Supplementary material
Appendix A. Detailed Theoretical Framework Descriptions
Knowledge-to-Action (KTA) Framework
The Knowledge-to-Action framework, developed by Graham et al. (2006), provides a comprehensive model for understanding the complex process of translating research knowledge into practical application and policy implementation. The framework consists of two interconnected cycles: knowledge creation and action.
Knowledge Creation Cycle
The knowledge creation cycle encompasses three phases that represent increasing levels of synthesis and usability:
· Knowledge Inquiry: Original research studies that generate new empirical findings
· Knowledge Synthesis: Systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and other forms of knowledge aggregation that identify patterns across multiple studies
· Knowledge Tools/Products: Guidelines, decision aids, and other resources that make synthesized knowledge accessible and actionable for end users
Action Cycle
The action cycle represents the activities required to apply knowledge in specific contexts:
· Problem Identification: Recognition of practice-theory gaps or opportunities for improvement
· Knowledge Adaptation: Modification of general knowledge to fit local contexts and constraints
· Implementation: Systematic introduction of knowledge-based changes into practice settings
· Monitoring: Ongoing assessment of implementation progress and barriers
· Evaluation: Assessment of implementation outcomes and impacts
· Sustaining: Efforts to maintain knowledge use over time
Application to BReSSI Development
In our research context, the KTA framework helped identify critical junctures where research knowledge typically fails to translate into societal improvements. We observed barriers in knowledge synthesis (difficulty integrating diverse stakeholder perspectives), tool development (challenge of creating resources accessible to varied audiences), and implementation (resource constraints limiting solution adoption). These insights informed our development of collaborative approaches that embed translation activities within the research process itself rather than treating them as post-research activities.
Academic-Practitioner Divide (APD) Theory
Academic-Practitioner Divide theory, articulated by Bartunek and Rynes (2014), explains the systematic disconnects between academic research and practitioner needs that persist despite efforts to bridge them. The theory identifies fundamental differences in orientations, priorities, and operational constraints that create ongoing tensions.


Core Dimensions of the Divide
Temporal Orientations
· Academics operate on extended timeframes necessary for rigorous research, publication cycles, and career development.
· Practitioners require immediate solutions to pressing problems and operate within quarterly or annual planning cycles.
· These temporal mismatches create frustration and perceived irrelevance on both sides.
Success Metrics
· Academic success is measured through publications, citations, theoretical contributions, and peer recognition.
· Practitioner success is evaluated through performance improvements, cost reductions, revenue generation, and operational efficiency.
· Divergent metrics lead to different research priorities and solution preferences.
Communication Styles
· Academic communication emphasizes precision, theoretical grounding, limitation acknowledgment, and methodological detail.
· Practitioner communication prioritizes clarity, actionability, confident recommendations, and bottom-line implications.
· Language differences create barriers to knowledge transfer and mutual understanding.

Risk Tolerances
· Academic careers reward theoretical innovation and methodological rigor, encouraging careful, incremental advances.
· Practitioner contexts often require rapid decision-making with incomplete information and tolerance for implementation risks.
· Different risk orientations lead to conflicts over research scope, methodology, and recommendation specificity.
Application to BReSSI Development
APD theory helped explain why our initial research approaches faced stakeholder resistance and limited engagement. Traditional academic methods, while methodologically sound, failed to address practitioner temporal constraints, success metrics, and communication preferences. This understanding informed our development of collaborative approaches that recognize and accommodate different stakeholder orientations while maintaining research quality. Our framework addresses APD challenges by embedding practitioner value creation within research timelines, using accessible communication methods, and designing mutual benefit structures that serve both academic and practical success metrics.
Engaged Scholarship
Engaged Scholarship, conceptualized by Van de Ven (2007), represents a paradigm for collaborative research that involves practitioners and other stakeholders as partners in knowledge creation rather than subjects of study. This approach addresses many of the challenges identified in KTA and APD theories through systematic collaboration. Engaged Scholarship requires researchers to balance multiple, sometimes competing demands: academic rigor and practical relevance, researcher expertise and stakeholder knowledge, controlled conditions and contextual authenticity. Success requires careful attention to power dynamics, transparent communication across different knowledge traditions, and systematic documentation of both process and outcomes.
Four-Stage Process
Van de Ven (2007) outlines a four-stage process for engaged scholarship implementation:
a. Problem Formulation: Collaborative identification and definition of research problems through stakeholder engagement
b. Theory Building: Development of theoretical frameworks that incorporate both academic knowledge and practitioner expertise
c. Research Design: Creation of methods that enable stakeholder participation while maintaining research rigor
d. Problem Solving: Translation of research insights into actionable solutions through collaborative interpretation and application
Application to BReSSI Development
Engaged Scholarship provided the methodological foundation for our collaborative approach to social impact research. The four-stage process informed our research methodology and revealed how collaborative approaches can bridge the academic-practitioner divide while maintaining scholarly rigor. Our framework builds upon engaged scholarship principles by positioning research not just as collaborative knowledge creation but as service provision to society. This extension demonstrates how engaged Scholarship can be operationalized specifically for social impact facilitation, providing concrete guidance for business researchers seeking to embed impact creation within their research processes.
