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Abstract

The centrality of knowledge has resulted in knowledge economy. Among the several sectors contributing 
in the development of such economy, education sector has emerged as one of key sectors. Further, the 
higher education institutions may have huge contributions to such economy. In return, the industry also 
provides various resources to the universities for effective creation and dissemination of knowledge that 
can help the industries to create sustainable businesses. The first objective of the study is to understand 
the relationship between the ‘higher education institutions’ and the ‘knowledge economy.’ Moreover, the 
academicians being a key stakeholder of the such institution, may be vital role in establishing a strong 
knowledge economy. Therefore, the study also aims to understand the contributions of academicians 
in knowledge economy and their knowledge sharing behaviour at the workplace. It has been found 
that universities may have huge impact on the knowledge economy through various contributions 
including providing feasible solutions to the socio-economic issues, innovation in the society and the 
industry, producing human capital for the industries, and positively impacting the GDP per capita of the 
nation. Further, based on extant literature, the study has identified some key factors that may affect the 
academicians’ knowledge-sharing behaviour including ‘attitude toward knowledge sharing’,‘subjective 
norm’, ‘perceived behavioural control’, ‘intention to share knowledge’, ‘motivation to share knowledge’, 
and ‘organizational climate’ with sub-dimensions ‘organizational culture’, ‘ICT’, ‘innovation’, and 
‘affiliation.’

Highlights

mm Knowledge economy focuses on an education curriculum that promotes innovation, entrepreneurship, 
and socio-economic upliftment.

mm In the contemporary knowledge-based societies, universities have become critical in achieving 
economic growth.

mm A significant contribution of the university can be seen in the form of production of highly skilled 
knowledge workers who can be an asset for the economy.

mm Industry-university collaborations create opportunities for both the parties and help them to remain 
relevant in the modern economy.

mm The universities because of their infrastructure, employment, and commercial activities, may impact 
the GDP per capita of that geographical region.

Keywords: Knowledge Economy, Higher Education Institutions, Universities, Academicians, Knowledge 
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In the contemporary world, knowledge has 
become the main driver of economy (Sohail and 
Daud, 2009).The factors like Globalization and 
technological advancements have transformed 
the concept of economy into something called as 



Alam and Biswas

676Print ISSN : 0424-2513 Online ISSN : 0976-4666

“knowledge economy” (Hadad, 2017). Further, it 
is impossible to establish knowledge economy (KE) 
without creating, accumulating, disseminating, 
and reproducing knowledge that can enhance 
economic growth. With knowledge as a core 
element in their functionality, education sector 
has become an important component of KE which 
may act as a source of intellectual assets and help 
the countries in achieving competitive advantage 
(Kichuk et al. 2021). Moreover, the higher education 
institutions (HEIs) being at the top of the ladder 
in the education sector are vital in developing and 
sustaining such economy. According to Pinheiro 
et al. (2015), in the contemporary knowledge-
based societies, universities have become critical 
in achieving economic growth. These institutions 
being an important part of KE, have taken up new 
goals and responsibilities (Broström et al. 2021).
Valero and Reenen (2019) have mentioned in their 
study that the universities may impact economic 
growth in various ways. The countries are now 
focussing on collaboration between universities and 
industry for better innovation through knowledge 
and technology transfer (Weerasinghe and Dedunu, 
2020).Further, knowledge being central in all these 
activities, knowledge management has become 
critical in the organizations across the industries. 
Knowledge management is widely acknowledged 
for the effective and efficient use of existing and 
new knowledge (Thrassou et al. 2012). Among such 
activities, knowledge sharing has been regarded 
a crucial one (Burnett et al. 2012). In HEIs, the 
knowledge of their academicians plays a major role 
in the growth and prosperity of such institutions 
(Singer and Hurley, 2005; Sohail and Daud, 2009). 
The knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB) of these 
academicians may significantly affect the knowledge 
management process within the organization and 
ultimately, in exchanging knowledge with the 
industry. In line to the potential role of HEIs in 
developing and sustaining KE, the present study 
attempts to examine the relationship between the 
universities and KE. Additionally, the study also 
aims to examine the KSB of the academicians in 
HEIs that can have some implications for KE.

Objectives of the Study

�� To examine the relationship between the HEIs 
and the corresponding KE.

�� To examine the role of university academicians 
in KE.

�� To Identify the key factors responsible for KSB 
among the academicians working in HEIs.

Research Methodology

The present study is exploratory and qualitative 
in nature. This is a review-based study where 
various researches conducted in the similar area 
were consulted. The search and collection of the 
existing literature in the field of KE and HEIs were 
done using a systematic review across different 
databases covering the topics ofKE and universities, 
academicians in HEIs, knowledge management and 
universities/HEIs(Hannah et al. 2021; Tranfield et al. 
2003). According to the literature search conducted 
by Hanna and Rowley (2008) for their study, an 
initial search was carried out using the key words 
knowledge economy, universities, academicians, 
knowledge management, and knowledge sharing. 
This was followed by conducting some additional 
search using the terms like economic impact 
of universities, higher education institutions in 
knowledge economy, academicians and knowledge 
economy, knowledge sharing among academicians. 
Further, as suggested by Hannah et al. (2021) and 
Tranfield et al. (2003), the dataset was filtered and 
refined using an elimination method. Some research 
works/articles were eliminated including non-peer 
reviewed publications; non-cognate publications; 
dissertations, and pre-publications. The research 
papers consulted to conduct the literature review are 
mainly from the databases like Elsevier, Springer, 
Taylor & Francis, Sage Publication etc. Some of 
the high-quality journals referred for the review 
are ‘Economics of Education Review,’‘Innovation: 
Organization and Management,’‘Industry and Higher 
Education,’‘Journal of Business Economics,’‘Journal 
of Knowledge Management,’‘VINE,’‘Journal of 
Applied Psychology,’ ‘Computers in Human 
Behaviour’ etc.

Defining Knowledge Economy

Over many decades, the knowledge economy 
concept has progressively become a key source of 
economic growth (Hadad, 2017). The concept of 
KE came into existence in the late 1950s and early 
1960s because of two scholars, Drucker (1959) and 
Machlup (1962).It is an amalgamation of knowledge 
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and economy which is also interchangeably called 
as knowledge-based economy, modern economy, 
and new economy (Hadad, 2017). The Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD), in 1996, gave the first formal definition 
of KE as “economies which are directly based on 
the production, distribution, and use of knowledge 
and information.” Further, Druker (1998) described 
it as“the arrival of knowledge management and 
knowledge workers by replacing manual workers, 
or in other words, the shift from physical abilities 
to mental abilities.”Powell and Snellman (2004) 
defined it as “production and services based on 
knowledge-intensive activities that contribute to an 
accelerated pace of technical and scientific advance, 
as well as rapid obsolescence.”

Knowledge Economy and Universities: An 
Interdependent Relationship

The knowledge economy has substantially changed 
the education system with contemporary knowledge 
requirements (Ponomarenko et al. 2018). Such 
economy focuses on a curriculum that promotes 
innovation, entrepreneurship, and socio-economic 
upliftment. It is no longer the age of conventional 
teaching and learning methods where the practices 
lacked practicality, rather it is age of ever-changing 
learning environment with continuous insights 
from societal and economic requirements for 
creating a competitive and sustainable economy. 
Various studies have suggested that a part from 
the conventional knowledge that the students, 
faculties or researchers receive in the education 
system, they must get continuous training, 
retraining and advanced training for timely 
knowledge refinement, knowledge improvement, 
and knowledge enhancement (Prokopenko et al. 
2018; Tkachenko et al. 2019). The institutions whose 
involvement is critical in such scenario are the 
universities whom we also call as higher education 
systems. The HEIs have become more relevant 
with the arrival of KE and knowledge society 
(Bratianu, 2014). The HEIs that are involved in the 
knowledge exchange activities are benefiting a large 
part of the population by creating new scientific 
knowledge and contributing to a sustainable society 
(Weerasinghe and Dedunu, 2020). However, there is 
dearth of research highlighting the economic aspects 
of HEIs (Valero and Reenen, 2019). The next section 

identifies the literature where the varied nature of 
contributions and impacts are discussed.
The modernisation of HEIs has resulted in the 
establishment of new research and innovative 
universities. Such institutions have high potential 
to grow in the modern economy (Kichuk et al. 
2021). Their demand has increased among various 
stakeholders due to their research and development 
activities. Moreover, the research performance of the 
universities is assessed by the benefits it provides 
to the society through its research (Broström et al. 
2021). Their funding sources have been largely 
tagged to their competitive performance (Malik, 
2018). The universities, as their third mission, are 
actively participating in commercialising their 
research outputs and partnering with the society 
(Broström et al. 2021). The HEIs have the potential 
to handle the important socio-economic issues at 
local level in various ways like developing economic 
strategies, connecting the teaching and research 
priorities to the social and economic needs, and 
endorsing people participation, and societal well-
being (Bejinaru and Prelipcean, 2017). Many HEIs 
have setup ‘technology transfer offices (TTOs)’ 
to manage the patenting and licencing issues. 
Additionally, ‘university incubators,’‘accelerator 
facilities,’ and ‘collaborative research centres’ have 
also been setup by the universities to support the 
entrepreneurial ventures and industry-relevant 
research of researchers and students (Åstebro et al. 
2012; Knudsen et al. 2021). These studies suggest 
that the modern HEIs in KE have a wide range of 
contribution at various levels through their research 
and innovation activities. These levels may include 
local community, society, industry, and regional or 
national economy.
Another aspect where a significant contribution 
of the university can be seen is the production of 
highly skilled knowledge workers who can be an 
asset for the economy. According to Valero and 
Reenen (2019), universities best contribution to 
KE is their ability to produce the human capital, 
which is a key element of a nation’s development 
and economic growth (Sianesi and Van Reenen, 
2003). In present times, the HEIs have become more 
diversified and many new institutions have been 
introduced to meet the labour market needs (Malik, 
2018). Barrett (2019) have suggested that the HEIs 
are perceived as change agents that can produce 
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knowledgeable graduates and further, bring healthy 
competition in the global economy. According 
to Kichuk et al. (2021), the universities’ research 
activities are vital in the formation of intellectual 
capital that further results in the development of 
new knowledge and contributes in the societal 
and entrepreneurial activities as well. Such human 
capital may have a long run impact on the industries 
they join and act as an ever-lasting resource for 
developing a sustainable KE. Furthermore, there 
are positive spillover effects of the universities to 
their geographical regions and neighbouring areas. 
Valero and Reenen (2019) have found a positive 
relationship between the region’s GDP per capita 
and the HEIs functioning in that region. They 
have estimated that a 10% increase in the number 
of universities results in 0.4% higher future GDP 
per capita.

The Industry-University Collaboration

In a knowledge-based economy, it is imperative 
to discuss the exchange taking place between 
the HEIs and the industry. The HEIs are facing 
huge resource pressure due to novel knowledge 
development that is pushing them to partner with 
the industry to remain relevant and competitive 
in all learning fields (Ankrah and Tabbaa, 2015). 
Rybnicek and Königsgruber (2019) have suggested 
that industry-university collaborations are becoming 
increasingly significant and the key stakeholders 
like governments, policymakers, researchers, and 
practitioners should ensure such collaborations 
and their successful implementation. Some studies 
have termed industry-university collaboration as 
the interaction between HEIs and industry for 
promoting knowledge promotion and exchanging 
technology (Bekkersand Bodas Freitas, 2008; Siegel et 
al. 2003). Additionally, researchers working in HEIs 
can get innovative research topics and monetary 
backing as well (D’Este and Perkmann, 2011).
Academic research contributes in the development 
of many new products or processes. On the other 
hand, universities also get benefits from the industry 
in terms of industry funds, equipment, and income 
from licencing and patenting (Barnes et al. 2002). It is 
evident from the extant literature that the industry-
university collaborations create opportunities for 
both the parties and help them to remain relevant 
in the modern economy. Such collaborations 

are a win-win situation for both with exchange 
of multiple resources like capital, knowledge, 
technology, innovation, and human capital. This 
can be better understood by the classifications 
of industry-university collaboration provided 
by various scholars. Chen (1994) provided a 
classification based on the period of relationship and 
the flow of technology. Santoro and Gopalakrishnan 
(2000) provided four forms of University-Industry 
Collaborations, including ‘research support’, 
‘cooperative research’, ‘knowledge transfer’, and 
‘technology transfer’. Further, Ankrah and Tabbaa 
(2015) present data more comprehensive classification 
with six forms, including, ‘Personal informal 
relationships’, ‘Personal formal relationships’,‘Third 
Party-Institutional consultancy’, ‘Formal Targeted 
Agreements’, ‘Formal Non-Targeted Agreements’, 
and ‘Focused Structures.’

University Academicians and Knowledge 
Economy

In KE, employment is there for highly skilled 
workers called as ‘knowledge workers’ whose 
demand is ever increasing (Drucker, 1993). 
According to Hadad (2017), The human resource 
who owns, practice and spread knowledge are 
central to the knowledge-based economy. Therefore, 
there should be synergy between three key factors 
of such economy including people, knowledge, and 
technology. In context of HEIs, the academicians 
i.e. the Professors may be counted as knowledge 
workers as they possess expertise in a specific field 
of study. These institutions are knowledge-intensive 
organizations where intellectual capital is dominant 
to any other physical capital. This is because of the 
key function of such institutions are all knowledge 
related including creation, transfer, transformation, 
and distribution of knowledge (Bratianu, 2014, 2015). 
Weerasinghe and Dedunu (2020) have mentioned 
that the scholars of HEIs like academicians and 
researchers are key stakeholders of the university-
industry collaborations with crucial parts like 
creating knowledge and further, transferring 
knowledge to the industry. Further, according 
to Vries et al. (2018), the academic assignment of 
the University Professors aims to develop fresh 
knowledge that can benefit the academic as well as 
the industry. It requires knowledge sharing from 
both sides for various purposes like identification 
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of key problems, developing feasible solutions, 
and creation, transfer, and implementation of 
knowledge or technology. While discussing the 
university-industry knowledge exchange, an 
academician’s contribution may be in form of 
‘joint research,’‘contract research,’‘human resource 
mobility,’ and ‘training’(Weerasinghe and Dedunu, 
2020). Based on above discussion, it is evident that 
the university academicians perform a crucial role 
in knowledge creation and dissemination, within 
the institution, as well as outside the institution like 
the society, local communities, and the industry.

Academicians and Knowledge Management in 
Higher Education Institutions

The previous sections discussed the relevance 
of HEIs in KE. The extant literature focused 
on how the universities and the industry are 
interdependent for knowledge exchange. It is 
evident from the discussions that in the industry-
university collaboration, the academicians perform 
a key role in all processes. Moreover, in the 
knowledge exchange process, ‘knowledge sharing’ 
is an important component of the entire knowledge 
cycle. Sohail and Daud (2009) have mentioned 
that KSB has a substantial role in HEIs. It can 
provide a competitive advantage for the institution 
if implemented sensibly. Sharing of knowledge 
may be an integral part of the industry-university 
collaboration but only when there are funds or 
incentives allocated to such sharing. In case of 
academicians, they may not involve in knowledge-
sharing in informal collaborations or when some 
performance assessment is not there. In such 
situations, the behavioural factors may decide 
whether an academician will get involved into 
knowledge sharing or not. Additionally, it is 
not possible to force such behaviour into any 
individual’s personality. It can’t be controlled 
and no organization can put it under employees’ 
contracts (Prabhakar et al. 2018). Hence, the 
factors that could be responsible for knowledge 
sharing among the knowledge workers in HEIs 
should be identified. Identifying various potential 
factors can help an institution in incorporating an 
effective knowledge-sharing environment. While 
discussing the factors, it is important to note that 
such behaviour can be impacted at individual and 
organizational levels. Some studies have focused 

on KSB at the individual level (Lin, 2007; Skaik and 
Othman, 2014), whereas some have considered the 
individual and organizational factors both (Bock 
et al. 2005; Gagné, 2009; Lee and Hong, 2014; Lin, 
2007; Prabhakar et al. 2018). This study will attempt 
to discuss and understand the factors at both levels.
At the individual level, KSB of the employees across 
different sectors has been majorly discussed using 
the ‘Theory of Planned Behaviour’ (Alwreikat, 2021; 
Lee and Hong, 2014; Liu et al. 2021; Pahrudin et 
al. 2021; Razak et al. 2016; Safa and Solms, 2016). 
Further, the theory has also been used by a few 
researchers in the field of higher education (Ayub 
et al. 2021; Skaikand Othman, 2014). Due to its 
wide acceptance and suitability in varied contexts, 
this study has also used the same theory to 
understand the various factors inhibiting KSB among 
academicians. The Theory of Planned Behaviour 
(TPB) extends the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA). 
In TRA, Fishbein and Ajzen (1977), identified three 
factors: ‘attitude,’‘subjective norm,’ and ‘behavioural 
intention’ to predict someone’s behaviour. Further, 
Ajzen (1991) developed TPB because someone’s 
intention cannot be the sole determinant of actual 
behaviour. The model discusses the social influence 
and the resulting human behaviour. In addition to 
the factors given by TRA, the TPB model introduced 
perceived behavioural control as the fourth factor based 
on non-volitional behaviour (control) exhibited by 
an individual. Therefore, based on these models, the 
present study identifies four key factors: ‘attitude,’ 
‘subjective norm,’‘perceived control,’ and ‘behavioural 
intention’ to determine KSB among academicians. 
The next section discusses these factors in detail.
Attitude: Attitude has gained attention from 
practitioners and researchers across the realms as 
it helps determine an individual’s behaviour (Safa 
and Solms, 2016). Ajzen (1991) has described it as 
the extent of a person’s favourable or unfavourable 
behaviour assessment. Hepler (2015) has described 
it as “a psychological tendency that extends from 
an extremely negative to an extremely positive.” 
The individual’s attitude toward an object (a 
person, place, idea, event, group, organization) is 
developed based on some experiences (Shropshire 
et al. 2015). Hence, based on some past or present 
experience, a person may exhibit positive/negative 
or favourbale/unfavourable behaviour toward an 
object. In the context of knowledge-sharing, attitude 
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strengthens the individual’s behavioural intention 
to get involved in the knowledge-sharing behaviour 
(Alajmi, 2011; Sun and Scott, 2005). Therefore, the 
present study chooses ‘attitude toward knowledge 
sharing’ as the first factor in determining KSB.
Subjective Norm: Subjective norm describes a 
person’s behaviour based on social pressure and 
the opinion of relevant others. Ajzen (1991) has 
defined it as “the individual’s perceived social 
pressure to perform or not to perform a given 
behaviour.” According to Li et al. (2010), it refers 
to people’s opinions, perceived to be important by 
the individual, regarding engaging in a particular 
behavioural pattern. Further, Chennamaneni (2006) 
has described it as an employee’s beliefs what the 
relevant others like the supervisor, peer group, 
top management, think of him/her to exhibit the 
behaviour of interest. In the knowledge-sharing 
context, subjective norm determines an individual’s 
beliefs regarding the important others’ views on his/
her KSB (Skaikand Othman, 2014).
Perceived behavioural control: It focuses on 
someone’s capacity to exhibit a particular behaviour 
(Ajzen and Madden, 1986). It refers to a person’s 
insights regarding the easiness or difficulty in 
engaging in a behaviour (Safa and Solms, 2016). An 
individual may or may not possess the ability to 
get involved in the behaviour of interest, ultimately 
affecting their behavioural intentions and actual 
behaviour (Cox, 2012).
Intention: According to Safa and Solms (2016), an 
individual’s behaviour is made up of three elements, 
viz. beliefs, desires, and intentions. Lee (2014) has 
defined intention as “a mental state that shows a 
commitment to executing a particular action now, 
or in the future.”A person’s intention to perform a 
behaviour is the first step toward getting involved 
in actual behaviour. In terms of KSB, the variable 
can be named as ‘intention to share knowledge.’
Razak et al. (2016) have stated that the organizations 
must determine the stimuli and mechanism 
that can drive employees to share their valued 
knowledge with others. Therefore, inspiring them 
to perform KSB is an imperative task for the 
organizations. Ryan et al. (2010) have suggested that 
the motivations related to employees’ needs and 
expectations can inspire them to exhibit a particular 
behaviour. It characterises the motive behind an 

individual’s actions, needs, and desires. In other 
words, it prompts an individual to act in a particular 
way (Safa and Solms, 2016). Additionally, several 
studies (Park et al. 2014; Wang and Hou, 2015; 
Wang and Noe, 2010) have discussed two types of 
motivation: ‘extrinsic’ and ‘intrinsic.’The extrinsic 
motivation arises from outside the individual, 
i.e., from some external actions like some kind of 
reward (Lai and Chen, 2014). It is sourced from an 
individual’s benefits in return by exhibiting KSB like 
promotion, incentives, etc. (Parket al. 2014; Wang 
and Hou, 2015). The ‘intrinsic motivation’ derives 
from the interest or enjoyment an individual feels 
by performing a particular behaviour (Safa and 
Solms, 2016). Such motivations are not based on 
any external reward and arise from the pleasure 
and satisfaction an individual gains by engaging 
in KSB (Hau et al. 2013). Thus, it can be said that 
intrinsic motivation is based on internal rewards 
like pleasure, satisfaction, self-worth, interest, and 
curiosity, which makes it more sustaining and long-
lasting in comparison to extrinsic motivation. Hence, 
this study identifies ‘motivation to share knowledge’ 
as a vital dimension in determining KSB with sub-
dimensions: extrinsic and intrinsic motivation.
At the organizational level, it is essential to 
discuss the work environment prevailing within 
the organization so that the factors promoting 
or creating barriers in KSB of the employees can 
be identified. A healthy and motivating work 
environment is required within the universities for 
the smooth flow of information and knowledge 
within the organization. Such environment 
may further result in a more robust knowledge 
exchange system between the HEIs and the 
industry, ultimately impacting KE. Various studies 
have suggested that while discussing the work 
environment, the organizational climate is the 
factor that acts as a multidimensional construct 
and allows extensive evaluations of the existing 
environment (Ali and Patnaik, 2014; Iljins et al. 
2015; James and James, 1989). It may include 
various dimensions like organizational culture, 
physical environment, infrastructure, resources, 
innovation, employees’ perceptions regarding 
individual job assignments and teamwork, etc. 
(Iljins et al. 2015; Prabhakar et al. 2018; Sohail and 
Daud, 2009). Concerning knowledge-sharing, an 
organizational culture promoting knowledge is 
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a prerequisite for the effective and efficient flow 
of knowledge among its employees (Kazi, 2005). 
Such culture can be developed and sustained by 
establishing trust and team identification among the 
members of the organizations (Bijlsma-Frankema 
et al.2008). Additionally, organizations should 
focus on building and continuous development in 
technology-based systems (Cabrera and Cabrera, 
2002; Riege, 2005). These technology-based systems 
enabled a prolific and useful technology for 
academic institutions known as ‘Information and 
Communication Technology’ (ICT) (Hendriks, 1999). 
Therefore,organizational climate is another key factor 
with sub-dimensions organizational culture, ICT, 
innovation, and affiliation.
Based on the above discussions, the present study 
has identified following factors that could be majorly 
responsible for KSB among the academicians: 
‘attitude toward knowledge sharing,’‘subjective 
norm,’‘perceived behavioural control,’‘intention 
to share knowledge,’‘actual knowledge-sharing 
behaviour,’‘motivation to share knowledge 
(extrinsic and intrinsic),’ and ‘organizational 
climate (organizational culture, ICT, innovation, 
affiliation).’The extensive review of studies suggests 
that the HEIs should focus on the factors discussed 
above as they have major implications for the 
knowledge exchange process within and outside 
the HEIs.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The present study highlighted two important 
aspects of KE. The first aspect dealt with the 
relationship between HEIs and KE while the second 
one focused on contribution of academicians in the 
knowledge exchange process through KSB. In line 
to the first objective, the extant literature suggested 
that there is an interdependent relationship between 
them. In KE, knowledge is the core element 
and all stakeholders of such economy focus on 
creation, consumption, dissemination, sharing, 
transformation, and reproduction of knowledge. 
The universities whose entire functioning is based 
on this core element become a central character in 
the development of such economy. The review of 
studies suggested that the contributions of HEIs to 
KE can be huge. The first contribution may be in 
form of conducting research that can address the 
socio-economic problems of the society and local 

communities. These researches should be action-
oriented that can provide feasible solutions to the 
societal problems and build a sustainable society. 
The second contribution can be the production of 
human capital who can fulfill the ever-increasing 
demand of knowledge workers in KE. Such 
human capital, with their latest knowledge and 
training, may increase the productivity of their 
organizations, come up with fresh ideas, and 
bring innovation in their respective industries. The 
third contribution can be in form of universities 
coming up with patents, licensing, and innovation 
with their research and development activities. 
Another important contribution is that universities 
because of their infrastructure, employment, and 
commercial activities, may significantly affect the 
‘GDP per capita’ of that geographical region. While 
discussing such contribution, the industry’s role 
is equally important and that is when the role of 
industry-university collaboration comes into play. 
The study has found that in such collaborations, the 
industry facilitates the universities with research 
funds, innovative research directions, machines, 
equipment, and work stations. Such output can be 
the result of various forms of industry-university 
collaborations including ‘Personal informal 
relationships,’ ‘Personal formal relationships,’ ‘Third 
Party-Institutional consultancy,’ ‘Formal Targeted 
Agreements,’ ‘Formal Non-Targeted Agreements,’ 
and ‘Focused Structures.’The second objective 
aimed to understand the role of academicians in 
HEIs’ contribution to KE. The extensive review of 
studies suggested that the university academicians 
may be considered as key knowledge workers 
in KE. These academicians are a vital part of 
the universities’ intellectual capital who are 
responsible for creating valued human capital and 
bringing innovation. Further, the study identified 
the factors critical in establishing KSB among 
academicians in HEIs. Based on extant literature, 
certain factors, namely ‘attitude toward knowledge 
sharing,’‘subjective norm,’‘perceived behavioural 
control,’‘intention to share knowledge,’‘actual 
knowledge-sharing behaviour,’‘motivation to 
share knowledge’ (extrinsic and intrinsic), and 
‘organizational climate’ (organizational culture, ICT, 
innovation, affiliation), have been identified. The 
HEIs need to focus on developing an organizational 
climate conducive to knowledge-sharing practices. 
To achieve this, the organization should establish 
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an influential knowledge-sharing culture, promote 
affiliation and innovation, and set the latest ICT 
systems into its premises. These institutions 
must develop the infrastructure, resources, and 
opportunities fortifying academicians’ ability to 
share their knowledge. Moreover, this is evident 
that knowledge sharing within HEIs could be a 
core element for the organizational growth. As the 
academicians are the knowledge reservoirs and one 
of most important stakeholders of any educational 
institution, developing effective KSB among them 
may lead to various positive outputs like innovation 
and organizational performance including economic 
and social performance. Such knowledge sharing 
environment may help the institution in achieving 
the ideal of a learning organization.
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