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Abstract

The collaborative relationship between university and industry is becoming crucial research
phenomena for professors, students, industrial leaders, government and the general public in
the advanced developing as well as underdeveloped economies. It has become more imperative
to the management schools and institutes and research centers. In the prevailing knowledge
economy universities are called to produce innovative and creative manpower ready to
job in the organizations. This research was conducted in Nepalese business management
schools operating under the three leading universities, namely Tribhuvan University,
Pokhara University and Kathmandu University. Apart from the students and professors, the
perception of business community leaders also has been included in regard to attainability
of the objectives of university industry collaboration in Nepal. The objective of the study
was to find the perception of students, course facilitators and industrial leaders about the
level of attainability of the stated objective of UIC. With some differences all respondents
found the objectives of UIC are attainable in Nepal. Such kind of research is important to the
universities, especially business management educators, the industries and the government to

frame education policy and curriculum.
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Introduction

The contemporary economic world is highly competitive. Companies, small
or large, cannot achieve high performance without leading to the production of
innovative products, rewarding customer needs and rapidly responding to the market
demand. Therefore, industries are seeking help from stakeholders like universities. As
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important providers of knowledge, universities are essential partners in the creation
of inventions and the development of innovations. Thus, in this era of knowledge-
based economy, universities are called upon to exercise a mission focused on the
value creation and economic development. Most of the states in the contemporary
world attempt to generate economic development based on the latest scientific and
technological discoveries by involving universities in their initiatives in order to
promote the growth of technological knowledge (Genger and Sa, 2008).

In the world of extraordinarily rapid development in technology, firms cannot
afford to innovate in a vacuum. As a result, in view of Spiltover and Knockaert (2012)
and Bjerregaard (2010) research and development (R&D) collaborations between
university and industry have become significant development avenues.

The relationship between university and industry is considered as important
innovation tool that connects the generation of technology and knowledge from the
university with the potential or economic value development in the firm through
innovative product, process and practices (Steingraber and Gonclaces, 2015). They
further explain that firms do not have all the innovative capabilities needed, and they
need to search for a partner who can help them to make success in innovation. In
another hand, by the side of universities, the capabilities are engaged in research and
development of knowledge but are not dedicated to the economic development of these
ideas into products and services by means of innovation in products, processes and
organizational system. The meeting points of the need of firms as well as universities
interactions and collaborations can be the better solutions. This is because universities
formulate the social capital i.e. human resources which are capable of highlighting the
theories and practices of innovations.

The classic role of university is a knowledge developer contributing to the
development of human capital. Currently, Universities are regarded as one of key
institutional actors in innovation process. Universities are the center of knowledge
processing in the society. The accumulated knowledge in universities is absorbed when
firms and other institutions are ready to apply them. Therefore, a combined effort with
the development of network of diffusion of social capital and technological knowledge
has been the thrust of present knowledge-based economy. It has been observed that
the relationship between university and industry and with other social actors can build
and utilize the channel of technological expertise for the betterment of human beings
(Putnam, 2001).
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Veillex and Queenton (2015) conceive university industry collaboration as a
relationship between private enterprise and a university, characterized by a mutual
commitment to achieve a common research and development objective, either by
pooling their resources or by coordinating specific research activities. They further
explain the current complexity of problems and the need of multidisciplinary
approaches requiring an interaction of ideas and exchange of knowledge. In view of
Putnam (2001) university-industry collaboration is the process of collective learning
between and among the different stakeholders. This type of collaborative learning
prepares people ready for their job with a perfect blend of explicit and implicit
knowledge. To transfer the codified knowledge is easy work in comparison to implicit
knowledge. Feldman (2003) opines universities as an open social system and assumes
to support and work for desired changes in the society through the application of
research and innovation in order to create economic values collaborating with business
activities. For Antonelli (2008) the university has become an institution with structure
and hierarchy in specialized technological knowledge should go with industries. It is
because the relationship between university and firm is established by the sharing in
same knowledge in the market.

For Barbilla and Corredera (2009) and Lai (2011) the exchange of information
between universities and industries is bi-directional. It is because industry problems
and market needs are fundamental to research objectives in the university environment.
Basically, this relationship is a knowledge sharing process. According to Lai (2011) and
Ceviello (2011) the process of transferring knowledge between the university and an
industry is carried out through multiple channels. This transfer of knowledge is defined
as a process by which technology and knowledge developed in a given environment
by a university, are adapted and applied to another context to support the development
of an innovation to meet the requirement of the firm (Wu, 2010). The three transfers of
knowledge channels most often referred to in the literature are collaborative research,
research contracts and consultation (Perkmann and Walsh, 2009). Furthermore, the
collaborative studies are formal agreements entered into for the purpose of conducting
joint research and development (R&D), generally supported by public funds. Research
contracts are defined as research studies directly mandated by firms and conducted by
a university. Lastly, consultation refers to a service provided by a researcher, on an
individual basis, for a firm (Wu, 2010).
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Guimon (2013) explains collaboration between universities and industry is
critical for skills development, the generation, acquisition and adopt of knowledge
and promotion of entrepreneurship. Ankrah and A-Tabbaa (2015) view industry-
university collaboration as an established long tradition in several countries worldwide.
Universities play crucial roles in achieving economic growth in contemporary
knowledge-based societies (Pinheiro et al. 2015a). In a study, Perkmann and associates
(2013) indicate the ambition of policy makers and universities to develop the third
mission in addition to traditional core missions e.g. research and teaching. The third
mission as they proposed is to commercialize academic knowledge through continuing
education programs, patenting, technology transfer offices, science parks or incubators.
In this scenario the roles of universities are expanded to economic development through
enterprising activities.

University as Principal Actor of Knowledge Economy

The modern universities explore, create, and diffuse knowledge and innovation
and industry apply these academic outcomes in the practical world. Hu and Mathews
(2009) conceive that with the rapid development of knowledge-based economies,
universities, at present, have become the critical source of flow of the national
innovation system. Perkmann and others (2011) denote the private companies in
various industries have increasingly recognized the importance of scientific knowledge
creation and technological opportunities and they are seeking help from collaboration
with universities in order to enhance their knowledge base.

Researchers like Bruneel and friends (2010) and Huang and Chen (2016) show
the importance of innovative climate in the university to support the knowledge-based
economy. As they believe, to facilitate the discussion and sharing of technological
knowledge in UIC projects, an innovative climate in the alliance encourages positive
and result oriented interactions among the partners. According to them universities
with innovative climates have vigorously established programs, courses and workshop
in entrepreneurship and sponsored venture competitions not only demonstrate their
technical capabilities but also encourage more participation in UIC projects. It has
been seen that the innovative climate in the university and partner organization helps
to promote economic activities through knowledge creation and transfer.
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Towards Entrepreneurial University

The idea of the entrepreneurial university as the third mission across the world
has broadened from teaching and research to encompass on active focus on academic
knowledge transfer and commercialization. This paradigm has attracted policy makers
and scholars at universities during the last several years. Binaccorsi and friend (1994)
summarized that national and regional governments across the world, along with actors
such as organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECED) and
European Union (EU), have sought to pave the ways for stronger university-industry
relationships through formal rules, regulations and reforms so that higher educational
institutions can be entrepreneurially oriented.

In views of Guerrero and Urbano (2012) university with a strong entrepreneurial
mission would stress the function of economic and social development by linking
research and teaching activities more tightly to the perceived needs of university. Further
they expected the academicians in universities with pronouncedly entrepreneurial
mission on average to be more oriented towards problems of contemporary industrial
relevance. lorio et al. (2017) have signaled that the extent to which academicians
perceive that their university embraces knowledge transfer activities affects their
industry activities. Thus, it can be said that entrepreneurial orientation of the
universities has become the basis to the industrial initiation, growth, diversification
and success. Wu and Zhou (2012) expect more positive attitude is likely to reduce
some of the mismatches between university research and industry demand. In addition
to academic research, the quality concept of and entrepreneurial university has been
emphasized to support the commercialization of university’s technology and business
idea innovations (Rolthaermel, et al. 2007).

In the views of Klofsten et al. (2019) modern universities have contributed
significantly in promoting innovation and entrepreneurship in their location and are
evolved as major actors in entrepreneurial environment. Audretsch (2009) and Nonaka
(1994) emphasize on connecting people with ideas, partners, and other resources to join
the dots to create the sustainable entrepreneurial eco-system. It has been highlighted
that entrepreneurially oriented universities contribute to making the foundation of
entrepreneurial society which in turn becomes key factor for the economic growth.

Qureshi and Main (2020) emphasize the transfer of innovation in business
school led entrepreneurship education best practices to engineering and technology
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school setting while operating in a sphere of limited resources. As they found, such
transfers can consolidate through a long-lasting relationship between the sender
and receiver institutions based on trust, collaboration and mutual benefits. Their
study highlights the relationship between the business schools and engineering and
technology is crucial for the innovation and entrepreneurship development in Pakistan.
An indigenous knowledge-based innovation transfer has been more successful than
the borrowed ideas in developing the enterprising society.

Statement of the Problem

The interaction between the university and the industry has existed for
decades, and throughout all this time, it has been a very interesting research area.
Over a few years, interest of researchers in this area has been amplified, which can
be substantiated by the vast number of research and professional papers published in
various journals. There are numerous reasons for the increase in interest among the
general public. The initial reason is the development of new forms of links between
universities and industries primarily caused by evolution of universities business
models (Thumbas et al. 2016). They observed universities are altering their vision
and mission statements as well as their strategic goals. Universities have adapted to
changes in external environment and stakeholders’ requirements. Several new models
supersede traditional teaching university models such as research universities and
commercialized type of entrepreneurial universities. In view of Clark (2011) instead
of merely being producers and transmitters of knowledge, universities are strived to
achieve a third mission in society by understanding the commercial value of knowledge.
As depicted by Etzkowitz (2004) entrepreneurial university missions are focused on
fulfilling teaching research and entrepreneurial activities simultaneously and on their
contribution to social development and economic growth (Schuelke,2013). Further,
Rapke (1998) envisaged, entrepreneurial universities additionally need to become
entrepreneurial organizations, their members need to become potential entrepreneurs
and their interaction with the environment needs to follow entrepreneurial patterns.

In addition to the above-mentioned business models, several researchers put
their views in establishing a model of developmental university characterized by the
joint practice of three missions; teaching, research and cooperation for development
with other institutions and collective actors (Brundenius et al., 2011). Based on their
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explanation, it can be said that the development model is not primarily focused on
commercialization and profit making but rather on the contribution to social and
economic development. The collaboration model of university and industry depends
on the country specific environment and level of its socio-economic development.

There are various ways of collaboration between university with industry.
According to D’este and Patel (2007) the categories of collaboration can be: meeting
and conferences, consulting and contract research; creation of physical facilities and
in-kind support; teaching and training; and joint research. They have also proposed
the organizational arrangements for successful collaboration in the name as center for
university-industry, collaboration council, collaborative research center, and university
industry research center etc.

Based on above elucidation, such research is equally important to Nepalese
universities and their management schools. Since a long time more than one-and-a-
half-decade Nepalese management schools and colleges have adopted case method of
teaching, industrial visit, internship, and industry academia dialogue in their regular
course curriculum. University industry collaboration research in Nepal will open the
new horizon for exchange and sharing of the knowledge. Industries will find a way
to participate in the university curricula and university will find opportunity to be the
part of economic value creation for the nation. In the other hand, it will contribute
in the improvement of curriculum and delivery pedagogy in the universities, so that
industries may get ready for job talent in the market. Therefore, this research attempts
to address the issues relating to forms of UIC, objectives to strengthen the UIC
practices in Nepal. This paper attempted to answer the question like whether Nepalese
students, Professors, and the business leaders find the objectives of university industry
collaborations are attainable in Nepal.

Research Objectives

This study being a part of the original research intitled University Industry
Collaboration in Nepal (UIC) aims to find the perception of students, course facilitators
and industrial leaders about the basic objectives of university industry collaboration in
Nepal. It also aims to show the differences and similarities relating to the perception
among the different sectoral respondents showing the relative levels of attainment of
different objectives UIC objectives.
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Justification of the Study

Various researchers and thinkers are devoting a considerable amount of time
and effort to establish and sustain the university-industry interactive relationship and
collaboration. In view of Morandi (2011) investments in research and university-
industry collaboration generate new and innovative products and processes, which in
turnresultin high returns and a positive impact on the labor market. Further, international
competition, changes in and the increasing complexity of technology, human behavior
as well as tight development time frame and relatively shorter product life cycle have
been encouraging the large number of firms to work in collaboration with universities
for their successful research and development efforts. According to a survey conducted
by Lee (2000) most important reasons for collaboration with universities are access
to new research and knowledge, the development of new products and a desire to
maintain relationship with university researchers.

It is shown that technological SMES mainly use links with universities to
solve problems, relate it to the firms essential and core activities, whereas larger firms
mainly use those links to develop competencies in other related fields also. For Wright
and others (2008) collaboration contract between university and industry represents a
real tool that allows for effective two-way transfer of knowledge. Zukauskaite (2012)
claims that the desire to reap profit from R&D funding also constitutes a motivation for
a firm. Johnson (2008) asserts collaboration with university by a business organization
will receive government support in matters related to tax and also funding. Further,
he notes that such collaboration enhances the reputation of industry and gets help in
finding competent human resources for recruitment.

However, along with the bright side of UI collaboration, numerous challenges
exist which wait for effective solution (Thune, 2007). Focus on secrecy of knowledge
is a prominent challenge in this relationship building. In most general case university
focuses on knowledge creation that is public in nature and accessible to everyone for
benefit of public at large. Contrary to this, industry aims to take ownership of new
knowledge. It wants to gain competitive market advantage (Zukauskaite, 2012) by
making knowledge as their private property. In the other hand, universities focus on
long term research based on academic objectives, whereas firms face a fast-changing
environment, which requires them to focus on short term research outcome (Kyoung,
2011). Therefore, it has become a major challenge for researchers to find logical
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solutions to this problem.

In view of Christiansen and Vendelo (2003) instilling a climate of trust between
two partners who operate in different realities, namely world of academia and private
enterprise also seems to be a hurdle. Different outcomes sought by each party create
tensions regarding intellectual property rights, dissemination of knowledge, issues of
confidentiality, trade secrets and the sharing of knowledge that may be exclusive to all
parties. Thus, the degree of trust between partners is a significant factor in collaborative
R&D projects, especially in the situations where each partner knows little about the
other.

Another issue may be the commercialization of university research. It is a
significant aspect of knowledge-based economy. For this to happen, new practices
are to be sought which shall enable academic researchers to dedicate time for
such collaborative works. In order to make collaborative efforts fruitful, it must be
institutionalized. By doing so, the work shall be recognized as a part of their academic
achievement (Mowery and Sampat, 2006). Furthermore, keen attention is required
for structuring UI collaborations to make them productive for generation of expected
results by commercialization of knowledge.

In nutshell, Nepal has also become the actor of knowledge-based economy
as other competing countries. Our Schools of Management are highly strived to be
attached with corporate houses for practical hands in knowledge. In the other hand,
corporations in Nepal are also attempting to recruit employable people. Further, they
are also willing to go together with the university members to solve the day-to-day
operational problems and to get help in regard to the vision the strategic issues of their
business to bring timely changes. Therefore, study in this topic is equally justifiable for
society, universities and the companies in Nepal.

Limitation of the Study

This study has included the teachers and students of three major management
schools operating under different universities of Nepal as the research participants.
Therefore, findings cannot be claimed to be generalized to other management schools
including institutions and faculties of respective universities. Information for study
was collected from limited sampled people. Therefore, it may not represent the views
of all students and teachers of management schools and universities. In the other hand
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entrepreneurial corporate leaders’ views were also collected from the sampled people.
Therefore, their views also cannot be generalized. Use of simple descriptive statistics
to analyze the data and reach the findings can also be the limitation of this study.

Literature Review

There are many reasons for industry-university collaboration, companies
benefit from highly qualified human resources such as researchers or students (Myoken,
2013). Barnes and others (2002) opined that industry gain access to technology and
knowledge from such collaboration. Further, industry can use and enjoy well equipped
and expensive research infrastructure (Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa, 2015). Bekkers and
friends (2008) estimated up to 10 percent of new products or processes are based on
the contribution of academic researchers. Bekkers and friends talked about the benefits
to university also. They stated universities benefit from additional funding provided
form access to industry equipment or from licensing of patenting income. According to
OECD (2015) collaboration with industry has become an inevitable part of university
funding and the funds from international organizations and business enterprises for
research and development in higher education sector has become the major sources of
income.

Hall with others (2003) and Cyert and Goodman (1997) stated a central
motivation for universities to research company partners is related to their financial
situation. The push for collaboration is caused by increasing constraints in universities
research budgets that may not be sufficient to carryout adequate research and teaching
activities, through collaboration universities get access to empirical data so that the
research may be more closely related to real life problems. A knowledge sharing
process will be effective when company representatives act as visiting faculties,
take part in workshops and seminars, or do their studies. According to Teece (1998)
universities cooperating with business can easily commercialize its inventions in
additions universities can benefit from the training and different course assignments.
The immediate results of the collaboration practices are employment opportunities for
graduates and improved reputation and competitiveness of universities (Azaroff, 1982)

Companies aim to have the benefits form collaboration include getting
access to scientific frontiers increasing and utilizing the predictive power of science,
delegating selected development activities and compensating potential lack of
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resources (Bonaccorsi and Piccaluga, 1994). Cohen and Levinthal (1990) advocated
that companies can enjoy the advantage of first and second mover through basic
research gained from collaboration with university. In the views of Bloedon and
Stokes (1994), state-of- the- art information and knowledge provided by universities
may be crucial to companies. Further, new product ideas, improvements to product
quality or manufacturing processes and solutions to technical problems can benefit the
collaborating companies. Finally, in their view the company can make better decisions
by sharing the knowledge to minimize the uncertainty. The access to expertise and
laboratories, libraries data bases etc. saves time and money to both the parties. In
addition to the above-mentioned motivational collaboration with universities may
enhance the completion of long range project, improve the image of the company
and provide relations to students that eventually help the company to meet future
development needs (Azaroff, 1982).

Barbeiri and friends (2018) found creating spin off has a negative effect on
collaborating with industry while collaboration has no significant effect on patenting.
They further noted that there is a substitutional effect between spin off engagement
and co-publication with business firms. Beaudry and Kananian (2013) has opined
the centrality of network position in co-publication has positive impact on patent
quality limited by a U shape. They further found having been contracted by a firm
in the past was positively influencing patenting and quality. D'Este et al. (2019)
studied the effect of interdisciplinary research on academic engagement with industry
and concluded interdisciplinary research has positive influence on various types of
academic engagements. According to them the effect was stronger for academic
entrepreneurship and licensing compared to research and development partnership and
contract/ consulting.

In a study Goel and Goktepe-Hulten (2013) concluded, both collaboration and
consulting have positive effect and patenting with the magnitude of collaboration being
larger. Gulbrandsen and Thune (2017) have posited that non-academic experience
was positively related to academic engagement and asserted there was no effect on
academic productivity of the collaborating faculty members. Mindruta (2013) found
the publishing capabilities of the firms and university scientist were complementary
for innovation but substitute patents. According to study, more specialized individual
firms create more value by teaming up with more knowledge diversified partners. A
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study by Perkmann et al. (2015) observed that independent patenting amount to 30% of
overall academic patenting and independent consulting covers about three quarters of
overall consulting whereas the independent entrepreneurship is about 90% of overall
funding activity by academics at the universities covered in the study. Tartari and
Breschi (2012) studied the expected benefits and cost of university- industry research
collaboration and noted while access to financial and non- financial resources was
the most important factor spurring academic researchers to collaborate with industry.
According to them, the perception that collaboration will limit a researcher’s freedom
was the main hindering factors.

For Lavie and Drory (2012), collaboration by scientist with fellow scientists
facilitates knowledge creation, and collaboration with industry facilities knowledge
application in preliminary studies, prototype testing, and commercialization. Lawson
(2019) researched the impact of university-industry collaboration on academic patenting
and investigated, researchers with large share of research grants from industry filed
more patents even small dissemination grants also resulted in positive effect.

The benefits of university- industry linkages are wide reaching: they can help
coordinate research and development agendas and avoid duplication stimulate additional
private research and development investment and exploit synergies and complementary
of scientific and technological capabilities. Further, university-industry collaboration
can also expand the relevance of research carried out in public institutions, foster the
commercialization of public research and development outcomes, and increase the
mobility of labor between public and private sectors (Guimon, 2013)

A study in Chile and Colombia showed collaboration with universities
substantially increased the propensity of firms to introduce new products and patent
(Marrota et al., 2007). Thus, the significance of university-industry partnership is not
only beneficial to developed countries, it is equally beneficial to developing countries.

Firms and universities are increasingly finding it mutually beneficial to
collaborate. Private firms are progressively adopting open innovation strategies to
better access and integrate external sources of knowledge, leading to stronger interest
in collaboration with universities (Perkmann and Walsh, 2007). As noted by Seppo and
Roohalt (2012) a study report of European university-industry cooperation revealed
that universities and academics regard the benefits of cooperation for students as the
higher the personal benefits to researchers were rated the lower.
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For Seppo and Roohalat (2012) the enterprise will cooperate with university in
case it cannot achieve its goal alone, or quicker or cheaper to do it in collaboration with
university. Research and development cooperation with universities makes it possible
to develop through new products, service or processes competitive advantage of the firm
and thus raise its competitiveness in the market. Pervious researchers like Barnes and
others (2002) denoted that cooperation makes it possible to firm to access the valuable
resources like knowledge, technology, equipment and laboratories in university. Elmuti
and others (2005) opined in some cases such cooperation is funded by government thus
doing research and development collaboration with university may lower the cost of
research. In the views of Santro and Chakrabarti (2002), cooperation with universities
and industry can influence the development of human resources according to needs of
the industry. By taking part in the curriculum development and delivery the curriculum
development and delivery, the industry can shape future employees and thus access to
highly trained students is one of the most acknowledged benefits from the industry.
Moreover, university and business gain a high image from collaboration.

Research Methodology

The research in hand is based on the opinions of course facilitators and MBA last
semester students at School of Management (SOMTU), Kathmandu University School
of Management (KUSOM) and Pokhara University School of Business Management
(PUSOBM). It also carries the views of the industrial leaders elected as the member of
Federation of Nepalese Chamber of Commerce and Industries (FNCCI). This follows
an exploratory cum descriptive survey research design as explained in Krishnswamy
et al. (2010, p.161). The study has explored the comparative results of the opinions
of course facilitators, students and industrial leaders. Hence the present research also
attempts to carry some characteristics of the comparative research design as mentioned
in May (2001, p.206) and Heinn et al. (2010, p.60)

The questionnaire used to collect the data from the survey was divided into
two sections. The first section of the questionnaire consists of socio-demographic
information of the respondents. The second section of the questionnaire was about the
objective of university-industry collaboration. The question to measure the level of
attainability was based on the study of Alexander and Martin (2013).
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Objectives of U-I collaboration were measured in the five points scale in terms
of attainability. In order to get answer it was termed as highly attainable (5) attainable
(4) somewhat attainable (3), less attainable (2), and least attainable (1). The vocabulary
used in this questionnaire was developed as discussed by Schaeffer and Pressure (2003).
The questionnaire mostly constitutes the unipolar scales as explained in Schaeffer
and Pressure. The unipolar questions included in the survey were presented in the
format of five points scale which highly positive (5) to least positive (1) as opined by
Krishnaswami et al., (2010, p.263) and Heinn et al., (2010, p.162).

For the study of the objectives of UI collaboration, three major business schools
among the various business management schools catering the Master of Business
Administration (MBA) were selected. These three business schools were namely
SOMTU, KUSOM and PUSOBM. These three business schools are operated under
the faculty of management, Tribhuvan University, faculty of management, Kathmandu
University, and faculty of management studies Pokhara University respectively. The
logic behind the selection of these business schools was that these are the constituent
schools of respective university, comparatively competitive and resourceful and
preferred by the large numbers of students opting to get the admission in MBA. From
these schools, students studying at the last semester were selected as a sample for
the study purpose. The aim to select last semester’s students was their knowledge,
skills and attitudes they have developed from internship or industrial exposer program
exercised by respective business schools.

Besides students the course facilitators/professors of the MBA students were
also considered as the respondents in this study. The instructor's willingness to share
their opinions and availability of the time were the basis to select the respondent
instructor. Along with students and instructors, the elected leaders in FNCCI were
also consulted to give their responses to the questions. Among the consulted industrial
leaders, those who were ready to participate in the research were considered as the
sample.

The demographic composition of the respondents was as follows: The total
number of students responding to the questionnaire were 63. Out of 63, the number
of female students were 42 (67%) and the number of male students were 21 (33%).
Among the 32 course facilitators 7 (22%) were female and remaining 24 (78%) were
male. From industry sector total 25 responses were found usable. Out of 25 respondents
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from the industry, 6 (24%) were female and 19 (76%) were male. The total responses
received from students, teachers and industrial leaders were 63 (52%), 32 (27%)
and 25 (21%) respectively. In total 55 (46%) were female and 65 (54%) were male
respondents from the different sectors.

Researchers in January 2020 visited the three business schools and consulted
with the instructors and the MBA last semester students. The researchers were given
the opportunity to share about the objectives of the study and composition of the
questionnaire. The investigators also visited the office of the FNCCI and contacted
the business leaders- individually and investigators got permission from the business
leaders to show their responses on the questionnaire. All the students present in the
class at the date were distributed the questionnaire in the respective business schools
under TU, KU and PU. Course facilitators were also requested for their responses to
the given questionnaire. A pilot test of the questionnaire was also conducted, and the
response rate was 80 percent. Some corrections were made in the survey instrument
according to the opinion of research participants.

The finalized questionnaire, updated based on the suggestions from the
preliminary testing, were distributed to the students and instructors of the selected
business schools. The questionnaire was also handed over to the business leaders.
The printed format of the questionnaire in English language with a request cover
letter was forwarded by the investigators to the individual students, instructors and
the business leaders having differences in gender. The investigators were provided
the opportunity to brief about the topic, objectives, and problems statements with the
students of selected business schools. This process highly supported the research work.
It increased students’ readiness to participate in the discussion and give responses to the
questions. The majority of the students and the instructors returned the questionnaire
with responses in the two weeks. Business leaders returned the questionnaire a little
late. A very few numbers of respondents needed to be reminded about the submission
of the questionnaire. A negligible number of respondents reported that they misplaced
the questionnaire and were duly replaced. Altogether within two and half months
starting from February to the third week of April 2020 the questionnaire forms were
collected. The valid usable response rate was 74%, 70% and 71% for students, course
facilitators and FNCCI leaders respectively. The aggregate response rate comprising
all the categories was 72%. The computed Cronbach’s Alpha was 77.50%. The value
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shows that Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient for the factor with total scale reliability is
0.775>0.5 (Nunally and Bersnstein, 1994). It indicates that the variables exhibit a
correlation with their factor grouping and thus they are internally consistent.

The information received from the usable questionnaire were duly entered
in the statistical package for social science research (SPSS) version 23 for window.
Microsoft office excel 2013 was also used to process the data. Statistical tools applied to
reach the finding were descriptive statistics like percentage, mean, standard deviation,
and analysis of variance (ANOVA).

Results and Discussions

This section of the paper is devoted to analyzing the collected data reaching the
findings on the basis of statistical computations. The students, instructors and industry
leaders were requested to consider the UIC objectives in the scale like most attainable
(5), attainable (4), somewhat attainable (3), less attainable (2) or least attainable (1).
The table below presents the mean values and standard deviation of the responses
received from the students, instructors and the industrial leaders.

As shown in table 1 above, the mean values obtained for the responses of
students, instructors and industry leaders in regard to contribute research and
consultancy was 4.44, 4.13 and 4.44 respectively. According to mean values continued
research and consultancy were important UIC objectives for the respondents of all the
sectors. To work in collaboration research was accepted as important UIC objectives
by students, instructors and business leaders. The mean values in this respect were
4.35, 4.22 and 4.48 for the responses of students, instructors and the industry leaders.
Sharing the facilities of university and company were recognized was most important
UIC objective by the industrial sector and important by student and instructors. The
representing mean values were 4.27, 4.25 and 4.52 for the responses of students,
instructors and industry leaders. Training and continuing professional development
were important UIC objective for students, instructors and industrial leaders. The
supporting mean values were 4.21, 4.31 and 4.44 for the responses of students,
instructors and business leaders.
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Table 1

Objectives of University-Industry Collaboration: Sector Perspective

Student Instructor ~ \mdustrial
= = Leader
S.N.  Objectives of UI Collaboration N=63 N=32 s

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
1 Continue research and consultancy 444 713 413 707 444 651
2 Work in collaborative research 435 652 422 751 448 714
3 Share facilities 427 723 425 718 452 653

4 Training and Continuing
Professional Development (CPD)

421 806 431 738 444 768

5  Professional journal publication 432 668 434 745 428 737
6  Joint supervision 430 796 428 772 432 748
7 Student placement 433 762 413 833 432 690
8  Joint conference 430 754 422 793 432 802
9  Secondment 427 812 428 772 424 779
10 Networks 437 784 422 832 424 779
11 Spin-outs 424 817 422 7.51 424 779
12 Patenting and licensing 432 798 425 762 428 737
13 Joint venture 435 744 431 780 4.44 768
14 Orientation to knowledge transfer 451 644 438 707 456 583

activities

For all categories of respondents, professional journal publication was an
important UIC objective. The respective mean values in this concern were 4.32, 4.34
and 4.28 for the responses of students, faculties and industry leaders. Joint supervision
of the research was regarded as an important UIC objective by students, instructors
and business leaders. The computed mean values in this concern were 4.30, 4.28 and
4.32 for the responses of students, faculties and industry leaders. Students’ placement
in the industry was an important UIC objective for students, teachers and the industry
representatives. The mean values in this respect were 4.33, 4.13 and 4.32 for the
responses of students, instructors and industry leaders respectively. All categories of
respondents recognized joint supervision as an important UIC objective. The supporting
mean values were 4.30, 4.22 and 4.32 for the responses from students, faculties and
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business leaders. Secondment was an important UIC objective for students, teachers
and industry representatives. The respective mean values were 4.27, 4.28 and 4.24 for
the responses of students, faculties and industry leaders.

Irrespective of categories of respondents, networks between industry and
university were an important objective of UIC for all groups. The mean values were
4.37, 422 and 4.24 for the responses of students, faculties and industry leaders
respectively. Spin-out was the important UIC objective for the students, faculties and
industry leaders. The respective mean values for the responses of students, instructors
and business leaders were 4.24, 4.22 and 4.24 in the order. The mean values computed
for the responses received from students, instructors and industry leaders concerning
patenting and licensing were 4.32, 4.25 and 4.28 accordingly. As determined by
mean values patenting and licensing was an important UIC objective for all kinds of
respondents. Joint venture was an important UIC objective for students, instructors and
business leaders. The respective mean values for the students, faculties and industrial
respondents were 4.35, 4.31 and 4.44. Orientation to knowledge transfer activities was
the most important UIC objective for the students and industry leaders. It was accepted
as an important UIC objective by the instructors. The computed mean values were
4.51,4.38 and 4.56 for the responses of students, instructors and the business leaders.

To sum up, sharing facilities was the most important UIC objective for
industrial leaders. Orientation to knowledge transfer activities was the most important
UIC objective to students and industry leaders. All other UIC objectives were regarded
as important by students, instructors and industrial leaders.

One-way analysis of variance was run to find the similarities and differences in
average perception of respondents categorized as students, instructors and the industry
leaders in regard to UIC objectives. As shown by ANOVA, there were no significant
differencesamongtherespondents concerning the UIC objectives like, continue research,
share facilities, training and continuing professional development, professional journal
publication, joint supervision, students' placement, joint conference, secondment and
network as UIC objectives in Nepal. According to ANOVA, the respondents regarding
spinouts, patenting and licensing, joint-venture and orientation to knowledge transfer
activities as recognized as UIC objectives. In all cases of UIC objectives the P-values
were greater than o at 5 percent level of significance.
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Nepalese university faculties and their MBA students considered all fourteen
UIC objectives as attainable and some highly attainable. In addition, the students,
instructors and business sector respondents considered the identified objectives as
attainable and some highly attainable. This finding has similarities with the work of
Alexander and Martin (2013).

Conclusion and Implication

The findings of this research can be implemented by the universities, business
management schools, management institutes and business community leaders in the
process of framing the UIC policy and the curricula especially for MBA students. It
clearly gives the insight views of students, professors, and the business leaders in regard
to cruciality and attainability of the objectives of UIC in Nepal. Future researchers
are requested to conduct further research in the topics like this and its further related
matters.

(We express our indebtedness to University Grant Commission, Nepal for Faculty
Research Grant provided to us. This paper constitutes the part of the research report submitted
to UGC.)
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