognise the
value of new, external information, assimilate it and apply it to commercial ends” (p. 128)
and refers to the capacity of an organisation to recognise, assimilate and exploit new external
knowledge (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Easterby-Smith et al., 2008; Lane, Koka, & Pathak,
2006; Zahra & George, 2002). The antecedents of absorptive capacity, according to Lane and
Lubatkin (1998), are past experiences, culture, and knowledge retention capabilities, which
are all in line with Cohen and Levinthal’s (1990) claim that the capacity to absorb is mainly a

function of the level of pre-existent related knowledge.

Additionally, Easterby-Smith et al. (2008) found that of all factors relevant to knowledge
transfer, absorptive capacity is most prevalent and that the donor organisation® requires
absorptive capacity in order to acknowledge the potential value of the knowledge that is
under evaluation for passing on to the recipient organisation’. However, an organisation’s
ability to absorb knowledge is not simply the sum of the absorptive capacity of its employees.
It additionally depends on how well knowledge is transferred within (Kwan & Cheung,

2006), which is discussed next.

2.3.2 INTRA-PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP TRANSFER CAPABILITY

According to Zahra and George (2002), the knowledge obtained from external sources
cannot be exploited without the right integrative mechanism. Just as it was explained above
that the donor organisation needs absorptive capacity in order to recognise the potential value
of knowledge to the recipient organisation, the donor also requires the capability to
efficiently conduce this identified knowledge to the recipient (Zahra & George, 2002). This is
called intra-organisational transfer capability and is defined as “the ability to transfer best
practices internally” by Szulanski (1996), p. 27. As this capability to transfer knowledge
applies to a PPP setting, the term will be referred to as intra-PPP transfer capability.
Easterby-Smith et al. (2008) point out that as soon as external knowledge enters an
organisation, the recipient of this knowledge requires its capability for intra-PPP transfer to
circulate the knowledge within its organisation for later assimilation and utilisation. This
process can be demanding. Major barriers are the recipient’s lack of absorptive capacity,

causal ambiguity of the knowledge under transfer and the possible existence of an arduous

* The donor organisation is the organisation that transfers knowledge to the recipient organisation.
> The recipient organisation is the organisation that receives knowledge that is being transferred by the
donor organisation.
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relationship between the donor and the recipient (Szulanski, 1996; 2000). These barriers
collectively influence the ease of knowledge transfer (Szulanski, 1996). As the former two

barriers are explained elsewhere, the latter is explained below.

A successful relationship between partnering organisations depends ultimately on the
quality of the donor-recipient interaction (Ko, Kirsch, & King, 2005). When this relationship
is strenuous and demanding, or ‘arduous' in the words of Szulanski (1996), it can negatively
affect knowledge transfer (Baum & Ingram, 1998), meaning that knowledge transfer between
organisations that suffer from an arduous relationship will be low. Relationship arduousness
refers to the ease of communication (Arrow, 1974, as cited in Szulanski, 1996) and the
intimacy level between the donor and the recipient (Marsden, 1990, as cited in Szulanski,
1996). The lower the communication ease and/or intimacy level, the more internal transfer of
knowledge is hampered, particularly when the information being transferred largely consists

of tacit knowledge (Szulanski, 1996).

2.33 MOTIVATION TO LEARN AND TEACH

In order for knowledge transfer to be effective, the recipient organisation must have the
motivation to learn (Easterby-Smith et al., 2008). According to Hamel (1991), the motivation
to learn is an important factor regarding knowledge transfer as enthusiasm for learning
depends largely on whether the recipient organisation entered the partnership out of proactive
choice to support ambitious goals or out of forced choice due to a deteriorating competitive
situation. He found that late-comers, although the term might be slightly confusing, have a
higher motivation to learn. This implies that knowledge transfer within PPPs is more
effective when the partnership consists of organisations that joined out of proactive choice.
At the same time, the donor organisation must be able to offer valuable knowledge to spark
the recipient organisation’s interest through its motivation to teach (Ko et al., 2005).
Easterby-Smith et al. (2008) connect these two forms of motivation by maintaining that they
can affect each other as the unwillingness to teach may actually curb the recipient

organisation’s interest to learn.

2.3.4 ORGANISATION SIZE

Gupta and Govindarajan (2000) demonstrate that organisation size influences knowledge
transfer between organisations because larger organisations have more resources to allocate
to the knowledge transfer process. Additionally, Cohen and Levinthal (1990) link
organisation size to absorptive capacity because they maintain that larger organisations have
more diverse knowledge resources that make the absorption of new knowledge, and therefore

its transfer to other organisations, easier. Others, such as Dhanaraj, Lyles, Steensma, &
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Tihanyi (2004), show similar results. Tsang (2002) however, finds no significant relationship,
while Makino and Delios (1996) do obtain a significant relationship between organisation
size and knowledge transfer between organisations, but theirs is negative compared to the

positive direction found by all others.

Precisely in light of these conflicting findings, which may have been caused by the
different ways in which the above researchers have measured organisation size (e.g. in terms
of sales or number of employees), Van Wijk et al. (2008) conducted their meta-analysis.
They show that a significant positive relationship does exist between organisation size and
knowledge transfer between organisations. Due to the nature of meta-analysis, in which the
overall findings from past research are collectively regressed, this provides confidence that
organisation size is indeed a relevant factor that facilitates knowledge transfer between
organisations. This suggests that in order to stimulate knowledge transfer in PPPs, the
inclusion of larger organisations in the partnership rather than smaller ones would be more

beneficial.

2.4 KNOWLEDGE FACTORS THAT FACILITATE KNOWLEDGE
TRANSFER

According to Birkinshaw et al (2002), Kogut and Zander (1992) and Zander and Kogut
(1995), characteristics of knowledge are found to be important facilitators of the knowledge
transfer process. In total four knowledge factors have been identified, which are all
interrelated, as described below. The factors are knowledge specificity, knowledge

complexity, knowledge tacitness and knowledge ambiguity (Reed & Defillippi, 1990).

To begin with knowledge specificity, according to Reed and Defillippi (1990),
knowledge specificity refers to “the transaction specific skills and assets that are utilised in
the production processes and provision of services for particular customers” (1990, p. 89).
Although this definition has been formulated from a traditional manufacturing business
perspective, the key words related to the PPPs under study are transaction specific skills and
assets. When knowledge specificity is high, it implies that durable investments have been
made with regard to skills and assets relevant to a specific task (e.g. the joint efforts to reduce
road freight transport related crime). As such, a high degree of knowledge specificity is
responsible for a high degree of knowledge complexity, as knowledge complexity is the

outcome of many interdependent skills and assets (Reed & Defillippi, 1990).

Together with the degree to which knowledge can be coded (i.e. codifiability) and taught
(i.e. teachability) (Kogut & Zander, 1995), knowledge complexity also influences the degree
to which knowledge is tacit (Reed & Defillippi, 1990). Knowledge tacitness has been defined
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as "that feature of knowledge that requires the observance of a set of rules which are not
known as such to those following them” (Polanyi, 1958, p. 49, as cited in Martin & Salomon,
2003, p. 360), and refers to “the implicit and non-codifiable accumulation of skills that
results from learning by doing” (Reed & Defillippi, 1990, p. 89). Martin and Salomon (2003)
observe that knowledge tacitness and -complexity reinforce each other, meaning that an
increase in knowledge tacitness increases the degree of its complexity. Overall, tacit
knowledge scores low on the degree of codifiability and teachability, while high on the
degree of complexity, implicating that it is problematic to transfer tacit knowledge between
organisations (Martin & Salomon, 2003) as it is difficult to transfer knowledge that is

simultaneously complex, difficult to codify and teach.

The fourth knowledge factor, knowledge ambiguity, is the result of the degree to which
knowledge is specific, complex and tacit (Reed & Defillippi, 1990) and has been defined as
“the inherent and irreducible uncertainty as to precisely what the underlying knowledge
components and sources are and how they interact” (Van Wijk et al., 2008, p. 833). Studies
by Levin and Cross (2004), Simonin (1999), Szulanski, Cappetta, & Jensen (2004) and Van
Wijk et al. (2008) illustrate that knowledge ambiguity is one of the main determinants of
knowledge transfer between organisations. Its main advantage is the protection of knowledge
from imitation by competitors (or criminals, in terms of the PPPs under study) because it is
hard for the imitator to identify the precise knowledge employed behind a certain product or
process. Its main disadvantage on the other hand is that it obstructs knowledge transfer
between organisations (Coff, Coff, & Eastvold, 2006) because additional explaining and
learning of transferred ambiguous knowledge requires more time and resources (Van Wijk et
al., 2008). In summary, the more specific, complex and tacit the underlying knowledge, and
thus the stronger its ambiguity, the more difficult its subsequent transfer will be (Van Wijk et

al., 2008).

2.5 NETWORK FACTORS THAT FACILITATE KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER

Network factors are the third and last group of factors that shape the knowledge transfer
environment in PPPs. They are important because knowledge transfer involves multiple
organisations operating within their, possibly shared, eco-systems (Easterby-Smith et al.,
2008; Van Wijk et al., 2008), they facilitate knowledge transfer because they aid the
formation of new knowledge (Adler & Kwon, 2002) and they add to an organisation’s
absorptive capacity (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). The network factors discussed are the
number of partners in a PPP, the tie strength and trust between them and the degree to which

their vision and systems overlap.
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2.5.1 NUMBER OF PARTNERS IN A PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP

Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve and Tsai (2004) explain that networks can be viewed from
the perspectives of individuals, work units or organisations. They refer to strategic alliances
as a network aimed at long-term cooperation between different organisations. PPPs can
therefore be seen as an inter-organisational network. According to Gupta and Govindarajan
(2000) and Hansen (1999), having a large number of organisations within a network
enhances the information processing capability of these organisations and assists the degree
of access to important and relevant knowledge. This positively stimulates knowledge transfer
between the organisations in a network (Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Van Wijk et al., 2008).
However, when the number of relations grows beyond a certain level, the time, energy, and
attention needed to establish and maintain such relations may diminish knowledge transfer”
(Van Wijk et al., 2008, p. 848). This shows the possibility of a curvilinear relationship
between the number of organisations included in a network and the degree of knowledge

transfer between them. What such a level is, however, remains unclear.

2.5.2 TIE STRENGTH BETWEEN PARTNERS

Tie strength refers to the relationship closeness between partnering organisations (Van
Wijk et al., 2008) and, according to Hansen (1999), is strengthened by increased interaction
and communication. Reagans and McEvily (2003) and Van Wijk et al. (2008) report that
strong ties cause increased knowledge transfer. This occurs because stronger ties lead to
increases in efforts between organisations to make sure that the transferred knowledge is
properly understood and exploited (Hansen, 1999). Additionally, Bell and Zaheer (2007) hold
that strong social ties are responsible for improved knowledge transfer between
organisations. It is interesting to observe that strong ties would reduce relationship
arduousness as it improves interaction and communication. Tie strength thus also positively
influences the intra-PPP transfer capability, discussed earlier. It must be noted however, that
also for this factor a curvilinear relationship may exist as, both tie strength and trust, could
limit access to divergent views and methods (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Nevertheless,
strong ties between alliance partners facilitate greater learning between them (Kale et al.,

2000).

2.5.3 TRUST BETWEEN PARTNERS

Trust, defined as “the belief that a partner’s word or promise is reliable and that a
partner will fulfil its obligations in the relationship” (Inkpen, 2000, p. 1027), has been found
to be an important determinant for knowledge transfer (Ko et al., 2005; Lane et al., 2001;
Szulanski et al., 2004) as it, similar to tie strength, increases the willingness of organisations
within a partnership to help each other understand the transferred knowledge (Lane et al.,
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2001). Additionally, trust provides comfort that the shared knowledge will not be utilised
beyond what was initially agreed (Dhanaraj et al., 2004). Some research has however
indicated that high levels of trust may also create ‘collective blindness’ which could restrict
the transfer of knowledge (Lane et al., 2001). Nonetheless, trustworthy relations facilitate
both knowledge transfer (Van Wijk et al., 2008) and learning (Kale et al., 2000). Thus, the
stronger the ties between the PPP organisations, the higher their shared level of trust and

therefore the more knowledge transfer between the partners will occur.

2.5.4 SHARED VISION AND SYSTEMS OF PARTNERS

Shared vision and systems, such as structures and mechanisms, encompass the
knowledge transfer context and the transfer mechanisms within partnerships as well as the
common goals shared by the partnering organisations (Easterby-Smith et al., 2008).
According to the same authors, before knowledge transfer between organisations can take
place, they must be in some form of alliance. The form this alliance takes place in determines
the degree of interaction between the partnering organisations and how knowledge is
transferred between them (Hagedoorn & Narula, 1996), as tie strength developed by these
structures impacts the value of knowledge under transfer (Easterby-Smith et al., 2008).
Allying organisations with a high degree of shared vision and systems can increase mutual
understanding, which leads to better integration of knowledge and thus improves knowledge
transfer between organisations (Van Wijk et al., 2008), as knowledge transfer has been found
to be a function of organisational structure similarity, dominant logic similarity (Lane &
Lubatkin, 1998; Mowery et al., 1996) and business similarity (Lane et al., 2001). Thus, if
partnering organisations share similar vision and systems, knowledge transfer between them

will be improved.
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2.6 VISUALISATION OF THE THEORETICAL MODEL

Below, the theory presented in this chapter is visualised and the model as a whole is

explained.

Figure 2: Factors that Facilitate Knowledge Transfer in Public-Private Partnerships
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The theoretical framework of this research is visualised in Figure 2, displayed above. It
represents the knowledge transfer environment of PPPs and consists of factors that facilitate
knowledge transfer between public and private partners and demonstrates how certain groups
of factors interact with each other. The framework illustrates a cause and effect mechanism
where the three groups of organisational-, knowledge- and network factors facilitate the
transfer of knowledge. Dynamics between the different groups of factors that facilitate

knowledge transfer exists as well.

The network factors warrant a central role because they allow for the interaction between
the donor and recipient organisations during the transfer of knowledge, hence the two left-
right arrows. The organisational factors of the donor and recipient organisations are
symmetrical because knowledge transfer may occur in both directions as roles and

relationships change throughout the partnership (Easterby-Smith et al., 2008). Also, an
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overlap exists between the network and knowledge factors because network factors aid in the
development of new knowledge (Adler & Kwon, 2002). The discussed relationship between
the knowledge factors is also evident in the model as knowledge specificity affects the degree
of knowledge complexity (Reed & Defillippi, 1990), which in turn shares a reciprocal
relationship with knowledge tacitness (Martin and Salomon, 2003; Reed & Defillippi, 1990).
All three together affect the degree of knowledge ambiguity (Reed & Defillippi, 1990). The
organisational structure for PPPs described by Reijniers (1994) determines the way the
factors that facilitate knowledge transfer are channelled and is positioned as a base for the

other factors.

2.7 CHAPTER CONCLUSIONS

The findings of this chapter relate to the definition and challenge of PPPs, the meaning of
knowledge and the importance of its transfer for PPPs as well as the factors that facilitate

this.

The most significant aspect of the definition of a PPP is the emphasis on commitment by
stressing the necessity for clearly distributing responsibilities, tasks and authorities and that
all parties are considered hierarchically equal. Additionally, because of the conflict of pursuit
between public and private parties, balance needs to be created between the two sectors
Reijniers (1994). This can be achieved by incorporating the organisational structure
introduced by Reijniers (1994), which includes a truly independent chairperson and

independent project directors.

Despite the lack of consensus by researchers on how to exactly define knowledge,
transferring knowledge between partnering organisations is considered important because it
is one of the major mechanisms through which learning can occur (Argote et al., 2000) and
results in the improvement of partnerships in terms of productivity (Argote et al., 1990;
Argote et al., 2000; Darr et al., 1995) and performance (Lyles & Salk, 1996; Steensma &
Lyles, 2000). The transfer of knowledge between organisations is however difficult to
achieve (Argote, 1999; Argote et al., 2000; Kwan & Cheung, 2006), as it is relies on the
exchange environment and mechanisms that exist between the partnering organisations (Kale
et al., 2000). Knowledge transfer is therefore subject to a number of facilitating factors that
are interrelated. In total, 10 of such factors relevant to PPPs are identified, Nine of these can
be grouped in terms of organisational-, knowledge- and network factors. The nine factors are
absorptive capacity, intra-PPP knowledge transfer, motivation to learn and teach,

organisation size, knowledge ambiguity (influenced by knowledge specificity, complexity
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and tacitness), number of PPP partners, tie strength, trust and shared vision and systems. The

tenth factor is the organisational structure of the PPP.
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3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this chapter the methodology used in this research is outlined. First the research type is
revealed in section 3.1 after which the data collection methods in section 3.2 and data

analysis method in section 3.3 are described.

3.1 QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTIVE RESEARCH

The objective of this research is to provide insight into the way knowledge transfer
occurs in PPPs that confront Dutch road freight transport related crime and to form
recommendations for knowledge transfer improvement from this insight. This objective will
be achieved by adopting a qualitative descriptive research design. There are two reasons why
in this study a qualitative research method is preferred over quantitative methods. First, it was
not feasible to collect data from a large enough sample to research by means of quantitative
analysis and obtain a satisfactory confidence level. This is because there are simply not
enough people involved in the PPPs under study. Second, the quantitative data from the
available databases related to the PPPs under study would not be sufficiently reliable as it is

considered disjoint and incomplete (anonymous, personal communication, March 4, 2009).

3.2 DATA COLLECTION

The data collection methods are described in terms of the theoretical framework and the

semi-structured interviews employed in this research.

3.2.1 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Prior to the beginning of this research, the situation regarding road freight transport
related crime in the Netherlands and the PPPs that are being employed to combat this were
discussed between the client and the author. During these discussions it became apparent that
knowledge transfer lies at the foundation of PPPs. As a result, the concept of knowledge
transfer forms the basis of the theoretical framework, together with theory related to PPPs as
well as knowledge in general and the importance of its transfer in specific. These three
theoretical pillars form the structure of chapter 2 and serve as the basis for identifying the
appropriate questions used in both the preliminary as well as the main interviews. Literature
on these topics was found primarily through the ISI Web of Knowledge and ABI/Inform
online databases. The main search terms used are: ‘public-private-partnerships’, ‘strategic
alliances’ and ‘knowledge transfer’. Because the amount of research done on PPPs is limited,
particularly regarding knowledge transfer, literature from the strategic alliance domain is also
used as the definitions of the two reveal a significant overlap. For a detailed comparison,

refer to appendix I on page 53.
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3.2.2 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS

The data for this research has been collected using semi-structured interviews. The
interviews are semi-structured because while on the outset the relevant topics were known
owing to the literature review and specific questions were determined prior to the start of the
interviews, the open-ended nature of the questions resulted in unplanned follow-up questions.
Three types of interviews have been conducted, namely: preliminary interviews, main
interviews and a joint interview. All three interview types have their own purpose, which are

described below.

At the beginning stage of this research, preliminary interviews were conducted between
June and July 2009 with three experts of PPPs that confront Dutch road freight transport
related crime. The client selected the respondents for these interviews. The preliminary
interviews lasted about 60 minutes each and were recorded and transcribed verbatim. The
interview questions are displayed on page 54 in appendix II. The objective of these
preliminary interviews was to provide the author with insight into the PPP environment
regarding road freight transport related crime in the Netherlands and to establish a list of
PPPs from which respondents for the main interviews could be selected. The PPPs that were
identified by the preliminary interview respondents and their duration, scope and the
organisation that served as main contact to the author are displayed in Table 1 below. Three
of the five PPPs are currently still in progress, while two have ended. The scope also differs
as three are national level and two are regional level PPPs. For a description of each PPP and

an overview of the partnering organisations within, refer to appendix III on page 56.

Table 1: The Public-Private Partnerships that are Referred to in this Research

Main contact
PPP Name Duration Scope organisation
. Stichting Aanpak
Top 20 onveilige 2007 National Voertuigc%iminfliteit
parkeerplaatsen (AVo)
Convenant Aanpak
Criminaliteit Stichting Aanpak
Wegtransportsector 2004 - 2008 National Voertuigcriminaliteit
(AVc)
(covenant 1)
Convenant Aanpak
Criminaliteit Stichting Aanpak
Transportsector 2009 - present National Voertuigeriminaliteit
(AVc)
(covenant 2)
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Secure Lane 2006 - present Regional
Realisatie Vrachta.uto 2009 — present

parkeerplaatsen in Regional
de Liemers (start-up phase)

CrimiNee!

Kamer van

Koophandel Arnhem

Following the preliminary interviews and the writing of the theoretical review, the main

interviews were held. In total, 14 main interviews were conducted between December 2009

and February 2010. The respondents were selected according to a purposive sampling design,

because only a limited number of people could provide the necessary information (Sekaran,

2003). To ensure that all relevant people would be interviewed, a snowball technique was

used where early respondents referred others until the most relevant and available people

were interviewed. All of the interview respondents are displayed below in Table 2.

Respondents 13 and 14 are not involved with the PPPs under study but have nevertheless

been interviewed. This was by recommendation of several of the other respondents as the two

people are considered PPP experts. Although these two interviews were based on the same

main interview structure, some questions were rephrased, added or omitted to suit the

situation of the respective respondent.

Table 2: Overview of Respondents and the Organisation they Represent in the Partnerships

Respondent Organisation Interview Type
1 Kamer van Koophandel 2
2 | Stichting Aanpak Voertuigcriminaliteit (AVc) 2,3
3 | Stichting Aanpak Voertuigcriminaliteit (AVc) 2
4 RPC Ijselland 2
5 Transport en Logistiek Nederland 2
6 KLPD 1,2
7 CrimiNee! 2,3
8 Openbaar Ministerie 2
9 Les Routiers Européens 2

10 Nederlands Politie Instituut 1,2
11 Verbond van Verzekeraars 2
12 EVO 2
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13 Het CCV 2

14 Universiteit van Tilburg 2

1 Preliminary interview

Main interview
3 Joint interview

Each main interview lasted about 120 minutes and was recorded® and transcribed
verbatim. The questions of the main interview, which are displayed on page 58 in the
appendix IV, are all based on the theoretical framework discussed above and are similarly
structured. First, questions about the parties involved and the PPPs organisational structure
are asked. Subsequently, questions on four knowledge transfer topics (organisational-,
knowledge- and network factors and outcomes of knowledge transfer) are asked. Prior to
asking the first question of a not yet discussed knowledge transfer factor, the factor is briefly
explained to the respondent in order to insure that the context of the question is properly

understood.

During the course of the main interviews it became apparent to the author that two parties
involved in different PPPs performed complementary activities, even though these PPPs
differed in terms of scope and to some extent in terms of parties involved. In light of this, a
joint interview with these two parties was carried out. The respondents from these two parties
had already been interviewed separately beforehand during the main interviews where they
had indicated to be interested in such a joint interview. The objectives of the joint interview
are displayed on page 64 of the appendix V. The joint interview lasted about 90 minutes and
was recorded and transcribed verbatim. The data collected from the joint interview was used
to corroborate findings from the main interviews and to formulate specific recommendations

regarding the complementary activities.

3.3 DATA ANALYSIS

All transcripts were read repeatedly to get an overall impression of the material and to
identify the most relevant comments made by the respondents. As the interviews are
structured around the knowledge transfer factors outlined in the theoretical review, the
comments are coded and grouped according to these factors. The comments were then
condensed and placed in the data display of the factor it belongs to, which are available from

page 65 onward in appendix VI. The data displays show all the comments made by each

% The recording of the comparative case study interview respondent 9 was corrupted and could
therefore not be transcribed. The most important points made by this respondent were summarised
immediately after the interview was conducted (and the corrupt recording was discovered) in order to
ensure that as much of the respondent’s views were conserved.
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respondent regarding the aspects of a particular factor. Some of the comments made by the
respondents are relevant to the formation of recommendations but are not directly related to
knowledge transfer factors. Therefore these comments are placed in a separate data display

named ‘Miscellaneous’.

Due to the relationship complexity of all opinions and factors, a mind map was created
with the mind mapping software ‘FreeMind’ which displays an overview of the comments
per respondents relative to a specific knowledge transfer factor and the relationship between
these comments and factors. From this overview a preliminary results structure was created
which at first was organised in terms of all individual knowledge transfer factors. At this
stage the most important findings were translated from Dutch to English. Due to a significant
overlap between the results per factor, all results were then restructured in terms of
organisational-, knowledge- and relationship aspects that influence knowledge transfer.
These aspects form the structure of the Results chapter. The grouping of all the main findings
from both the Theoretical Review and the Results chapter, as displayed in the table on page
96, in appendix VII forms the basis of the Discussion and Conclusions chapter. By doing so,

a clear trail of evidence regarding the findings is achieved.

29



4 RESULTS

In this chapter the results of the interviews are presented. The outcomes are described in
terms of their organisational aspects in section 4.1, knowledge aspects in section 4.2 and
relationship aspects in section 4.3. At the end of the chapter the main conclusions are

outlined.

4.1 ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS THAT INFLUENCE KNOWLEDGE
TRANSFER IN PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

When asked about the degree of similarity between the parties involved in the PPPs, 13
respondents agree that their organisations, which they represent in the PPPs, are considerably
different in terms of vision and systems. On the one hand, four of these 13 respondents claim
that differences in vision and systems could have a negative effect on the PPP. The following

quote illustrates the concern for this difference:

“... the Achilles' heel of PPPs is precisely the [difference in vision and systems] of
the public and private parties involved; they want to do something together, but
because they are immersed in such a different dynamic and force field, most
partnerships deliver poor results or progress sluggishly.” (Respondent 14)

The differences in vision and systems is said to be caused by the different decision
making processes and procedures employed by the different parties. Due to these differences
concessions have to be made, which is expressed to be a difficult process. Three other
respondents mention that the only way differences can be overcome is by acknowledging
them and by having empathy and respect for each other’s vision and systems. On the other
hand, eight respondents maintain that the differences in vision and systems do not have a
negative influence on the PPP as these differences are what make the PPPs so unique and
powerful to begin with, thanks to the collation of different approaches and areas of expertise.
Differences are not experienced as negative due to the presence of empathy for and

awareness of the differences.

Two respondents who feel that the other partners did not properly understand their
organisation’s position and behaviour within the PPP describe the importance of empathy and
understanding from a negative experience. They explain that the misinterpretation created the
opposite of empathy, namely apathy and misunderstanding, about their organisation’s role in
the PPP. Although, after careful explaining of the reasons behind their behaviour the
representatives of the other parties within the PPP did understand and had empathy for it,

apathy and misunderstanding still remains in the rest of the representatives’ organisations.
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Understanding each other’s logic is also underlined as a critical success factor of PPPs. One

way for creating such understanding is by visiting each other’s organisation.

Because of the expressed differences in terms of vision and systems, six respondents
stress the importance of conducting thorough investigation into a potential organisation’s
suitability as a partner because not all organisations are able to perform in a PPP setting. This
is achieved by mapping the potential organisation’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and
threats. As an example, organisations that are mostly inward focussed, or that are only
touched by a small portion of the problem at hand, should be avoided. It is considered crucial
to be certain that all organisations that can add to the solution of the problem are indeed
involved in the PPP. One way to be certain of this is by mapping the value chain that is
related to the problem’s environment and by mapping the type of knowledge they can bring
to the PPP. Potential participants must also be judged on their ability to commit to the PPP

and whether they can employ all their skills and resources.

In addition to the importance of thorough screening, seven respondents refer to a limit
regarding the number of parties directly involved with the PPP. Although including many
partners will increase support for the PPP, it will also inhibit actual cooperation because too
many different interests would have to be represented. When asked about the optimal number
of partners involved in a PPP, five respondents answer in the range of four to seven steering
committee partners. One respondent highlights the importance of balance between the

number of public and private partners involved in the PPP.

Several respondents that were closely involved with the formation of the PPP they are
part of were asked to draw and comment on their PPP’s organisational structure and the
balance between public and private parties. All of these respondents drew a structure that
closely resembles Figure 1 on page 12, with the exception of a truly independent head and
independent project directors. The steering committee chair of both covenants is the Ministry
of Economic Affairs. According to the respective respondents, this party has enough distance
from the PPP’s operations to be considered an independent head. One respondent maintains
that in the Secure Lane PPP, balance between public and private parties is less pronounced
than in other PPPs, with public parties holding the majority. The respondent does stress that

this difference in balance does not affect the PPPs performance.

Regarding organisation size of the parties involved with the PPP, three respondents
express that larger organisations have more diverse knowledge resources that make the
absorption of new knowledge easier for larger than for smaller organisations. In contrast,

seven other respondents maintain that having larger organisations as part of the PPP is not
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better at all for the knowledge transfer process because the ability to share knowledge is in
fact organisation specific, rather than organisation size specific. Larger organisations are
found to actually obstruct knowledge transfer, as they are more likely to protect their own
knowledge than smaller organisations. This is in line with the opinion of six other
respondents who do not think they can learn more from large organisations than from small
organisations as small organisations often possess important specialist knowledge. Larger
organisations are found to be more useful for learning long-term, national level knowledge.
Two respondents however note that even the smallest of parties can disrupt the success of a

PPP.

Through comments made by several respondents during the interview process, it has
become apparent that the PPPs under study take place at different organisational levels.
According to several respondents, PPPs can take place at a strategic- or operational level. The
former typically relates to a national scope and the latter more to a regional or local scope.
The Secure Lane PPP takes place on an operational level and has a regional scope whereas
the two covenants are more strategic and thus nationally focused. One respondent reveals that
the risk exists that the two levels are not sufficiently interrelated, making the execution of
strategic plans difficult on an operational level. The respondent continues that in order to
solve this, the strategic level should be involved more with the operational realities of the
problem at hand so that knowledge between them can be transferred better. A similar view is

evident from the following quote, made by another respondent:

I

. when you bring [AVc/Covenant and CrimiNee!/Secure Lane] together, it may
well be that [AVc/Covenant] has the funnel and the water and [CrimiNee!/Secure
Lane] the seeds and when these are put together, the result is a beautiful flower.”
(Respondent 7)

In light of this, a joint interview with these two parties, that had also been interviewed
separately beforehand, has been carried out. The joint interview findings are that both parties
indeed share the above position and both respondents add that AVc aught to focus on
“aiming” and partly on “arranging”, while CrimiNee! aught then to continue to “arrange” and

focus on “execution”. These terms are synonymous to the strategic-operational bisect,

explained earlier. In words of the two joint interview respondents:

“I think that the strategic and operational approaches need to be in contact with
each other. ... I think that [AVc] can best propel the strategic front, while CrimiNee!

can best propel the operational front. ... I think that both are complementary.”
(Respondent 2)
“It is important to have a one-on-one connection between both approaches. ... You

need to make sure that everyone is connected to one another”. (Respondent 7)
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4.2 KNOWLEDGE ASPECTS THAT INFLUENCE KNOWLEDGE
TRANSFER IN PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

The results relating to knowledge aspects that influence knowledge transfer in PPPs can

be grouped according to their characteristics and absorption through interaction.

4.2.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF KNOWLEDGE RESIDING IN PUBLIC-PRIVATE
PARTNERSHIPS

Five respondents indicate that they experienced the knowledge in the PPP to be easily
transferable to the their own organisation. In contrast, three respondents express the opposite
because their own organisation is considered not involved enough in the field of the
knowledge under transfer in order to understand it, which makes knowledge transfer difficult.
Because the knowledge under transfer is specific it is therefore found to be difficult to
transfer. To assess knowledge specificity further, the respondents are asked to indicate
whether the knowledge in their organisation is different or similar to the knowledge present
in the PPPs. Four respondents claim that the knowledge they require in order to function well
in their own organisation is similar to the knowledge necessary to function well in a PPP. It
must be noted however that for half of these respondents their own organisation is a PPP.
Five respondents maintain the opposite, namely that the knowledge present in PPPs is very

specific.

To gauge knowledge transparency, the respondents are asked to stereotype the
partnership as a black- or transparent box, where relationships between input and outcomes in
the PPP are respectively difficult and easy to identify. Nine respondents maintain that the
relationship between the knowledge employed during the cooperation and the outcome of the
PPP are transparent. This is credit to consciously creating a transparent environment where
all interests that parties may have are openly shared and discussed. None describe the black

box analogy.

Although most respondents feel that the relationship between input and output is
transparent, two respondents recognise that the knowledge that resides in the PPP is mostly
tacit. Asking respondents to explain how difficult it is for them to document the knowledge
they obtained from the PPP assesses the degree of tacitness of the knowledge that resides
within the PPP. Three respondents claim it is difficult to document the knowledge because it
mostly resides in the experience of the people involved. However, from the eight respondents
who explain that knowledge that can be obtained from them resides mostly in their personal
experiences, intuition and competences, six respondents maintain it is not difficult to
document the knowledge. Despite it not being difficult for many of the respondents to

document the knowledge, only two respondents feel the knowledge is well documented,
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while six respondents admit knowledge is not documented well enough. Four respondents
add that if they would drop out of the PPP or even their function, most of the knowledge they

contribute to the PPP would be lost, confirming insufficient documentation.

Asking the respondents whether the knowledge in the PPPs is based on many
interdependent skills and assets assesses the degree of knowledge complexity in the PPPs.
Four respondents explicitly mention that the knowledge within a PPP is complex because the
knowledge depends on many interdependent skills and assets. Only one respondent claims

that the knowledge in PPPs is not complex.

Unique to the Secure Lane PPP, two respondents refer to the way they secure knowledge
in a continuously updated, proprietary online database where all the partners can access
knowledge that is acquired from the PPP. In this database knowledge from the PPP is stored
and linked to e.g. theoretical models and structures in order to make it more rich and usable.
They add that the database is a way to create a virtual arena in which users are challenged to
interact with the knowledge, learn from it and improve it. As such, it is a way to bring
experience and content together. One respondent highlights that securing the knowledge with
information management software is important, as this step is necessary to complete the

knowledge absorption process.

4.2.2 ABSORBING KNOWLEDGE BY INTERACTING WITH IT

Besides the characteristics of knowledge in the PPPs, the respondents are also asked
about how they interact with the knowledge. When asked about how knowledge owned by
the partners is recognised as valuable for the partnership, four respondents maintain that in
order to recognise knowledge, one already requires some level of pre-existent related
knowledge from ones own experience. Five other respondents express that knowledge can
best be recognised when clear goals of the partnership and definitions of the problem at hand
have been agreed upon in advance by all parties involved. When asked about a protocol or
working method to recognise knowledge valuable to the partnership, five other respondents
claim that the recognition of knowledge typically occurs when in conversation with partners
during meetings and brainstorm sessions. Without having been asked about it, six
respondents align the ability to recognise knowledge with individual competences.
Specifically analytical competences and creativity are found to be important as well as good
listening skills. Two respondents point to empathy as critical in the process of recognising
knowledge, in order to understand and therefore recognise the knowledge involved with the

situation of the other party.
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Although the importance of personal competences shines through, one respondent notes
that it is not always possible to select the people involved with the PPP and that, where
possible, a selection is based mostly on the person’s knowledge of the problem at hand rather
than personal competences. However, another respondent claims that it would be useful to
select people based on a list of competences because PPPs are different from other more
typical forms of collaboration between organisations. That competences are important can

best be understood from the following quote:

“I think the success of a PPP is dependent on the competences of the people
involved. [A PPP truly consists of just people and therefore the partnership is
dependent on who is involved.] ” (Respondent 5)

When asked about the assimilation of new external knowledge, six respondents relate it
to the importance of making newly obtained knowledge ones own. Assimilation is achieved
through the activity of translating the newly recognised knowledge to ones own experiences.
The importance of maintaining a relation with the external environment where the new
knowledge can be tested and experienced, similar to the operational field lab approach
pioneered by the Secure Lane PPP, is also stressed. Seven respondents indicate the
importance of engagement with other partners to achieve knowledge assimilation. This is
because by sharing the knowledge in meetings and discussing it, new knowledge becomes
absorbed and made ones own. Similar to the recognition of knowledge, three respondents
point out that it is important to have empathy during these meetings because newly
recognised knowledge is assimilated faster when the feelings and situation of the partner is

understood.

Regarding exploitation of knowledge, 10 respondents state that a PPP is the right setting
to exploit knowledge that resides with the parties involved. According to them, the
exploitation of knowledge is only possible through the bundling of knowledge and that,
without the PPP, knowledge could not have been exploited to the same degree. Three
respondents mention that through active participation in meetings the ability to exploit
knowledge is improved. Two respondents recognise the recognition, assimilation and
exploita