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ABSTRACT 

Knowledge sharing and collaboration between university and industry has 

become a crucial factor towards innovation and development of the economy. 

Despite an ongoing collaboration between university and industry, researchers argue 

that there are elements that impede this collaboration. Researchers have called to 

investigate this issue at micro level. Nevertheless, there is a lack of theoretical 

framework that has investigated this subject at the individual level and particularly 

from the readiness and behaviour perspective. Therefore, the aim of this research is 

to investigate the impact of readiness and intention on knowledge sharing and 

successful collaboration between university and industry from the university 

academicians’ perspectives. This research was underpinned by integrating the 

Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), change readiness, and successful collaboration. 

A total of 230 academicians, who were engaged in collaboration with industry in 

Universiti Teknologi Malaysia, participated in the survey questionnaires. The data 

were analysed by using Partial Least Squares (PLS) based on Structural Equation 

Modelling (SEM). The results indicated that the TPB is a useful theory to explain 

academicians’ knowledge sharing with industry. In addition, from the readiness 

perspective, the results revealed that the efficacy and management support positively 

influenced academicians’ knowledge sharing with industry. Lastly, the results 

showed that academicians’ knowledge sharing influenced successful collaboration. 

These findings enhance the understanding of knowledge sharing and collaboration 

between university and industry from the readiness and behaviour perspective at the 

micro level. This study also provides practical implication for decision makers from 

university, industry, government, who are massively investing money, time and other 

resources, for an effective knowledge sharing and collaboration between university 

and industry. 
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ABSTRAK 

Perkongsian pengetahuan dan usaha sama antara universiti dan industri 

merupakan faktor penting bagi inovasi dan pembangunan ekonomi. Walaupun 

wujud usaha sama yang berterusan antara universiti dan industri, penyelidik 

berpendapat wujudnya unsur-unsur yang menghalang usaha sama ini. 

Penyelidik mencadangkan agar isu ini dikaji pada tahap mikro. Walau 

bagaimanapun, terdapat kekurangan kerangka teori yang telah mengkaji isu ini 

di peringkat individu, terutamanya dari perspektif kesediaan dan tingkah 

laku. Oleh itu, tujuan kajian ini adalah untuk mengkaji impak kesediaan dan 

tahap perkongsian pengetahuan dan usaha sama yang berjaya antara universiti 

dan pihak industri dari perspektif ahli akademik universiti. Kajian ini telah 

disokong oleh integrasi Teori Tingkah Laku Terancang (TPB), kesediaan untuk 

berubah, dan usaha sama berjaya. Sejumlah 230 ahli akademik yang terlibat 

dalam usaha sama bersama pihak industri di Universiti Teknologi Malaysia 

turut serta menjawab soal selidik kajian. Data dianalisis dengan menggunakan 

Kuasa Dua Terkecil Separa (PLS) berdasarkan Model Persamaan Struktur 

(SEM). Hasil dapatan menunjukkan bahawa TPB adalah teori yang berguna 

untuk menerangkan perkongsian pengetahuan para ahli akademik dengan pihak 

industri. Di samping itu, dari perspektif kesediaan, hasil dapatan menunjukkan 

bahawa keberkesanan dan sokongan pihak pengurusan memberi kesan positif 

terhadap perkongsian pengetahuan para ahli akademik dengan industri. Akhir 

sekali, hasil dapatan menunjukkan bahawa perkongsian pengetahuan ahli 

akademik mempengaruhi usaha sama berjaya. Dapatan kajian ini meningkatkan 

kefahaman mengenai perkongsian pengetahuan serta usaha sama antara pihak 

universiti dan industri dari segi kesediaaan dan tingkah laku di peringkat mikro. 

Kajian ini juga memberi implikasi yang penting kepada pembuat keputusan dan 

universiti, industri, dan kerajaan, yang secara amnya telah membelanjakan 

wang, masa, serta sumber-sumber lain, untuk keberkesanan dan kecekapan 

perkongsian pengetahuan dan usaha sama yang berkesan antara universiti dan 

industri. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this research is to investigate the knowledge sharing and 

collaboration between university and industry from the perspective of academicians 

at the individual level. This chapter provides information regarding the background 

of the research, whereby some important historical as well as current facts are 

provided. The chapter discusses the problem statement which is based on previous 

and current research done by other researchers, and then the chapter presents the gap 

that this research has identified and will address further. The chapter also discusses 

the aim of the research which is followed by the research objectives. In this chapter 

the research questions are formulated along with the research hypothesis. Lastly, the 

chapter highlights the significance of this research and the scope of this research, 

then a summary of the chapter is provided. 

1.2 Research Background 

Scientists and researchers agree that knowledge is one of the most important 

asset of any organization, thus in order for companies to survive in the industry and 

to remain competitive, companies must ensure that they manage the knowledge in 

the most effective way (Dalkir, 2011; Uriartre, 2008). University has always been 

known as an institution that its core aim is to educate people and to provide with 

knowledge. However, in the recent years this expectation has gone beyond this 

traditional way, whereby universities are also expected to directly assist industries 

with knowledge and innovation. Although university and industry are two different 

and separate entities, the collaboration between the two has a long history, and 

researchers assert that the need for each other is increasing drastically. Specifically in 
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the era of knowledge economy, the need for university and industry to collaborate 

and share knowledge derives from the sense that this collaboration can be a 

fundamental cause of innovation, which will benefit both sides (Ankrah and AL-

Tabbaa, 2015; Bukhari et al., 2015; Caro et al., 2017; Lai, 2011). Therefore, 

industries are increasingly looking at universities as the source of knowledge so that 

they can innovate and gain competitive advantage, and at the same time, universities 

are also aware of importance of collaboration with industries, because such 

collaboration can lead to gaining funds through the commercialization of their 

knowledge. Although commercializing the knowledge is important for universities to 

further gain funds, according to Bozeman et al. (2013) and Perkmann (2011), 

university academicians do also engage with industry to develop their research, 

rather than just commercializing it. These claims are rational, as the university 

academicians have a tendency to exercise their research expertise and at the same 

time to implement their theoretical knowledge into practical.  

It is important to highlight that the government plays an important role in 

facilitating the collaboration between university and industry. For instance, the 

Malaysian government has implemented policies since 1990s to motivate research 

and development collaboration between universities and industry. In addition, to 

further enhance collaboration, the Malaysian government has taken few initiatives 

such as knowledge transfer program (KTP) that has been introduced in 2011. 

Programs of this nature have been also implemented elsewhere, such the case of UK 

where KTP program was introduced. Besides that, governments are taking initiatives 

to foster the collaboration between university and industry, infect them also fund 

them. For instance universities in Europe have been receiving massive funds to 

further enhance the collaboration (de Dominicis, Pérez and Zubieta, 2011).  

Malaysia is going through a rapid transition from a developing nation to a 

developed nation, which is a mission set by the Malaysian government and to be 

achieved by 2020. Therefore, Malaysian government has understood the importance 

of the university and industry collaboration to attain this mission. In fact Malaysian 

government is increasingly funding research universities (Amran et al., 2014; Mohd 

et al., 2014). These funding were primarily to encourage Malaysian universities to be 
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more creative, innovative and commercialize their knowledge. According to 

Chandran et al. (2014), Malaysia government spending on Research and 

Development has increased massively since the year 2000 to 2012, which in numbers 

would be 10.6 billion Malaysian Ringgit per annum. Furthermore, the evidence 

showed that in the 11th Malaysia plan (2015) the government has focused on 

strengthening the collaboration between business enterprises, academia and 

government, with the core purpose to increase the innovation and translating it to 

wealth and boost the economy. Therefore, throughout the 2008 to 2015 the 

Malaysian government has been the major contributor to fund the research and 

development (R&D) of higher education institution (Science., 2016). The Figure 1.1 

shows data from national survey of Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation 

Malaysia, whereby it evident that over the years the Malaysia government is the 

main source of funding for universities. 

 

Figure 1.1 Malaysia Government Spending’s in R&D of higher education 

institutions  

Since the government has done massive investments, the same report proved 

that the number of researchers in higher education institution has also increased as 

shown in Figure 1.2.     
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Figure 1.2  Number of researchers in Malaysia 

As shown in Figure 1.1 the total government spending for R&D activities has 

increased over the years, nevertheless; due to economic crises and drop of GDP by 

6% in 2014, the government spending for R&D has also been reflected with less 

investments in 2015. Despite this drop of government spending in 2015, Malaysia 

government is still actively taking initiatives under Malaysia Education Blueprint 

2015–2025 (higher education) to further strengthen the collaboration between 

university and industry. However, the recent studies by Sew et al. (2018) have 

highlighted that Malaysian government is expecting from universities to generate the 

revenue on its own, to be more creative, innovative and to commercialize the 

knowledge, similar to the case of the USA and Canada where universities generate 

over $1 billion from the engagement with industry. The same argument is made by 

Nur et al. (2017) who asserts that Malaysian research universities fall behind 

regarding the commercializing the knowledge to industry. Therefore, based on 

evidence it can be seen that currently the universities in Malaysia are not 

commercializing the knowledge at the degree they should, which has pushed the 

Government to spend more, but in the future there is higher expectations from the 

universities to be more innovative and help the economy of the country. 

Knowledge sharing and collaboration between university and industry has 

taken a high interest and has always been in discussion by scholars, particularly due 
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to the different barriers that are impeding the collaboration. In addition, irrespective 

of the needs and benefits from having a mutual collaboration between university and 

industry, scholars argue that there is a big gap between university and industry 

(Normah, 2011; Othman et al., 2012). According to Abeda et al. (2017), constraints 

between university industries are negatively influencing the success of national 

innovation of Malaysia. In fact the same author argues that Malaysian innovation 

performance has a significant gap with those high income countries.   

It can be seen and it is quite evident that the collaboration between the 

university and industry in Malaysia is important, not only for university and industry 

but for the whole nation, but the scholars allude that the collaboration is having some 

challenges. The following subsequent section will elaborate in more detail some of 

the challenges between university and industry collaboration, what has been done by 

previous researchers to establish a better collaboration, and finally what is the current 

identified problem that needs to be further be investigated. 

1.3 Problem Statement 

The literature review has enlightened that knowledge sharing and 

collaboration between university and industry is of paramount importance. It has 

been identified that three main stakeholders such as university, industry, and the 

government are in need of this collaboration. However, scholars argue that 

knowledge sharing between university and industry is not a straightforward process 

as there are different factors that have been identified as barriers and which have 

formed a gap between them. According to Gertner, Roberts and Charles (2011), 

transferring and sharing knowledge from university to industry is possible, but it is a 

very difficult task, as it is very much dependent on communication between 

individuals. In addition, there is uncertainty of industry to spend money in acquiring 

knowledge by university, with the belief that academicians do not understand clearly 

the problems being encountered by the industry (Othman et al., 2012; Veera et al., 

2013). Similar to the above mentioned arguments, other scholars also argue that 

despite the massive efforts taken to establish a better connection between university 
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and industry, there are still issues that hinder the communication between the two 

(Normah, 2011). Moreover, Ramli et al. (2013) asserts that Malaysian research 

universities are still in an unclear stage, and this is mainly as (R&D) are not 

providing impressive outcome or useful invention that will attract industries. This is 

quite concerning as the data from the World Bank’s knowledge Economy Index that 

is meant to measure the ability to generate and diffuse knowledge, has ranked 

Malaysia 48th out of 145 countries (Abeda, Khan, Bashir and Senin, 2017). Based on 

these data, Malaysia universities are not in a very good position to provide with ideas 

and innovations to Malaysian industries. In addition, Munshi et al. (2017) states that 

despite the fact that over 20,000 scientific and technical journals being published, 

these publications and industry productions have weak linkage. This indicates that, 

industries in Malaysia are not benefiting too much from the knowledge being 

produced by academicians, therefore; in overall the industries contribution with 

funding in Malaysian universities is quite low (Amran et al., 2014). This is quite 

concerning as research universities depend mainly on government spending, and they 

are not getting big investment by industries due to inability to address industry needs. 

A study done in Malaysia by Abeda et al. (2015), found that there are 

constraints that impede the successful collaboration, and among major constraints is 

the communication, whereby university cannot communicate properly with industry, 

therefore, it cannot provide consulting, training or other services, which would help 

the industry with the innovation. In fact Woei et al. (2016) found that 

commercialization achievement in Malaysia is less than satisfactory, and for 

collaboration to be enhanced, the researcher’s competence is a very important 

element to be considered (Sew et al., 2018). Apparently, the findings from above 

mentioned authors are highlighting that academicians in Malaysia are not fully able 

to diffuse their knowledge with industry. 

It is important to mention issues that impede the collaboration between 

university and industry, which fall at individual level (Ankrah et al., 2013; Foss, 

2011; Sarpong et al., 2015). These arguments are supported by other scholars of 

knowledge management field, who emphasize that individuals are the main actors of 

knowledge sharing (Liebowitz, 2012; Pasher et al., 2011). In fact, at the micro level, 
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Albats, Fiegenbaum and Cunningham (2017) highlights that success of university 

industry collaboration could be impacted due individuals having different goals, 

different expectation and lack of resources. Therefore, emphasizing on the 

importance of addressing this issue at the individual level from academic 

perspective, the recent literature has investigated academics motivation and other 

characteristics to bridge the gap (Ankrah et al., 2013; Bozeman et al., 2013; 

Perkmann, 2011; Huang et al., 2017; Sarpong et al., 2015). Although, the great work 

by other researchers in investigating the academician’s motivation factors and 

individual characteristics such as experience, gender has helped to shrink the gap, but 

still industry practitioners are reluctant on academician’s capability to help the 

industry (Filippetti et al., 2017; Subramonian et al., 2016; Sew et al., 2018). 

This research highly acknowledges the contribution of former researchers in 

attempting to foster a better knowledge sharing and collaboration between university 

and industry at micro level from the individual perspective. Based on the above 

mentioned arguments former researchers have called to investigate the knowledge 

sharing between university and industry at micro level or individual level, and their 

contribution in identifying some barriers and motivational factors in a specific 

context is vastly acknowledged. However, this research argues that to better 

understand individuals from academician’s perspective it is not sufficient to only 

investigate individual’s motivation, experience, gender and few individual 

characteristics, as human behaviours are more complex, hence, the phenomenon 

should be investigated from more perspectives. Therefore, this research will extend 

the literature by investigating and assessing the readiness of university academicians 

with regard to knowledge sharing and collaboration with industry practitioners. 

Although it is evident that individual’s ability to collaborate is crucial, but it has not 

been clearly investigated by past researchers, and explicitly how academician’s 

readiness impacts their knowledge sharing behaviour.  

In addition, this research will also investigate drivers of academician’s 

intention to share knowledge, such as attitude, subjective norms and perceived 

behaviour control, which are regarded as influencers of behavioural intention (Razak 

et al., 2014; Rusly et al., 2014). And lastly, this research will also measure the 
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correlation of academician’s knowledge sharing with successful collaboration. The 

above-mentioned issues are of high importance; thus, this research will attempt to 

investigate them further. 

1.4 Foundation for the Research and Research Aim  

Researcher’s interest in understanding knowledge sharing between university 

and industry originates from the passion on the subject of knowledge management 

and particular its main component knowledge sharing. Researcher’s experience in the 

industry, at the same time studying in the university and being engaged in academic 

activities has enlightened the understanding of the importance of collaboration 

between the university and the industry in knowledge sharing. Different researchers 

assert that the collaboration between university and industry fosters a knowledge 

economy, where everyone benefits from it, be it people, society, university, industry, 

governments and so on. 

The aim of this research is to investigate knowledge sharing and collaboration 

between university and industry from the perspective of individuals and explicitly 

from the academician’s perspective. Thus, this research aims to get more insights on 

individual’s readiness and behaviours with regard to knowledge sharing and 

collaboration, and by doing so, it is expects to find a better way to foster the 

knowledge sharing and collaboration between university and industry. Therefore, In 

order to achieve this aim, the following section presents the research objective.  

1.5 Research Objectives  

The objective of this research is as follows.  

1. To assess the effect of academician’s readiness on their knowledge 

sharing with industry.  
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2. To measure the influence of academician’s attitude, subjective norms,

perceived behaviour control on their intention to share knowledge

with industry.

3. To investigate the effect of academician’s intention to share

knowledge on their knowledge sharing with industry.

4. To investigate the effect of academician’s knowledge sharing on

successful collaboration.

1.6 Research Questions 

For objectives presented in the previous section, the corresponding research 

questions are formulated as follows: 

1. What is the effect of academician’s readiness on their knowledge

sharing with industry?

2. What is the influence of academician’s attitude, subjective norms,

perceived behaviour control towards intention to knowledge sharing

with industry?

3. What is the effect of academician’s intention to share knowledge on

their knowledge sharing with industry?

4. What is the relationship between academician’s knowledge sharing

and successful collaboration?

To give assumptions on the formulated research questions, next section 

introduces a set of hypotheses as follows. 
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1.7 Research Significance 

This study contributes to further improve the knowledge sharing and 

collaboration between university and industry, specifically in Malaysian context. 

Evidence showed that the collaboration between the university and industry is having 

issues, which is why researchers are massively investigating this phenomenon. Since 

the recent literature has investigated and called to further investigate this 

phenomenon at micro level or individual level, therefore, this research is carrying 

this study from new perspectives, by simultaneously investigating knowledge sharing 

and collaboration between university and industry from the academician’s 

perspective and considering the important dimensions of readiness, intention, 

knowledge sharing and successful collaboration. These dimensions have not been 

studied together in the past.  

This study have theoretical contribution, whereby the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour (TPB), along with Readiness and Successful collaboration complement 

each other to address the problem statement, attain research objectives, which is not 

possible to be addressed by a single theory on its own. In addition, this research will 

also have practical implications, whereby university, industry and government that 

are struggling to find a better way of collaboration, will be able to gain some insights 

on how to get more knowledge being shared from university to industry, and 

eventually help oneself as well as the entire country. Last, but not least, this study 

contributes to the body of knowledge, specifically Knowledge Management and 

Change Management, which are two different fields that together will address the 

phenomenon of this study. Nevertheless, a more detailed explanation on research 

contribution will be presented in the Chapter 5, whereby the contribution will be 

elaborated in more details based on results and findings of the study.   

1.8 Research Scope 

The scope of this study is limited to readiness, intention to share knowledge, 

knowledge sharing and collaboration between university-industry from the individual 
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perspective, particularly academician’s perspective. Secondly, this research does not 

investigate the technical aspect of the knowledge sharing between university and 

industry, but rather it investigates individual’s behavioural aspects. Lastly, this 

research focuses on, readiness, intention, and behaviours of academicians from the 

university in Malaysia context. Specifically University Teknologi Malaysia (UTM) is 

the case study of this research where the data is being collected, and the respondents 

of the study are the UTM academicians who are engaged in collaboration with 

industry practitioners. The reason for choosing UTM as a case study is because UTM 

is among five research universities in Malaysia, and is massively engaged into 

collaboration activities with industry. In fact UTM  as a research university is leading 

in collaboration with industry in the field of science and technology Cheng et al. 

(2013), and it is offering expertise to industry through research, commercialization, 

consultancy, training and industrial attachment, resource sharing and knowledge 

transfer (Nur et al., 2015). In 2016 UTM was awarded by Malaysia Ministry of 

Higher Education as “Best Academia- Industry Collaboration” (Arham, 2016). A 

more detail explanation on why UTM is selected as case study of this research will 

be explained in chapter 3, under section targeting audience of the study and 

population. 
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1.9 Thesis Structure 

Figure 1.3 Thesis Structure 

Introduction 

This chapter provides an 

introduction of the research, research 

background, problem statement, 

research aim, objectives, questions, 

significance, and scope and thesis 

structure.  

Chapter 1 

This chapter provides literature 

on knowledge sharing and collaboration 

between university and industry. It 

reveals the discussion and arguments by 

other researchers in this domain. 

Moreover, it discusses the gap of the 

study and dimension that this research 

investigates, whereby it also introduces 

the model of the study. 

Chapter 2 

This chapter presents the 

research methodology, starting from the 

philosophical worldview and paradigm, 

to methodology and methods. In 

addition, it discusses the research design, 

which details all the steps, activities and 

criteria undertaken to approach this 

study. 

Chapter 3 

This chapter presents the data 

analysis of the study based on data 

collection from UTM academicians. It 

further presents results based on 

assessment of measurement model and 

structural model by using PLS-SEM. 

Chapter 4 

Findings and Discussion 

This chapter provides the findings and discussion of 

the study, whereby important conclusions are attained 

regarding the knowledge sharing and collaboration between 

university and industry. In addition, the chapter provides the 

research achievement, theoretical and practical contribution, 

as well as its limitations and suggestions for future research. 

Chapter 5 
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1.10 Summary 

Chapter 1 presented a brief holistic overview of knowledge sharing and 

collaboration between university and industry. Subsequently the chapter highlighted 

the problem statement that has been identified through the literature review, along 

with the gap that this study will further investigate. This chapter also revealed the 

research aim and the research objective. In addition, a number of research questions 

were established and followed by assumptions or hypothesis. The chapter also 

emphasized on importance of this study, its contribution to the body of knowledge as 

well as its practical implication. Lastly, the scope of the study was presented. 
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APPENDIX A: INSTRUMENT COVER LETTER 

 

Instrument Cover Letter 

Dear Participant, 

My name is Muhamet Abdullahu and I am a doctoral student at the University 

Teknologi Malaysia (UTM). As part of my doctoral dissertation, I am conducting 

research on Readiness of University Academicians towards Knowledge Sharing 

and Collaboration with Industry Practitioners. You were randomly selected from 

a list of academicians at UTM. Your responses will be treated with high 

confidentiality and no identifying designations will be associated with any of the 

responses you make. Your contribution through your participation in this survey will 

assist the University to foster a better collaboration with Industry. Your participation 

in this survey is purely voluntarily and you may choose to withdraw your 

participation at any time. This survey will take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to 

complete 

I shall take this opportunity to thank you in advance for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

Muhamet Abdullahu 

PhD Candidate  

Email address: muhameti_16@hotmail.com 

 

Supervised by: 

1. Dr. Siti Uzairiah Mohd Tobi 

 Email address: uzairiah.kl@utm.my 

2.  Associate Prof. Dr. Maslin Masrom 

 Email address: maslin.kl@utm.my 

mailto:maslin.kl@utm.my
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APPENDIX B: INSTRUMENT SURVEY 

Instructions: 

The survey consists of four sections. Section A requests general information about 

you and the job you do at your institution. This information is needed for the purpose 

of categorizing findings. Section B is the Readiness variables and its items. Section C 

consists of behaviour and attitude items pertaining knowledge sharing. Section D 

consists of successful collaboration items. 

 

SECTION A: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

Please answer the below by ticking (√) in the left box or specify in space 

provided 

1.Age group 

   – 25 Years 

   – 33 Years 

   – 41 Years 

   – 49 Years 

   – 57 Years 

    

2.Gender 

    

    

3. Which Faculty/Institution in UTM you are 

attached to 

    Faculty of Built Environment (FAB) 

     Engineering 

(FBME) 

     

     

    E) 

    

 (FKT) 

     

    

 (FGHT) 

     

     

    rmatics School (AIS) 

     

    

 Innovation Policy   

    -Japan International Institute of 

 Technology  

    Others, specify _______________________ 

 

4. Academic post status 

    Lecturer     

    Senior Lecturer 

    Assoc. Professor  

    Professor 

       Others, specify____________________ 

 

5. Number of years working in UTM  

    Less than 1 year 

    1 year but less than 3 years 

    3 years to 5 years  

    More than 5 years 

 

6. Collaboration type you have engaged with 

industry. You can tick (√) more than one box. 

     

    Contract research 

    Consultancy 

7. Engaged in collaboration with 

industry      

     

     

     



 

177 

    Commercialization  

    Training  

    Resources sharing and knowledge transfer  

    Others, specify ___________________ 

     

    More than 6 times 

 

 

SECTION B: READINESS 

This section consists of readiness variables and questions. This research defines 

‘Readiness’ as academicians or/and researcher’s state of being ready, motivated and 

technically capable for sharing knowledge and collaborating with industry 

practitioners. 

 

1. Efficacy: To what extent do you feel that you are capable of fulfilling the roles associated 

to knowledge sharing with the industry practitioners? 

 ITEMS Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

1 When knowledge sharing is implemented 

with industry practitioners, I feel I can 

handle it with ease. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 I have skills that are needed to make 

knowledge sharing work with industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

3 My past experiences make me confident that 

I will be able to perform successfully when I 

share knowledge with industry practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

 

2. Appropriateness: To what extent do you feel that knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners will benefit the university and address university’s needs? 

 ITEMS 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1 

I think the university will benefit from 

knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 
Improving knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners will make my job easier. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 3 

There are a number of rational reasons to 

improve knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 4 

In the long run, I feel it will be worthwhile 

for me if university improves knowledge 

sharing with industry practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 
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3. Personal valence: To what extent do you feel that you will benefit from the knowledge

sharing with industry practitioners?

ITEMS 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1 

After implementing knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners, I expect to be 

recognized more for the work I do. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 

Improving knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners makes it easier for me to feel 

like I am part of the team. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 3 

Improving knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners gives me the ability to make 

decisions about how my work is done. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

4. Management support: To what extent do you feel the University leadership and

management are committed to and support knowledge sharing with industry practitioners?

ITEMS 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1 

Our senior leaders have encouraged me to 

improve knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 

Every senior leader stressed the 

importance of knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

3 

Management has sent a clear signal that 

this university is going to improve 

knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤
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SECTION C: BEHAVIOR AND ATTITUDE 

Derived from the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), this section consists of 

questions related to attitude, subjective norms, perceived behaviour control, 

intention, behaviors with regarding to academicians/researcher’s knowledge sharing 

with industry practitioners.  

 

1. Attitude towards knowledge sharing: How positive do you feel regarding sharing 

knowledge with industry practitioners? 

 ITEMS 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1 
My knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners is an enjoyable experience. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 
My knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners is valuable to me. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

3 
My knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners is a wise move. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

2. Subjective norms about knowledge sharing: Do you perceive social pressure in order to 

perform knowledge sharing with industry practitioners? 

 ITEMS 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1 

My immediate reporting director/head thinks 

that I should share my knowledge with 

industry practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 

My team co-workers think that I should 

share my knowledge with industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 3 
My research leaders think that I should share 

my knowledge with industry practitioners. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 4 

My senior colleagues think that I should 

share my knowledge with industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 5 
My colleagues think that I should share my 

knowledge with industry practitioners. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

3. Perceived Behavior Control (PBC) to knowledge sharing: What is your perception of 

the ease or difficulty related to performing knowledge sharing with industry practitioners?  

 ITEMS 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1 
I have the ability to control knowledge 

sharing with industry practitioners. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 
I have the resources necessary to share 

knowledge with industry practitioners. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

3 

Given the resources, opportunities and 

knowledge, it would be easy for me to share 

knowledge with industry practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 
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4. Intention to share knowledge: To what degree do you believe that you will engage in 

knowledge-sharing activities with industry practitioners?  

 ITEMS 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1 
I will always share my knowledge with 

industry practitioners. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 

I will try to share my knowledge with 

industry practitioners in a more effective 

way. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

3 

I will try to share my knowledge with 

industry practitioners, if it will be helpful to 

the university. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

5. Knowledge sharing: To what degree do you perform knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners?  

 ITEMS 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1 

I frequently share the work reports and 

official documents obtained with permission 

from inside the university with industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 

I frequently share my experience or know-

how from work with other industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

3 

I frequently share my expertise from my 

education or training with industry 

practitioners. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 
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SECTION D: SUCCESSFUL COLLABORATION 

To what degree do you believe that the collaboration with industry practitioners is successful 

and has contribution to you?  

ITEMS 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1 

From industrial collaboration I have received 

significant ideas and knowledge that are 

further developed as part of my own 

research activities. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 

I make intensive use of ideas coming from 

industry in planning research and 

development projects. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

3 
I get information on industry problems from 

industrial collaboration. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

4 
I get feedback on Industry from industrial 

collaboration. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

5 
I get information on industry research from 

industrial collaboration. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

6 
I become part of network from industrial 

collaboration. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

7 
Industrial collaboration has helped to access 

non-academic knowledge and information. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

8 

Industrial collaboration has a positive effect 

on the scientific quality and/or impact of my 

research. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

9 

Industrial collaboration has a positive effect 

on the quality and/or relevance of my 

teaching. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 
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APPENDIX C: CONTENT VALIDITY FORM 

Dear Respected Expert, 

I am a PhD student at the Razak School of Engineering and Advanced Technology, 

University Teknologi Malaysia (UTM). As part of my doctoral dissertation, I am 

conducting a research on Readiness of University Academicians towards Knowledge 

Sharing and Successful Collaboration with Industry Practitioners. At this point I am 

developing and designing the instrument (surveys). This survey consists of number 

of variables and items derived from the literature related to the topic of study. In 

addition, the original and modified items as well as the modification of items for the 

context of this is shown in this instrument. 

I would highly appreciate if you could go through each item of the initial developed 

survey instrument and give your evaluation which is mainly based on two criteria, 

relevancy and accuracy. Apart from scoring on relevancy and accuracy, please feel 

free to leave comment. 

I shall take this opportunity to thank you in advance for your cooperation and 

contribution. 

 

Sincerely, 

Muhamet Abdullahu  

Email address: muhameti_16@hotmail.com 

 

Supervised by: 

1. Dr. Siti Uzairiah Mohd Tobi 

Email address: uzairiah.kl@utm.my 

mailto:uzairiah.kl@utm.my


 

183 

SECTION A: READINESS 

This research defines ‘Readiness’ as academician’s state of being ready, motivated 

and technically capable for sharing knowledge and collaborating with industry 

practitioners. This section consists of questions related to readiness variables such as: 

Efficacy, Appropriateness, Personal valence, Management Support. 

Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey). 

Kindly comment on items and the adaptability. 

Note: In the below table Original Items: Represent the items used by other 

researchers; Modified Items: Represent the items which are modified for the context 

of this study; Source: Shows the items’ source.  

 

 Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source  

 

Efficacy (Variable) 

Definition: Measures the extent 

to which respondents feel they 

are capable of fulfilling the roles 

and behaviors associated with 

Knowledge Management (KM) 

initiatives. 

Efficacy Variable definition:  

Definition: Measures the extent to 

which respondents feel they are 

capable of fulfilling the roles and 

behaviors associated with 

Knowledge Sharing (KS) initiatives 

with industry  (Daniel T 

Holt et al., 

2007; 

Daniel T 

Holt & 

Vardaman, 

2013) 

2 
When we implement such 

knowledge-sharing changes, I 

feel I can handle it with ease. 

When knowledge sharing is 

implemented with industry 

practitioners, I feel I can handle it 

with ease. 

5 
I have the skills that are needed 

to make such knowledge sharing 

changes work. 

I have skills that are needed to 

make knowledge sharing work with 

industry practitioners. 

6 

My past experiences make me 

confident that I will be able to 

perform successfully after such 

changes are made. 

My past experiences make me 

confident that I will be able to 

perform successfully when I share 

knowledge with industry 

practitioners. 

 

Comments:  
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Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey). Kindly 

comment on items and the adaptability. 

 

2. Appropriateness: To what extent do you feel that knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners will benefit the university and address university’s needs? 

 Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source  

 

Appropriateness (Variable) 

Definition: Measures the extent 

to which respondents feel that 

KM will benefit the organization 

and address organizational needs 

Appropriateness (Variable) 

Definition:  Measures the extent to 

which respondents feel that 

Knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners will benefit the 

organization and address 

organizational needs. 
(Daniel T 

Holt et al., 

2007; 

Daniel T 

Holt & 

Vardaman, 

2013) 

2 
I think that the organization will 

benefit from this change. 

I think the university will benefit 

from knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners. 

3 
Changes to improve knowledge 

sharing will make my job easier. 

Improving knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners will make my 

job easier. 

7 
There are a number of rational 

reasons for such changes to be 

made. 

There are a number of rational 

reasons to improve knowledge 

sharing with industry practitioners. 

8 

In the long run, I feel it will be 

worthwhile for me if the 

organization adopts changes that 

improve knowledge sharing. 

In the long run, I feel it will be 

worthwhile for me if university 

improves knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners. 

 

Comments:  
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Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey). Kindly 

comment on items and the adaptability. 

3. Personal valence: To what extent do you feel that you will benefit from the knowledge

sharing with industry practitioners?

Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source 

Personal Valence (Variable) 

Definition: Measures the extent to 

which respondents feel they will 

benefit from the implementation 

of KM. 

Personal Valence (Variable) 

Definition: Measures the extent to 

which respondents feel they will 

benefit from the implementation of 

Knowledge Sharing with Industry. 

(Daniel T 

Holt et al., 

2007; Daniel 

T Holt & 

Vardaman, 

2013) 

4 
After this change, I expect to be 

recognized more for the work I 

do. 

After implementing knowledge 

sharing with industry practitioners, 

I expect to be recognized more for 

the work I do. 

5 
Such knowledge sharing changes 

make it easier for me to feel I am 

part of the team 

Improving knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners makes it 

easier for me to feel like I am part 

of the team. 

6 
Such changes give me the ability 

to make decision about how work 

is done. 

Improving knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners gives me the 

ability to make decisions about how 

my work is done. 

Comments: 
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Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey). Kindly 

comment on items and the adaptability. 

 

4. Management support: To what extent do you feel the University leadership and 

management are committed to and support knowledge sharing with industry practitioners? 

 Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source  

 

Management support (Variable) 

Definition: Measures the extent 

to which respondents feel the 

organization’s leadership and 

management are committed to 

and support the implementation 

of KM. 

Management support (Variable) 

Definition: Measures the extent to 

which respondents feel the 

organization’s leadership and 

management are committed to and 

support the implementation of 

Knowledge Sharing with Industry. (Daniel T 

Holt et al., 

2007; Daniel 

T Holt & 

Vardaman, 

2013) 

1 

Our senior leaders have 

encouraged all of us to embrace 

changes that will improve 

knowledge sharing 

Our senior leaders have encouraged 

me to improve knowledge sharing 

with industry practitioners 

3 
Every senior manager has 

stressed the importance of 

knowledge sharing 

Every senior leader stressed the 

importance of knowledge sharing 

with industry practitioners. 

6 

Management has sent a clear 

signal this organization is going 

to make changes that will 

improve knowledge sharing. 

Management has sent a clear signal 

that this university is going to 

improve knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners. 

 

Comments:  
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SECTION B: BEHAVIOR AND ATTITUDE 

Derived from the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), this section consists of questions 

related to attitude, subjective norms, perceived behaviour control, intention, behaviors 

with regarding to academicians/researcher’s knowledge sharing with industry practitioners.  

Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey). Kindly 

comment on items and the adaptability. 

Note: Original Items: Represent the items used by other researchers; Modified Items: 

Represent the items which are modified for the context of this study; Source:  

 

1. Attitude towards knowledge sharing: How positive do you feel regarding sharing 

knowledge with industry practitioners? 

 Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source  

3 
My knowledge sharing with 

other organizational members is 

an enjoyable experience 

My knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners is an 

enjoyable experience. 

(Prodromos 

D. 

Chatzoglou 

and 

Eftichia 

Vraimaki 

2009) 

4 
My knowledge sharing with 

other organizational members is 

valuable to me 

My knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners is valuable to 

me. 

5 
My knowledge sharing with 

other organizational members is 

a wise move 

My knowledge sharing with 

industry practitioners is a wise 

move. 

 

Comments:  
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Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey). Kindly 

comment on items and the adaptability. 

2. Subjective norms about knowledge sharing: Do you perceive social pressure in order to

perform the knowledge sharing with industry?

Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source 

3 

My immediate supervisor 

thinks that I should share my 

knowledge with other members 

in my CoP 

My immediate reporting 

director/head thinks that I should 

share my knowledge with industry 

practitioners. 

(Chatzoglou 

& 

Vraimaki, 

2009; Jeon 

et al., 

2011b) 

4 
My team co-workers think that 

I should share my knowledge 

with other members in my CoP 

My team co-workers think that I 

should share my knowledge with 

industry practitioners. 

5 
My CoP leaders think that I 

should share my knowledge 

with other members in my CoP 

My research leaders think that I 

should share my knowledge with 

industry practitioners. 

6 
My CoP seniors think that I 

should share my knowledge 

with other members in my CoP 

My senior colleagues think that I 

should share my knowledge with 

industry practitioners. 

7 
My CoP colleagues think that I 

should share my knowledge 

with other members in my CoP 

My colleagues think that I should 

share my knowledge with industry 

practitioners. 

Comments: 
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Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey), and 

comment on adaptability of items. 

 

3. Perceived Behavior Control (PBC) to knowledge sharing: What is your perception of 

the ease or difficulty related to performing the knowledge-sharing with industry colleagues?  

 Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source  

1 
I have the ability to control 

knowledge sharing in the CoP 

I have the ability to control 

knowledge sharing with industry 

practitioners. 

(Chatzoglou 

& 

Vraimaki, 

2009; Jeon 

et al., 

2011b) 

2 
I have the resources necessary to 

share knowledge in the CoP. 

I have the resources necessary to 

share knowledge with industry 

practitioners. 

3 

Given the resources, 

opportunities and knowledge, it 

would be easy for me to share 

knowledge in the CoP 

Given the resources, opportunities 

and knowledge, it would be easy 

for me to share knowledge with 

industry practitioners. 

 

Comments:  
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Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey), and 

comment on adaptability of items. 

 

4. Intention to share knowledge: To what degree do you believe that you will engage in 

some knowledge-sharing activities with industry colleagues?  

 Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source  

1 
I will always share my knowledge 

with my colleagues 

I will always share my knowledge 

with industry practitioners. 

(Chatzoglou & 

Vraimaki, 

2009; Jeon et 

al., 2011b) 

3 
I will try to share my knowledge with 

my colleagues in a more effective way 

I will try to share my knowledge 

with industry practitioners in a 

more effective way. 

4 

I try to share my knowledge with my 

colleagues if it will be helpful to the 

organization. 

I will try to share my knowledge 

with industry practitioners if it will 

be helpful to the university. 

 

Comments:  
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Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey), and 

comment on adaptability of items. 

5. knowledge sharing: To what degree do you perform knowledge sharing with industry

members?

Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source 

1 

I frequently share the work reports 

and official documents obtained 

from inside the organization with 

other Community of Practice 

(CoP) members. 

I frequently share the work reports 

and official documents obtained 

with permission from inside the 

university with industry 

practitioners. 
(Jeon et al., 

2011b) 
3 

I frequently share my experience 

or know-how from work with 

other CoP members. 

I frequently share my experience 

or know-how from work with other 

industry practitioners. 

4 

I frequently share my expertise 

from my education or training with 

CoP. 

I frequently share my expertise 

from my education or training with 

industry practitioners. 

Comments: 
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SECTION C: SUCCESSFUL COLLABORATION 

Successful collaboration (variable)-This research views successful collaboration from the 

academicians/researcher’s perspective and at micro or individual level. The items are 

adopted from sources that address the questions on main reasons why individuals from 

university collaborate with industry and the benefits they gain. 

Kindly read below items, which will be used for this research instrument (survey), and 

comment on adaptability of items. 

Note: Original Items: Represent the items used by other researchers; Modified Items: 

Represent the items which are modified for the context of this study. 

 Original Scale Item Modified Items/Additional items Source  

1 

From industrial collaboration, our 

researchers have received 

significant ideas and knowledge 

that are further developed as a part 

of our own research activities  

From industrial collaboration I 

have received significant ideas and 

knowledge that are further 

developed as part of my own 

research activities. 

(D’Este & 

Perkmann, 

2011; 

Reetta et 

al., 2015) 

2 

Researchers and students make 

intensive use of ideas coming from 

industry in planning research and 

development projects 

I make intensive use of ideas 

coming from industry in planning 

research and development projects. 

3 Information on industry problems 

I get information on industry 

problems from industrial 

collaboration 

4 Feedback from industry 
I get feedback on Industry from 

industrial collaboration. 

5 Information on industry research 

I get information on industry 

research from industrial 

collaboration. 

6 Becoming part of network  
I become part of network from 

industrial collaboration. 

8 
Access non-academic knowledge 

and information 

Industrial collaboration has helped 

to access non-academic knowledge 

and information. 

9 

It has a positive effect on the 

quality and/or relevance of my 

teaching 

Industrial collaboration has a 

positive effect on the scientific 

quality and/or impact of my 

research. 

11 
Improve my chances of academic 

advancement 

Industrial collaboration has a 

positive effect on the quality 

and/or relevance of my teaching. 

 

Comments:  
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APPENDIX D: EXPERT’S ACCEPTANCE FOR INSTRUMENT 

VALIDATION 
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