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Abstract

Purpose — This study investigates the role of “soft” factors of total quality management — in terms of
empowerment and engagement of employees — in facilitating or hindering organizational performance of the
university technology transfer offices.

Design/methodology/approach — The authors developed an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS), multiple
regression model to test if empowerment and engagement affect organizational performance of the university
technology transfer offices.

Findings — The authors found that “soft” factors of total quality management — in terms of empowerment and
engagement — facilitate the improvement of organizational performance in university technology transfer offices.
Practical implications — The authors’ analysis shows that soft total quality management practices create the
conditions for improving organizational performance. This study provides practical implications by showing that, in
the evaluation of the technology transfer office, not only the “hard” variables (e.g. number of employees and employee
experience) but also the “soft” one (e.g. empowerment and engagement) matter. Therefore, university technology
transfer managers or university technology transfer delegates should take actions to promote not only empowering
employees but also create a climate conducive to employees’ engagement in the university technology transfer offices.
Originality/value — With regards to the differences in organizational performances of university technology
transfer offices, several studies have focused their attention on technology transfer professionals in technology
transfer offices, but only a few of them have examined the “soft side” of total quality management. Thus, this
study examines the organizational goals of technology transfer offices through “soft” factors of total quality
management in terms of empowerment and engagement employees.
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1. Introduction

A wide range of literature states that university technology transfer offices TTOs) play an
important role (lacobucci ef al, 2021) since they promote and support relations between different
stakeholders (Grimaldi et al, 2021). Given the recognized importance of TTOs, several authors have
tried to understand how their organizational performance can be improved (Bigliardi ef al, 2015;
Goldfarb and Henrekson, 2003; Tseng and Raudensky, 2014). In particular, several authors have
argued that the organizational performance of the TTOs depends on “hard” organizational
elements such as the number of the personnel employed, their experience and organizational politics
(Phan and Siegel, 2006). However, the success of Total Quality Management (TQM) initiatives have
shown that organizational results actually require a balanced mix of “hard” and “soft” factors
(Cavallone and Palumbo, 2021; Gadenne and Sharma, 2009; Rahman and Bullock, 2005), thereby
suggesting that soft factors may also explicate the organizational performance of TTOs.

Although several researchers have also focused on organizational issues (Bercovitz et al,
2001; Escoffier et al, 2011; Siegel et al, 2001), only a few studies that have analyzed whether and
how “soft” organizational factors can influence the organizational performance of the TTOs
(Soares and Torkomian, 2021). In fact, the “soft” side of organizational factors has usually been
considered as a contingent variable in the analysis of interventions whereas the “hard” side has
been recognized as crucial for improving organizational performance (Imeri et al, 2014).
However, within the TQM literature, several studies have investigated the role of empowered
and engaged employees in improving organizational performance (Keng Boon et al, 2005).
Therefore, in this study, we investigate whether and how the “soft” factors of total quality
management — in terms of employees’ empowerment and engagement —facilitate the
organizational excellence of TTOs. Indeed, empowerment and engagement of employees,
considered as two dimensions of continuous improvement can contribute to the literature on the
organizational performance of technology transfer activities, as argued by several authors
(Cartaxo and Godinho, 2017; Chapple et al., 2005; Siegel et al., 2003; Soane et al., 2012; Spreitzer,
1995). Their work provides important insights for TTOs, given the recognized centrality of
TTO professionals in influencing TTO performance (Campbell ef al, 2020; Bianchi, 2012;
Thursby et al, 2001). Thus, in this study we analyze the organizational performance of TTOs
through the soft tools of the TQM, i.e. on the basis of the level of responsibility and involvement
of technology transfer professionals (T'TPs) in Italian university TTOs.

While the organizational literature has clearly identified the distinction between
engagement and empowerment, in this study we find that these two dimensions are rather
overlapped or at least correlated. A key insight of this study is that the coexistence of
engagement and empowerment affects the organizational performance of TTOs. Drawing on
these findings, this study contributes to the discussion of the literature on TQM and human
resources management of TTOs in two different ways: (1) we find that the coexistence of
empowerment and engagement leads to a better organizational performance in TTOs; (2) in
the TQM literature it is the first time that in the context of TTOs we find evidence that only
the coexistence of empowerment and engagement employees influence the organizational
behavior of the individuals as well as organizational performance.

The article is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the literature and proposes the conceptual
framework and research hypotheses that inspired this research. Section 3 shows the methodology
used for the analysis and provides information on data collection. Section 4 illustrates the results
while the last section discusses the conclusions and the main implications for theory and practice.

2. Theoretical background

2.1 An overview of the antecedents on the evaluation of university TTOs

In evaluating and explaining organizational performance in the knowledge transfer
activities, it is important to recognize their organizational outcomes (Hockaday and
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Piccaluga, 2021). Specifically, consistently with previous studies on TTO performance
(Anderson et al, 2007, Chapple et al, 2005; Siegel et al, 2003), we consider licensing
arrangements as an outcome of organizational performance (Jensen and Thursby, 2016; Son
etal,, 2019; Ustundag et al, 2011). Several analyses on TTOs performance used the number of
license agreements or licenses income as an outcome measure of organizational performance
of technology transfer (Son et al,, 2019; Ustundag ef al., 2011). Thus, we define TTO licensing
as the legal mechanism for using the university’s intellectual property (Goldfarb and
Henrekson, 2003). In particular, we use this performance variable because a licensing
agreement is an activity that involves considerable effort for TTPs and involves their entire
office organization (Lach and Schankerman, 2004; Wu et al, 2015; Ustundag et al., 2011).
Therefore, it is important for TTPs to be empowered and committed to achieving
organizational performance goals.

Moreover, drawing on Siegel et al. (2003) and Chapple et al (2005), we hypothesize seven
organizational input variables and two contextual variables that can influence organizational
TTO performance: (1) invention disclosures; (2) number of full-time TTPs in the TTO; (3)
expenses for external consulting related to intellectual property; (4) the legal nature of the
university and the presence of a medical school; and (5) the age of the TTO; (6) regional gross
domestic product (per capita) and (7) regional research and development intensity of industry
(per capita expenditure in R&D). Based on these assumptions, we assume that these seven
variables combined with the commitment of TTPs are able to influence organizational
performance.

2.2 Human resource management practices in TTOs

Regarding the evaluation of TTO performance, some authors pointed out that certain
organizational levers can increase TTO performance (Caldera and Debande, 2010; Thursby
and Kemp, 2002). Examples include the quality of staff employed, the organization of the
office, the division of labor (Phan and Siegel, 2006), the design of organizational structures
(Siegel and Wright, 2015), organizational incentives (Link and Siegel, 2005), the active
involvement in technology transfer activities at the individual level, and multidisciplinary
staffing within the university technology transfer office (Cucino et al., 2021; Hockaday and
Piccaluga, 2021; Micozzi et al., 2021).

Given the importance attached to organizational issues in the literature, we decided to
investigate this issue by adopting microfoundation theory (Felin ef al, 2012) to understand
the origins and dynamics of collective concepts such as organizational performance of TTOs.
Specifically, microfoundation theory identifies a number of variables related to the employees
of a TTO, the management of the licensing process, and the organization of the structure that
can be associated with the performance of TTOs (Bianchi, 2012). Therefore, we analyze TTPs
and their characteristics, such as inclinations, expectations, and more generally their
behaviors (Felin ef al., 2012), and investigate whether differences in TTO performance can be
explained by different ways in which TTPs are managed.

Within the technology transfer office, TTPs lead the knowledge transfer activities by
balancing hard and soft skills (Luo and Lee, 2015; Ustundag et al, 2011). Indeed, on the one
hand, the TTPs have the scientific and patent competencies to “imagine” the technology in its
context use (Miller et al., 2009). On the other hand, TTPs are able to establish a relationship of
mutual trust with the licensee (Amidon, 1996).

Given the importance of these actors, several authors explored the role of TTPs in
influencing TTO performance by studying their competencies (Markman et al,, 2005) and
capabilities (Lockett and Wright, 2005), and emphasizing their importance for TTOs
(Alessandrini ef al, 2013). In this vein, Abidin ef al (2013) showed that a positive
organizational context is crucial in influencing the performance of technology transfer.



Although some researchers have also focused on organizational issues (Good et al., 2019),
no one has yet investigated the role of soft TQM practices in influencing organizational
performance. Nonetheless, the soft TQM approach is based on human-based management
practices aimed at supporting employee engagement in making decisions regarding the
management and resolutions of the organizational issues it characterizes (Aoun and Hasnan,
2017). Thus, employees’ engagement in organizational decisions making was conceived in
this study as a frame for implementing a whole TQM approach, setting the conditions for
engaging employees in actions directed at improving organizational performance and
excellence (Cavallone and Palumbo, 2021; Georgiev and Ohtaki, 2019).

Indeed, empowerment and engagement are two soft levers that can contribute to the
literature on TTO performance because they have a direct influence on the behavior of TTPs
(Ahmed and Idris, 2021; Cartaxo and Godinho, 2017; Chapple et al.,, 2005; Siegel et al., 2003;
Soane et al, 2012; Spreitzer, 1995). More concretely, engagement and empowerment of
employees play a role in continuous improvement (Keng Boon ef al, 2005) and allow TTPs to
better perform their tasks by contributing to the achievement of TTO goals.

Thus, in our study, we consider that the organizational performance of TTOs also
depends on soft variables (Figure 1) and we argue that such elements are engagement (Soane
et al, 2012) and empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995). On one side Spreitzer (1995) defined
employees’ empowerment as a motivation for employees to carry out their work; on the other
one, Soane et al. (2012) defined employees’ engagement as the connection between emotional,
physical, and cognitive energy towards job activities. Based on this, we first analyze the effect
of each one of the two components and then analyze their combined effect.

221 TTPs empowerment. Empowerment is a management philosophy based on the
transfer of a part of organizational decision-making authority to employees (Randeniya, 1995).
More concretely, empowerment aims to provide employees with the motivation and the means
to constantly improve all their job activities. In this regard, Dawson (1992) observed how
managerial motivational behaviors promote this objective, namely maintaining employee self-
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esteem, listening and responding with empathy, soliciting help in problem-solving and offering
help without assuming responsibility. Moreover, Peak (1991) believed that an employee
empowerment approach would result in greater organizational performance when
management is committed to integration at different levels of the corporate structure.
Indeed, among the actions suggested, Peak (1991), he argues that human resources should
exchange roles with management to enable this integration. However, the underlying
assumption of organizations employing TQM is that empowerment is a tool to perform
organizational goals (Randeniya, 1995).

In the literature on organizational performance, several authors supported the existence of
a positive relationship between organizational performance and employee empowerment
(Fernandez and Moldogaziev, 2011; Yin ef al., 2019). Indeed, some studies highlight a positive
relationship between empowerment and several drives that influence organizational office
performance such as work attitude (Spreitzer, 1995), involvement at work (Amor et al, 2021),
job satisfaction (Savery and Luks, 2001; Ugbhoro and Obeng, 2000), and organizational
responsibility (Kirkman and Benson, 1999). In addition, empowerment is a motivational
construct related to self-evaluation (Conger and Kanungo, 1988) and it is a tool that reflects
the organizational support at the workplace (Yin ef al, 2019).

Within this literature, we follow Spreitzer (1995) who described empowerment as “the
manifestation of an increased intrinsic motivation within four constructs that show an
individual attitude toward job role”. Thus, we define empowerment as a motivation of the
TTPs during workplace activities using the multidimensional measure of empowerment
proposed by Spreitzer (1995).

As mentioned before, the activation of a licensing agreement requires considerable effort
and commitment of part of TTPs because it requires a high degree of self-assessment and
self-determination and a great deal of control over what happens in the institution (Hockaday
and Piccaluga, 2021; Micozzi et al., 2021). Thus, based on these arguments, we hypothesize
that TTPs empowerment positively influences licensing agreements.

HI1. Employees’ empowerment is positively related to licensing agreements

2.2.2 TTPs engagement. Engagement shows how employees within an organization “. . . are
encouraged and enabled to contribute to achieving organizational goals and continually
improving the organization” (Rahman, 2002, p. 497). Indeed, engagement concerns various
management activities such as the dynamics related to job improvement processes (Palumbo,
2020; Stanojeska et al., 2020). Kahn (1990) recognized engagement as “harnessing the self of
the members of the organization with respect to their working roles through which they
employ and express physically, cognitively and emotionally during the performance of the
roles”. Thus, engagement allows the members of the organization to direct their vigor
(physical and cognitive) towards an organizational goal (Kahn, 1990). More concretely,
engagement influences organizational performance (Schneider et al., 2018). Indeed, the theory
of engagement suggests that the members of the organizations who perceive more
engagement improve their work performance in the organization (Bayona et al, 2020,
Halbesleben and Wheeler, 2008; Schaufeli ef al, 2001). Indeed, on the one hand, some studies
suggest that engagement is positively linked to the provision of a high-quality service
(Guglielmetti et al, 2020); on the other one, they show how employee engagement creates a
healthy work atmosphere healthy by improving organizational performance (Anitha, 2014,
Bayona et al, 2020; Schneider et al, 2018). Moreover, the positive effect of employee
engagement in building a climate that supports an approach to quality and nurtures a
commitment to organizational excellence has been emphasized in the literature (Cavallone
and Palumbo, 2021). Thus, following Soane et al (2012), we define engagement as an
involvement of the TTPs during workplace activities. Thus, we assess TTPs’ engagement
through the ISA-scale developed by Soane et al. (2012) to evaluate TTPs engagement. More



concretely, engagement is a motivational component made up of three items: “performance of
actwities, behavior of organizational citizenship, and intention to quit” (Soane ef al., 2012).

The process leading to the activation of a licensing agreement requires considerable effort
fromall TTPs in a TTO. In particular, creating a behavior of organizational citizenship and a
sense of belonging to the TTOs could lead TTPs to work with less pressure contributing to
improve organizational performance (Cucino ef al, 2021; Hockaday and Piccaluga, 2021;
Micozzi et al., 2021). Thus, based on these arguments, we hypothesize that TTPs engagement
positively influences licensing agreements.

H2 Employees’ engagement is positively related to licensing agreements

2.2.3 The coexistence of empowerment and engagement. Current literature also points to the
importance of the coexistence of empowerment and engagement. Indeed, Bhatnagar (2005)
investigated how the perception of greater empowerment of members of the organization is
related to their effective engagement, but only a few studies have investigated the coexistence
of engagement and empowerment in the workplace (Amor ef al., 2021; Anitha, 2014; Saks,
2006; Vigoda-Gadot et al., 2013). However, employee empowerment and engagement are key
drivers of achieving organizational performance, as they positively influence employees to
produce better results and achieve personal and corporate goals (Bekirogullari, 2019).
Engagement implies empowering employees to contribute to organizational decisions as well
as to resolve organizational challenges to improve organizational performance (Tortorella
et al, 2021). Thus, engagement develops an employee empowerment path (Cavallone and
Palumbo, 2021; Ciasullo et al., 2017), through which employees are enabled to collaborate with
supervisor to make key organizational decisions (Andrade et al, 2017).

The relationship between empowerment and engagement in the organization exists along
this line (Amor et al., 2021; Joo and Shim, 2010; Seibert et al.,, 2004). Indeed, while empowered
employees are in a better position to make thoughtful and appropriate choices in order to
solve particular problems on their own (Andrew and Sofian, 2012) engaged employees
succeed in building a positive work environment (Bakker and Schaufeli, 2008).

Thus, the combined effect of empowerment and engagement turns out to be crucial in
directing the achievement of TTPS’ goals. Indeed, the combined effect would help to creates a
better organizational climate and a philosophy conducive to achieving the final goals
(Assarlind and Gremyr, 2014; Cucino et al., 2019) following two directions: on the one hand, it
enables TTPs to strengthen the sense of belonging of people to the organization (Lu and Liu,
2014); on the other, the empowerment encourages the willingness of employees to spend
efforts aimed at achieving the final goals (e.g. licensing agreement) (Zaware et al., 2020).

Building on these premises, we combine empowerment and engagement of TTPs and we
hypothesize that the coexistence of engagement and empowerment positively influences
licensing agreements, which represent one of their most relevant expected outputs.

H3. The co-presence of employees’ empowerment and engagement is positively related
to licensing agreements

3. Research methodology

3.1 Sample and data collection

Data collection was carried out in three steps. In the first step, data on the performance inputs
of Italian TTOs were collected through the Netval database. The Netval database is a well-
recognized database that provides data on the technology transfer activities of all Italian
universities, public research organization and research hospitals (Cucino et al, 2021;
Hockaday and Piccaluga, 2021; Micozzi et al., 2021; Muscio et al., 2016; Sciarelli et al., 2022). In
particular, Netval every year performs a survey of Italian universities, public research
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Table 1.
Descriptive statistics

organizations, and research hospitals to monitor their technology transfer activities.
Specifically, the data collected through the Netval survey regard licensing, number of
inventions identified, and other items related to the generality of TTOs (e.g. number of
employees, year of establishment, external expenditures allocated to technology transfer
activities, etc.).

In the second step, in line with Siegel et al. (2003) and Chapple ef al. (2005), context data
such as regional gross domestic product (per capita) and regional research and development
intensity of industry (per capita expenditure in R&D) were collected through the Eurostat
database (wWww.ec.europa.eu).

In the third step, data on the empowerment and engagement of Italian TTPs were
collected through an ad hoc questionnaire. Specifically, following Spreitzer (1995) and Soane
et al. (2012), we constructed our questionnaire with the aim of measuring the empowerment
and engagement of TTPs in Italy (220 in 2018). To achieve this objective, we translated the
items of the questionnaire used by Spreitzer (1995) and Soane et al. (2012) and we shared the
questionnaire with 10 volunteer TTPs in order to increase comprehension and adaptation to
the Italian language [1], After revising a few changes that were inspired by the pilot sample,
we submitted the questionnaire to all the population of TTPs in Italy. More specifically, the
survey was conducted between 2017 and 2018, addressing all 220 TTPs. We received 187 full
questionnaires with an 85% participation rate, which is a very high response rate. Among
that we received, 51 were compiled by managers and/or coordinators of TTOs while 136 of
them did not have full-time positions in the TTOs. Lastly, respondents had an average age of
41 years. The descriptive statistics of our sample are shown in the following Table 1.

3.2 Measures

In Table 2 we illustrate descriptive statistics and a correlation matrix. Following previous
studies (Spreitzer, 1995; Soane ef al., 2012), all items were measured on a seven-point Likert
scale (1 strongly disagree; 7 strongly agree).

3.2.1 Dependent variables. Our dependent variable is the number of university or research
hospital licensing agreements per year (LICENSE). A license agreement is an activity that
requires a relevant commitment of TTPs working in TTOs since it requires the combination
of different abilities and competencies, as well as frequent and intense interactions with
academic researchers and industrial managers (Macho-Stadler and Castrillo, 2010; Lach and
Schankerman, 2004; Micozzi et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2015; Thursby et al, 2001; Thursby and
Kemp, 2002).

3.2.2 Independent variables. More specific considerations should be made with regards to
the variables that belong to the group of latent variables. MEANING is the value attributed to
a goal; this value depends on personal ideals (Thomas and Velthouse, 1990). COMPETENCE

Variable name Mean Standard deviation
LICENSE 7.60 11.17
ENGAGEMENT 296 0.80
EMPOWERMENT 365 0.65
AGE 951 5.31
DIMENSION 395 237
INV_DISC 11.25 20.29
LEGAL 68,162.57 80,387.17
D_PRIVATE 0.13 0.34
GDP_REG 28,002.94 6,950.95
RD_REG 359.08 144.66
MED_DEP 0.72 045



http://www.ec.europa.eu/

Variable name

LICENSE 1
ENGAGEMENT 0.08 1

EMPOWERMENT 007 —0.03 1

AGE 0.12 0.17 0.12 1

DIMENSION 0.21 0.15 0.21 036*% 1

INV_DISC 050*%  0.04 037% 021 0.17 1

ST_LEGAL 047%  —0.01 0.37% 007 0209*  052% 1

D_PRIVATE -017 -017 —-006 —-036 —024 —0.09 011 1

ST_GDP_REG 007 —-0.22 0.14 010 —0.05 0.13 014 016 1

RD_REG 008 —029* 014 013 —0.05 0.13 017 016 088* 1
MED_DEP —0.22 006 -017 -003 -005 -018 —-001 014 002 -001 1
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Table 2.
Correlation matrix

is the capacity to accomplish activities with capacity and competence (Gist, 1987). This ability
is linked to expectations and leadership (Bandura, 1989). DETERMINATION reflects an
employee’s autonomy in starting and ending tasks (Spector, 1986). IMPACT is the ability to
influence one’s work (Ashforth, 1989). TASK expresses employee performance self-
assessment (Brown ef al., 2005; Kahn, 1990). ORG_CITIZ is the organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB). OCB is the prosocial behavior of organization members that goes beyond
formal job descriptions (Organ, 1988). QUIT expresses the intention to change a job (Shuck,
2011). ENGAGEMENT is connected with a significant degree of cognitive activity;
consequently, it includes the notion of activation (Kahn, 1990). EMPOWERMENT is linked to
motivation and in particular to the notion of personal efficacy (Conger and Kanungo, 1988).

3.2.3 Control variables. To exclude the effects of extraneous variables, we controlled for
eight variables. Dimension is represented by the number of researchers working at each
research center calculated as the logarithm of the number of TTPs working in the TTO
(DIMENSION). To control for the age of the TTO, we used the age of the TTO in its logarithm
form (AGE) (Chapple et al., 2005; Siegel et al, 2003). INV_DISC is the annual invention
disclosure (Chapple et al., 2005; Siegel et al., 2003). ST_LEGAL represents the standardized
value of expenses for external consulting related to intellectual property (Chapple et al., 2005).
D_PRIVATE provides information regarding whether the institution is private (Chapple
et al., 2005). ST_GDP_REG is the standardized value of regional GDP (Siegel et al, 2003).
RD_REG is the regional research and development intensity of industrial firms (Siegel et al,
2003). Finally, we controlled for the presence of a medicine department within the University
(MED_DEP).

3.2.4 Analysis and results. Following Anderson and Gerbing (1988) we used a two steps
approach. In the first step, we generated a measurement model by using CFA to assess the
reliability of our measurement scales. Results of the CFA are reported in Table 3. The
composite reliability of all constructs was above 0.60 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988), indicating
adequate reliability. Moreover, all Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values were above 0.5,
indicating sufficient convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). In addition, factors
loadings of each item are above 0.50, indicating the belongingness to the same factor
(Stevens, 1992).

In the second step, we developed an ordinary least squares (OLS), multiple regression
model to test the hypothesis developed in our theoretical section. As shown in Table 4, the
results suggest that we can support Hypothesis 1 (in Model 2) and Hypothesis 3 (in Model 4)
whereas we cannot confirm Hypothesis 2 (in Model 3). In particular, Model 2 shows that the
EMP coefficient is significant with the value of 6.915 (0.00) and Model 4 reports the
significance of the variable EMP*ENG with a value of 1.825 (0.016). On the other hand, Model



Second order

36,3 factor First order factor Items Loadings  Reliability
Empowerment =~ Meaning o The work I do is very important 0.879 Alpha 0.87
to me; 0.888 CR0.92

o My job activities are personally 0.902 AVE 0.79
meaningful to me;
908 e The work I do is meaningful to
me
Competence « [ am confident about my ability 0.868 Alpha 0.85
to do my job; 0.901 CR 091
o [ am self-assured about my 0.872 AVE 0.78
capabilities to perform my work
activities;
o [ have mastered the skills
necessary for my job
Self Determination « I have significant autonomy in 0.851 Alpha 0.86
determining how I do my job; 0.894 CR 092
o I can decide on my own how to 0.909 AVE 0.78
2o about doing my work;
o [ have considerable
opportunities for independence
and freedom in how I do my job

Impact o The impact of my work on what 0.877 Alpha 0.85
happens in my department is 0.893 CR 091
significant; 0.870 AVE 0.77

o I have a great deal of control
over what happens in my
department;

« [ have significant influence over
what happens in my department

Engagement Task Performance « T always complete the duties 0.789 Alpha 0.84
specified in my job description; 0.756 CR0.88
o I 'meet all the formal 0.806 AVE 0.61
performance requirements of 0.788
the job; 0.753

o [ fulfill all responsibilities
required in my job;

o Inever neglect aspects of the job
that I am obligated to perform;

« [ often fail to perform essential

duties
Organizational « Attend functions that are not 0.698 Alpha 0.73
Citizenship Behavior required but that help the 0.823 CR0.83
organizational image; 0.827 AVE 0.56
o Offer ideas to improve the 0.625

functioning of the organization;
« Take action to protect the
organization from potential
problems;
o Defend the organization when
other employees criticize it

Intention to Quit o During the next year, [ will 0.903 Alpha 0.77
probably look for a new job 0.903 CR 0.90
outside my current employer; AVE 0.82
Table 3. o [ am seriously considering
Construct reliability quitting my current employer

and validity for an alternative employer




Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
D_PRIVATE —5.299 —5.327 —5.351 —4.641
RD_REG —0.004 0.015 0.005 0.007
ST_GDP_REG 0.002 —0.001* —0.008 -0.002
MED_DEP —2.833 —3.001 —3.549 -1.925
AGE —0.055 —0.191 —0.124 -0.179
DIMENSION 0.300 —0.320 0.154 —0.126
INV_DISC 0.161* 0.113* 0.160* 0.098
ST_LEGAL 0.001* 0.001* 0.004* 0.001
EMP 6.785%* 2.274
ENG 1.403 —3.828*
EMP*ENG 1.732%*
F Value 9,60 18.46%** 8.69%** 17.57%%*
R squared 0.56 0.73 0.57 0.77
Adjusted R squared 0.50 0.69 0.50 0.72
R Change 0.19 0.19 0.22
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Table 4.

Results of our analysis

3 highlights that the ENG variable is not significant with a value of 1.715 (0.197). The results
show that the co-presence of a high level of empowerment and engagement influences the
organizational performance of TTPs. In particular, the results of the Model 4 imply that
employees are at the same time empowered and engaged the performance of the organization,
measured by the number of license agreement per year increases.

3.2.5 Robustness checks. In this subsection, we aim at testing our models by changing the
specification of some control variables to verify the robustness of our results. In order to do
that, we provide an alternative specification of two control variables (i.e. DIMENSION and
AGE). Specifically, for the control variable DIMENSION we build a categorical variable
starting from the number of employees of each TTO. For what concerns the variable AGE we
build a dichotomous variable taking the value of 1 if the age of the TTO was higher than
medium value and 0 if the value was below. Appendix 1 reports the results of the regression
with the different operationalization of the control variables. As reported in Appendix 1,
results of the robustness check are consistent with results of our model.

4. Discussion

It is recognized that the organizational performance of the TTO depends on “hard”
organizational elements such as the number of staff employed, experience and organizational
policies (Phan and Siegel, 2006). However, the success of TQM initiatives has shown that
organizational results actually require a balanced mix of “hard” and “soft” factors (Cavallone
and Palumbo, 2021; Gadenne and Sharma, 2009; Rahman and Bullock, 2005). Thus, in this
study we investigated this issue by adopting the microfoundation theory (Felin et al, 2012) in
TTOs. In particular, to understand the origins and dynamics of collective concepts such as
the organizational performance of TTOs, we have identified a series of “soft” variables
relating to TTO employees (named empowerment and engagement) that can be associated
with the performance of TTOs (Bianchi, 2012; Cucino et al., 2021; Micozzi et al., 2021). More
concretely, this study aims to analyze the performance of TTOs on the basis of TQM soft
practices of empowerment and engagement of TTPs.

The study contributes to the discussion of the literature into three different perspective.
First, the research findings suggest that employee engagement and empowerment should be
managed in combination to increase performance commitment organizational. This study is
in line with Cavallone and Palumbo (2021) who argue that employee empowerment helps
establish greater individual commitment to organizational excellence. Thus, it turns out that
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the coexistence of empowerment and commitment leads to high performance in TTOs. This
result provides guidance to managers in TTOs, demonstrating that responsible and engaged
employees influence organizational outcomes by creating a positive work environment
(Bakker and Schaufeli, 2008). Furthermore, this finding is consistent with the literature
emphasizing the role of TTPs in the technology transfer process (Lockett and Wright, 2005;
Luo and Lee, 2015; Markman ef al.,, 2005; Micozzi et al., 2021), but provides two motivational
elements in the evaluation of excellence (i.e. empowerment and engagement).

Second, our study is one of the few that examines the “soft” effect of TTO organizational
performance, but it is also one of the few that jointly examines the impact of TQM soft
practices on organizational performance. Indeed, previous studies have documented positive
performance reports (although not in TT activities), but only when engagement and
empowerment were analyzed separately (Fernandez and Moldogaziev, 2013; Rich et al., 2010;
Spreitzer, 1995). Once again, it should be noted that similar results are not supported if we
look at the case of the Italian TTOs, where the increase in performance was instead due to a
simultaneous increase in engagement and empowerment.

Third, we find evidence that to improve organizational performance it is necessary to
consider and evaluate not only the “hard” but also the “soft” elements. In fact, the “difficult”
elements to consider in the literature on TTOs (for example, the year the office was
established, the number of employees and the expenditure on intellectual property) are
accompanied by the need to consider the effect combined with some “soft” elements such as
empowerment and engagement. Therefore, our study also includes the coexistence of a high
level of empowerment and involvement as an additional element in assessing the TTOs
organizational performance. Thus, we add TQM variables in the evaluation of TTOs,
showing how the combined effect of engagement and empowerment influences the
individual’'s organizational behavior (Rich et al, 2010; Spreitzer, 1995).

Albeit its implications, the study presents several limitations, some of which represent a
fertile ground for cultivating future research. First, other cognitive variables can influence the
activity of TTPs. Second, our analysis focuses on Italian TTOs. Several studies have
emphasized the specificities of the Italian technology transfer context (Alibrandi et al., 2021;
Battaglia et al, 2022; Bianchi and Piccaluga, 2012; Grimaldi et al., 2021). In particular, in Italy
TTOs are not an independent profit center and, for this reason they represent a unique
background for the analysis of organizational behavior (Cucino et al, 2021; Feola et al., 2021;
Micozzi et al, 2021) where the investigation of soft TQM approaches is relevant as it can
provide implications for improving organizational performance. Therefore, future research
could replicate this study in other countries by pointing out the differences between the
various contexts. Third, our study was limited to performance analysis on the licensing
agreements (Campbell et al, 2020; Hockaday and Piccaluga, 2021; Siegel et al., 2003) due to a
lack of concrete qualitative performance indicators. We are aware that other performance
indicators can be used to measure TTOs’ performance (e.g. spin-off or patent applications).
Therefore, we invite scholars to enrich the findings of our analysis by using other indicators
in the future.

5. Conclusions

The analysis showed how soft TQM practices create the conditions for achieving
organizational excellence in TTO. Given the importance of the role of TTOs in the
development and enhancement of public and private research in different contexts
(Hockaday and Piccaluga, 2021; Micozzi et al., 2021; Wolson, 2007), we focus our attention
on these organizations. More concretely, our study provides practical implications by
showing how it is necessary to consider in the evaluation of the TTO not only the “hard”
variables (e.g. number of employees, employee experience) but also the “soft” variables of
technology transfer. Moreover, engagement and empowerment appear to be complementary



rather than potentially opposing organizational characteristics that enable the motivations of
TTPs. Therefore, managers or delegates should take actions to foster not only empowering
employees (e.g. through formal delegation actions) but also create a climate conducive to
employees’ engagement. Some examples of actions could be a) providing regular feedback
from managers, b) welcoming employee suggestions and c) ensuring employee engagement
and empowerment. Another key strategy is to maintain effective communication. The
engagement of members of the organization (employees and office managers) can be
interpreted as a combination of commitment to the organization and its values in supporting
colleagues with prosocial behaviors of organizational citizenship. Furthermore, as suggested
by Palumbo (2021), team autonomy contributes to increasing the vigor and dedication of
employees at workplace. This evidence implies that it is necessary for decisions makers to go
beyond the elements of job satisfaction. In fact, in order for organizational excellence to be
achieved, it is necessary to create an environment conducive to motivation within the office.
To motivate people and increase the quality of the organizational environment, university
and technology transfer managers should encourage TTPs to share their ideas, recognize
their achievements (not only through financial rewards) (Cucino et al, 2021), and offer
opportunities for growth, learning opportunities (Ferrigno et al, 2022), and professional
development.

Note
1. The questionnaire items are reported in Table 3.

References

Abidin, R., Hasnan, N., Abdullah, C.S., Mohtar, S. and Zulhumadji, F. (2013), “Relationship between
social capital and technology transfer performance: a study on companies in technology park”,
Journal of Southeast Asian Research, Vol. 2013 No. 1, pp. 1-9, doi: 10.5171/2013.116724.

Ahmed, A.O. and Idris, A.A. (2021), “Examining the relationship between soft total quality
management (TQM) aspects and employees’ job satisfaction in “ISO 9001” Sudanese oil
companies”, The TQM Journal, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 95-124.

Alessandrini, M., Klose, K. and Pepper, M.S. (2013), “University entrepreneurship in South Africa:
developments in technology transfer practices”, Innovation: Management, Policy and Practice,
Vol. 15 No. 2, pp. 205-214, doi: 10.5172/impp.2013.15.2.205.

Alibrandi, A., Gitto, L., Limosani, M. and Noto, G. (2021), “Hybrid professionals and academic
productivity: the case of the university polyclinic in Messina (Sicily)”, Health, Vol. 13
No. 1, pp. 1-15.

Amidon, D.M. (1996), “Decade of perspective: a vision for the technology transfer profession”, The
Journal of Technology Transfer, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 5-8, doi: 10.1007/BF02220299.

Amor, AM., Xanthopoulou, D., Calvo, N. and Vazquez, J.P.A. (2021), “Structural empowerment,
psychological empowerment, and work engagement: a cross-country study”, European
Management Journal, Vol. 39 No. 1, pp. 779-789, doi: 10.1016/j.em;.2021.01.005.

Anderson, J.C. and Gerbing, D.W. (1988), “Structural equation modeling in practice: a review and
recommended twostep approach”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 103 No. 3, pp. 411-423.

Anderson, T.R., Daim, T.U. and Lavoie, F.F. (2007), “Measuring the efficiency of university technology
transfer”, Technovation, Vol. 27 No. 5, pp. 306-318, doi: 10.1016/j.technovation.2006.10.003.

Andrade, J., Mendes, L. and Lourenco, L. (2017), “Perceived psychological empowerment and total
quality management-based quality management systems: an exploratory research”, Total
Quality Management and Business Excellence, Vol. 28 Nos 1/2, pp. 76-87, doi: 10.1080/14783363.
2015.1050166.

TTO
performance:
not just
numbers!

911



https://doi.org/10.5171/2013.116724
https://doi.org/10.5172/impp.2013.15.2.205
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02220299
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2021.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2006.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2015.1050166
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2015.1050166

36,3

912

Andrew, O.C. and Sofian, S. (2012), “Individual factors and work outcomes of employee engagement”,
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, Vol. 40, pp. 498-508.

Anitha, J. (2014), “Determinants of employee engagement and their impact on employee performance”,
International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, Vol. 63 No. 3, pp. 308-323,
doi: 10.1108/]JPPM-01-2013-0008.

Aoun, M. and Hasnan, N. (2017), “Health-care technology management: developing the innovation
skills through implementing soft TQM among Lebanese hospitals”, Total Quality Management
and Business Excellence, Vol. 28 Nos 1/2, pp. 1-11, doi: 10.1080/14783363.2015.1043881.

Ashforth, BE. (1989), “The experience of powerlessness in organizations”, Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, Vol. 43 No. 2, pp. 207-242, doi: 10.1016/0749-5978(89)90051-4.

Assarlind, M. and Gremyr, L. (2014), “Critical factors for quality management initiatives in small- and
medium-sized enterprises”, Total Quality Management and Business Excellence, Vol. 25 Nos 3/4,
pp. 397-411, doi: 10.1080/14783363.2013.851330.

Bagozzi, R.P. and Yi, Y. (1988), “On the evaluation of structural equation models”, Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 74-94, doi: 10.1007/BF02723327.

Bakker, A.B. and Schaufeli, W.B. (2008), “Positive organizational behavior: engaged employees in
flourishing organizations”, Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of
Industrial, Occupational and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, Vol. 29 No. 2, pp. 147-154.

Bandura, A. (1989), “Digi Lit Defn N Resources”, pp. 1175-1184, doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.44.9.1175.

Battaglia, D., Cucino, V., Paolucci, E. and Piccaluga, A. (2022), “Fostering the development of the
entrepreneurial university: how PhD students create new ventures and are involved in
technology transfer activities”, Studies in Higher Education, Vol. 47 No. 5, pp. 1010-1022, doi: 10.
1080/03075079.2022.2055325.

Bayona, J.A., Caballer, A. and Peird, ] M. (2020), “The relationship between knowledge characteristics’
fit and job satisfaction and job performance: the mediating role of work engagement”,
Sustainability, Vol. 12 No. 6, p. 2336, doi: 10.3390/sul2062336.

Bekirogullari, Z. (2019), “Employees’ empowerment and engagement in attaining personal and
organisational goals”, The European Journal of Social & Behavioural Sciences, Vol. 26 No. 3,
pp. 289-306, doi: 10.15405/ejshs.264.

Bercovitz, J., Feldman, M., Feller, 1., Burton, R. and Berco, ]J. (2001), “Organizational structure as a
determinant of academic patent and licensing behavior: an exploratory study of duke, Johns
Hopkins, and Pennsylvania state universities”, The Journal of Technology Transfer, Vol. 26
No. 1, pp. 21-35, doi: 10.1023/a:1007828026904.

Bhatnagar, J. (2005), “The power of psychological empowerment as an antecedent to organizational
commitment in Indian managers”, Human Resource Development International, Vol. 8 No. 4,
pp. 419-433, doi: 10.1080/13678860500356101.

Bianchi, M. (2012), “Le risorse umane nel trasferimento tecnologico pubblico-privato”, in Bianchi, M.
and Piccaluga, A. (Eds), La sfida del trasferimento tecnologico: Le Universita italiane si
raccontano. Sxi — Springer per I'lnmovazione/Sxi — Springer for Innovation, Springer, Milano,
doi: 10.1007/978-88-470-1977-5_3.

Bianchi, M. and Piccaluga, A. (2012), La sfida del trasferimento tecnologico: Le Universita italiane si
raccontano, Springer Science & Business Media, Milan, Italy. doi: 10.1007/978-88-470-1977-5.

Bigliardi, B, Galati, F., Marolla, G. and Verbano, C. (2015), “Factors affecting technology transfer
offices’ performance in the Italian food context”, Technology Analysis and Strategic
Management, Vol. 27 No. 4, pp. 361-384, doi: 10.1080/09537325.2014.1002464.

Brown, S.P., Jones, E. and Leigh, T.W. (2005), “The attenuating effect of role overload on relationships
linking self-efficacy and goal level to work performance”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 90
No. 5, pp. 972-979, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.972.

Caldera, A. and Debande, O. (2010), “Performance of Spanish universities in technology transfer: an
empirical analysis”, Research Policy, Vol. 39 No. 9, pp. 1160-1173.


https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-01-2013-0008
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2015.1043881
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(89)90051-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2013.851330
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.9.1175
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2022.2055325
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2022.2055325
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12062336
https://doi.org/10.15405/ejsbs.264
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1007828026904
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678860500356101
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-88-470-1977-5_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-88-470-1977-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2014.1002464
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.972

Campbell, A., Cavalade, C., Haunold, C., Karanikic, P. and Piccaluga, A. (2020), Knowledge Transfer
Metrics. Towards a European-wide Set of Harmonised Indicators, EUR 30218, Publications
Office of the European Union, Luxembourg. doi: 10.2760/907762.

Cartaxo, R.M. and Godinho, M.M. (2017), “How institutional nature and available resources determine
the performance of technology transfer offices”, Industry and Innovation, Vol. 24 No. 7,
pp. 713-734, doi: 10.1080/13662716.2016.1264068.

Cavallone, M. and Palumbo, R. (2021), “Delving into the soft side of TQM: an analysis of the
implications of employee involvement on management practices”, The TQM Journal,
Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-print, doi: 10.1108/TQM-05-2021-0148.

Chapple, W., Lockett, A., Siegel, D. and Wright, M. (2005), “Assessing the relative performance of U. K.
university technology transfer offices: parametric and non-parametric evidence”, Vol. 34 No. 3,
pp. 369-384, doi: 10.1016/5.respol.2005.01.007.

Ciasullo, M., Cosimato, S., Gaeta, M. and Palumbo, R. (2017), “Comparing two approaches to team
building: a performance measurement evaluation”, Team Performance Management, Vol. 23
Nos 7/8, pp. 333-351, doi: 10.1108/TPM-01-2017-0002.

Conger, J.A. and Kanungo, R.N. (1988), “The empowerment process: integrating theory and practice”,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 471-482, doi: 10.5465/amr.1988.4306983.

Cucino, V., Di Minin, A., Martelli, I. and Piccaluga, A. (2019), “The relevance of the co-presence of
engagement and empowerment among technology transfer managers”, Academy of
Management Proceedings, Academy of Management, Briarcliff Manor, Vol. 2019 No. 1,
p. 16804, July.

Cucino, V., Del Sarto, N., Di Minin, A. and Piccaluga, A. (2021), “Empowered or engaged employees? A
fuzzy set analysis on knowledge transfer professionals”, Journal of Knowledge Management,
Vol. 25 No. 5, pp. 1081-1104, doi: 10.1108/JKM-05-2020-0388.

Dawson, G. (1992), “Is empowerment increasing in your organization?”, The Journal for Quality and
Participation, Vol. 15 No. 5, p. 24.

Escoffier, L., Vopa, A.L., Loccisano, S., Puccini, M. and Speser, P. (2011), “Technology transfer and
knowledge transfer activities in Italy: a detailed analysis”, The Quarterly Review of Corporation
Law and Society, Vol. 32, pp. 153-186, Waseda University.

Felin, T., Foss, N.J., Heimeriks, KH. and Madsen, T.L. (2012), “Microfoundations of routines and
capabilities: individuals, processes, and structure”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 49
No. 8, pp. 1351-1374.

Feola, R., Parente, R. and Cucino, V. (2021), “The entrepreneurial university: how to develop the
entrepreneurial orientation of academia”, Journal of the Knowledge Economy, Vol. 12, pp. 1787-
1808, doi: 10.1007/s13132-020-00675-9.

Fernandez, S. and Moldogaziev, T. (2011), “Empowering public sector employees to improve
performance: does it work?”, The American Review of Public Administration, Vol. 41 No. 1,
pp. 23-47, doi: 10.1177/0275074009355943.

Fernandez, S. and Moldogaziev, T. (2013), “Employee empowerment, employee attitudes, and
performance: testing a causal model”, Public Administration Review, Vol. 73 No. 3, pp. 490-506,
doi: 10.1111/puar.12049.

Ferrigno, G., Del Sarto, N., Cucino, V. and Piccaluga, A. (2022), “Connecting organizational learning
and open innovation research: an integrative framework and insights from case studies of
strategic alliances”, The Learning Organization. doi: 10.1108/TL0O-03-2021-0030 (In press).

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 39-50,
doi: 10.2307/3151312.

Gadenne, D. and Sharma, B. (2009), “An investigation of the hard and soft quality management factors
of Australian SMEs and their association with firm performance”, International Journal of
Quality & Reliability Management, Vol. 26 No. 9, pp. 865-880, doi: 10.1108/02656710910995064.

TTO
performance:
not just
numbers!

913



https://doi.org/10.2760/907762
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2016.1264068
https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-05-2021-0148
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2005.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/TPM-01-2017-0002
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1988.4306983
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2020-0388
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-020-00675-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074009355943
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12049
https://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-03-2021-0030
https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312
https://doi.org/10.1108/02656710910995064

36,3

914

Georgiev, S. and Ohtaki, S. (2019), “Critical success factors for TQM implementation among
manufacturing SMEs: evidence from Japan”, Benchmarking, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 473-498,
doi: 10.1108/BIJ-01-2019-0037.

Gist, ME. (1987), “Self-efficacy: implications for organizational behavior and human resource
management published by: academy of management linked references are available on JSTOR
for this article: self-efficacy: implications for organizational behavior and human Reso”, The
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 12 No. 3, pp. 472-485, available at: http://www jstor.org/
stable/258514.

Goldfarb, B. and Henrekson, M. (2003), “Bottom-up versus top-down policies towards the
commercialization of university intellectual property”, Research Policy, Vol. 32 No. 4,
pp. 639-658, doi: 10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00034-3.

Good, M., Knockaert, M., Soppe, B. and Wright, M. (2019), “The technology transfer ecosystem in
academia. An organizational design perspective”, Technovation, Vol. 82, pp. 35-50.

Grimaldi, R., Kenney, M. and Piccaluga, A. (2021), “University technology transfer, regional
specialization and local dynamics: lessons from Italy”, The Journal of Technology Transfer,
Vol. 46 No. 4, pp. 855-865, doi: 10.1007/s10961-020-09804-7.

Guglielmetti Mugion, R., Musella, F., Di Pietro, L. and Toni, M. (2020), “The ‘service excellence chain”:
an empirical investigation in the healthcare field”, The TQM Journal, Vol. 32 No. 6,
pp. 1623-1663, doi: 10.1108/TQM-11-2018-0181.

Halbesleben, J.R.B. and Wheeler, A.R. (2008), “The relative roles of engagement and embeddedness in
predicting job performance and intention to leave”, Work and Stress, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 242-256,
doi: 10.1080/02678370802383962.

Hockaday, T. and Piccaluga, A. (2021), “University technology transfer in innovation management”,
Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Business and Management, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Tacobucci, D., Micozzi, A. and Piccaluga, A. (2021), “An empirical analysis of the relationship between
university investments in Technology Transfer Offices and academic spin-offs”, R&D
Management, Vol. 51 No. 1, pp. 3-23, doi: 10.1111/radm.12434.

Imeri, S., Kekale, T., Takala, J. and Liu, Y. (2014), “Understanding the impact of ‘hard’ and ‘soft
elements of TQM in South-east European firms”, Management and Production Engineering
Review, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 9-13, doi: 10.2478/mper-2014-0022.

Jensen, B.R. and Thursby, M. (2016), “American economic association proofs and prototypes for Sale:
the licensing of university inventions”, American Economic Review, Vol. 91 No. 1, pp. 240-259,
doi: 10.1257/aer.91.1.240.

Joo, BK. and Shim, J.H. (2010), “Psychological empowerment and organizational commitment: the
moderating effect of organizational learning culture”, Human Resource Development
International, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 425-441, doi: 10.1080/13678868.2010.501963.

Kahn, W.A. (1990), “Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengagement at work”,
The Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 33 No. 4, pp. 692-724.

Keng Boon, O., Arumugam, V. and Seng Hwa, T. (2005), “Does soft TQM predict employees’ attitudes?”,
The TQM Journal, Vol. 17 No. 3, pp. 279-289, doi: 10.1108/09544780510594243.

Kirkman, B. and Benson, R. (1999), “Beyond self-management: antecedents and consequences of team
empowerment”, Academy of Management, Vol. 42 No. 1, pp. 58-74.

Lach, S. and Schankerman, M. (2004), “Royalty sharing and technology licensing in universities”,
Jouwrnal of the European Economic Association, Vol. 2 Nos 2-3, pp. 252-264, doi: 10.1162/
154247604323067961.

Link, AN. and Siegel, D.S. (2005), “University-based technology initiatives: quantitative and
qualitative evidence”, Research Policy, Vol. 34 No. 3, pp. 253-257.

Liuy, N.C. and Liu, W.C. (2014), “The effects of quality management practices on employees’ well-
being”, Total Quality Management and Business Excellence, Vol. 25 Nos 11/12, pp. 1427-1261.


https://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-01-2019-0037
http://www.jstor.org/stable/258514
http://www.jstor.org/stable/258514
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00034-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-020-09804-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-11-2018-0181
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370802383962
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12434
https://doi.org/10.2478/mper-2014-0022
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.91.1.240
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2010.501963
https://doi.org/10.1108/09544780510594243
https://doi.org/10.1162/154247604323067961
https://doi.org/10.1162/154247604323067961

Lockett, A. and Wright, M. (2005), “Resources, capabilities, risk capital and the creation of university
spin-out companies”, Research Policy, Vol. 34 No. 7, pp. 1043-1057, doi: 10.1016/j.respol.2005.
05.006.

Luo, SH. and Lee, G.G. (2015), “Exploring the key factors to successful knowledge transfer”, Total
Quality Management and Business Excellence, Vol. 26 Nos 3-4, pp. 445-464.

Macho-Stadler, 1. and Pérez-Castrillo, D. (2010), “Incentives in university technology transfers”,
International Journal of Industrial Organization, Vol. 28 No. 4, pp. 362-367.

Markman, G.D., Gianiodis, P.T., Phan, P.H. and Balkin, D.B. (2005), “Innovation speed: transferring
university technology to market”, Research Policy, Vol. 34 No. 7, pp. 1058-1075, doi: 10.1016/.
respol.2005.05.007.

Micozzi, A., lacobucci, D., Martelli, I. and Piccaluga, A. (2021), “Engines need transmission belts: the
importance of people in technology transfer offices”, The Journal of Technology Transfer,
Vol. 46 No. 5, pp. 1551-1583.

Miller, F.A., Sanders, C.B. and Lehoux, P. (2009), “Imagining value, imagining users: academic
technology transfer for health innovation”, Social Science and Medicine, Vol. 68 No. 8,
pp. 1481-1488, doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.01.043.

Muscio, A., Quaglione, D. and Ramaciotti, L. (2016), “The effects of university rules on spinoff
creation: the case of academia in Italy”, Research Policy, Vol. 45 No. 7, pp. 1386-1396.

Organ, DW. (1988), “A Restatement of the satisfaction-performance hypothesis”, Journal of
Management, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 547-557, doi: 10.1177/014920638801400405.

Palumbo, R. (2020), “Improving employees’ involvement whilst sustaining work-life balance: evidence
from an empirical analysis”, Sustainability, Vol. 12 No. 21, p. 9291, doi: 10.3390/sul2219291.

Palumbo, R. (2021), “Engaging by releasing: an investigation of the consequences of team autonomy
on work engagement”, Team Performance Management, Vol. 27 Nos 5/6, pp. 425-445, doi: 10.
1108/TPM-03-2021-0021.

Peak, ML.H. (1991), “HR: turning programs into process”, Management Review, Vol. 80 No. 7, p. 58.

Phan, P.H. and Siegel, D.S. (2006), “The effectiveness of university technology transfer”, Foundations
and Trends® in Entrepreneurship, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 77-144, doi: 10.1561/0300000006.

Rahman, S. (2002), “Leadership and HR focus in TQM research in Australia: an assessment and
agenda”, Benchmarking, Vol. 9 No. 5, pp. 485-505, doi: 10.1108/14635770210451482.

Rahman, S. and Bullock, P. (2005), “Soft TQM, hard TQM, and organizational performance
relationships: an empirical investigation”, Omega, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 73-83, doi: 10.1016/j.omega.
2004.03.008.

Randeniya, R. (1995), “Total quality management: the need to uncouple empowerment”, Total Quality
Management, Vol. 6 No. 3, pp. 215-220, doi: 10.1080/09544129550035387.

Rich, B, LePine, J.A. and Crawford, ER. (2010), “Job engagement: antecedents and effects on job
performance”, The Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 53 No. 3, pp. 617-635, doi: 10.5465/
AM]J.2010.51468988.

Saks, A.M. (2006), “Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement”, Journal of Managerial
Psychology, Vol. 21 No. 7, pp. 600-619, doi: 10.1108/02683940610690169.

Savery, LK. and Luks, J.A. (2001), “The relationship between empowerment, job satisfaction and
reported stress levels: some Australian evidence”, Leadership and Organization Development
Journal, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 97-104.

Schaufeli, W.B., Salanova, M., Gonzalez, V. and Bakker, A.B. (2001), “The measurement of engagement
and burnout: a two sample confirmatory factor analytic approach”, Journal of Happiness
Studies, Vol. 3, pp. 71-92, doi: 10.1023/A:1015630930326.

Schneider, B, Yost, A.B.,, Kropp, A., Kind, C. and Lam, H. (2018), “Workforce engagement: what it is,
what drives it, and why it matters for organizational performance”, Journal of Organizational
Behavior, Vol. 39 No. 4, pp. 462-480, doi: 10.1002/job.2244.

TTO
performance:
not just
numbers!

915



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2005.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2005.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2005.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2005.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.01.043
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920638801400405
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12219291
https://doi.org/10.1108/TPM-03-2021-0021
https://doi.org/10.1108/TPM-03-2021-0021
https://doi.org/10.1561/0300000006
https://doi.org/10.1108/14635770210451482
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2004.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2004.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/09544129550035387
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.51468988
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.51468988
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610690169
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2244

36,3

916

Sciarelli, M., Landi, G.C., Turriziani, L. and Prisco, A. (2022), “Top management team heterogeneity
and economic performance: a micro-foundations perspective of academic business venturing”,
The TQM Journal, Vol. ahead-of-print. doi: 10.1108/TQM-09-2021-0264 (In press).

Seibert, SE., Silver, SR. and Randolph, W.A. (2004), “Taking empowerment to the next level: a
multiple-level model of empowerment, performance, and satisfaction”, The Academy of
Management Journal, Vol. 47 No. 3, pp. 332-349, doi: 10.5465/20159585.

Shuck, B. (2011), “Integrative literature review: four emerging perspectives of employee engagement:
an integrative literature review”, Human Resource Development Review, Vol. 10 No. 3,
pp. 304-328, doi: 10.1177/1534484311410840.

Siegel, D.S. and Wright, M. (2015), “University technology transfer offices, licensing, and start-ups”,
Chicago Handbook of University Technology Transfer and Academic Entrepreneurship, Vol. 1
No. 40, pp. 84-103.

Siegel, D.S., Thursby, J.G., Thursby, M.C. and Ziedonis, A.A. (2001), “Organizational issues in
university-industry technology transfer: an overview of the symposium issue”, Journal of
Technology Transfer, Vol. 26 No. 1, pp. 5-12.

Siegel, D.S., Waldman, D. and Link, A. (2003), “Assessing the impact of organizational practices on the
relative productivity of university technology transfer offices: an exploratory study”, Research
Policy, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 27-48. doi: 10.1016/S0048-7333(01)00196-2.

Soane, E., Truss, C, Alfes, K., Shantz, A, Rees, C. and Gatenby, M. (2012), “Development and
application of a new measure of employee engagement: the ISA Engagement Scale”, Human
Resource Development International, Vol. 15 No. 5, pp. 529-547, doi: 10.1080/13678868.2012.
726542.

Soares, TJ. and Torkomian, A.L. (2021), “T'TO’s staff and technology transfer: examining the effect of
employees’ individual capabilities”, Technovation, Vol. 102, p. 102213, doi: 10.1016/.
technovation.2020.102213.

Son, H., Chung, Y. and Hwang, H. (2019), “Do technology entrepreneurship and external relationships
always promote technology transfer? Evidence from Korean public research organizations”,
Technovation, Vol. 82, pp. 1-15, doi: 10.1016/j.technovation.2019.02.005.

Spector, P. (1986), “Perceived control by employees: a meta-analysis of studies concerning autonomy
and participation at work”, Human Relations, Vol. 39 No. 11, pp. 1005-1016, doi: 10.1177/
001872678603901104.

Spreitzer, G.M. (1995), “Psychological, empowerment in the workplace: dimensions, measurement and
validation”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 38 No. 5, pp. 1442-1465, doi: 10.2307/256865.

Stanojeska, M., Minovski, R. and Jovanoski, B. (2020), “Top management role in improving the state of
QMS under the influence of employee’s involvement: best practice from the food processing
industry”, Journal of Industrial Engineering and Management, Vol. 13 No. 1, pp. 93-119, doi: 10.
3926/jiem.3031.

Stevens, J.P. (1992), Applied Multivariate Statistics for the Social Sciences, 2nd ed., Erlbaum,
Hillsdale, NJ.

Thomas, K. and Velthouse, B. (1990), “Cognitive elements of empowerment: an ‘interpretive’ model of
intrinsic task motivation published by: academy of management linked references are available
on JSTOR for this article : cognitive elements of empowerment : an’ interpretive”, Academy of
Management Journal, Vol. 15 No. 4, pp. 666-681, doi: 10.7554/eLife.05290.

Thursby, J.G. and Kemp, S. (2002), “Growth and productive efficiency of university intellectual
property licensing”, Research Policy, Vol. 31 No. 1, pp. 109-124, doi: 10.1016/S0048-7333(00)
00160-8.

Thursby, J., Jensen, R. and Thursby, M.C. (2001), “Objectives, characteristics and outcomes of
university licensing: a survey of major U.S. Universities”, Journal of Technology Transfer,
Vol. 26 Nos 1-2, pp. 59-72, doi: 10.1023/A:100788411.


https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-09-2021-0264
https://doi.org/10.5465/20159585
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484311410840
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(01)00196-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2012.726542
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2012.726542
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2019.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872678603901104
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872678603901104
https://doi.org/10.2307/256865
https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3031
https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3031
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.05290
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(00)00160-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(00)00160-8
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:100788411

Tortorella, G., Miorando, R., Caiado, R., Nascimento, D. and Staudacher, A. (2021), “The mediating
effect of employees’ involvement on the relationship between Industry 4.0 and operational
performance improvement”, Total Quality Management and Business Excellence, Vol. 32 Nos 1-2,
pp. 119-133, doi: 10.1080/14783363.2018.1532789.

Tseng, A.A. and Raudensky, M. (2014), “Performance evaluations of technology transfer offices of
major US research universities”, Journal of Technology Management and Innovation, Vol. 9
No. 1, pp. 93-102, doi: 10.4067/S0718-27242014000100008.

Ugboro, 1.0. and Obeng, K. (2000), “Top management leadership, employee empowerment, job
satisfaction, and customer satisfaction in TQM organizations: an empirical study”, Journal of
Quality Management, Vol. 5 No. 2, pp. 247-272, doi: 10.1016/51084-8568(01)00023-2.

Ustundag, A., Ugurly, S. and Kilinc, M.S. (2011), “Evaluating the performance of technology transfer
offices”, Journal of Enterprise Information Management, Vol. 24 No. 4, pp. 322-337, doi: 10.1108/
17410391111148576.

Vigoda-Gadot, E., Eldor, L. and Schohat, L.M. (2013), “Engage them to public service:
conceptualization and empirical examination of employee engagement in public
administration”, American Review of Public Admunistration, Vol. 43 No. 5, pp. 518-538,
doi: 10.1177/0275074012450943.

Wolson, R.A. (2007), “The role of technology transfer offices in building the South African
biotechnology sector: an assessment of policies, practices and impact”, The Journal of
Technology Transfer, Vol. 32 No. 4, pp. 343-365, doi: 10.1007/s10961-006-9027-6.

Wu, Y., Welch, E.W. and Huang, W L. (2015), “Commercialization of university inventions: individual
and institutional factors affecting licensing of university patents”, Technovation, Vol. 36,
pp. 12-25, doi: 10.1016/j.technovation.2014.09.004.

Yin, Y, Wang, Y. and Lu, Y. (2019), “Why firms adopt empowerment practices and how such
practices affect firm performance? A transaction cost-exchange perspective”, Human Resource
Management Review, Vol. 29 No. 1, pp. 111-124, doi: 10.1016/;.hrmr.2018.01.002.

Zaware, N., Pawar, A, Kale, S, Fauzi, T. and Loupias, H. (2020), “Deliberating the managerial
approach towards employee participation in management”, International Journal of Control and
Automation, Vol. 13 No. 1, pp. 437-457, doi: 10.2139/ssrn.3819249.

Appendix 1: Robustness check

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
D_PRIVATE —4.429 —4.938* —4.617 —4.17
RD_REG 0.158* —0.023%** 0.007 0.001
ST_GDP_REG -1.822 2.538* —0.574 -0.321
MED_DEP -2813 —2.833 —3.556 —2.066
AGE_Check 0.212 0.338 0.044 —0.566
DIMENSION_Check 1.152 -1.73 0.347 —0.668
INV_DISC 0.167** 0.085 0.155%* 0.089*
ST_LEGAL 3.526%* 2.481%* 3.687%* 2.034*
EMP 7.166%** 1.881
ENG 1.51 —4.188**
EMP*ENG 1.825%*
F Value Q.52 19.21%%* 8.61%** 17.50%%*
R squared 0.55 0.74 0.56 0.77
Adjusted R squared 049 0.70 0.50 0.72
R Change 0.19 0.19 0.22

Note(s): p-value: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Appendix 2: Variable names

Variable names Name

Observed variables:

Number of researchers DIMENSION
Number of licensing agreements LICENSE

Age of TTO (year, logarithmic transformation) LN_AGE_TTO
Number of TTO employees (logarithmic transformation) LN_STAFF_TTO
Number of invention disclosures INV_DISC
Expense for external consulting related to intellectual property LEGAL

Expense for external consulting related to intellectual property, standardized value ST_LEGAL
Private institute (Yes = 1/No = 0) D_PRIVATE
Regional GDP GDP_REG
Regional GDP, standardized value ST_GDP_REG
Regional R&D intensity RD_REG

Age of the respondent AGE

Gender of the respondent (Female = 1/Male = 0) GEN

Head office (Yes = 1/No = 0) HEAD_TTO
Type of contract (Full-time = 1/Part-time = 0) FULL_IND
Latent variables, estimated with CFA from the questionnaire:

Meaning (see Table 3) MEANING
Competence (see Table 3) COMPETENCE
Self-determination (see Table 3) DETERMINATION
Impact (see Table 3) IMPACT

Task performance (see Table 3) TASK
Organizational citizenship behavior (see Table 3) ORG_CITIZ
Intention to turnover (see Table 3) QUIT

Perceived engagement ENGAGEMENT
Perceived empowerment EMPOWERMENT
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