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UNIVERSITY-BUSINESS COOPERATION IN KAZAKHSTAN:
INFLUENCING FACTORS

The importance of collaboration between universities and business (UBC) continues to grow in all
countries. The reasons for this are numerous, such as changes in innovation structures, the develop-
ment of the knowledge society, and national and international higher education policies. Kazakhstan,
as a rapidly developing country, is experiencing all these changes. Nowadays, activities of university
are evolving from the basic functions of teaching and research to commercialisation of research results
where the partnership with the private sector is one of the most important elements. The purpose of the
article is to identify influencing factors, driving factors and barriers for UBC, as well as recommendations
for the future. The data for analysis was obtained using an online survey. The survey was conducted
among University employees and company employees. More than 100 respondents took part in the
survey. The results of the survey show that the main factors influencing the cooperation of universities
and business: sources of funding, innovative indicators of universities, the impact of funding sources on
control mechanisms and innovative activities of universities, also, the likely reason for the lag is the slow
and still incomplete transition of Kazakhstan from the “traditional” innovation system to the modern in-
novation ecosystem.

Key words: university-business collaboration, innovation performance of universities, universities’
entrepreneur, innovative activity, industry, Kazakhstan.
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KasakcranHaarbl )KOO meH 6M3HEC bIHTbIMAKTACTbIFbI:
bIKMaA eTyiwui pakTopaap

YHuBEpcUTETTEP MEH BU3HECTIH bIHTBIMAKTACTbIFbIHbIH, MaHbI3AbIAbIFbI GAPABIK, EAAEPAE OCYAE.
MyHbIiH 6acTbl cebebi MHHOBAUMSABIK, KYPbIABIMAAPAbIH, ©3repyi, GiAiM >KyMeciHiH Aamybl >KoHe
YATTbIK, >)XKOHE XaAbIKapaAblK, >KOFapbl GiAiM casicaTbiHbIH KenTereH (akTopAapbiHa GaiAaHbICTbI.
KasakcraH >xeaeA AaMbil KeAe XKaTKaH MEMAEKET PeTiHAE OCbl ©3repicTepAiH 6opiH OacTaH Keulyae.
Kasipri yakbitta dXOO-HbIH KbI3MeTi 60AbIN TabbiAaTbiH GiAiM Gepy MeH 3epTTey Herispe KOChiMLIa
CepikTeCcTepiHiH, MaHbI3Abl SIAEMEHTTEPAIH, Bipi peTiHAe >keke CcekTopMeH Bipre 3epTTey HOTUXKEAepiH
KOMMepLUMaAm3aLmsAayFa AeriH Aamyaad. XKyMbICTbIH MakCaTbl YHUMBEPCUTETTEDP MeH OWM3HECTiH
bIHTbIMAKTACTbIFbIHA ©Cep eTeTiH (PaKTOpAapAbl, KO3Fayllbl (DAaKTOPAAPAbl XX8HE KeAepriAepAl,
coHpaM-ak, 6oAallakKa YCbIHbICTApAbl aHbIKTay GOAbIM TabblAaAbl. TAaAAQY YLLIH MOAIMETTEP OHAQMH
cayaAHamaHblH KemeriMeH aAblHAbl. CayaAHama YHMBEPCUTET KbI3BMETKEpPAEpi MeH KOMMaHus
KbI3MeTKepAepi apacbiHaa >kypriziaai. CayaaHamara 100-peH acTam  pecrioHAEHTTEP KaTbICTbl.
CayaAHamaHblH, HOTUMXKECI YHMBEPCUTETTEP MeH BU3HECTIH bIHTbIMAKTACTbIFbIHA 8Cep eTeTiH Herisri
hakTOpAap peTiHAE: KAp>KbIAAHAbIPY K63Aepi, YHUBEPCUTETTEPAIH, MHHOBALMSABIK, MHAMKATOPAAPDI,
Kap>KbIAQHABIPY KO3AepiHe KaTblCTbl YHUBEPCUTETTEpAiH Gackapy >koHe WMHHOBALMSAbIK KbI3METiH
6ackapy MexaHM3MmAepi ekeHiH kepceTin, coHaar-ak, KasakCTaHHbIH «ASCTYPAi» MHHOBALMSIABIK,
KYMeAeH Kasipri 3amaHFbl MHHOBaUMSABIK, 3KOXYyiere 06asty >XoHe Al TOAbIK emMec ©Tyi ocChl
apakaTbIHACTbI AAMbITyAQ apTTa KaAYAblH 6acTbl ce6ebi ekeHiH KepceTTi.

TyHiH ce3aep: yHMBEPCUTET MeH GU3HECTIH bIHTbIMAKTACTbIFbl, YHUBEPCUTETTEPAIH, MHHOBALMSABIK,
TUIMAIAITI, KBCIMKEPAIK YHUBEPCUTET, MHHOBaUMSIAbIK, KbI3MET, MHAYCTpUs, KasakcTaH.
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CoTpyaHMueCTBO yHMBepcHuTeTa M OusHeca B KasaxcraHe:
BAMSsiioLLMe DAKTOPDI

BaXxHOCTb COTPYAHMUECTBA MEXAY YHUBEpCUMTETamu U GU3HECOM MPOAOAXKAET pacTu BO BCEX
cTpaHax. [MpUUMHbI 3TOFO MHOFOYMCAEHHbI, TakMe KakK M3MeHeHWs B MHHOBALUMOHHbIX CTPYKTypax,
pasBuTME OO6LECTBA 3HAHWIA M HALMOHAAbHAS M MEXAYHApOAHAs MOAMTMKA B OOAACTM BbICLUErO
ob6pa3oBaHus. KasaxcraH kak OGbICTPO pa3BMBAIOLLAACS CTpaHa rMepe>kuBaerT BCe 3TW M3MeHeHus. B
HacTosilLlee BpeMsl AeSTeAbHOCTb YHMBEpPCUTETa Pa3BMBAETCS OT OCHOBHbIX (DYHKLMI MpenosaBaHus
U UCCAEAOBaHMI K KOMMEpLMAAU3ALIMU PEe3yAbTaTOB UCCAEAOBAHWIA, TA€ MAapTHEPCTBO C YACTHbIM
CEKTOPOM SBASIETCS OAHUM M3 HAaMBOAEE BAXKHbIX IAEMEHTOB. LleAblo paboTbl IBASIETCS OMNpeAeAeHue
BAUSIOLLMX (DAKTOPOB, ABMXKYLUMX (DAaKTOPOB M 6GapbepoB AAS COTPYAHWMYECTBA YHMBEpCUTETA M
6M3Heca, a TakxKe pekoMeHAAUMin Ha Oyayllee. AaHHble AAS aHAaAM3a GbIAM MOAYUEHbI C MOMOLLLbIO
OHA@MH ornpoca. AHKeTMpPOBaHME MPOBOAMAOCH CPEAU COTPYAHMKOB YHMBEpPCUTETA U COTPYAHWMKOB
KomnaHunn. boaee 100 peCrOHAEHTOB NMPUHSIAM yuacTue B orpoce. Pe3yAbTaTbl Onpoca nokasbiBaloT, YTo
OCHOBHbIMM (DAKTOPAMM BAUSIHUS HA COTPYAHUYECTBO YHUBEPCUTETOB M BU3HECA SBASIOTCS MCTOUHMKM
(hMHaHCMpPOBaHMs, MHHOBALMOHHbIE MOKa3aTeAM BY30B, BAMSIHME WMCTOYHWMKOB (DMHAHCMPOBaHMS Ha
MeXaHM3Mbl KOHTPOAS M MHHOBALMOHHYIO A€SITEABHOCTb YHUBEPCUTETOB, Tak>Ke BEPOSITHOM MPUUMHOM
OTCTaBaHUS SIBASETCS MEAAEHHbI M BCe ellle HEerMoAHbIM nepexop KaszaxcTaHa oT «TpaAMLIMOHHOM»

MHHOBALIMOHHOM CUCTEMbI K COBpeMEHHOVI MHHOBALIMOHHOM 3KOCUCTEME.
KAroueBble cAoBa: YHMUBEPCUTETCKO-AEAOBOE COTPYAHNYECTBO, MHHOBaALMOHHAas BCD(III)GKTVIBHOCTb
YHMBEPCUTETOB, l'lpeAI'lpl/IHl/lMaTe/\bCKl/lVI YHUBEPCUTET, MHHOBAUMOHHAA AEATeAbHOCTb, MPOMbILL-

A€HHOCTb, KazaxcrtaH.

Introduction

Despite the growing importance of Univer-
sity-business collaboration (UBC), our under-
standing of University-business collaboration re-
mains vague. Collaboration between universities
and businesses is a complex concept. Because it
can take many forms, such as research, knowl-
edge transfer, lifelong learning, commercializa-
tion, or education. Integration of knowledge, re-
sources of universities and industries has become
a common method of maintaining the innovative
potential of industries. Recently, cooperation be-
tween universities and industry has intensified in
order to achieve harmonious development within
the framework of the open innovation paradigm.
However, the level of satisfaction of participants
in the program of cooperation between universities
and industry is insufficient (Brem and Radziwon,
2017; Seong et al., 2011). Most previous research
in academic entrepreneurship has focused on the
interaction between University research and tech-
nology transfer activities in the form of collabo-
rative research, additional revenue, licensing, and
patenting. However, questions remain about the
role of academic entrepreneurship in education and
training. Lifelong learning has become a top pri-
ority for many higher education institutions, with

greater emphasis on developing students® various
skills, including entrepreneurship (Rossano, 2016).

The importance of University-business coopera-
tion (UBC) for innovation and education is widely
recognized (Rybnicek and Konigsgruber, 2019) and
is becoming increasingly important as economies
face increasing competition in global markets and
the race for innovation and growth (Clauss and Kes-
ting, 2017; Sarpong et al., 2015). Around the world,
policymakers are emphasizing the importance of a
close relationship between business and higher edu-
cation as a means of stimulating economic activity,
investing significant amounts of funds to encourage
UBC (Brem and Radziwon, 2017). Thus, while the
emphasis has been on the past two decades, the rec-
ognition of UBC as critical to future economic and
social prosperity has never been as widespread in
the fields of politics, management, and science as
it is today (Quintana et al., 2016; Ripoll Feliu and
Diaz Rodriguez, 2017). Thus, the need for a long-
term perspective and a clear path to continuous
improvement of UBC, as well as maximizing its
benefits for all stakeholders, is stronger than ever,
not only in policy in practice, but also in academic
circles (Orazbayeva, 2019).

Interaction between universities and the busi-
ness environment plays a key role in solving all
these problems. Any interaction between the two
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stakeholders should benefit both parties. Profit forms
the basis of long-term relationships. The principles
of cooperation are determined by the full course of
interaction, and studies of the principles of coopera-
tion prove that this is the most important aspect of
the relationship. To achieve stable and longer-term
cooperation between universities and industries, it
is important to fully understand the motivation of
scientists. Collaboration between universities and
businesses can help improve corporate performance.
However, there is a lack of research on its internal
mechanism.

Literature review

In light of the high importance of universities
as sources of knowledge, collaboration between
universities and businesses offers significant op-
portunities for businesses to use external academic
research and innovation. Unlike knowledge-inten-
sive collaboration with other businesses, UBC has
features that need to be taken into account, in par-
ticular the role of professors as individual decision
makers. Numerous studies show that businesses can
significantly improve the effectiveness of their inno-
vations by collaborating with universities (Greitzer
et al., 2010, Winkelbach and Walter, 2015). This is
because the acquisition and acquiring of external
knowledge is impossible or more difficult to obtain
compared to internal research and development.
Mechanisms that facilitate the relationship between
University and industry have received considerable
attention (Minguillo et al., 2015, Perkmann et al.,
2013, Wright et al., 2008). The relationship between
University, industry, and government is known in
the established literature as the” triple helix”, and
its effectiveness in knowledge transfer has been en-
dorsed through, say, a” double helix “ (for example,
Ivanova and Leydesdorff, 2014) or in general (Fer-
nandez-Esquinas et al., 2015, Nielsen and Cappelen,
2014). Helix subjects are known for their inability
to share common interests, which makes knowledge
transfer more difficult and limited (see Huggins et
al., 2012, Serbanica et al., 2015; Rossi and Rosli,
2015). However, the study of inter-organizational
cooperation shows that relational management is
not sufficient and should be supplemented by trans-
actional management mechanisms (Abdi and Aul-
akh, 2014, Bounken et al., 2016, Cao and Lumino,
2015). In the field of education, universities benefit
from cooperation with industry and collaborate with
it to create opportunities for student mobility, har-
ness the needs of industry, to participate in lifelong
learning, and to involve the business world in the

development and implementation of the curriculum.
In the field of research, universities offer research
knowledge for business through academic mobil-
ity and collaborative research and development. In
the field of commercialization, universities enter
the market with the creation of additional compa-
nies and start-ups or provide knowledge for industry
(Galan-Muros, 2017). Currently, at the European
level, the structure of institutional analysis domi-
nates UBC’s analysis. It is based on the structures
of higher education systems, business organizations,
and the government base; the latter is described as
an “action level” that controls the “factor level”,
which then leads to a “result level” (Davey et al.
2013a, b). Since the University and the private sec-
tor, as well as the public sector system, are now
seen as the main source of national competitiveness,
there is also a tendency to view it as an ecosystem in
which “multiple actors need to work together and in
a coordinated manner” (Davey et al.2013a; Nyman
2013). Universities should be aware of the constant
updating of business collaboration forms and mod-
els (Samuel, 2014): what is now called “collabora-
tion” is increasingly becoming knowledge sharing,
ecosystem partnerships, and the creation of dynamic
value networks (Peltonen et al., 2013). Universities
can and should play an important, new role based on
academic values in achieving two goals: developing
cost-effective businesses and promoting their ben-
eficial social impact.

Technology transfer between universities and
industry is a key element of innovation strategies
in most countries, and universities are increasingly
becoming ambiguous institutions that perform both
scientific and commercial tasks (Ambos et al., 2008,
Huyghe et al., 2014). Knowledge transfer in univer-
sities has been the subject of considerable recent in-
terest, from support systems (Hewitt-Dundas, 2012)
to specific channels for transfer efficiency (Bekkers
and Bodas, Freitas, 2008), but the common denomi-
nator has rested on the role of the transmitting unit
itself and their critical success factors (for example,
Berbegal-Mirabent et al., 2012). When using tech-
nologies developed at the University, academic by-
products meet the needs of the market by offering
innovative products or services.

Tseng (2020) considers how factors influence
cooperation between universities and the business
environment: the management mechanism, the in-
novative climate of universities. Larisa [vascu points
out the following influencing factors of cooperation:
1. Having a well-defined structure at the University
that effectively supports research projects; 2. Hav-
ing effective project management and especially
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communication and monitoring well implemented;
3. Involving young researchers in identifying the
characteristics of the economic environment; 4. De-
veloping new partnerships and supporting existing
projects to launch new opportunities. 5. Organiza-
tional culture is an important pillar of openness with
which universities collaborate with industry; 6. The
distribution strategy should be strengthened to share
research and use marketing elements to attract new
partners. Plesniarska (2016) notes it is important
to emphasize that the literature has indicated many
more advantages for universities, among which there
are three categories of advantages, i.e. Economic
nature (for example, obtaining additional funds for
research and development), organizational nature
(for example, the possibility of mutual knowledge
exchange between partners) and strategic nature (for
example, protecting research results from competi-
tion). M.K. Dan notes that in addition to the advan-
tages of cooperation with business, there are also
such threats as: the bureaucratic structure of the
University, the lack of specialized personnel in mar-
keting or technology transfer departments, and high
administrative costs. Moreover, there is a risk that
“an external financier may impose special research
topics that may limit the freedom of research or con-
tribute to brain drain when professors and research-
ers move to the private sector, because of the lack
of incentives”. The course for the development of
an innovative economy in the Republic poses new
challenges for universities. Among them, the most
important are the development of research and in-
novation activities, involvement in the economic
and social processes of the region, as well as the
commercialization and implementation of scien-
tific research (Turginbayeva, 2018). In the modern
economy, the creation of academic by-products
for the commercialization of University research
and knowledge is a fruitful mechanism for stimu-
lating the economy, creating jobs and innovation
(Fini et al., 2011, Gilsing et al., 2010, Bathelt et
al., 2010). To maintain the competitive advantage
of businesses, the integration of industry funds and
production resources with the research capabilities
and knowledge of universities has become an es-
tablished policy in many countries. According to
Dzhumambayev (2019), the current model of the
Kazakh labour market has largely exhausted its
potential as a driver of economic growth. Its mod-
ernization, taking into account the experience of
developed countries and the specifics of the coun-
try’s development, will allow for a more accurate

forecast of labour market parameters, including la-
bour demand.

Methodology

The analysis data was collected using an on-
line survey conducted between November 2019
and January 2020 among University employees and
business leaders. The questionnaire was sent out to
more than 300 respondents. Respondents in each
company were managers who were most closely
associated with universities, a third of whom were
from the human resources Department. The choice
of businesses in each sample took into account the
size of the companies, the level of technology, the
geographical scope of operations, and the scope of
collaboration. About half of the sample was made up
of SMEs, followed by large and micro companies.
The choice was based on the sector that was most
relevant for cooperation (for example, information
and communication technologies, other technology
sectors, energy). Although the results are not sta-
tistically significant, the survey helps you analyze
the relationships between the selected elements and
the interaction processes. We used an asymmetric
5-point Likert scale to measure the relative impor-
tance of each factor for two groups, it doesn’t matter
1 point, 3 is moderately important, 5 is very impor-
tant. In response to Likert’s question, respondents
indicate their level of agreement or disagreement on
a symmetrical agreement — disagreement scale for
a series of statements. Thus, the range reflects the
intensity of their feelings about the subject (Burns,
2008).

Results and discussions

The total number of respondents is 130. Of
these, 50 respondents are University employees,
the majority of University representatives are from
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University, Turan Uni-
versity, Satpayev KazNITU. 80 respondents are
representatives of the company. 84% from the pri-
vate sector and 16% from the public sector. From
the private sector, 15% are international companies,
18% are joint-stock companies, and 67% are limited
liability partnerships. The survey participants are
57% women and 43% men.

In order to determine the influencing factors for
cooperation between universities and businesses,
we suggested the types that could be selected as the
most important:
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Table 1 — Influencing factors UBC

Influencing factors UBC Universities Enterprises
(selected) + _ + .
Funding sources 50 0 29 51
Innovation performance of universities 43 72 8
Influences of funding sources on control mechanisms
. . o 50 0 29 51
and innovation performance of Universities

Note — compiled by authors

The above mentioned factors of cooperation
are indicated as influencing factors of cooperation
between the University and business in the works
of foreign authors. These include: sources of fund-
ing, innovative indicators of universities, the impact
of funding sources on control mechanisms and in-
novative activities of universities. The majority of
respondents confirmed that these three categories
are influencing factors of cooperation between uni-
versities and the business environment. Sources of
funding-79, innovative indicators of higher educa-
tion institutions-115, influence of sources of fund-

80

Government funding

Industry funding

ing on control mechanisms and innovative activity
of universities-79.

Universities are non-profit institutions, the fund-
ing for UIC activities is a major source of income
for universities. Funding for UIC can be classified as
either internal or external (Auranen and Nieminen,
2010). Government funding is the main source of re-
search funding in many countries. This is confirmed
by the results of the survey. 61% of respondents indi-
cate government funding as the main source of fund-
ing that most affects the cooperation between the two
sides. 24 % — financing of the industry (figure 1).

18
||
Other funding

Figure 1 — Funding sources for university-industry collaboration
Note — compiled by authors

We measure the innovative performance of the
University using the previously described indica-
tors. In particular, we use the number of patents
issued and licensed to determine the degree of de-
velopment of science and technology at the Uni-
versity, as well as the amount of intellectual prop-
erty income and the number of business incubators,
to understand the degree of commercial commu-
nication between universities and industry. All
these results-oriented indicators make it easier to

evaluate the University’s innovation performance
(Hsueh-Liang Fan, 2019). Innovation indicators
of higher education institutions are evaluated by
4 categories: licensing patents and issued patents,
the amount of income from intellectual property
creation of a business incubator. According to the
survey results, the most important innovation indi-
cator of the University is the creation of business
incubators. The majority of respondents are repre-
sentatives of the company-75%.
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Figure 2 — Innovation performance of universities
Note — compiled by authors

Organizational control is defined as a mecha-
nism used by managers to motivate members to
act in accordance with the company’s requirements
(Cardinal 2001; Snell 1992). Previous literature has
identified several types of organizational control:

the management mechanism, the implementation of
regulations, and the innovative climate in universi-
ties. The mechanism of cooperation management is
ranked first among the most influential factors of co-
operation between universities and business — 67%.
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: :
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within universities

Figure 3 — Influences of funding sources on control mechanisms
nd innovation performance of Universities
Note — compiled by authors

To solve the problems of interaction, we
additionally identified barriers to cooperation. The
survey results are shown in figures 4-6.

1. Barriers to cooperation:

94% — personal barriers (various methods of
communication and language between universities
and business, time horizons between universities
and business, and motivation and values between
universities and business);

66% — bureaucracy (bureaucracy inside or
outside universities and confidentiality of results);

42% — barriers related to resources (difficulties
in finding suitable people in universities, limited
ability to transfer knowledge and the -current
financial crisis).

In these barriers, more than 56% of managers
consider personal barriers a very important problem.
University staff indicate only an important degree of
barrier.

Overview of a study on university-business
collaboration identified by the following barriers
(table 2):



University-business cooperation in Kazakhstan: influencing factors

0,
100% 24%
90% -
80% -
5 66%

70% -

60% -

50% - 42%

40% -

30% - o

20% - 13% 17%

—
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Personal  Bwreaucracy Resource  Disorganized  Different
related related infrastructure  values and
barriers barriers motivations
Figure 4 — Barriers to cooperation
Note — compiled by authors
Table 2 — Barriers to university-business cooperation
Barriers to university-business cooperation (selected) Universities Enterprises

Problems related to the management of intellectual property rights +
A lack of adequate infrastructure and financial resources + +
A lack of interest in cooperation + +
Workload of scientists (their own research and/or teaching activities) + -
Fears of accusing the university of promoting technological solutions of a given company + -
Confidentiality of results - +
Difficulties to estimate the value of cooperation - +
Differing time horizons and motivation + +
Differing mode of communication + +
A lack of awareness of opportunities arising from university-business cooperation + +
Limited ability of business to absorb research findings - +
No appropriate initial contact person + +
Note — compiled by authors based on (Bryta et al., 2013b)

Important ways to collaborate:

— 92 % — supporting the development of student
competencies and careers (participation in the activ-
ities of alumni networks, cooperation with HEIs’ ca-
reer offices and participation in study, teaching and
research activities);

— 58 % — strategic managerial cooperation (par-
ticipation of academics in company boards and of
business people in HEI boards);

— 25 % — participation in innovation depart-
ments (cooperation with institutes focused on UBC
and cooperation with incubators for the develop-
ment of new businesses);

— 62 % — interactions with specific goals (on the
basis of contracts);

10

— 27 % — social activities.

While the last group of activities is relatively easy
to realize in short-term, the first two types of coop-
eration might cause certain difficulties (Taratukhin,
2016). Employability of graduating students is a main
precondition for successful university to work transi-
tion. Discrepancies on the labor market in terms of
demand and supply of highly qualified specialists,
increasing requirements and expectations of recently
university graduates towards their future jobs, high
speed of technological changes resulting in new jobs
for which educations is lagging behind and increas-
ing demand for well-developed transferable skills are
some of the main challenges which universities are
facing nowadays (Yordanova, 2018).
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Figure 5 — Important ways to collaborate
Note — compiled by authors

3. Drivers of cooperation:

95% — mutual trust, 53% — obligations, 29%
— financial resources for work, 61% — common
goals (Figure 3). Combined with the results of
a survey conducted by Davey et al. (2011), the
EMCOSU survey (2015) also provides a simple
comparison of the elements and processes list-

ed above. Higher education institutions face a
growing competitive environment with increas-
ing financial constraints, and universities have a
strong motivation to engage more actively with
the firm to create new sources of funding and
provide additional investment in research (Mad-
udova, 2017).

Figure 6 — Drivers of cooperation
Note — compiled by authors

Results of the survey of respondents to the ques-
tion: how important is the interaction of universities
with business on the Likert scale: in the total num-
ber of respondents, 78% of the answers give “Very
important”. As for the two groups, the degree of
importance of “Very important” is 66%, according
to business leaders, 34% — University employees.
Consequently, UBC receives more support in terms
of human resources, infrastructure investment, and

invested funds, with policy makers around the world
recognizing the potential for closer interaction be-
tween these two proposals (Tartari et al., 2012).
The challenge for those who manage or control this
process is to maximize the results achieved from in-
vestments that require a strategic review and under-
standing of how the entire UBC phenomenon works.
Similarly, researchers in the UBC field are expected
to contribute to new conceptualizations and conclu-

11
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sions that promote UBC as a research field (Galan-
Muros, 2017).

Conclusion

Cooperation between universities and business-
es has its own peculiarities depending on the coun-
try. The forms of cooperation may differ depend-
ing on the economic status, cultural characteristics,
commercial opportunities, educational policy, etc.
But regardless of these differences, there are Gen-
eral principles of cooperation. These forms of co-
operation will help to achieve a closer relationship.
Solving problems to achieve your goals gives you
the key to the next level of collaboration. As the
results show, all the barriers that both sides face
are relevant today. Personal barriers, bureaucracy,
and resource barriers require joint solutions in col-
laboration. Based on the results of the respondents’
responses, it can be understood that a third party
will benefit from this cooperation. These are third-

party students. Supporting the development of stu-
dents’ competencies and careers (participation in
graduate networks, collaboration with University
employment offices, and participation in academic,
teaching, and research activities) is important for
everyone. This proves that educational institutions
and enterprises have common goals of cooperation.
Cooperation can take various forms, depending on
the local and national nature. An open policy on
both sides can open up unplanned opportunities
that will lead to profitable interaction. Technologi-
cal progress, working with big data, and quickly
deleting information will require big changes in
everything. Research results may be inaccurate
due to the limited number of respondents. How-
ever, with the help of the survey, we found out the
factors that influence cooperation between univer-
sities and the business environment, indicating rep-
resentatives of two groups. The following research
topics should explore the collaboration process in
more detail.
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