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Abstract
There have been calls to universities in developing countries to strengthen their linkages with
the industry. These calls have based their premise on enhancing the performance of the
universities. Empirical evidence to support the calls has been minimal given that little research
has been done in Africa on this phenomenon. This paper adopted a human resource
development perspective to explain the role of the phenomenon of University-Industry –
Collaboration (U-I-C) in the performance of universities. The study was done in Kenya
drawing its respondents from 16 universities both government and private sponsored. Data
was obtained from 130 respondents from a broad range of managers in various units of the
universities. The results indicate that the Human Resource Development (HRD) Infrastructure
for the universities in Kenya is at the level of importance (Mean=3.7;s.d=0.99), U-I-C is at a
high level (Mean=3.7; s.d=1.04) and performance
is rated at a moderate level
(Mean=3.5;s.d=0.99). The results on the test of the two hypotheses of the study indicate that
HRD Infrastructure is positively related with university performance and that it explains % of
the variation in the university performance. Further, U-I-C partially mediates the relationship
between University HRD Infrastructure and Performance. The study concludes that U-I-C is
relevant to universities in Kenya since the strength of the relationship between University
HRD Infrastructure and performance depends on the phenomenon of U-I-C. While the
findings are considered to provide the needed empirical support for the adoption of U-I-C
among universities, they raise implications both to the management of universities in Kenya
and the multidisciplinary theory supporting HRD practices in organizations.
Keywords: HRD, Infrastructure, Performance, SHRD, SHRM, U-I-C and Universities.
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1. INTRODUCTION
University education systems have been established in most parts of the world to contribute
towards attainment of national human resource development goals of supplying manpower to
support industrial development by providing well trained and capable science and technical
human resources (Rao, 1995; Chituis, 1999; Sohn, 2005). An important aspect of these goals is
to ensure that the universities serve as innovation actors that can drive national
competitiveness by not only developing suitable human capital but also providing the base for
engineering and scientific skills that are needed to make a country's products and services
competitive (Mulholland & Shakespeare, 2005). In addition, the universities provide
researchers who have the capacity to generate, adapt and apply new knowledge and
technologies that is considered to be vital in driving industrial activities if shared with the
productive sector of the economy (Xiao & Tsang, 2004; Sohn, 2005; Al-Dosary, Rahman &
Aina, 2006). The need to share and access this knowledge, generated by universities, calls for
close links between institutions of higher learning and the industry. There has been a growing
concern for universities in developing countries to reform and strategically re-orient
themselves so as to generate and share knowledge that will promote university-based
entrepreneurialism in their respective nations’ economies so as to drive industrial
development (Kiamba, 2005; Lapina & Slaidins, 2005; Summerville, 2005; Chang, Yang &
Chen, 2006) based on the nature of their work which is connected with knowledge (Leiponnen,
2008). This knowledge is managed within contexts that nurture learning. The universities are
recognized as learning entities that generate knowledge and technology that can become the
basis for collaboration with the productive sector.
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Some proponents of this knowledge management stream have linked the process with human
factors and thus, pointed at the role of an organization’s human resources in its generation
and utilization. Thus, the move towards undertaking university-industry collaborations (U-IC) by universities needs to be anchored on the support of the institutions Human resources.
The major point of argument advanced in persuading universities to initiate links with the
industry is based on improving performance using both quantitative and objective indicators
as they respond to and satisfy diverse stakeholder requirements in rapidly changing
environments. A relevant stream of knowledge from Human Resource Management (HRM)
suitable for integrating the research in this area is that of Human Resource Development
(HRD) which is regarded as an important base for building inter-organizational networks that
link universities with the industry (Kilika, 2009; Kilika et al., 2012).
HRD is considered relevant in this situation for a number of considerations. First, it is strategic
in nature and is practiced to help an organization align its strategic intents with their human
resource capabilities. One of the capabilities is that associated with driving competitiveness
through knowledge management which is a hall mark of the nature of the work of universities.
Secondly, HRD is recommended for adoption by organizations as they experience higher levels
of turbulence, as most universities are reported to be experiencing varying changes in both
macro and micro settings of their operations. Thirdly, through its philosophy, it is practiced at
several levels of analysis so as to address individual, organizational and national concerns and
thus become a basis for informing National HRD policies that will affect entire national
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economies through the university education systems. As part of the philosophy, performance is
driven by learning systems, which opens room for universities to create and share knowledge
both internally and externally. Externally, this opens room for universities to pursue HRD
based inter-organizational networks.
2. THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
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A number of empirical studies focusing on HRD and inter-organizational networks point at
possible gaps with regard to the relationship between HRD practices and U-I-C, the impact of
the U-I-C on the existing relationship between HRD Systems and organizational performance
as well as the indicators used to assess the performance. The Strategic HRD approach
advocates adoption of a stakeholder orientation as the basis for inter-organizational networks,
an aspect yet to be integrated in HRD Research and leads to unanswered questions regarding
how HRD is associated with inter-organizational networks of the form of U-I-C (Hawley &
Taylor, 2006; Worasinchai, Ribiere & Arntzen, 2008). Even though some of the studies have
implied a possible relationship, they have been criticized for using a relatively low level of
statistical rigor that has limited the scope of the generalization of the findings (Martin, 2000;
Pelagidis, 2008). There is also a missing explanation with regard to the role of the interorganizational networks in relating the HRD systems of organizations and their performance
(Chang, Yang & Chen, 2006). In order to provide a justification for the adoption of U-I-C by
universities, there is need for studies to demonstrate clearly the process through which U-I-C
influences performance of universities. And while providing this justification, there is a need to
explain the process using the relevant set of performance indicators suited to the higher
education sector. Even though some previous attempts have been made towards this direction,
the studies seem to be disintegrated (Kotler, 1997; Song, Joo & Chemarck, 2009) and in
addition the specific performance measures for the outcomes of the work of universities
reflecting the defining nature of HRD have also been largely ignored by most studies due to
their focus on performance indicators drawn from the industrial and commercial sectors that
may not be entirely applicable in the case of universities (Nakamura & Ueda, 2006; Koka &
Prescot, 2008; Pelagidis, 2008).
This study was therefore undertaken to establish the role of the phenomenon of U-I-C on the
relationship between university HRD Infrastructure and performance. Two objectives were
identified. The first was to assess the relationship between the university HRD Infrastructure
and corresponding performance while the second was to measure the influence of U-I-C on the
strength of the relationship between the HRD Infrastructure and University Performance. The
findings of this research were considered to be of significance in a number of ways. First, the
experiences of inter-organizational networks on the direction of U-I-C largely remain
undocumented in most developing countries, a situation which is also applicable in Kenya. The
existing research done on the area of University-Industry collaboration has mostly been done
in Asia, Europe and America. Only one case reflects one university in an African country
(Martin, 2000). The findings of this study contribute to the growing concern for U-I-C by
extending the already existing HRD knowledge into the area of inter-organizational networks.
HRD scholars are interested in understanding the exact role played by HRD in these settings
as well as the HRD related outcomes arising from the networks. Secondly, the findings of this
study provide knowledge that is crucial in advancing the stream of scholarship supporting the
adoption of both SHRM and SHRD in organizations in which a major concern is justification
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of investments in HRD and the real links to both tangible and intangible performance of
organizations.
3. LITERATURE REVIEW
Human Resource Development Infrastructure
Human Resource Development is an essential component of HRM systems of organizations.
HRD as an integral part of an organization’s HRM System is set against a background of
turbulence and change in organizational life which arises from developments in business
environments, work processes and organizational cultures, which drive the need for successful
change management strategies (Joy-Matthews, Megginson & Surtees, 2004). HRM has been
associated with change management initiatives in organizations in which case, it serves as an
agent for change (Jackson & Schuler, 2000; Joy-Matthews, Megginson & Surtees, 2004;
Lopez, Peon & Ordas, 2005; Tomkinson, 2005). Some scholars are of the view that change
programs in organizations largely depend on an organization’s human resources (Prasad,
1996; Jackson & Schuler, 2000; Weigl et al., 2008) Prasad (1996) has indeed postulated
Organizational Development and change programs as part of an organization’s HRM system.
Thus, HRD is anchored on the aspect of change since the change affects individuals, groups
and entire organizations.
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HRD practices need to be strategically designed to support an organization to cope with the
changing environment out of which there arises a need to develop a relevant firm HRD
Infrastructure. This study relied on the work of Menger (2001) in proposing the construct of
HRD Infrastructure. Thus the construct of HRD Infrastructure was adopted in this study in the
context of organizational development and change to refer to the set of processes and
organizational practices that derive from the identified organizational development needs on
the development of workforce to create a flexible organization capable of coping with the forces
of environmental change. The process emphasizes the role of learning that supports
continuous innovation and thus puts the learning orientation at the centre of the HRD
Philosophy upon which the infrastructure is established (Kilika et al., 2012). Thus the pillars of
the HRD infrastructure adopted for this study were based on organizational development
needs, organizational learning culture, HRD values and practices which are considered to be at
the heart of the HRD philosophy (Kilika et al., 2012).
The HRD Infrastructure embraces a stakeholder orientation as informed by the considerations
of the SHRD framework (Garavan & McCarthy, 2008) which advocates a stakeholder
orientation to workforce development. The need for the adoption of the stakeholder approach
in HRD has been connected with shifts from training to learning and from HRD to SHRD
(Watson, 2007) which have brought about an increased role of stakeholders in the HRD
process. The stakeholder approach adopted in HRD is of the view that the stakeholders are
diverse both within and without an organization and present different stakes that will vary
across contexts (Dowling, 2001). A cross section of both the HRM and HRD Literatures point
at a growing concern for the stakeholder approach in theory and practice (Jackson & Schuler,
2000; Armstrong, 2006; Clark & Beardwell, 2007; Garavan, 2007; Watson, 2007). The
stakeholder orientation in HRD leads organizations to consider establishment of interorganizational networks for enhancing workforce development. The learning orientation
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underpinned in one of the paradigms of HRD paves the way for organizations to pursue HRD
based interfirm networks. Inter-organizational networks have previously been considered
essential elements of SHRM models especially among multinational organizations (Dowling,
Festing & Engle, 2008). The case for these inter firm networks has been established along
considerations that arise from several observations connected with the changed perspective to
competition embracing collaboration, the need to build social networks and capital, the
transition to a learning society, the need to establish competence based HRD Practices and
consideration of the environment in building competencies (Porter, 1990; Mintzberg et al.,
2003; Park & Kwon, 2004; Ardichvilli & Dirani, 2005; Ozcelik & Ferman, 2006; Cullen &
Parboteeah, 2008). In identifying the HRD Infrastructure for supporting U-I-C, the study
considered the context for universities in Kenya. Universities by their nature of origin and
design are human capital development institutions that in the context of organizational
learning have been classified in the category of knowledge intensive business service
organizations (Leiponnen, 2008). They will, therefore be expected to cultivate organizational
learning cultures through which knowledge is continuously generated and disseminated
(Watkins, 2005) by the largely predominant knowledge workers forming a significant part of
their workforce and develop appropriate systems for best managing human resources, bearing
the characteristics of the knowledge worker (Awad & Ghaziri, 2004). Thus, an appropriate set
of HRD Infrastructure, suitable for the knowledge based entities will embrace the
organizational development concerns, relevant HRD values and a culture oriented towards
learning which if put in place will inform the particular set of HRD practices for the
universities in line with the need to align the HRM function of each university with its strategic
intents (Armstrong, 2006).

HRM is presented in theory and practice as a core function in an organization accounting for
the performance of organizations. Performance is understood in terms of the output of work
that is undertaken in organizations quantified into objectives an organization wants to achieve
(Armstrong, 2006). The achievement of the objectives is ensured through the people factor in
organizations. The HRM perspective to performance leans towards the behavioral science
approach that links organizational performance with human behavior. One approach
employed by the behavioral scientists considers organizational behavior as what people do in
the place of work (Robbins, 2005). Thus, the behaviors resulting from the performer lead into
actions that transform from an abstract to action state. The behavioral science perspective is of
the view that performance of organizations is attained through various levels starting at the
individual employee level through the departmental to the organizational. The Organizational
Behavior (OB) approach observes that under the performance orientation, the concern is the
productivity of an individual within the organization and how it can be improved. Individual
performance contributes to group performance, which in turn contributes to organizational
performance. It is this performance that results in the effectiveness of an organization. The
cited performance indicators of performance at this level are job satisfaction, psychological
growth, physical health, and security. In turn, these contribute to performance at group and
organizational levels that is indicated by efficiency, productivity, profitability, innovation,
quality of life, contribution to culture and adaptation to change.
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4. University Performance
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The behavioral science approach is relevant in an HRD situation in that one of the major
concerns is that touching on the way in which HRD influences performance in organizations.
Some stream of research has attempted to identify the paths and links that lead from HRD to
organizational performance (Kanter, 1992). The analysis provided by the behavioral science
perspective based on the three levels and the respective indicators of performance at each level
highlights the set of employee inputs that lead to the attainment of organizational
performance. The SHRD perspective is more focused on the human factors that will account
for competitiveness and sustainable levels of competitive advantage and the organizational
conditions suitable to condition employees towards attainment of distinctive competence. The
role of organization culture in this process has been identified and in HRD scholarship is
addressed by the learning orientation. Learning has long been acknowledged as a major
determinant of organizational success as it is responsible for enhancing organizational
capability to respond to the rapidly changing and competitive environment and thus, leads to
survival brought about by flexibility leading to new product and technology development.
The University Performance is assessed within the context of the nature of human capital
development institutions. The study by Kontoghiorghes and colleagues (Kontoghiorghes,
Awbrey & Feurig, 2005) categorized the performance of institutions into two perspectives
namely objective performance and HR related subjective performance. Jackson and Schuler
(Jackson & Schuler, 2000) considered the same in the context of organizational development
and change and referred to those subjective indicators as relating to organizational readiness
for change. The objective measures of performance considered in this study reflect financial
aspects of revenue, student enrolment levels, number of academic programs and the amounts
of research grants won. The subjective performance indicators reflecting the work of human
capital development institutions considered were innovation, knowledge creation, adaptation
to change, market and public rating, corporate reputation and quality. From an organizational
point of analysis, HRM addresses these areas of concern for performance of universities in
order to make them effective, productive, efficient and competitive. In view of emerging
developments facing organizations, the kind of performance expected is one that creates
sustainable levels of competitive advantage. The study adopted the above listed measures of
performance based on a comparison with the findings of previous researches that have pointed
at the need to identify performance measures suitable to a diversity of sectors in nonmanufacturing activities and particularly in human capital development undertakings, such as
those of the institutions of higher learning and provide an empirical explanation on how they
may result from relevant HRD based practices (Kontoghiorghes, Awbrey & Feurig, 2005;
Lopez, Peon & Ordas, 2005; Davis & Daley, 2008; Song, Joo & Chemarck, 2009).
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5. University-Industry Collaboration
The construct of University-Industry-Collaboration was approached in this study as an aspect
of Inter-organizational networks which are discussed along the strategic considerations for
Inter-organization collaboration (Mintzberg et al., 2003). The collaboration is considered as a
condition of learning in the work place in which workers learn how to think, learn and apply
information to tasks since workers need to engage in activities that allow them to approach
problems from different vantage points, testing out assumptions, and redefining meanings.
From an HRD standpoint, workers need to engage in the social, collaborative exchange of
ideas as they solve business problems so that they can acquire individually and collectively the
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rapidly changing knowledge required in the high-tech workplace. The collaboration across
organizations is considered as part of the mechanisms for attaining a fit between internal and
external conditions. The justification for these pursuits towards inter-organizational networks
has received varying explanations. Beer (1980) offered an explanation that leaned more
towards the need for an internal alignment aimed at establishing congruence between internal
resources and the external environment since this congruence determines an organization's
capacity to achieve its goals as judged from the contingency perspective of management (Beer,
1980). Other perspectives to collaboration are based on the views held by organizational
theorists on organizations as social inventions and those that rely on resource dependence
perspective to the study of organizations which considers organizations as entities that are
designed to achieve economic or other purposes while at the same time fulfilling stakeholder
needs and thus will lead to survival (Hicks & Gullet, 1975; Jones, 2010). Those leaning
towards resource dependence perspectives to the pursuit of inter-organizational collaboration
raise the need for access to and control of economic resources as the basis for interorganizational collaboration as a driving consideration for relevant strategic choices (Daft,
2007; Jones, 2010).
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These diverse perspectives towards inter-organizational collaboration and inter-organization
relationships signify the potential opportunities that exist for the human resources of the
organization. There are inherent learning opportunities, intensive use of human intellect,
knowledge transfer and constant updating, management development and career development
through which the organizations are able to adapt aggressively to changing external conditions
and particularly to innovations that obsolesce their earlier skills. Den Berg, Meijers and
Spengers (2006) call for adoption of appropriate HRD practices in the areas of strategic
knowledge development, investment in education, retraining and professional development as
part of organization's HRD practices that meet the prerequisite for surviving in the knowledge
economy which can be combined with the needs for survival so as to provide the motivating
factors for an HRD based inter-organization network so that the decisions for collaborations
are considered within the context of strategic choices. Thus, sustainable U-I-C programs
require a strategic response by the collaborating institutions based on either or a combination
of two alternative approaches, namely clusters and strategic alliance building (Porter, 1990;
OECD, 1999). This study explored the broad literature on U-I-C and established that even
though it has already identified the concepts at play in U-I-C and the various types of
influences both from within and the external contexts of firms, there still remains some
unexplained knowledge gaps regarding how the U-I-C accounts for the performance of
organizations. The empirical attempts as well have not accounted for differences in
collaboration patterns and how they may explain variations in performance outcomes of
organizations in the alliance partnerships.
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6. CONCEPTUALIZATION AND HYPOTHESES
In order to address the main problem of this study, a conceptual framework relating the main
constructs in the study was developed using several pieces of theoretical literature. The
framework is presented in figure 1.

University HRD Infrastructure

U-I-C

H2

University Performance

H1

Figure1: Conceptual Model relating HRD Infrastructure, U-I-C and Performance
The University HRD Infrastructure is the independent variable. It comprises four dimensions:
the university Organizational Development Needs, Organizational Learning Orientation, HRD
Values and Practices. Performance of the Universities is the dependent variable. The study
uses both objective performance indicators and HRM related indicators of readiness for
change. The University-Industry collaboration is the mediating variable and is studied on the
basis of three aspects, motivation for, the type and the level of collaboration. The HRD
Infrastructure is based on the strategic nature of HRD which embraces a stakeholder
orientation to ensure congruence between organizational systems and the external
environmental conditions. In the case of universities, the stakeholder orientation will lead to
the phenomenon of U-I-C. In view of observations of several theoretical works on both HRD
and entrepreneurship, it is expected that the University HRD Infrastructure will influence
several intermediate and ultimate outcomes of U-I-C and performance respectively (Hicks &
Gullet, 1975; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Quinn, Anderson & Finkelstein, 1996; Beardwell &
Holden, 1997; Xiao & Tsang, 2004; Chang, Yang & Chen, 2006; Hawley & Taylor, 2006; Hafer
& Gresham, 2008; Weigl et al., 2008). Based on these arguments, the study proposed the
following two hypotheses:
Hypothesis H1: There is a Positive Relationship between University HRD Infrastructure and
University-Performance.
Hypothesis H2: The Strength of the Relationship between the University HRD Infrastructure
and the University Performance depends on University-Industry Collaboration.
7. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
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Research Design, Population and Sampling
The study used a descriptive survey design which relied on a structured questionnaire to
obtain information from respondents (Malhotra, 1996; Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). The study
sought to obtain data that was gathered from a population sample of organizational units in
Public and Private Universities in Kenya through the use of a predetermined questionnaire.
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The population of the study comprised all Public and Private Universities operating in Kenya.
At the time of the survey, there were 26 Universities in Kenya: 7 Public Universities, 13
Chartered Private Universities and 9 Universities operating with a Letter of Interim Authority
(Commission for Higher Education, 2011). Due to the nature of the independent variable
connected with organizational aspects that takes time to form, the study selected universities
that had operated in Kenya at least five years before the date of the study. This criterion
provided 19 universities: 7 Public and 12 Private universities from which data was collected for
the study. All the 7 public universities collaborated while only 9 in the private category
collaborated providing an 84% success rate on the part of the institutions from which
respondents were drawn.
The primary data for answering the research objectives was obtained from representatives of
administrative units at several levels in each university. To obtain the respective respondents
from each university, a multi stage technique (Zikmund, 2003; Joy & Kolb, 2009) was applied
at three stages to select the respondents from whom primary data was collected. In the first
stage, 19 universities were selected, while in the second, respondent units were identified from
the academic units (schools, faculties, directorates) and administrative units (support units,
central administration, boundary units) of the various universities whose entire population
was estimated at 300. The third stage involved use of stratified random sampling to obtain at
least 60% of the respondents from the universities. The various strata were identified from the
areas of academic specialization of schools/faculties and the basic orientation for decision
making by the administrative units. Overall, 130 respondents participated representing a 72%
success in response rate. The responses were comprised of: Senior Administrators
(n=29;22.3%); Deans/Directors (n=67; 51.5%); Boundary Span Managers(n=34;26.2%).
8. Research Instrument
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The primary data was obtained using a questionnaire structured on a 5-point Interval Likert
scale to measure the three variables shown in the conceptual model. The contents of the
questionnaire were pretested through officers in the offices for coordination of postgraduate
programs and heads of departments and some registered doctoral students from various
universities in Kenya that were not participating in the main survey. Editorial issues were
addressed and the structure of questions as well as the overall design of the questionnaire. Two
methods were used to administer the questionnaire: personal interviews and drop and pick.
The drop and pick method was used for respondents other than the senior administrators. The
personal interviews were used in the case of administrators in the level of deputy vice
chancellors and registrars through which their responses were coded directly in the research
instrument. Internal consistency of the research instrument was measured through the
Coefficient Alpha score since it was structured on a 5-point likert scale (Nachmias & Nachmias,
2004). The results of the reliability test are shown in table 2 and indicate that the instrument
used has a relatively high reliability of 0.9617 according to the interpretation offered by
Malhotra (1996).
9. Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics were calculated to describe the main characteristics of the population
under study using the mean and the standard deviation for each item in the questionnaire. A
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series of Regression analyses were employed to test hypothesis 2. To facilitate the test of the
two hypotheses, an index for each variable was constructed for all the universities participating
in the study based on the Harmonic Mean (Gupta, 2008). The study relied on the approach
proposed by MacKinnon and Colleagues (1995) to test hypothesis two through a simple linear
regression model. The approach requires the formulation of two regression models at two
stages to measure the direct effect and the mediated effect. Two regression models were,
therefore, constructed at two stages. In the first stage, the regression analysis was performed
using the composite index for University HRD Infrastructure as the independent variable and
the composite index for University Performance as the dependent variable. Accordingly, two
regression analyses models were used as:
Model 1:Y = β 01 +
Model 2: Y = β 02 +

X + ε 1,
'X + β M + ε 2,

Where: Y is the dependent variable in the study, Performance; X is the independent variable
(HRD Infrastructure); M is the mediator;
codes the relationship between HRD and
Performance in the first equation before the mediator is introduced;
' is the coefficient
relating the HRD to the Performance adjusted for the effects of the mediator, ε 1 and ε 2 code
unexplained variability, and the intercepts are β 01 and β 02.
The results were interpreted such that ( ) is the non-mediated or direct effect,(
') is the mediated or indirect effect. McKinnon, Warsi and Dwyer (1995) observes that if the
treatment coefficient ( ') is zero when the mediator is included in the model, then the
relationship is entirely mediated by the mediating variable. If, however, the absolute size of
the direct effect between the independent variable and the dependent variable is reduced after
controlling for the mediator variable, but the direct effect is still significantly different from
zero, the mediation effect is said to be partial. The results of the regression analyses were
subjected to multicollinearity test using the criteria provided by Field (2005), Levine et al.
(2008) through measure of the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF).
10. FINDINGS
Respondents’ profile and Descriptive Findings
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The study targeted 180 respondents from 19 universities in Kenya. The field data presented
was obtained from 16 universities representing 84 % success rate from the participating
universities and 130 respondents representing 72% success rate on the part of the respondents
which satisfied the criteria that a response rate for a survey of 50% and above is satisfactory for
data analysis (Nachmias & Nachmias, 2004). The research instrument had four main variables
whose characteristics are summarized through measures of central tendency and dispersion as
shown in table 1.
Table 1: Variable Characteristics
Variable

α

No. of Items

Mean
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Standard
deviation

HRD Infrastructure
U-I-C
University performance
Overall Reliability

0.9396
0.7970
0.9819
0.9617

55
68
26
149

3.7706
3.74552
3.5634

0.9989
1.0409
0.99189

The descriptive scores show that HRD infrastructure was at the level of importance, together
with two constituent components of organizational learning, HRD values and OD needs whose
mean scores measure close to 4. HRD practices elements in the instrument however are
practiced at a moderate level. Organizational learning registered the highest level of variation
with a standard deviation above 1. Even though the university industry collaboration received a
relatively high mean score, only two of its components were rated high, the motivation and
level of collaboration. The type of collaboration registered a low mean score and a high
standard deviation just as was the type of collaboration. The overall mean for performance
shows that it is at the moderate level. The universities performed higher in readiness for
change areas as compared to the bottom line areas.
11. Test of Hypotheses
The first hypothesis was designed to test the relationship between the HRD Infrastructure for
universities and the performance of universities. The hypothesis was tested using the
composite indices for HRD Infrastructure and that of University-Industry collaboration. The
regression analysis results showed the R2 value was 0.773. The coefficient of the variable was
positive (β=0.879 ) and significant at p<0.001 as well as the regression model (F=47.744;
P<0.001). Both the D and VIF values were within the acceptable levels within which
multicollinearity and autocorrelation do not invalidate the regression results. Thus hypothesis
one is supported and the study concludes that there is a positive relationship between the
coefficient of HRD Infrastructure and performance of Universities in Kenya. The second
hypothesis sought to understand the role of the phenomenon of University-Industry
Collaboration in the performance of universities in view of the growing concerns for
universities to intensify links with the productive sectors of the economy. The study tested the
possibility of a mediating effect of this variable on the relationship between the HRD
Infrastructure and the University Performance. The summary of the statistical output of the
computation is presented in table 2.
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According to the rule stated by McKinnon , the direct effect is 0.676 while the mediated effect
is 0.258 and is significant at t=2.066, p<0.05. Thus, the study concludes that UniversityIndustry Collaboration has a significant partial mediating influence on the relationship
between the University HRD Infrastructure and University Performance. Considering the R 2
value in the two models, in the

Table 2: Summary of Regression Results for the Mediating Effect
Regression

Model 1

Model2

Change in Significance
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Parameter

(BeforeMediation) (After
Mediation)
βHRDInfrastructure 0.857*
0.599**

statistics

R2
t
F

( - ')
0.258
0.02
1.509
18.782

0.734*
0.857*
38.653***

0.754**
2.066**
19.871***

of change
= Change
is
significant at
t=2.066,
p<0.05
Change
is
significant at
p<0.001

*p<0.000
** p<0.05
***p<0.01
non-mediated relationship between HRD Infrastructure and the University Performance, the
R2 value is 0.734 while under the mediated relationship, the R2 value increases to 0.754. This
indicates a stronger empirical explanatory power on the relationship between University HRD
Infrastructure and University Performance when the mediating variable of University –
Industry Collaboration is introduced. The regression models in the two models are significant
at F=38.653, p<0.001 and F=19.871, p<0.001 for the non-mediated and mediated scenarios
respectively. The D and VIF values show that the results are not invalidated by autocorrelation
and multicollinearity effects. Thus on the basis of these statistics, hypothesis 2 is supported.
The study concludes that the phenomenon of University-Industry Collaboration enhances the
strength of the relationship between University HRD Infrastructure and the Performance of
Universities.
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12. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
The results of the first hypothesis showed a relatively strong relationship between the
Universities HRD Infrastructure and performance. The study had leaned towards the stream of
scholarship in HRD based on building inter-organizational networks at organizational level
(Weigl et al., 2008). In addition, the study used the postulates of the HRD philosophy based on
the learning paradigm to postulate that the learning orientation would provide a strong basis
for pursuit of inter-organizational networks. The support of this hypothesis raises three
implications for theory, practice and research. First, there are important concerns for
managers to take note, in terms of how the knowledge is generated, how it is shared and the
needed atmosphere for this knowledge to be successfully transferred. The study used the input
of the organizational studies and the configuration of organizations to show that the alliances
are initiated at functional levels based on professional synergies among managers at that level
(Daft, 2007; Jones, 2010). At the university level, this functional level is represented by the
school. This study relied on the deans, directors of institutes and schools as the key
respondents. In discussing inter-organizational networks at university level, the schools and
the departments working under each are critical to establishing and sustaining alliances with
the productive sector based on the area of knowledge. Secondly, in terms of the orientation
HRD takes, this finding is consistent with some stream of scholarship that has considered
entrepreneurship as the main component around which U-I-C revolves (Chang, Yang & Chen,
2006). The main argument from the theory behind the pursuit of the inter-organizational
networks was based on the learning paradigm as the basis that would lead to the linkages, an
aspect that seems to be supported by the results of this hypothesis. The scores reported in the
descriptive findings had shown relatively high mean score values on areas that derived from
the learning orientation to HRD. Thirdly, the results of this hypothesis may also be interpreted
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Hypothesis two was based on the need to understand the role of the phenomenon of interorganizational networks in influencing organizational performance. The theoretical argument
held the position that inter-organizational networks are strategic choices for managers that
require justification due to the implied effects on the current and future prosperity of
organizations. Under this concern, the hypothesis was formulated to enhance the current
agitation that calls universities to intensify links with the productive sector. The score showed
that the U-I-C partially mediates the relationship between HRD Infrastructure and University
performance and that that the strength of the relationship is enhanced when the mediator
variable is introduced. The study makes three implications from this finding. The first is based
on the postulates of the various SHRM models. The study relied on the SHRD Framework that
advocates a stakeholder based approach to management of employees for enhanced
performance of organizations (Freeman & McVea, 2001; Garavan, 2007). The stakeholder
approach is grounded on the organization theory stream of organizational studies seeking to
attain congruence between organization’s internal systems and their external environments.
However, while in theory the arguments have been convincing for this move, the theory needs
empirical support to justify decisions towards this move. The finding on this hypothesis
provides a needed empirical support on the role of HRD based U-I-C programs on the
performance of universities and justifies investments for this strategic move in that there is a
stronger explanatory power on the relationship between the HRD Infrastructure and the level
of performance when the phenomenon of U-I-C is introduced as a mediating factor. Secondly,
this finding is important in reinforcing the strongly growing calls for U-I-C especially given the
type of performance indicators used here and those used to measure the mediating variable.
The study used performance indicators that are specific to the work of the HE sector of two
types. The bottom line performance indicators were on the areas of national and international
rating, academic programs developed, scientific conferences participated and sponsored,
research grants won, research spending by academic staff and the number of curriculum
changes effected. The organizational readiness for change performance indicators used were
considered as part of the learning environment suitable to support the bottom line
performance touching on aspects of cultures for continuous learning, strategy of long-term
customer service, collaboration among administrators and the faculty, constant environmental
scanning and benchmarking practices. Considering these findings and implications, a strong
case emerges for universities to consider pursuits for U-I-C due to its contribution to the
performance of the institutions.
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as being indicative of the path through which HRD influences performance. In addition to
Katou’s (2009) research that had made some attempts that were inconclusive, the current
study using the theoretical literature from the organization theory stream is of the view that
the support of the hypothesis may be taken as an indicator of the level of effectiveness on the
part of the universities arising from the impact of HRD as an intervention in the path to the
performance of the institutions. The organizational theory stream is of the view that the
essence of initiating the organizational development interventions is to increase organizational
health that ultimately improves the organizational performance and effectiveness. This study
extends and strengthens the theoretical conclusions earlier made by the stream of scholarship
on inte-rorganizational networks and U-I-C (Martin, 2000; Fontana, Guena & Matt, 2003;
Hawley & Taylor, 2006; Worasinchai, Ribiere & Arntzen, 2008).
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Thirdly, the study observes that this finding is an important move with implications on theory
and practice in this industry. In practice, the beginning point is at the consideration that the UI-C approach is based on HRD. The HRD Infrastructure for each organizations aims at
enhancing value creation activities that enhance organizational performance in its markets.
One school that fits in this explanation was advanced by Beer (1980) that supported the HRD
approach for the development and sustainability of inter-organizational networks by
universities. This approach based support for this phenomenon on the need for organizations
to attain some degree of congruence between internal systems and the external environment.
The congruence requires organizations to focus both internally and externally. Internally, the
organization seeks to develop a capacity to achieve its goals by fulfilling its members needs
which leads to the need to focus on building a congruence between its people, processes and
structures and its environment (Beer, 1980; Daft, 2007; Jones, 2010). The support of this
hypothesis is thus interpreted in terms of the role of the degree of congruence attained by
universities with their external stakeholders towards enhancing performance. Murillo-Luna,
Garces-Ayerbe and Riverra-Torres (2008) identified the role of stakeholders as a critical factor
when studying environmental response patterns by firms. Given the nature of data relied upon
and the set of indicators used, the study builds a strong case for universities to pursue U-I
linkages based on the types of knowledge that they generate.
13. Conclusion and recommendation
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The purpose of the study was to establish the role of the concept of university industry
collaboration on the relationship between HRD infrastructure and performance of universities.
The results presented and discussed show that the HRD Infrastructure has a strong positive
relationship with university performance. This relationship improves when the construct of
university industry collaboration is introduced. Thus, it is concluded that the university HRD
Infrastructure is relevant in considering organizational strategies for U-I-C among
universities since the collaboration enhances the strength of the relationship between the HRD
infrastructures and university performance. This conclusion, however,needs to be adopted
with caution owing to the limitations of the study. Even though the study relied on a
multidisciplinary based theoretical framework to derive the constructs used in the study, the
research did not measure the influence of the external context of the universities. Given the
limitations of some of theoretical models that fail to consider the external environment in their
attempt to explain strategic decisions, the findings of the study are limited in the extent to
which they explain the relationship among the constructs used in the study. Future research
may therefore be undertaken to investigate the same phenomenon using these constructs
alongside the external contexts of the universities as a moderating factor.

Asia Pacific Institute of Advanced Research (APIAR)
www.apiar.org.au

REFERENCES
i. AIHEPS. 2005. Determinants of University–Industry Collaboration: The Case of 4 States in Mexico.
Available from: www.higher education.org [Accessed 4/04/2006].
ii. Al-Dosary, A. S., Rahman, S. M. & Aina, Y. A., 2006. A Communicative Planning Approach to Combat
Graduate Unemployment in Saudi Arabia. Human Resource Development International, 9(3), pp.
397-414.
iii. Ardichvilli, A. & Dirani, K., 2005. Human Capital Practices of Russian Enterprises. Human Resource
Development International, 8(4), pp. 403-418.
iv. Armstrong, M., 2006. A Handbook of Human Resource Management, 10th edn, London: Kogan Page.
v. Awad, E. M. & Ghaziri, H. M., 2004. Knowledge Management. New Jersey: Pearson.
vi. Barbuto, J. E., Bugenhagen, M. J., Stohs, J. M. & Matkins, G. S., 2003. Encouraging Creativity and
Intellectual Stimulation: An Exercise that Forces Students to Think Outside the Box. Journal of
Behavioral and Applied Management, 4(3), pp. 219-229.
vii. Beardwell, I. & Holden, L. (eds.), 1997. Human Resource Management: A Contemporary Perspective,
2nd edn, London: Pitman Publishing.
viii. Beer, M., 1980. Organization Change and Development: A Systems View. Santa Monica: Goodyear
Publishing Company.
ix. Carrin, J. B., Harayama, Y., Mack, A. J. K. & Zarin-Nejada, M., 2003. Science Technology Industry
Network-The competitiveness of Swiss Biotechnology: A Case Study of Innovation. RIETI Discussion
Paper Series 04-E-007.
x. Chang, Y. C., Yang, P. Y. & Chen M. H., 2006. Factors Motivating Academic Entrepreneurship in
Taiwan. Journal of Enterprising culture, 14(4), pp. 267-290.
xi. Chituis, S., 1999. The Transformation of an Imperial Colony into an Advanced Nation: India in
Comparative Perspective. In Albatch, P. G. & Peterson, P. G. (eds.) Higher Education in the 21st
century: Global Challenge and National Response. Annapolis Junction, MD: Institute of International
Education.
xii. Clark, I. & Beardwell, J., 2007. An Introduction to Human Resource Management. In Beardwell, J. &
Claydon, T. (eds.) A Contemporary Approach. Prentice Hall.
xiii. Collin, A., 2007. Developing the Human Resource. In Beardwell, J. & Claydon, T. (eds.), Ibid.

Page

143

xiv. Commission for Higher Education. 2011
xv. Cullen, J. B. & Parboteeah, K. P., 2008. Multinational Management: A Strategic Approach, 4th edn,
Australia, Thompson: Southwestern.
xvi. Daft, R. L., 2007. Understanding the Theory and Design of Organizations. Thompson: South
Western.

Asia Pacific Institute of Advanced Research (APIAR)
www.apiar.org.au

xvii. Davis, D. & Daley, B. J., 2008. The Learning Organization and its Dimensions as Key Factors in Firms’
Performance. Human Resource Development International, 11(1), pp. 51-66.
xviii. Den Berg, N., Meijers, F. & Spengers, M., 2006. More Vocational Education and Supplementary
Training through Equalization of Costs? An Analysis of a Training and Development Fund in the
Netherlands. Human Resource Development International, 9(1), pp. 5-24.
xix. Dessler, G., 2003. Human Resource Management, 9th edn, New Delhi: Prentice Hall.
xx. Dowling, G., 2001. Creating Corporate Reputations: Identity, Image and Performance. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
xxi. Dowling, P. J., Festing, M. & Engle, A. D., 2008. International Human Resource Management, 5th
edn, Australia: Cengage Learning.
xxii. Eshiwani, G. S., 1999. Higher Education in the 21st Century. In Albatch, P. G. & Peterson, P. G. (eds.)
Global Challenge and National Response. Annapolis Junction, MD: Institute of International
Education.
xxiii. Field, A., 2005. Discovering Statistics Using SPSS. London: Sage.
xxiv. Fontana, R., Guena, A. & Matt, M. 2003. Firm Size and Openness: The Driving Forces of UniversityIndustry Collaboration. Science & Technology Policy Research. The Freeman Centre, University of
Sussex, Falmer, Brighton.
xxv. Freeman, R. E. & McVea, J., 2001. A Stakeholder Approach to Strategic Management. In Hitt, M.,
Freeman, E. & Harrison, J. (eds.) Handbook of Strategic Management. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.
xxvi. Garavan, T., 2007. A Strategic Perspective on Human Resource Development. Advances in Developing
Human Resources, 9(1), pp. 11-30.
xxvii. Garavan, T. N. & McCarthy, A., 2008. Collective Learning Process and Human Resource Development.
Advances in Developing Human Resources, 10(4), p. 451.
xxviii. Golding, N., 2007. Strategic Human Resource Management. In Beardwell, J. & Claydon, T. (eds.)
Human Resource Management, A Contemporary Approach, 5th edn, England: Pearson Educational.
xxix.

Greve, H. R., 2009. Bigger and Safer: The Diffusion of Competitive Advantage.
Strategic Management Journal, 30, pp. 1-23.

xxx. Gulati, R., 1998. Alliances and Networks. Strategic Management Journal, 19, pp. 293-317.
xxxi. Gupta, S. G., 2008. Statistical Methods. New Delhi: Sultan and Sons Educational Publishers.

144

xxxii. Hafer, J. & Gresham, G. G., 2008. Organizational Climate Antecedents to the Market Orientation of
Cross-Functional New Product Development Teams. Journal of Behavioral and Applied
Management, 9(2), p. 184.

Page

xxxiii. Hall, D. T. & Goodale, J. G., 1986. Human Resource Management: Strategy, Design, and
Implementation. Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman.
xxxiv. Harris, J. C. & Williams, K., 2001. Joint Doctoral Progam: Collaborating while Co-Mingling University
Missions. The International Journal of Education Management, 15(3), pp. 125-130.
Asia Pacific Institute of Advanced Research (APIAR)
www.apiar.org.au

xxxv. Hawley, J. D. & Taylor, J. C., 2006. How Business Associations use Inter-Organizational Networks to
Achieve Workforce Development Goals: Implications for HRD. Human Resource Development
International, 9(4), pp. 485-508.
xxxvi. Hicks, G. H & Gullet, C. R., 1975. Organizations: Theory and Behavior. Singapore: McGraw-Hill,
International Edition.
xxxvii. Huselid, M. A., 1995. The Impact of Human Resource Management Practices on Turnover,
Productivity and Corporate Financial Performance. Academy of Management Journal, 38, pp. 635672.
xxxviii. Jackson, S. & Schuler, R. S., 2000. Managing Human Resources: A Partnership Perspective, 7th edn,
Ohio: Thompson Learning.
xxxix. Jones, G. R., 2010. Organizational Theory, Design and Change: Text and Cases, 4th edn, New Jersey:
Pearson Education Inc.
xl. Joy-Matthews, J., Megginson, D. & Surtees, M., 2004. Human Resource Development, 3rd edn, New
Delhi: Kogan Page.
xli. Joy, S. & Kolb, D. A., 2009. Are There Cultural Differences in Learning Style? International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 33(1), pp. 69-85.
xlii. Kanter, R. M., 1992. Creating a Habitat for the Migrant Manager. Personnel Manager, October.
xliii. Katou, A. A., 2009. The Impact of Human Resource Development on Organizational Performance:
Test of a Causal Model. Journal of the Institute of Behavioral and Applied Management, 3(10).
xliv. Kerlinger, F. N. & Lee, H. B., 2000. Foundations of Behavioral Research, 4th edn, Australia:
Wadsworth Thompson.
xlv. Kiamba, C. M., 2005. Entrepreneurialism and Adaptability in Kenyan Universities in the Face of
Declining Donor and Government Support: A Changing Landscape. Nuffic Conference: The Hague.
xlvi. Kilika, J. M., 2009. University-Industry Collaboration in Kenya, an HRD Based Theoretical
Perspective. A Conference paper presented to the first International KIM Conference in October 2009.
xlvii. Kilika, J. M., K’Obonyo, P. O., Ogutu, M. & Munyoki, J. M., 2012. Toward Understanding the Design
of Human Resource Development Infrastructures for Knowledge Intensive Organizations: Empirical
Evidence from Universities in Kenya. A Conference Paper presented to the AIBUMA International
Conference held in Nairobi, July 2012.

xlix. Koka, B. L. & Prescot, J. E., 2008. Designing Alliance Networks: The Influence of Network Position,
Environmental Change and Strategy on Firm Performance. Strategic Management Journal, 29, pp.
639-661.

Page

145

xlviii. Kohli, A. & Jaworski, B., 1990. Market Orientation: The Construct, Research Propositions, and
Managerial Implications. Journal of Marketing, 54, pp. 1-18.

Asia Pacific Institute of Advanced Research (APIAR)
www.apiar.org.au

l. Kontoghiorghes, C., Awbrey, S. M. & Feurig, P. L., 2005. Examining the Relationship between
Learning Organization Characteristics and Change, Adaptation, Innovation and Organizational
Performance. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 16(2), pp. 185-212.
li. Kotler, P., 1997. Marketing Management: Analysis, Planning, Implementation and Control, 9th edn,
New Delhi: Prentice Hall.
lii. Lapina, G. & Slaidins, I., 2005. Innovation Oriented University-Industry Collaboration Models in
Electronic Engineering. 16th EAEEIE Conference, Lappeenranta, 2005.
liii. Leiponnen, A., 2008. Control of Intellectual Assets in Client Relationships: Implications for
Innovation. Strategic Management Journal, 29(13), pp. 1371-1394.
liv. Levine, D. M., Stephine, D. F., Krebiel, J. C. & Berensen, M. L., 2008. Statistics for Managers, 5th edn,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall.
lv. Lopez, S. P., Peon, J. M. M. & Ordas, C. J. V., 2005. Human Resource Practices, Organizational
Learning and Business Performance. Human Resource Development International, 8(2), pp. 147-164.
lvi. MacKinnon, D. P., Warsi, G. & Dwyer, J. H., 1995. A Simulation Study of Mediated Effect Measures.
Multivariate Behavioral Research, 30, pp. 41-62.
lvii. Malhotra, N. K., 1996. Marketing Research, An Applied Orientation, 2nd edn, New Jersey: Prentice
Hall.
lviii. Martin, M. (ed.), 2000. The Management of University-industry Relations: Five institutional Studies
from Africa, Europe, Latin America and the Pacific Region. Paris: UNESCO.
lix. Mavondo, F. T., Chimhanzi, J. & Stewart, J., 2005. Learning Orientation and Market Orientation:
Relationship with Innovation, Human Resource Practices and Performance. European Journal of
Marketing, 39, pp. 1235-1266
lx. McNeill, J., 2004. A Model for U-I collaboration: The Center for Analogue and Mixed Signal
Integrated Circuit Design at WPI. Electrical and Computer Engineering Department, Worcester
Polytechnic Institute.
lxi. Menger, R., 2001. Small Firm Innovation and Strategic Competitiveness: The Role of the Firm
Infrastructure. Journal of the Institute of Behavioral and Applied Management, 3(1), p. 26.
lxii. Meyer, K. E., Wright, M. & Prathi, S., 2009a. Managing Knowledge in Foreign Entry Strategies: A
Resource Based Analysis. Strategic Management Journal, 30, pp. 557-574.

Page

146

lxiii. Meyer, K. E, Estrin, S., Bhaumik, S. K. & Peng, M. W., 2009b. Institutions, Resources and Entry
Strategies in Emerging Economies. Strategic Management Journal, 30, pp. 61-80.
lxiv. Mintzberg, H., Lambel, J., Quinn, J. B. & Ghoshal, S., 2003. The Strategy Process: Concepts, Texts,
Cases, Global edn, England: Pearson Educational.
lxv. Morgan, G., 1988. Riding the Waves of Change. Developing Managerial Competencies for a
Turbulent World. Sanfracisco: Jossey-Bass.

Asia Pacific Institute of Advanced Research (APIAR)
www.apiar.org.au

lxvi. Motohashi, K., 2004. Economic Analysis of University-Industry Collaborations: The Role of New
Technology Based Firms in Japanese National Innovation Reform. RIETI Discussion Paper.
lxvii.

Mulholland, S. & Shakespeare, C., 2005. An Analysis of Framework for Higher
Education Policy Studies. Available from: www.nyu.edu [Accessed 12/21/2010].

lxviii. Murillo-Luna, J. L., Garces-Ayerbe, C. & Riverra-Torres, P., 2008. Why do Patterns of Environmental
Response differ? A Stakeholder Pressure Approach. Strategic Management Journal, 29, pp. 12251240.
lxix. Nachmias, C. F. & Nachmias, D., 2004. Research Methods in the Social Sciences, 5th edn, London:
Arnold.
lxx. Nakamura, T. & Ueda, K., 2006. On the failure of University –Industry Research Collaboration to
Stimulate High Quality Research in Japan. CIRJE Discussion Papers.
lxxi. OECD. 1999. Managing National Systems of Innovation. Paris: Organization for Economic
Cooperation.
lxxii. Ozcelik, G. & Ferman, M., 2006. Competency Approach to Human Resource Management: Outcomes
and Contributions in a Turkish Cultural Context. Human Resource Development Review, 5(1), pp. 7291.
lxxiii. Park, J. & Kwon, D. B., 2004. Employees’ Perceived Work Environment and Self Directed Learning
Readiness in Korean Companies. Human Resource Development International, 7(3), pp. 333-350.
lxxiv. Pearce, J. A. & Robinson, R. B., 1997. Strategic Management: Formulation, Implementation and
Control, 6th edn, Boston: McGraw-Hill.
lxxv. Pelagidis, T., 2008. Human Resource Development within Greek Science and Technology Parks
Spinoffs. Human Resource Development International, 11(2), pp. 207-214.
lxxvi. Pfeffer, J., 1994. Competitive Advantage Through People. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School
Press.
lxxvii. Porter, M. E., 1985. Competitive Advantage: Creating and Sustaining Superior Performance. Free
Press.
lxxviii. Porter, M. E., 1990. The Competitive Advantage of Nations. Free Press.
lxxix. Prasad, K., 1996. Organizational Development for Excellence. New Delhi: McMillan.
lxxx. Quinn, J. B, Anderson, P. & Finkelstein, S., 1996. Making the Most of the Best. Harvard Business
Review, 74(2), pp. 71-80.

147

lxxxi. Rao, T. V., 1995. Human Resource Development. New Delhi: Sage.

Page

lxxxii. Robbins, S. P., 2005. Organizational Behavior; Concepts, Controversies and Applications, 11th edn,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.

Asia Pacific Institute of Advanced Research (APIAR)
www.apiar.org.au

lxxxiii. Singh, H., 2002. The Role of Alliances in Managing Emerging Technologies. Presentation at the
Wharton Forum on e-Business: Digital Transformation, Context, Drivers, Methods and Implications.
Wharton West, Sanfrancisco, April 30.
lxxxiv. Sohn, D. W., 2005. University-Industry Linkage and High Tech Development of Seoul. Inha
University.
lxxxv. Song, J. H., Joo, B. K. & Chemarck, T. J., 2009. The Dimensions of Learning Organization
Questionnaire: A Validation Study in a Korean Context. Human Resource Development Quarterly,
20(1), pp. 43-64.
lxxxvi. Storberg-Walker, J. & Gubbins, C., 2007. Understanding and doing HRD: Social Capital and Social
Networks Perspectives. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 9(3), pp. 291-310.
lxxxvii. Summerville, M. W., 2005. Uncomfortable Convergence: Questions We May Dare to Ask. Advances in
Developing Human Resources, 7(3), pp. 293-302.
lxxxviii. Tomkinson, B., 2005. Organizational Change. In Wilson, J. P. (ed.) Human Resource Development.
Kogan Page Publishers.
lxxxix. Torraco, R. J. & Hoover, R. E., 2005. Organization Development and Change in Universities:
Implications for Research and Practice. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 7(3), pp. 422 –
437.
xc. Watkins, K. E., 2005. What would be Different if Higher Educational Institutions were Learning
Organizations? Advances in Developing Human Resources, 7(3), pp. 414-421.
xci. Watson, E., 2007. Who or What Creates? A Conceptual Framework for Social Creativity. Human
Resource Development Review, 6(4), pp. 419-441.
xcii. Watson, M., 2007. Human Resource Development: The Organizational and National Framework. In
Beardwell, J. & Claydon, T. (ed.) Human Resource Management: A Contemporary Approach.
Harlow, England, New York: Financial Times/ Prentice Hall.
xciii. Weigl, T., Hartmann, E., Jahns, C. & Darkow, I. L., 2008. Inter-Organizational Network Structures in
Russia: Organizational Changes from Institutional and Social Embeddedness Perspectives. Human
Resource Development International, 11(2), pp. 151-165.
xciv. Worasinchai, L., Ribiere, V. M. & Arntzen, A. A. B., 2008. Working Knowledge, the UniversityIndustry Linkage in Thailand: Concepts and Issues. The Journal of Information and Knowledge
Management Systems, 38(4), pp. 507-524.

Page

148

xcv. Xiao, J. & Tsang, M. C., 2004. Determinants of Participation and Nonparticipation in Job-Related
Education and Training in Shenzen, China. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 15(4), pp. 389420.
xcvi. Zahra, S. A., 1999. The Changing Rules of Global Competitiveness in the 21st Century. Academy of
Management Executive, 13(1), pp. 36-42.
xcvii. Zahra, S. A., Nelsen, A. P. & Bogner, W. C., 1999. Corporate Enterpreneurship, Knowledge and
Competence Development. Enterpreneurship: Theory and Practice, 23(3), pp. 169-189.

Asia Pacific Institute of Advanced Research (APIAR)
www.apiar.org.au

Page

149

xcviii. Zikmund,W.G.(2003). Business Research Methods,7th.Ed. Australia:Thompson,SouthWestern.

Asia Pacific Institute of Advanced Research (APIAR)
www.apiar.org.au

