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Abstract

Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) have been identified as one of the key factors for the
growth and development of a nation. This is reflected in the vast amount of investment of public
funds into research activities among the HEIs by the Malaysia government. Such a move is
embraced by both developed and developing nations in the hopes of reaping the benefits in
terms of the enrichment of knowledge, development of expertise and human capital and more
tangibly in terms of the intellectual properties (IPs) produced by the research activities. Often
the IPs would have commercial potential and there are numerous avenues for commercialising
such IPs. However, often only small percentages of the R&D output do get commercialised; most
are treated as just another academic exercise. Thus, the challenge is driving the researchers in
the HEIs to ensure R&D doesn’t end with publication of findings only, but it flows continuously
into C - commercialisation, which includes the creation of university spin-out (USO). This study
investigates the researchers’ behaviour in terms of conducting research, exploiting the results
and ultimately commercialising their innovations.

JEL Codes: 120, 1230 and 032

Keywords: Commercialization, University Research, Researcher’s Behaviour, Higher Education
Institutions, Research and development

Introduction and creativity. Ideas can be shared and

discussed in an open and tolerant
Globally, the importance of universities and environment. They are also centres of
their research activities have been widely excellence where industries can come to
recognised (Candell & Jaffe 1999). for their R&D needs. Universities house
Universities in general are critical expertise in a variety of fields, foster
components of national systems of relationships with stakeholders of the
innovation. Being one of the major regions they locate within, conduct
contributors to the generation and research and training, providing the

transmission of knowledge within the
systems, universities are hubs of discovery
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foundations for a nation’s social, cultural,
economic and technological progress.

Andersson (2010) identified the key
factors that impacts the quality of research
in  universities are the research
environment and researchers dynamics.
This paper intends to investigate the
researchers’ dynamics specifically; to
explore the researchers’ profile in terms of
their research achievement (over the past
five years), attributes, behaviour and
attitude.

Literature Review

According to Damon (2011), “From a
standpoint of social policy, colleges and
universities should strive to enhance
welfare by producing an educated
citizenry, a qualified and motivated
workforce, and a continuing stream of

creative ideas and conceptual
breakthroughs in terms of medical
technology, scientific advancement,

reconsideration of appropriate roles for
social institutions, reinterpretations of
literature and history, and potential
methods of  resolving differences
peacefully. Universities, collectively, should
provide upward mobility for the
population, providing opportunities for the
disadvantaged to share in the production
and consumption of the nation’s wealth.
Individually, universities must deliver on
the promise to provide the basis for ‘the
examined life’ and, possibly, to enhance the
student’s lifetime income by more than the
cost of the education.”

The World Bank (2000) recognised that
universities play important roles in
improving the lives of individuals and
society, enabling higher wages and
productivity, ultimately driving society’s
independence and initiative. James (1990)
identified five goals for universities;
* Driving research and keep
teaching loads low
* Balancing the quantity of
undergraduate and postgraduate
students
*  Recruiting better quality students

* Balancing class size and provision
of teaching support services to
maintain quality

e Balancing both teaching and
research quality.

Massy (1996) noted that universities in
their effort for prestige and recognition
have become more independent,
entrepreneurial and place more emphasis
on research. Andersson (2010) identified
the key factors that impact the quality of
research in universities, which are the
research environment and researchers’
dynamics.

Damon (2011) defined “research” as, “the
time the scholar spends in contemplation.
The scholar’s time is an input to the
production process, but contemplation may
be seen as the research process itself. We
also find the term “research” being used to
refer to a paper written by a scholar. This is
an output of the production process. It is
appropriate to distinguish among: (a)
spending time on research (an input), (b)
conducting study or organising one’s
thoughts  (the process), and (c)
communicating the results of the study.”

The OECD (1994) defined “research” as,
“creative work undertaken on a systematic
basis in order to increase the stock of
knowledge, including knowledge of man,
culture and society, and the use of this
stock of knowledge to devise new
applications.” March (1991) differentiates
research between exploring new potentials
and exploiting known findings. World Bank
(2000) described “research universities”
as, “Institutions that aim at achieving
research excellence across many fields and
providing high-quality education. Hence,
they allocate relatively light faculty
teaching loads, emphasise research
accomplishments in recruitment and
promotion decisions, adopt international
standards for awarding degrees, and being
highly selective in the students they admit.
They are most closely connected to
advances in knowledge, monitoring break-
through in many fields and investigating
ways to exploit important results for social
and private gain.”
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Lamari and Jacob (2011) studied factors
associated with research productivity and
found that variables such as age, gender,
provincial government funding, federal
research agency funding, and international
collaboration all have significant effect on
researchers productivity. Roca, Bikfalvi,
Simon and Alcoba (2011) recognised the
following as factors that may affect
research performance;
e Government’s policies
e  Universities objectives
and procedures
 The unit or department
the researcher belongs to
* The researcher’s own
preferences and attitudes
*  Theresearch topic
* The research type;
qualitative and
quantitative
* Incentive systems

In the Tenth Malaysian Plan,
commercialisation and innovation
development has been assigned as ‘Niche 1’
by the Malaysian Ministry of Higher
Education which implies the emphasis and
urgency (MOHE 2010). When
commercialising a university’s research,
there are three main strategies commonly
applied; patenting or licensing, contract
research, and the creation of university
spinout (USOs) companies (Kroll & Liefner
2008). The importance of academic
research can be seen through spin-off
creation (Clayman & Holbrook 2004;
Hindle & Yencken 2004). Not only that, the
importance of university research has
caught the attention of the industry
players. They are now relying heavily on
the university research results (Fabrizio
2006). Their observation seems to be
supported by earlier studies carried out
both in the UK and the US (UNICO 2001;
AUTM 2002).

USOs also had been identified as an
effective vehicle for technology transfer
(Roberts & Malone 1996; Bekkers, Gilsing,
van der Steen 2006), and as an important
tool for commercialisation for university
research  (Wright et al.  2007).
Furthermore, several studies indicate that
the formation of USO companies is a more

successful route to commercialisation than
licensing (Gregory & Sheahe 1991; Bray &
Lee 2000; Rogers, Takegami & Yin 2001).

Breznitz, 0’Shea and Allen (2008) found
that Massachusetts Institute of
Technology’s (MIT) success was partly due
to access to regional infrastructure by
fostering a culture of entrepreneurship into
campus; meanwhile Yale University’s
success was due to the provision of
infrastructure internally. A number of
studies have identified several key
initiatives implemented by universities
towards enhancing their success rates in
commercialising their research outputs
and creating USOs. The initiatives include
technology incubators, science and
technology parks, subsidy programs,
entrepreneurship centres, creating
specialised offices - technology licensing
office, commercialisation office, etc;
incentive structures, royalty regimes, and
equity investments (Mian 1997; Henrekson
& Rosenberg 2001; Jensen & Thursby
2001; Feldman et al., 2002; Shane 2002,
2004; Siegel et al.,, 2003; Link & Scott 2005;
Lockett & Wright 2005; Powers &
McDougal 2005; Rasmussen et al., 2006).

A number of studies investigate the aspects
of technology transfer and
commercialisation by universities, such as
studies by Reimers (1999), AUCC (2001),
Tornatzky, et al,, (2002), Lambert (2003),
Miles and Daniels (2007), and Smilor and
Matthews (2004). However, most of the
studies come from developed nations. A
developing country like Malaysia is still
behind in terms of its research capabilities
as evidenced by various rankings. Based on
the global analysis (De Vol et al, 2006),
Malaysia has no record among the top 50
university rankings worldwide. In fact,
Malaysia  has  just  entered the
commercialisation game very recently.
This is evidenced by the fact that the
Ministry of Higher Education’s focus in
terms of driving R&D activities among the
universities had evolved from
establishment of a research culture (2006 -
2008), to driving quality research (2008 -
2010), and most recently to promote
research excellence through producing
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innovation and its commercialisation

(2011 - 2012).

The Malaysian Landscape

The Ministry of Higher Education (MOHE)
reported the research commercialisation
achievement by the Malaysian public
universities up till August 2008 (Table 1),
which is the most current report available
at the time of this study. According to the
report, the 16 public universities in
Malaysia had only managed to
commercialise 58 products out of the 313
identified with commercial potential (who
identified them). The achievements among
the private universities were found to be
no better than what was seen from the
public ones. It was clear that there is a need
to address the situation and drive the

Infrastructure and info structure
for R&D activities (e.g.: library,
databases, laboratories,
equipment, etc.)

Organisational structure

0 R&D Management (e.g.
Research Management
Centre)

0 Commercialisation
Management (e.g.:
Business Unit,
Commercialisation Centre,
Technology Licensing
Office (TLO), Innovation
Centre, Technology
Transfer Office (TTO),
Training and Consulting
Unit, Business Creation
Office, Incubator, etc.)

Human capital

universities to a better performance level. «  Policies (e.g: R, D & C Roadmap,
o ) ) training and development
At the individual Institutes of Higher programmes, incentives, KPIs,

Learning (IHL)/university level commonly
the ecosystem for R&D and business
creation would include the following:

funding, etc.)

Table 1: University Research Commercialisation until August 2008
(Source: MOHE)

Total Total R&D with
. Total
Universities Patents Tradem C(.)m.mer Potentla.ll f.or No. of
arks cialised | Commercialised P
Products Products

Universiti Teknologi Malaysia 9 28 6 110 153
(UTM)
Universiti Putra Malaysia (UPM) 12 27 16 15 70
Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia 3 20 0 33 56
(UKM)
Universiti Malaya (UM) 0 11 3 31 45
Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM) 11 4 15 9 39
Universiti Teknologi Mara 5 22 8 0 35
(UiITM)
Universiti Malaysia Pahang 0 0 1 29 30
(UMP)
Universiti Malaysia Sabah (UMS) 0 0 0 26 26
Universiti Utara Malaysia (UUM) 0 0 0 21 21
Universiti Tun Hussein Onn 0 0 3 16 19
Malaysia (UTHM)
Universiti Malaysia Sarawak 0 8 0 4 12
(UNIMAS)
Universiti [slam Antarabangsa 0 2 2 4 8
Malaysia (UIAM)
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Total Total R&D with
. Total
. .. Tradem | Commer Potential for
Universities Patents - . . No. of
arks cialised | Commercialised P
Products Products
Universiti Pendidikan Sultan 0 0 0 8 8
Idris (UPSI)
Universiti Malaysia Terengganu 0 0 2 4 6
(UMT)
Universiti Malaysia Perlis 0 0 2 3 5
(UniMAP)
Universiti Teknikal Malaysia 0 0 0 0 0
Melaka (UTEM)
Total 40 122 58 313 533

There are a number of funds, grants and
incentives made available by the
government to enable innovation and
business creation among the universities.
Figure 1 shows some examples of the
government initiatives. It was reported
that under the 9t Malaysia Plan (2006 -
2010), the Malaysian government invested
a total of RM3.101 billion in the form of
R&D grants. Meanwhile, under the 10t
Malaysia Plan (2011 - 2015), the
government allocated RM741 million for
R&D among the universities for the first
two years of the five years plan. The
allocation was to be managed by the
Ministry of Higher Education. In line with
the new directives, the ministry announced
a set of four R&D schemes to utilise the

RM741 million allocations (Table 2).

There are three new aspects of the
schemes, namely, the Exploratory Research
Grant Scheme (ERGS), Long-term Research
Grant Scheme (LRGS) and Prototype
Research Grant Scheme (PRGS). Previously
the Ministry only had one R&D grant
scheme, the Fundamental Research Grant
Scheme (FRGS). The introduction of ERGS,
LRGS and PRGS, reflects the government’s
desire to enhance the research,
development and  commercialisation
activities among the universities. The three
new schemes bridge the gap between
university R&D  activities and the
programmes in  placed to  drive
commercialisation and business creation.

Table 2: 10th Malaysia Plan Ministry of Higher Education R&D Schemes
(Source: MOHE)

No. | Scheme Allocation (2011 - 2012)
1 Fundamental Research Grant Scheme (FRGS) 300 million
2 a. Exploratory Research Grant Scheme (ERGS) 300 million
b. Long-Term Research Grant Scheme (LRGS)
c. Prototype Research Grant Scheme (PRGS)
3 Research Incentive 41 million
4 MOHE Special Project 100 million
TOTAL 741 million
In terms of the development of research - identification of research

commercialisation efforts in the Malaysian
higher education sector, the trend had

been: I) establishment of private
universities, 1) establishment of
consultancy centres, III) emphasising

agenda, creation of “Research University”
and “Apex University” status for the public
universities and the establishment of
research management centres, and [V)
emphasising research commercialisation -
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this was seen more from government
agenda, e.g.: the RM 191.5 billion budget
announced for 2010 with the aim to create
an economy based on innovation, where
university R, D & C is one of the key success
factors.

Methodology

The paper started with literature review
and document search to answer the
research objectives. The target
respondents were the academicians from
the public and private universities in
Malaysia. Data was collected using a self-
administered questionnaire developed for
this study. Based on the sampling frame of
500 academicians from the public and
private universities in Malaysia, 218
samples were obtained revealing a 43.6%
response rate. The survey was developed
to explore the researchers’ behaviour and

attitude with regards to research,
development and  commercialisation
activities. Firstly, their research
achievements for the past five years were
determined in terms of conducting
research, producing intellectual properties
and commercialised output. The
researchers were then profiled further in
terms of their attitude, time management,
and behaviour. The survey also captured
the researchers’ opinion on aspects related
to research, development and
commercialisation activities from their
universities. The survey also investigates
the common reasons for not conducting
research, producing intellectual properties
and commercialised output. The data
collection period was throughout the
months of January, February and March,
2011.

eContent Fund

InnoFund

MSC Malaysia R&D Grant Scheme (MGS)
eScience Fund

universities.
Techno Fund

Cradle Investment Programme (CIP) (www.cradle.com.my)

e Seed funding for turning technology oriented ideas into commercial ventures. The
programme also includes a sub-programme for university spin-outs and start-ups;
University Cradle Investment Programme (U-CIP).

Demonstrator Application Grant Scheme (DAGS)

e Managed by the Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation (MOSTI). It is seed fund

for ICT-based community pilot projects.

e Managed by MOSTI. Fund for content creation projects.

¢ Managed by MOSTI. Fund for innovation commercialisation projects.
Multimedia Super Corridor (MSC) Malaysia Intellectual Property (IP) Grant Scheme
¢ Managed by Multimedia Development Corporation (MDeC). The scheme provides subsidy
up to 70% of IP protection costs. However, this is done in reimbursement basis and
application should be made after the process has been done.

¢ Managed by MDeC. The scheme provides grant for R&D activities conducted in Malaysia.
e Managed by MOSTI. The fund for R&D projects in priority areas largely targeted by
e Managed by MOSTI. Fund for pre-commercialisation projects and IP acquisition.

MSC Malaysia Technopreneur Pre-Seed Fund Programme

¢ Managed by MDeC till 2009. This was transferred to CIP and rebranded as CIP Catalyst
pre-seed fund programme. The fund is for technopreneur start-up creations.

Figure 1: Government Financial Programmes

Findings

Out of the 218 respondents from 13
different institutions, 49.1% are female and
50.9% are male, with academic

qualifications ranging from Bachelor
(13.3%), Masters (54.6%), PhD (30.7%)
and others (1.4%). The positions ranging
from tutor (14.2%), lecturer (44%), senior
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lecturer (15.1%), research fellow (1.8%),
associate professor (8.7%) to professor

6.90%
8.70%

Professor
Associate Professo
Research Fellow
Senior Lecturer
Lecturer

Tutor

PhD

Masters
Bachelor
Female

Male

15.10%

14.20%

13.30%

(6.9%) and others (9.2%).

44.00%

30.70%
54.60%

49%
51%

Figure 2: Demographic

Researchers’ Profile

Out of the 218 respondents, 71.5%
reported to have conducted research work
within the past five years. 23.8% reported
to have conducted research work and the
output had led to intellectual property
rights filing within the past five years.
Furthermore, 13.3% reported to have
conducted research work and the output
had been commercialised within the past
five years. This distribution of research
indicates that almost three-quarters of the
surveyed respondents involved in research
work within 2006 to 2010 while one-
quarter did not. Out of those three-quarter
active researchers, less than half of their

Conducted research work and the output h
been commercialised within the past five year

Conducted research work and the output h
led to intellectual property rights filing within

the past five years

Conducted research work within the past fi

years

research output had led to Intellectual
Property Right (IPR) filing. The proportion
of research output that had been
commercialised was only one-third of
those active researchers. This suggests that
there’s a decreasing trend as they move
along the research, development and
commercialisation spectrum. This reflects
the evolution of the focus areas from the
Malaysian government for the higher
education sector. (Figure 3) Written work
such as policy briefs, books, journal papers
etc, are the most common output, followed
by outputs produced by graduate students
(PhD, Masters, etc), IP, commercialisation
and others. (See Figure 4)

13.30%

23.80%

1.50%

Figure 3: Research achievements for the past five years (2006 - 2010)
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Others
Commercialisation
Intellectual Property
Graduate Student:
Written Work

1.5115

m Mean

Figure 4: Number of output for the past five years (2006 - 2010)

Almost half of the researchers (48.6%)
have industry experience. It is common
that academics have to juggle research with
teaching and administrative works. 53.7%
of the respondents teach undergraduate
programs only, 2.8% teach postgraduate
programs only, and 29.4% teach both
levels. 69.7% of the respondents hold
administrative positions at various levels,
17.4% serves on national
academic/professional bodies, 10.1% serve
on international bodies and 2.3% serve
both at national and international levels.
47.2% of the respondents normally
conduct one research project only at any
one time, 33% have a portfolio of research
projects, and 14.7% normally do not have
any research projects. The profile is shown
in Figure 5 to 8.

Researchers’ Attitude towards Research,
Development and Commercialisation
Activities

Sixteen statements were used to capture

the respondents’ attitude relating to
research, development and
commercialisation activities. The

Serve on internationi.
Normally do not have any reseai.

Normally do one research project o..

Teach postgraduate programmes

Have industry experienc

respondents were asked to rate the
statements on a Likert-scaled (1 = Totally
Disagree, 2 = Somewhat Disagree, 3 =
Somewhat Agree, 4 = Totally Agree). Figure
9 shows the mean bar chart of each
statement relating to the researchers’
attitude. Table 3 indicates the codes used
to label the statements. Based on the mean
distribution, four statements were rated
among the highest that include the
respondents’ preference to collaborate in
research, and they also felt that they
needed more training and experience to
turn their research into commercial value,
and also to become a good researcher. In
addition to that, they expressed that they
did research because it was important to
the university. It is important to note that
there is a preference towards teaching.
Career advancement, personal goals and
university’s interest also contribute

towards the importance of research. In
terms of guiding their research areas, own
interest tends to be more important than
commercial value or career advancement
considerations.

10.10%
17%
14.70%

33.00%
47.20%
29.40%

53.70%
48.60%

Figure 5: The Profile (Administrative, teaching and experience)
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Others 4.60%

Graduate Research Assista 4.60%
Research Officer 6.00%
Consultant/Advisor 6.40%

Co-researcher 58.30%

Project Leader 44.00%

Figure 6: Roles in Research Projects

Others
Conducted collaboratively with internation.

2.30%
6.90%
9.20%
3.70%

Conducted collaboratively with other lo
Conducted collaboratively with internation.
Conducted collaboratively with loc 17.90%
Conducted collaboratively with internal parti 27.10%
16.10%

10.60%

Conducted individually
Without funding
Received funding 36.20%
Postgraduate wor .20%
Desk-based
Applied Research .30%

Basic Research 32.10%

Figure 7: Types of Research Projects

Others
Industry (international)

8%
2.30%
11.90%
7.30%

Industry (local)
International fund
0.90%

Regional fund
Government (federal) fun

25.70%
Government (local) fund 18.30%
50.50%

University internal research fun

Self-funded 12.40%

Figure 8: Funding for the Research Projects
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10

4.0000

m Mean

Figure 9: Means of Researchers’ Attitude

Table 3: Statements relating to Researchers’ Attitude

Code Statements

RA1 I prefer teaching to research

RA2 I only do research if it will benefit me

RA3 I research because it’s important for my career in this university

RA4 I research because it’s important for my personal goals

RA5 I research because it’s important for my university

RA6 I research in areas I'm interested in regardless of commercial value

RA7 I research in areas I'm interested in regardless of career advancement
opportunities

RA8 I prefer working alone on my research

RA9 I prefer to collaborate on my research

RA10 I have adequate skills to be a good researcher

RA11 I have adequate skills to turn my research into commercial value

RA12 I need more training and experience to become a good researcher

RA13 I need more training and experience to turn my research into commercial
value

RA14 I would know if my research has commercial value

RA15 I would know how to assess the commercial value of my research

RA16 [ would know how to protect the intellectual property rights (IPRs) of my
research

Researchers’ Time Management and
Allocation

Six statements were also asked to the
respondents in order to capture their time
management and allocation. They were
required to rate the six statements using

the Likert-scaled (1 = Totally Disagree, 2 =
Somewhat Disagree, 3 = Somewhat Agree,
4 = Totally Agree). The respondents were
also asked to indicate their allocation of
time spent on these common activities such
as teaching, supervising, research,
administrative, training, consultancy and
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others. The following figures 10 and 11
summarise  the  researchers’ time
management and allocation. Spending
more time on teaching than research
received a highest mean, but fell within
somewhat disagree to somewhat agree.
This is closely followed by making sure to
make time for research. Generally, the
respondents were tied up with

| spend most of my time doing resear

| spend more time on administrative wa

| spend more time on administrative wa

| spend more time on teaching than | do.

I make sure | make time for resear

| only do research when | have the time fo

administrative work and teaching, but tried
to balance them with research. This
scenario is reflected in the time allocation
given among the main activities of the
academics. Teaching on average received
the biggest time allocation and research
second. However, if the other activities are
combined, research ends up being the
activity with the smallest allocation of time.

2.2513

1

m Mean

Figure 10: Researchers’ Time Management

Others
Consultancy
Training
Research
Administrating
Supervising
Teaching

10.09%

14.01%

®Mean

2.6231
2.97
2.935
2.5657
2 3 4
25.66%
40.34%

Figure 11: Researchers’ Time Allocation

Researchers’ Behaviour relating to Aspects
that Influence Their Research

Six Likert-scaled (0 = Not available, 1 =
Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Often, 4 = Always)
statements were used to capture the
respondents’ behaviour relating to aspects
that influence their research, development
and commercialisation activities. Figure 12
shows the mean bar chart of the overall
sample, those that do research, intellectual
property filing from research output, and

commercialisation of the research output
within the past five years. Utilising the
research facilities provided by the
university is the most common behaviour
among the respondents and receiving
financial incentives is the least. In general,
there is an increasing trend as we move
from the overall group to those that do
research, to those that file for IP and finally
to those that commercialise their research
output.
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12

| often receive financial incentives fo
research, development an
commercialisation provided by my..

| often take advantage of financial supp
for research, development an
commercialisation provided by my..

| often refer to my university’s specifi
policies for research, development a
commercialisation

| often refer to my university’s strategi
roadmap for research, development a
commercialisation

| often take advantage of trainin
programmes for research, development a
commercialisation by my university

| often utilise research facilities (e.g la
library, research management centre e
provided by my university

0.0000

1.0000 3.0000 4.0000

2.0000

®m Commercialisation ™ Intellectual Property = Research mOverall

Figure 12: Researchers’ Behaviour

Another six Likert-scaled (0 = not available,
1 = Totally Disagree, 2 = Somewhat
Disagree, 3 = Somewhat Agree, 4 = Totally
Agree) statements were used to capture
the respondents’ opinion on how much of
the same aspects actually drive the
research and commercialisation activities
in the university. The result (Figure 13)
shows that the researchers feel that the
supports for driving commercialisation
activities were lagging when compared to
those designed for driving research
activities.

The correlations of the researchers’
opinions about their universities and their
behavior (overall) were examined (Table

4). Following were observed from the
results. All the correlations that are found
significant are positive. There are
significant  correlations between the
researchers’ opinion about the university’s
facilities, training programs, strategic
roadmap, policies, financial support and
incentives helping to drive the research
activities with them actually utilising the
facilities, training programs and financial
supports, referring to the strategic
roadmap and policies, and receiving
financial incentives. Exception is seen
between their opinions regarding the
training programs with them actually
utilising the financial supports.
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In your opinion, the financial incentives in

your university help to drive the

In your opinion, the financial support in you

university help to drive the

In your opinion, the university’s policies in

your university help to drive the

In your opinion, the training programmes i

your university help to drive the

In your opinion, the strategic roadmap in you

university help to drive the

In your opinion, the research facilities in you

university help to drive the

213
733

.5556
2.8299

7128
2.9424

.5946
2.9529

6848
2.9467

94

Commercialisation activities ™ Research activities

Figure 13: Researchers’ Opinion - University

Furthermore, there are also significant
correlations between the researchers’
opinion about the university’s facilities,
training programs, strategic roadmap,
policies, financial support and incentives
helping to drive the commercialisation
activities with them actually utilising the
facilities, training programs and financial
supports, referring to the strategic
roadmap and policies, and receiving

financial incentives. Exceptions are seen
between their opinions regarding the
strategic roadmap, training programs,
policies and financial incentives with them
actually utilising the facilities. Similar to
earlier, exception is seen between their
opinions regarding the training programs
driving the commercialisation activities
with them actually utilising the financial
supports.

Table 4: Correlations between Researchers' Opinion about University and Researchers'

Behaviour
Researchers’ Behaviour
s Utilise Refer Refer Utilise Receive
Researchers' Opinion about . . . . . . . - .
. . Utilise training roadma | policie | financial | financial
University 1as . .
facilities | programs p s support | incentives

Facilities Pearson .323™ 217 291" 262" .193* 251"
drive Correlation
Research Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .000 .000 .007 .000
Roadmap Pearson 403* .326™ .455™ 452* .284™ .303*
drive Correlation
Research Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Training Pearson .184° 377 .308™ .280™ 131 195
programs Correlation
drive Sig. (2-tailed) 011 .000 .000 .000 071 .007
Research
Policies Pearson .256™ 252" 353" 309" 305" 293"
drive Correlation
Research Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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Researchers’ Behaviour
Utilise Utilise Refer Refer Utilise Receive
Researchers' Opinion about facilities | training | road | policie | financial financial
University program | map S support incentive
S S

Financial Pearson .200™ .243™ .255™ .230™ 313" 427
incentives Correlation
drive Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .001 .000 .001 .000 .000
Research
Financial Pearson .238™ 2047 233" 227" .305™ .350™
support Correlation
drive Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .004 .001 .002 .000 .000
Research
Facilities Pearson 207 368" | .363" 276" 172" 304"
drive Correlation
Commerciali | Sig, (2-tailed) .004 .000 .000 .000 .018 .000
sation
Roadmap Pearson 112 3691 .383* .306™ 187" .236™
drive Correlation
Commerciali | Sig, (2-tailed) 129 .000 .000 .000 011 .001
sation
Training Pearson .077 403" | .321™ .228™ 125 .236™
programs Correlation
drive Sig. (2-tailed) 297 .000 .000 .002 .090 .001
Commerciali
sation
Policies Pearson 130 3097 .316™ 229" .194™ 277
drive Correlation
Commerciali | Sig. (2-tailed) .075 .000 .000 .002 .008 .000
sation
Financial Pearson 148" 2777 .250™ 207 .208™ .330™
support Correlation
drive Sig. (2-tailed) .042 .000 .001 .004 .004 .000
Commersiali
sation
Financial Pearson 142 304" | .255™ .188™ .208™ .381"
incentives Correlation
drive Sig. (2-tailed) .052 .000 .000 .010 .004 .000
Commerciali
sation

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Reasons for Not Conducting Research for the
Past Five Years (2006 - 2010)

The respondents that answered “No” to
having conducted research over the past
five years cited a number of reasons as
shown in Figure 14. The most common
reason for not being an active researcher
was due to not having the time to do

research. The other common reasons
include lacking training to do research and
having too much teaching responsibilities
prevented them from pursuing research.
This reflects their average time allocation
(Figure 11).
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Reasons for Not Having Research Output
that Led to IPR  Filing and
Commercialisation in the Past Five Years
(2006 - 2010)

The respondents that answered “No” chose
the reasons as shown in Figure 15. The

commercialisation was due to believing
that such activities have no relevance to
their research work. The other top reasons
include lacking the necessary expertise,
simply not interested to do so, as well as
the view that such activities are too time
consuming as well as expensive.

most common reason for not having
research output that led to IPR filing and

Others

Was on a sabbatical/maternity leave/stu
Lacking training on how to conduct resear
Lacking management support to cond
Lacking incentives to conduct resear

Too much administrative responsibiliti
Too much teaching responsibilitie
Lacking facilities to conduct researc

Not having the expertise to conduct resear
Not interested

Lacking funds to do researc

Lacking time to do researc

Research is not relevant to my wo

6.40%
2.80%

4.10%
6%

5.50%
1.80%

.30%

B Percentage

Figure 14: Reasons for Not Conducting Research for the Past Five Years (2006 - 2010)

Others 8.%85%0%
It conflicts with teaching activity 4.%%/)‘2%)

It will divert efforts from research
Lacking facilities

Not having the expertise

Not interested

Disagree with the management appro

Disagree with the ownership mod

Disagree with the profit sharing mod

Expensive proces

Too time consuming

Not relevant to my researc
Commercialisation ®Intellectual Property

36.70%
27.50%

Figure 15: Reasons for Not Having Research Output that Led to IPR Filing and
Commercialisation in the Past Five Years (2006 - 2010)
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Conclusions

The growth of a developing country such as
Malaysia into a developed nation status
must be by focusing on driving the local
capacity for innovation. The HEIs play the
lead role here. Thus, insights to the key
players are crucial towards the formulation
of targeted and impactful policies.

The policy evolution in terms of driving
R&D activities among the universities in
Malaysia had evolved from the
establishment of a research culture (2006 -
2008), to driving quality research (2008 -
2010), and most recently to promote
research excellence through producing
innovation and its commercialisation
(2011 - 2012). The findings reflect this
evolution where over 70% of the sample
reported to have conducted research
activities in the past five years (2006-
2010). The numbers decreased
significantly for IPR filing and research
commerecialisation.

The researchers have preference to
collaborate in research, and they also felt
that they needed more training and
experience to turn their research into
commercial value, and also to become a
good researcher. It is important to note
that there seems to be a preference
towards teaching. Career advancement,
personal goals and university’s interest all
seem to contribute towards the importance
of research. In terms of guiding their
research areas, intrinsic interest seems to
be more important than commercial value
or career advancement considerations.
However, they appear to be loaded with
administrative work and teaching, but tried
to balance them with research. Some found
time to be a major obstacle to doing
research.

Based on the results, this study suggests
there is a need to improve the knowledge
and skills of the researchers. Sufficient and
comprehensive training related to research
and commercialisation must be given to the
researchers to increase their performance.
Evidently, the study reveals that the
researchers are more comfortable to work
in a team. This indicates that being in a

team may create a sense comfort which
comes from the opportunity to develop
their skills and better contribute to their
team and research output.

Utilising the research facilities provided by
the wuniversity is the most common
behaviour among the respondents and
receiving financial incentives is the least.
The behaviour intensity seems to follow an
increasing trend as we move from those
that do research, to those that file for IP
and finally to those that commercialise
their research output. The result (Figure
13) shows that the researchers feel that the
supports for driving commercialisation
activities were lagging when compared to
those designed for driving research
activities. The analysis showed significant
correlations between the researchers’
opinion about the university’s facilities,
training programs, strategic roadmap,
policies, financial support and incentives
helping to drive the commercialisation
activities with them actually utilising the
facilities, training programs and financial
supports, referring to the strategic
roadmap and policies, and receiving
financial incentives. Thus, since their view
about the supports for commercialisation
lag those for research activities, the lower
commercialisation ~ and IPR filing
achievements when compared to doing
research is not surprising.

Lastly, the researchers’ belief that IPR filing
and commercialisation have no relevance
to their research work is a significant
obstacle along with lacking the necessary
expertise, interest, as well as the view that
such activities are too time consuming
and/or expensive. This highlights the need
for more awareness and development
programmes focusing on IPR filing and
research commercialisation for the
researchers in Malaysia.
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