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Abstract

Knowledge sharing is a vital component of any organization to be competitive in contemporary
world. It is a process that might take place across the organizations, departments, groups and
individuals to bring an organizational competitiveness. Even though knowledge sharing has
significant importance for organizational competitiveness, the knowledge sharing process may
be very complex due to various factors. Hence, the purpose of this study was to examine factors
that can affect the knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training by taking some
selected TVET Colleges and associated industries/enterprises, as a specific case, in Addis
Ababa. In conducting the study, descriptive research design with mixed approach was employed.
The populations of the study are included trainees, college and industry trainers of some selected
TVET colleges and industries in Addis Ababa. Purposive sampling method, proportional
stratified random sampling, and simple random sampling was applied to select the appropriate
samples of the study. For the quantitative part of the study, data was collected using
questionnaires and analyzed using SPSS. Also, for the qualitative part of the study, data was
collected using key informant interview. Descriptive analysis namely percentage, mean and
standard deviation; and inferential analysis namely Pearson correlation and multiple linear
regression were employed. The study revealed that organizational factors (lack of strong
awareness building, and leadership commitment and follow up for knowledge sharing practices)
and technological factors related to absence of the appropriate resources and up-to-date ICT
infrastructures were identified as having significant impact on knowledge sharing practices at
inter-organizational level where as individual factors (motivation to share knowledge) slightly
affect knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training. The study recommended
enhancing the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training between TVET colleges and
associated industries by establishing strong relationship as well as by creating awareness with
the concerned stakeholders for the availability and utilization of appropriate technology to

improve the delivery of knowledge sharing practices.

Keywords: Knowledge, Knowledge sharing practice, Cooperative training, TVET Colleges-

Industries KS factors.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

As the world is moving towards a knowledge based economy, knowledge is being considered the
main driver of the new economy as a factor of production together with capital, labor, and land. The
success of economies in the future is going to be based on how companies or organizations share,

acquire and use knowledge effectively (Bircham-Connolly, Corner and Bowden, 2005).

Also, Knowledge is regarded as an intangible asset that increases when shared (Halal, 2008), and
has being the most important of the firm's resource (Alexander and Childe, 2012; Cao and Xiang,
2012). Based on these authors, knowledge is taken as a fundamental asset for organizations to

achieve their goals and it acquires to be shared with in and across organizations.

Knowledge sharing as a fundamental priority of knowledge management, can be defined as an act
through which, acquired information, knowledge, ideas, skills, and experiences are exchanged and
shared among people, organizations and institutions (Newman & Conrad, 1999; Ikenwe and
Igbinovia, 2015). Besides, Solek Borowska (2015) stated as knowledge sharing occurs when
individuals in organizations are willing to assist and to learn from others in the development of new

competencies.

According to the above authors, knowledge sharing in organizations such as colleges and
universities is more desirable to connect mind with hand and an important factor for organizational
success. In light of this, any organizations are expected to strategically cooperate with the purpose

of sharing knowledge to enhance competitiveness.

Furthermore, the role of educational institutes have not limited in providing knowledge to students
rather they have linked with industries to commercialize research findings, access complementary
skills, and profit from active learning processes. Organizations, on the other hand, recognize
educational institutes as important source of knowledge that increases competitiveness and

innovation (Solek-Borowska, 2015).



In this regard, Ethiopian TVET agency has established a way of training called cooperative training
as a mode of training delivery of technical and vocational education and training that combines
training in industries and colleges based on a training plan collaboratively designed and
implemented by industries and respective TVET institutions. According to MoE (2010), the term
dual or cooperative training refers to the cooperation between two parties, TVET institutions and
enterprises, whereby the former equips trainees with the basic competencies of general and
occupation specific concepts and knowledge whereas the latter provides practical training so that
trainees will ultimately acquire the necessary skills, knowledge and attitude in a desired
occupation. Hence, an enterprise or a company is required to prepare training workshops,
machinery, equipment, consumable materials as well as well-equipped trainers to deliver
cooperative training properly (MoE, 2010). Then, colleges must also have the ability to follow up
and demonstrate enhancement of student learning and development. Thus, educational institutions
may find it beneficial to adopt knowledge sharing programs to improve their performances and

outcomes.

As a result, this research was intended to assess the existing knowledge sharing practices and
factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training between TVET colleges

and associated industries in Addis Ababa.

1.2 Statement of the problem

Cooperative training system in Ethiopia is derived from the “dual training system” of Germany
and, as stated above, it refers to mode of training delivery of technical and vocational education and
training that combines training in enterprise and institution based on a training plan collaboratively
designed and implemented by industries and respective TVET institutions. Under this system, the
industries/companies and the TVET institutions share the responsibility of providing the trainee
with the best possible job qualifications, the former essentially through practical training and the
latter by securing an adequate level of specific, general and occupation-related basic competency
(MoE, 2010). Also, the TVET strategy states that cooperative training leads to significantly better
training outcomes, practical skills, work attitudes of the occupational requirements.

Hence, cooperative training demands the will and cooperation of stakeholders. A successful
cooperative training, therefore, needs concern and harmonious relationship among stakeholders,

mainly TVET institutions and enterprises/companies. To that effect, the training institution,



academic staffs, trainees as well as enterprises/companies have to have the necessary awareness
about the rationale and the benefits of cooperative training for the sake of knowledge sharing.
However, the Addis Ababa TVET agency trainees' development team report (2013) shows the
practical training limitations in industrial /working environments which should not be considered in
such a way that improve the training delivery as well as the trainees’ performance expected from

the cooperative training.

According to Chen et al., (2017) and Rast et al., (2012), knowledge which exist in different forms
such as explicit and tacit knowledge need different mechanism for university and industry to share
knowledge with each other. Here, inter-organizational group meetings, plenary meetings, panel
debates, peer-review, joint research projects, internship experience, workshops, best practices, and
many other activities are found important to share knowledge between them. As claimed by Tesfaye
T. (2013), this is a peak time for higher education institutes to set up university-industry linkage and
give attention to maintaining joint research. These would allow them to assess market need and
focus on producing competent workforce and professional employers' need and even go beyond to

equip graduate with entrepreneurial skills to be self-employing.

Also, Biruk F. (2014) stated that TVET systems should concentrate on promoting cultural change,

creating an environment of sharing, and developing a cohesive management strategy.

The above literature indicates that collaboration for cooperative training between TVET colleges
and the associated medium and large industrial sectors can play an important role in the field of
knowledge sharing for their trainees. Moreover, for the trainees development in practical and
theoretical aspects; convenience knowledge sharing techniques, ICT infrastructure, work shop
equipment, and practical industrial working environments should be considered in such a way that

improve the training delivery as well as their performance.

Learning is the process of acquiring knowledge, attitudes, or skills from study, instruction, or
experience as learning outcomes (Miller & Findlay, 1996: 167). Learning outcomes are statements
of what is expected that a student will be able to do as a result of a learning activity. As its name
indicates, TVET programs are designed for the technical and vocational training purpose to train
students in practical working environments in order to achieve skillful and productive human power

for the industry. Ultimately the quality of the training is assured by national occupational



assessments. It is believed that the trainees’ undergone with cooperative training shall be competent
during the occupational assessment because they experienced the real competencies required in the

occupational standard (MoE, 2010).

However, the Addis Ababa TVET agency trainees' development team report (2013) states that the
training provided is embedded in class rooms rather than giving it practically in collaboration to the
appropriate industry or working areas. Moreover, an industry attachment period implementation has
faced a number of problems, mainly because of unwillingness and lack of cooperation of
industries/enterprises as they were not consulted during the planning process. Also, in some
industrial firms the trainees goes to apprenticeship programs are not involved practically, rather

than observing the process.

Hence, TVET-Industry linkage knowledge sharing practices requires further studies so as to identify
factors and its solution related to the training quality and to achieve competent and productive
human power. Here, proper delivery of the cooperative training is a key to share the expected skill,

knowledge and attitude for trainees.

Although there are local researches conducted by different authors related to knowledge sharing
(for instance; Miskir, 2020; Fikru, 2018; Mesfin, 2018; Yared, 2016; Shibru, 2015; Biruk, 2014
etc.), none of them were intended to conduct their research on knowledge sharing practice at inter-
organizational level and on academic institutions. From these researchers, Fikru (2018) raised
research questions which focused on examining the existing university-industry knowledge sharing
practices by taking College of Veterinary Medicine in Addis Ababa University as the specific
institutional context in to consideration. Accordingly, in his study attempted to develop a model and
answer the research questions from the university side only and left the rest (from the industry side)
for future works. Also, Fikru (2018) suggested that the study was conducted at a single college and
it is better to conduct further research in more colleges might help to have broader understanding of

the existing knowledge sharing practices.

Consequently, the researcher has motivated to conduct the study on knowledge sharing practice at
inter-organizational level and on academic institutions based on the limitations of aforementioned

local researches described above.



Moreover, it is important to evaluate the knowledge sharing practices from both sides of the
cooperative training (at inter-organizational level) since the training delivery demands the will and

cooperation of the two parties involved in sharing knowledge (i.e., TVET colleges and industries).

Also, assessing the knowledge sharing practices in the TVET is taken as basic issue since MoE
(2010) declared that the overall objective of the national TVET strategy is to create a competent,
motivated, adaptable and innovative workforce in Ethiopia contributing to poverty reduction and
social and economic development through facilitating demand-driven, high quality technical and
vocational education and training, relevant to all sectors of the economy, at all levels and to all

people.

As a result of it, this study was focused to assess the factors that affect the knowledge sharing
practices in the existing cooperative training between the selected TVET colleges and associated
industrial sectors in Addis Ababa. Based on the discussion presented above, the main research

question, which will drive the research, is:

» What are the factors that affect the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training

between the selected TVET colleges and associated industries in Addis Ababa?

1.3. Objectives of the study

1.3.1 General Objective

The general objective of the study is to assess factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices in

cooperative training between some selected TVET colleges and associated industries in Addis

Ababa.

1.3.2 Specific Objectives

The specific objectives of the study are:

» To identify the factors that affect the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training
between TVET colleges and associated industries in Addis Ababa.

» To propose solutions for the challenges related to the existing knowledge sharing practices
in cooperative training.

» To justify the existing knowledge sharing practices



1.4. Significance of the Study

This study is intended to evaluate factors that affect the knowledge sharing practices in the existing
cooperative training delivery between TVET Colleges and associated industries in Addis Ababa. As
a result, the study will have significance for TVET agency to see the connection between training
institutes and concerned stakeholders in light of their challenge and performances in the dual
training delivery which in turn will help the training institutes to give emphasis for knowledge

sharing practices to enhance their trainees’ performance.

Also, this study may add its contribution to the existing knowledge in the area and can give insights
to researchers who will be interested to study further in knowledge sharing practices at inter-

organizational level.

1.5. Scope of the Study

This study has focused to assess factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative
training between some selected TVET colleges and associated industries in Addis Ababa. Thus, the
research was conducted on the selected government and private TVET colleges and those associated
medium and large industrial sectors located in Addis Ababa. The study tries to identify the factors
that affect the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training on both parties (TVET colleges
and associated industries) exhaustively. Here, the study population were involved the college
trainers, trainees and industry trainers. The data are gathered from them taken as primary source and

another source of data is from literature review related to the study area taken as secondary sources.

1.6. Operational Definitions

e TVET: is an abbreviation for 'Technical and Vocational Education and Training' which is
the provision of technical and vocational education and training in any occupation based on

the country’s education and training policy.

e Cooperative Training: is mode of TVET provided in partnership between

industries/enterprises and TVET institutions.
e Government TVET colleges: colleges owned by the government.

e Private TVET colleges: colleges owned by private.



e Industry: an enterprise where product, production and services are delivered.

e Associated industrial sectors: are those enterprises linked with different departments of

TVET colleges for the cooperative training.

e College Trainee: an individual who participate in a TVET program so as to acquire the

expected knowledge, skill and attitude.
e C(ollege Trainer: is an academic professional at any career structure, who engaged in a
training activity.

e Industry Trainer: Any qualified enterprise staff member participating in cooperative training

may act as a trainer for trainees.

1.7. Organization of the Paper

The study is organized into five chapters. Chapter one introduces the research background, research
questions, and objectives of the study. It also includes the scope of the study and significance of the

research.

Chapter two presents the literature review that provides an extensive background to the studied
concepts, namely, knowledge, knowledge management, knowledge sharing and conceptual

frameworks related to it, knowledge sharing practices and related works on it.
Chapter three is about the methodology employed in this study.

Chapter four provides detail on the data analysis process starting with quantitative data extracted
from the questionnaires. Also, the interview findings are presented. Furthermore, this chapter

compares and discusses the findings summarized with the current literature.

Finally, chapter five provides the summary of the key findings, conclusions, recommendations, and

also suggestions for further study are given.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Overview of Knowledge and Knowledge Management

2.1.1 Knowledge

Over the years, diverse definitions of knowledge abounds. In light of this, Ikenwe and Igbinovia
(2015) described knowledge as information that have been improved and a mixture of imaginations,
insights, reading and experience. In other words, knowledge can be stated as the fact or condition of
knowing something that has been gained and improved through experience.

According to, Liew (2007) knowledge defined as the (1) cognition or recognition (know what), (2)
capacity to act or know-how and (3) understanding (know why) that is contained within the mind.
This author further describes knowledge in the context of business as the purpose of knowledge is

to create or increase value for the enterprise and make all its stakeholders to be competitive.

Knowledge has become the most important capital in the present age and hence the success to any
organization lies in using it. Besides, Knowledge is an important source for value creation in

organizations and needs to be managed carefully (Massa and Testa, 2009).

By reviewing previous literature, Fikru (2018) described knowledge as the intangible asset of
organizations that can be reside in the minds of organizational employees, work procedures,
organizational routines and knowledge artifacts at individual level, group level and organizational

level both in tacit and explicit forms.

Also, Knowledge is regarded as an intangible asset that increases when shared (Halal, 2008), and
has become the principal resource of organizations (Alexander & Childe, 2012; Cao & Xiang,

2012).

From the literature reviewed, for the purpose of this study, knowledge is defined as the basic and
intangible organizational resource that should be managed, shared and used carefully to be

successful at organizational level, group level and individual level both in explicit and tacit forms.

Knowledge can be divided into two main types: tacit and explicit. Tacit knowledge is intangible and

is embedded in the professional experiences of learning, teaching, in practical and technical



academic skills. Explicit knowledge is the documented reports of the teaching outcomes or designs,
research reports or theories, and teaching manuals and policies. These types of knowledge are
considered to be a special kind of knowledge and represent the professional intellect (Quinn et al.,

1996).

2.1.2 Knowledge Management

Knowledge management is the process through which organizations create value from their
intellectual and knowledge based assets. Knowledge management is concerned with the process of
identifying, acquiring, distributing and maintaining knowledge that is essential to the organization.
Also, it is the systematic coordination of an organization employees, organizational structure,
technology, and processes in order to add value through innovation and reuse. Regarding to this,
Aziri, Veseli and Ibraimi (2013) claimed that knowledge management and organizational
knowledge is dependent on human resources. Besides, Armstrong (2006) stated that people
influence knowledge management by promoting an open culture that inspires knowledge sharing,
promote a climate of trust and commitment, and develop policies and systems for knowledge

management among others.

Knowledge management involves four key steps of creating/generating knowledge, representing/
storing knowledge, accessing/using/re-using knowledge, and dissemination/transferring knowledge

(Muhammad et al., 2011).

Knowledge creation/generation is the entry of new knowledge into the system and includes
knowledge development, discovery and capture (Newman & Conrad, 1999). It deals with the

practices of gathering or creation of new knowledge.

Knowledge codification means converting tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge in a usable form
for the organizational members. This includes all activities that preserve knowledge and allow it to
remain in the system once introduced and also includes those activities that maintain the viability of

knowledge within the system (Newman & Conrad, 1999).

Knowledge Sharing (KS) is the flow of knowledge from one part to another. It includes activities
such as communication, translation, conversion, filtering and rendering (Newman & Conrad, 1999).

It is considered as the heart and the most important aspect of knowledge management.



According to Newman & Conrad (1999) and Muhammad et al. (2011), knowledge utilization is
activities connected with application of knowledge to business processes. It is the practices of using
stored knowledge of an organization to bring solutions to problems to reduce the knowledge gaps
and inform decision making. The other equivalent term knowledge utilization is applied, access,

use, reuse and implementation.

According to Kucza (2001) the purpose of KM is to provide a means of sharing knowledge, and all
other processes are more or less enablers for this. The right knowledge has to be found, must be

transferred and needs to be absorbed, i.e. brought into proper use.

As a result, many organizations adopt knowledge management (KM) to improve their performance.
Thus, the aim of knowledge management is to continuously improve an organization's performance

through the improvement and sharing of organizational knowledge throughout the organization.

The next section presents an outline of the concept of knowledge sharing and research studies that
have conducted in higher education institutions and other companies. These issues have selected to

clarify the logical foundation of this research.

2.2 Knowledge Sharing

At this section of the paper recent (or historically significant) research studies, company data, or

industry reports that act as a basis for the proposed study will be stated.

Knowledge sharing as a fundamental priority of knowledge management and defined it as an act
through which, acquired information, knowledge, ideas, skills, and experiences are exchanged and
shared among people, organizations and institutions (Newman & Conrad, 1999; Ikenwe and

Igbinovia, 2015).

Knowledge sharing is defined as the processes that involve exchanging knowledge between
individuals and groups (Yu et al., 2010). Also, it is the provision of tasks, information and know-
how to help and collaborate with others in order to solve problems, develop new ideas, or
implement policies or procedures (Wang and Noe, 2010). Besides, according to Hari, Egbu, and
Kumar (2005), knowledge sharing is the process or activity whereby the existing knowledge in an
organization is transferred from those who hold it to those who may not have it, that is, the process

of communicating both tacit and explicit knowledge. According to Mesfin, A. (2018) and Fikru M.
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(2018), knowledge sharing is a process of exchanging both tacit and explicit knowledge between
individuals, groups and organizations to solve problems, to generate new ideas, to implement

policies or procedures or activities.

Knowledge sharing, from an academic view, is defined as "being aware of knowledge needs and
making knowledge available to others by developing a technical and systematic infrastructure"
(Kim and Ju, 2008). This means that knowledge can be shared through technology and an organized
strategy within an organization. Regarding this, Kalling and Styhre (2003); Ford and Chan (2003),
as quoted by Biruk (2014) stated that "Examples of knowledge sharing in organizations include
interaction, cooperation, the distribution of texts on methods and practices that have been successful

elsewhere, and solving problems through seeking assistance from other employees."

Becera Fernandez, (2010) defines Knowledge sharing as a process that may take place across
individuals, groups, departments, and organizations. Similarly, Ayodeleet, et al., (2016) stated that
knowledge sharing as an activity through which knowledge is exchanged among people within an

organization.

From these definitions, we can draw that knowledge sharing is a process or activity of exchanging
both tacit and explicit knowledge between individuals, groups and organizations to solve problems,
and to generate new ideas in a collaborative manner. Hence, we can conclude that KS can be carried
out either within organization (between individuals and/or groups) or at inter-organizational level

(between organizations).

2.3 Knowledge Sharing Conceptual Frameworks

Wang & Fu (2007) proposed a framework called Group Support System (GSS) based on knowledge
sharing. This framework has three major parts: work groups, collaborative component and
knowledge base. According to this framework, knowledge sharing occurs into three levels; which
are individual level, group level and organization (groups) level as this model shows KS within an

organization, which is intra-organization level.

In addition, Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfard (2014) developed a new and sophisticated model.
According to these authors, knowledge sharing occurs at different levels that are horizontally within

individuals, groups, and organizational levels where as vertically (among the levels). In other
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words, knowledge sharing occurs between intra-organizational and inter-organizational levels. This

model is presented as follow in figure 2.1.

Fig. 2.1 Levels of Knowledge Sharing adopted from Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfarad, (2014)

Since academic knowledge can be transformed and shared in many ways and through many
processes, this model is more descriptive for this research in order to assess the KS practices and

processes at the inter-organizational level.

According to Muhammad et al., (2011), knowledge sharing refers to the practice of exchange of
knowledge between sender and receiver of knowledge. There are other terms used equivalently i.e.
disseminate and transfer. Sharing arises from individual‘s efforts to transfer knowledge to others

within the organization. Its success depends on the recipient‘s ability and willingness to learn.

Kucza (2001) believes that knowledge sharing is initiated in order to find out whether knowledge
that already exists in the system can be used. This covers both the searching for knowledge by a
person who needs it (knowledge pull) and the feeding of knowledge to recipients who are known to

be in need of it (Knowledge push).

Knowledge sharing is considered as a key enabler for knowledge management, and there are two

aspects of knowledge sharing: the demand side and the supply side. Here, the demand side
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addresses the behavior of knowledge sharing among employees and knowledge acquisition by the
employer to improve organizational knowledge. Then, the supply side is concerned with motivating
employees to share their knowledge and gain benefits to both, employees and the employer.

(Mansingh,et al., 2009).

By knowledge sharing, managers can keep the individuals learning and encourage them to apply

their knowledge to any application (Yang, 2007).

The professional intellect, such as academic knowledge, can be considered a special form of
knowledge as Quinn et al., (1996) stated. According to their theoretical reasoning concerning
professional work, the professional intellect of an organization operates on four levels. These are

presented below:

Cognitive knowledge (know-what): the basic mastery of a discipline that professionals achieve

though extensive training and certification.

Advanced skills (know-how): related to the ability to apply the rules of a discipline to complex

real-world problems. This is the most widespread, value- creating level of professional skills.

System understanding (know-why): a deep knowledge of the web of cause and- effect

relationships underlying a discipline, as expressed in a highly trained institution.

Self-motivated creativity (care-why): the will, motivation and adaptability for success. The care-
why enables cognitive knowledge to be renewed and offers an understanding of the advanced skills

and systems needed to compete in the rapidly changing knowledge context.

These four levels are embedded in the professional mind. However, the last one may be more
strongly emphasized in the culture of the organization (Quinn et al. 1996). These levels and types of
tacit and explicit knowledge are considered as they are more applicable to the higher education

context of professional intellects (Biruk, 2014).

Furthermore, since academic knowledge can be transformed and shared in many ways and through
many processes; both the level of knowledge, of Quinn et al., (1996) and Nonaka and Takeuchi's
(1995) conversion mode of knowledge which is adapted by Biruk (2014) illustrates the academic

type of knowledge sharing as presented below.
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Socialization (tacit to tacit knowledge): the process of sharing cognitive knowledge (know-what) of
the basic mastery of a discipline that professionals achieve through seminars, discussions,
brainstorming, training and informal meetings between two or more professionals in the discipline

or across disciplines.

Externalization (tacit to explicit): the process of sharing advanced skills (know-how) that offers the
ability to transform the cognitive knowledge of academics into a codifying mode so that their
experiences and skills are on paper or in an electronic format. This can then be shared through

technological channels to create knowledge for others.

Combination (explicit-to-explicit): the process of understanding (know-why) the deep knowledge
of a discipline. This involves combining explicit academic knowledge through a collection of
telephone conversations, meetings and other forms of documentation relating to the discipline to
create more complex knowledge which is then codified and stored to create new knowledge.
Knowledge creation through the process of combination can be facilitated and shared by using

information technology tools (Nonaka & Toyama, 2003).

Internalization (explicit-to-tacit): the process of self-motivated creativity (care-why). This can be
seen as the will and motivation involved in acquiring relevant explicit knowledge from
professionals in a discipline or from the organizational base. This may be by way of the academic
libraries or through other relevant sources of knowledge in the organization and enables the creation
of new tacit knowledge. Internalization is a process of transforming explicit knowledge to tacit
knowledge through training programs, learning by doing, simulations and experiments (Nonaka and

Konno, 1998).
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Fig. 2.2 Models of Knowledge Sharing (Nonaka, 1994)

2.4 Knowledge Sharing Practices and Techniques

Marshall and Smith (2009) declared that knowledge sharing practices need to be a part of everyday
conversations as organizational learning depends on individual learning and sharing to enhance
organizational capabilities (organizational processes and systems). This means that sharing only
knowledge is not enough because people need to reflect their knowledge through behaviors and

actions to enhance organizational learning.

In this regard, tacit and explicit knowledge sharing needs different mechanisms for university and
industry. Thus, inter-organizational group meetings, peer-review, joint research projects, internship
experience, plenary meetings, workshops, panel debates, best practices, and many others are found

essential to share knowledge between industry and university (Chen, et al.,, 2017; Rast, et al,

2012).

As stated by Riege (2005) training programs, conferences, seminars, magazines, brochures,
structured group works; even the technical tools and guidelines to share knowledge are included in
the formal ways of knowledge sharing. However, informal ways of knowledge sharing as described
by the author help individuals to develop friendship leading to build trust which in turn is

significant for knowledge sharing.
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Lau and Tsui (2009) emphasized that knowledge management and knowledge sharing tools such as
search engines, Internet, intranets, and peer-to-peer knowledge tools help learners to learn
anywhere and anytime within the learning environment. Such tools help learners to share their
interests, information and knowledge. The following knowledge sharing practices are reported in

the literature:

1) Communities of practice which refers to “groups of people who do some sort of work together
(online or face-to-face) to help each other by sharing tips, ideas and best practices” (Ling et al.,
2008, p. 129). Communities of practice provide group validation of knowledge; it is a useful
technique because knowledge is likely to be time-relevant to their immediate knowledge needs

(Sammour et al., 2008).

2) Knowledge networks refers to collaborative team members constitute a community network.
Each member has a role as a node within the network. There are two modes of knowledge sharing:
(a) Client-Server (C/S)-based knowledge sharing; and (b) Peer-to-Peer (P2P)-based knowledge
sharing; in this type of networks, each member maintains his own knowledge in repositories from

which knowledge can be shared with their colleagues (Zheng et al., 2010).

3) Also, a learning organization is “a place where employees excel at creating, acquiring, and
transferring knowledge” (Garvin et al.,, 2008, p. 110). The main building blocks of learning
organizations are supportive learning environment, concrete learning processes and practices, and
leadership practices (Rijal, 2009). Based on that, a learning organization can be defined as “an
environment that encourages participation and exchange of knowledge; providing the tools for that
process and the creation, storage, and transfer of knowledge in an institutionalized process

supported by the organization’s top management”.

Irani et al. (2009) highlighted the relationship between organizational learning and knowledge
sharing, where organizational productivity and performance depend on the effectiveness of
organizational knowledge across different units of an organization, within its individuals and teams.
Organizational learning contributes to increased organizational knowledge and very often takes

place via knowledge sharing across organizational boundaries (Nordtvedst et al., 2008).

Law and Ngai (2008) claimed that organizational learning often recommends that the basic storage

of knowledge is the individual because the learning process needs a human mind to recognize
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knowledge. So, organizational knowledge must be communicated easily, distributed and understood
within all organizational levels (Abel, 2008). The ongoing learning and sharing of knowledge has
made many innovative practices possible and enabled employees to resolve their problems

(Nordtvedt et al., 2008).

Al-Ma’aitah’s (2008) study on Jordanian hospitals explored the effect of using electronic
collaborative media in knowledge sharing phases and found that electronic collaborative media
plays an important role in achieving knowledge sharing; he recommended that organizations must

take into consideration the new technology in order to achieve a higher level of knowledge sharing.

Another related work on 'knowledge sharing practices and the learning organization' conducted by
Emad, et al., (2014) describes that management support is very important in facilitating knowledge
sharing through its strategies, rules and procedures. Several policy concerns about knowledge

sharing are very important (Al-Busaid et al., 2010).

Hence, Cross et al. (2001) proposed mapping knowledge flows across the various boundaries in an
organization to yield critical insights into where management should target efforts to promote
collaboration. Four relational qualities were found to promote effective knowledge sharing.
Knowing what someone else knows (knowledge) is a precursor to seeking out a specific person
when faced with a problem for which a solution is needed. However, knowing to whom to turn is
only useful if one can gain access to that person in a timely manner. Access is influenced by the
closeness of one’s relationship as well as physical proximity, organizational design and use of
collaborative technology. Once access is made available, knowledge can only be shared if the
expert understands the problem as experienced by the person seeking assistance (engagement). At
this point, the expert can shape his or her knowledge to help solve the problem at hand. Finally, the
safety of the person seeking knowledge is of utmost concern. Being able to admit a lack of

knowledge and seek out assistance results in creativity and learning.

Knowledge sharing tools are designed to make interactions between senders and receivers in order

to facilitate sharing their experiences and engaging in problem solving (Sammour et al., 2008).

Generation of Knowledge Maps, as stated by kucza (2011) helps to identify the current knowledge
generators, holders and storage places, and knowledge map needs to be generated in such a way that

shows these in a structured way. Depending on the scale of the defined scope, it might be necessary
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to create several knowledge maps. There is no defined form for such a map. An organizational
diagram might be a good starting point to identify knowledge holders and creation places, but is
insufficient for reflecting who has what knowledge, as this is not predictable only upon titles and
positions. So, there is a need to interview people about what they know and what they do if they
have a problem in a specific area, e.g. whom they ask for advice, whereupon additional knowledge
holders will be identified. Further documents and related matters such as a Document Management

System (DMS) need to be considered in this.

As mentioned by Hailemichael, A. (2018) apprenticeship is regarded as a tool that can help
industries to meet their manpower needs, because TVET balances that theoretical and practical
knowledge required by industries. It demonstrates the link between school and the world of work by
equipping trainees with detailed job skill in the workplace. At the same time, it helps to alter
negative attitude towards a job and eventually equips trainees with skills. Also, Apprenticeship
training is designed to facilitate the transfer of skills, knowledge and attitudes (Shaffe and kipp,
2013). In cooperative training, the trainees are expected to spend a certain part of their time in the
training institute and most of the time in an enterprise that undertakes tasks related to their
occupational training. As stated in the Ethiopian TVET strategy (Sept, 2002), TVET institutes

provision to deliver the training as 30 % for theoretical and 70% for practical sessions.

2.5 Knowledge Sharing Occasions

As claimed by kucza (2001), knowledge sharing can often be done effectively by regular or event-
triggered knowledge sharing occasions. 'Regular' means repeated at specific intervals while 'event-
triggered' means at specific events like e.g. a project’s end, coming up of a new technology etc.
According to Kucza, even though sharing knowledge is a complex and difficult process, the right
knowledge has to be found, must be transferred and needs to be absorbed, i.e. brought into proper
use. Hence, there are two ways of how knowledge sharing is performed: the active pull of
knowledge needed and the passive push. Knowledge pull includes all cases where the project
members identify a need for knowledge. In light of this, the knowledge is searched for, retrieved if
available, and then adopted. Knowledge can be pulled by either direct communication between
people or by utilizing IT systems. The first possibility might be assisted by utilizing the knowledge
map that shows the current knowledge generators, holders and storage places in a structured way,

allowing identifying people inside the organization that have related knowledge. The transfer of the
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knowledge then takes place to people known who need it using direct communication between both
sides. Secondly, IT systems can provide great assistance in finding and retrieving knowledge; the
knowledge map can also be kept in such a system allowing its computer assisted use. The second

possibility is search for relevant knowledge in an electronically realized knowledge repository.

Almahamid and McAdams (2010) claimed that the individual learning process is most likely to be
voluntary rather than compulsory, and the biggest challenge is increasing the willingness to learn
new knowledge. Employee’s decision to share or not, depends on several questions: “What to
share? And with whom should I share? What are the real benefits for me to share? Do the
employees with whom I share going to share their knowledge with me? Does sharing improve my

knowledge and skills?”

The analysis of the current cultural situation in an organization needs to be determined to assess if
the surroundings are suitable for knowledge to develop and flow, because otherwise any attempt to
KM is likely to fail (Davenport and Prusak 1998). This means one should consider questions such
as whether hoarding is seen as something good, whether admitting to have a problem is considered
as weakness/incompetence, and whether the presentation of individual performance (bragging) is
accepted. If a 'yes' is provided as an answer to any of these, there is obviously a need for changes in
the environment, as it is not enough just to provide technology to share knowledge. Here, being able
to admit a lack of knowledge and seek out assistance results in creativity and learning.
Environmental changes for their part need careful planning and can be introduced only over time.
Therefore, to ensure that the environment develops in such a way that KM is possible needs to be

the first step when starting to manage knowledge.

This process must be considered both important and difficult. The influences of the cultural
surroundings heavily influence communication (De Long, 1997). Furthermore, where culture does
not guide an employee, his or her attitudes do (Kreie and Cronan 2000). Equally, there is no
standardized procedure to evaluate or determine this culture. An initial descriptive evaluation can be
achieved through interviewing, and watching the behavior of, relevant persons such as group

leaders as well as project and division managers.
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Furthermore, a supportive environment is the most critical factor for the success of KM projects
since effective knowledge management cannot take place without extensive behavioral, cultural,

and organizational change (Davenport and Prusak 1998).

According to Kucza (2001), improvement goals have to be defined to ensure that the development
of all other activities is goal-oriented. Feedback-loops from the processes are very important to
control whether and to what extend the goals are reached. The type of goals set in this process will
depend on the type of organization and on the defined focus. Examples for KM related goals are:
Increase the communication between project managers, foster the knowledge creation in a research
and development unit, improve the hiring procedures to better match the organizational needs or

enable to safe the knowledge of retiring employees for the company.

It is important to determine how to control the processes and their capability of reaching the goals
set for them. In addition to verbal feedback, measurement is a valuable approach to this. The
metrics have to be properly taken into account in the ensuing steps to ensure they are measured.
This can be achieved by integration to processes, these denoting e.g. short reports to be written after
inter-project meetings, identifiers in discussion bases for closed discussions, or questionnaires with

suitable fields at the end of each project.

Organizational success also depends on knowledge sharing strategy. According to Nemati-Anaraki
& Nooshinfard (2014), five major points emerging from the review of knowledge sharing can be

summarized as follows:

(1) Information technology can enable both explicit knowledge and, to a lesser extent, tacit

knowledge sharing;
(2) Human interaction is the simplest approach to sharing knowledge within an organization;
(3) Knowledge management strategies may be adapted to fit with organizational culture;

(4) Motivation, such as monetary rewards, recognition, and praise, can persuade people to share

knowledge; and

(5) Trust is an important factor in enabling knowledge sharing.
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2.6 Barriers to Knowledge Sharing

Knowledge sharing can be affected by a lot of factors. In light of this, various factors are identified

by different researchers in their studies.

Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfard (2014) have identified individual, organizational and technological
factors as basic factors for inter-organizational knowledge sharing practices. As stated by these
authors, factors from an individual perspective include individual characteristics, intention, trust and

relation, individual attitudes and scholarly communication and collaboration skills.

Therefore, to share knowledge effectively individuals should be willing to share their best practices,
knowledge and experiences to others. Also, trust can assist the knowledge sharing delivery by
increasing effective collaboration among organizations and individuals in an organization.
Moreover, the authors described that positive attitudes of individuals for knowledge sharing depend
on their expectations on the usefulness of their knowledge and trust that through knowledge sharing

as they can improve relationships with others.

Similar studies conducted on knowledge sharing factors in educational organizations as identified
by (Abdullah and Sulaiman, 2016; Riege, 2005) are individual, organizational and technology

factors.

Regarding to Knowledge Sharing Motivation (KSM), the motivation of individual behavior must be
considered because it is very important in the sharing process; there are different types of
motivation related to knowledge sharing such as competition, reputation, ego, satisfaction,
organizational climate and the economic motivation to gain personal utility (Yang and Wu, 2008).
There are two types of motivation that may affect knowledge sharing: extrinsic motivation
(individuals do something to gain or to avoid a negative external outcome), and intrinsic motivation
(involves doing something according to the individual’s interest and personal values). Examples for
external motivators include rewards such as money and avoidance of punishment (Foss et al., 2009).
Similarly, Ayalew et al., (2013) also propose a model to implement KS to the organization, where,

sharing can be obstructed by various individual factors related to an attitude to share knowledge.

Hence, any intervention of money, infrastructure and technology will not make knowledge sharing
effective, unless individual employees are motivated to share their knowledge as stated by Amar

(2004), Nooshinfrad and Nemati-Anaraki (2014).
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Based on Ipe (2003) knowledge sharing between individuals in an organization can be influenced
by the culture of the work environment, nature of knowledge, motivation to share, opportunities to
share, and with certain attributes that describe them. As stated by Riege (2005) the nature of
knowledge indicates its explicit and tacit form. Also, the explicitness and tacitness of knowledge
refers to how easy or difficult it is to articulate and codify the knowledge that needs to be. In this
regard, Nonaka and Kong (2009) described that knowledge that can be codified and articulated can

be documented and then transfer more easily than non codifiable knowledge.

Moreover, it is pertinent to consider the work of Disterer (2001) who stated the individual and
social barriers to knowledge transfer. The individual factors include loss of knowledge power, poor
revelation on knowledge sharing, uncertainty of the value of knowledge to be shared and lack of
motivation, whereas, the social factors include lack of a common language to communicate
knowledge and special language features like analogies and metaphors to externalize tacit
knowledge hidden in individual mental models; conflict avoidance and some conservative habits;
bureaucratic and administrative organizations with strict formal procedures, which prevent the

transfer of knowledge and new ideas.

In this study, individual refers to the academic staffs and trainees in the college as well as experts

from the industry.

With regard to the organizational factors, Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfard (2014) identified factors
related to an organizational perspective like culture and organizational climate, motivation, reward

and recognition, management leadership and support and organizational structure.

Also, Abdolshaha and Abdolshahb (2011) carried out a study on the barriers to the implementation
of knowledge management in Iranian institutions and mention the findings as lack of proper
information interchange among institutions, unawareness of senior managers about knowledge
management concepts, lack of proper competition among institution for attracting customers, and

lack of formation of knowledge management team could hinder its implementation in an institution.

Bartczak (2012) on identifying barriers to knowledge management in the United States military
include leadership education and commitment, lack of resources, among others as barriers faced in

KM implementation. Moreover, lack of monitoring or managing KM systems and focusing on an
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individual rather than a team approach are also some barriers to the implementation of knowledge

management as proposed by Dooley (2013).

On what could be the major limitations to the implementations of knowledge management, Dzunic,
Boljanovic and Subotic (2012) found out that respondents for their study indicated insufficient
training, unwillingness of employees to share knowledge with other employees, too complex
system, failure to recognize personal benefits that employees would have of sharing and managing
knowledge and lack of trust among employees, respectively are major barriers to the introduction of
knowledge management. Also, Ujwary-Gil (2017) in her study aimed at analyzing the barriers to
knowledge management notes that lack of reward and motivation for seeking and sharing
knowledge, unawareness of where the knowledge-base of the institution is, organizational culture
promoting individual results to knowledge sharing, limited resource, are some factors that hinders

knowledge sharing in organizations.

Frost (2012) gave some knowledge management casual failures which could be a barrier to the
successful implementation of knowledge management include inadequate management support,
improper planning, design, coordination, and evaluation, inadequate skill of knowledge managers
and workers, problems with organizational culture, improper organizational structure, and lack of

performance indicators and measurable benefits.

Also, KS factors can be from an information technology perspective like poor Information and
communication technology (ICT) usage, lack of collaborative networking, geographical proximity,

organizational proximity and technological proximity (Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfard, 2014).

Among the technology factors emphasized by Riege (2005) includes lack of technical support, lack
of maintenance of integrated IT systems, people's unrealistic expectation on IT, lack of integration
of IT systems processes, lack of compatibility between diverse IT systems processes, restriction due
to mismatch between need requirements and IT system, lack of training for familiarization of IT

systems and processes, and people's reluctance to use IT systems.

According to Ujwary-Gil (2017), unfriendly nature of technology system can affect the knowledge

sharing activities in organizations.
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To summarize, from the literature reviewed, the implementation of KS can be hindered by several
reasons as seen above includes lack of or poor motivation and trust; Inadequate management
support and/or management unawareness or unfamiliarity with the concept; poor knowledge sharing
culture; poor management of people as well as knowledge-base, systems or tools and KS processes;
lack of commitment from leaders; inadequate resources and unfavorable organizational culture, and

unskilled personnel to use complex technologies.

2.7 Knowledge Sharing In Higher Education and Industry
Several research studies have explored the issue of culture and knowledge sharing in the business,
corporate and governmental sectors. However, research which has explored this issue in relation to

higher education institutions is limited (Dayson, 2004).

In higher education institutions, the knowledge sharing culture is not as such practiced and has not
been bringing a good effect, as it possesses only certain activities like participating in a conference

and other workshops (Mesfin, 2018).

The academic staff could be the most important representatives of their institution as they
are responsible for the production, creation and distribution of knowledge (Maponya, 2005; Kim

and Ju, 2008).

Academic staffs produce a huge amount of instructional material that are reserved by the academic
themselves or reserved in their institutional libraries and their repositories concerning their
particular subject or discipline. Course materials and the professional experience of staff can also

result in producing a relevant and meaningful curriculum and effective teaching skills (Petrides and

Nodine, 2003; Kim and Ju, 2008).

Furthermore, higher education institutes need to improve their teaching and research in order to

satisfy the sponsors of their activities, as well as to attract potentially high-level students (Ngulube,

2005).

The other main goals of applying knowledge management and sharing strategies in higher education
institutions is to increase the quality and efficiency of the learning processes, and of research and

curriculum development (Kidwell et al, 2000; Petrides and Nodine, 2003; Biloslavo and
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Trnavcevic, 2007). In order to achieve such goals, the implementation of knowledge management

initiatives has become vital (Biloslavo and Trnavcevic, 2007).

One of the most important characteristics of any higher education institution is its tacit assets, such
as its best practices, teaching procedures and rules. Maponya (2005) offered suggestions concerning
how higher education institutions could foster knowledge sharing. These were as follows:
Knowledge sharing should be grounded in the existing social interactions of the activities of the
higher education institutions. It is important to bring academics together through regular seminar
sessions, which can provide an opportunity for academics to share their teaching and learning
experiences. Inter-department and inter-disciplinary collaboration should be established and a
knowledge-sharing platform is essential. The institutional base must be made available to all
members of the academic institution (Maponya, 2005). The suggestions that were presented by
Maponya (2005) can be more effective if the management encourages and supports knowledge
sharing in variety of ways, such as by adding knowledge sharing to the academic job description,
and/or by creating incentives and rewards in every department for those who share their knowledge.
Such initiatives would encourage academic staff to share by recognizing their inner motives (Biruk,

2014).

Regarding to this, in TVET colleges, cooperative training is a sub component of industry linkages
that provide practical work experience and professional contacts to students with apprenticeship
opportunities in their chosen vocation. Cooperative training is expected to play its role in improving
the quality of the current Ethiopian TVET system. Any enterprise that can provide a working place
to trainees, machines for training, tools, consumables, materials and which can also assign a training
coordinator/supervisor can be a cooperative training partner. As far as occupational activities of the
enterprise , in one way or another, if the activity of an enterprise have similarity with occupational

training, any enterprise, large or small, can take part in cooperative training (MoE,2010).

However, there are also some issues to consider, as mentioned by Hailemichale (2018) in relation to
the CT where many employers in the industry are afraid of accidents with students on the
production site. Such activities may affect the objective of the cooperative training. Therefore, In
addition, a training college and an industry should clarify and agree on safety issues in case an
accident occurs during apprenticeships and each party’s responsibility for the success of the dual

training.
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2.8 Related Works

Inter-organizational knowledge sharing is the process of mutual learning between organizations. This
process can be considered as being composed of learning between individuals from different
companies and of organizations (Chen et al., 2017). According to Lee (2001), inter-organizational
knowledge sharing also refers to knowledge sharing activities or dissemination between the
provider and receiver. It is one of the key driving forces required to streamline value chain activities
and maximize operational benefits. The two or more organizations exchange the knowledge that
each be deficient in but desired to gain through the collaboration. Inter-organizational knowledge
sharing started from an individual level, and then escalated to the group and then organizational

levels (Lertpittayapoom et al., 2007).

Miskir Solomon (2020) conducted a study that explore the existing knowledge sharing practice
among academic staff in Federal TVET Institute and explore factors that affect knowledge sharing

practices among academic staff. The research used a quantitative research methodology.

The result of his study revealed that academic staff in federal TVET often engaged in knowledge
sharing practice through sharing teaching materials, participating in seminars and workshops,
discussing projects with peers within and/or outside faculty, sharing research findings, and
attending university/faculty meetings. However, the academic staff did not utilize publishing books,
journals, or other academic materials, participating in symposiums and public lectures, attending
training programs, and participating in Web/Video Conferences to share knowledge. His research
concludes that the level of KS practices in the study organization is low. This is mainly attributed to
the low awareness of the Institute’s management about the value of knowledge as a strategic
resource of the organization. The study also identified the most important factors affecting
knowledge sharing practices among academic staff. ICT infrastructure, perceived cost, attitude, self-
efficacy, and organizational rewards were the most influential factors for knowledge sharing
practices. All factors jointly explain up to 29% of the total variance in knowledge sharing practice.
However, additional factors should be explored to better improve the knowledge sharing practice in

the study organization.

Shibru Kumissa (2015) also conducted a study to investigate inter-organizational knowledge
sharing practices and the factors that influences inter-organizational knowledge sharing activities

among the public sectors in Addis Ababa. He used mixed methodology to examine inter-
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organizational knowledge sharing collaborations. His study is concerned with an inter-
organizational knowledge sharing case study research for the case of Addis Ababa sector bureaus.
The study investigates the public sector organization current knowledge sharing practices and the
factors that influences inter-sector knowledge sharing for a case of Addis Ababa city
Administration. According to this study, the factors that influence inter-organizational knowledge
sharing are identified using a framework adopted from (Seyyedeh et al., 2009). In his model those
factors are grouped as nature of knowledge, contextual and organizational factors. Contextual
factors are the properties of the relationship that include factors such as trust, dependency,
proximity, uncertainty, culture and shared values whereas organizational factors such as
organizational intention to learn, absorptive capacity, ICT supports, age, size and geographical
location of organizations indicate different characteristics of source and recipient organizations. On
top of these cooperative activities will also provide an avenue for organizations to expand their
professional networking. However, complexity of knowledge sharing can increase because when
inter-organizational knowledge sharing occurs due to the fact that different organization possess
different operational procedures, control mechanism, and work flows. Hence strong and sound
policy will help to reduce the resistance if it ever exists (D. Lazer and M.C.Binz-Scharf, 2004). The
result of Shibru (2015) study show that inter-organizational knowledge sharing among
organizations were positively affected by the aforementioned organizational factors, contextual
factors, and nature of knowledge. Organizational factors and contextual factors are the dominant

factor that influences inter-organizational knowledge sharing activities.

Yared Bekele (2016) has assessed the enabling factors of knowledge sharing for entrepreneurs
engaged in micro and small enterprise manufacturing by considering technology, individual,
organization, extrinsic and intrinsic knowledge sharing factors. The research approach applied in
this study was a quantitative and qualitative method to collect data.He develops a knowledge
sharing model which consist of five knowledge sharing factors: technological, individual,
organizational, extrinsic and intrinsic. The result of his study indicated that technology, individual,
organization and intrinsic factors were the most critical one for knowledge sharing among

entrepreneurs engaged in the manufacturing sector.
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Rindha et al. (2013) had done research on inter-organizational knowledge sharing in Micro-small
and medium scale Enterprise (MSMEs) at Indonesia using seven variables namely importance of
external knowledge sharing, perception on the importance of knowledge area, area in which
insufficient knowledge contributes to costly error or mistake, knowledge sharing activities, social
network, constraints of inter-organizational knowledge sharing and effectiveness in leveraging
knowledge sharing. Based on the study, organizations need channels to facilitate their knowledge
exchange in the inter-organizational knowledge sharing activities. Therefore, the current situation
and effectiveness of MSMEs’ use of both social and electronic networks to facilitate knowledge
exchange between organizations to be examined. The study identifies MSME’s needs inter-
organizational knowledge sharing from another perspective, and also demonstrates their current
practices in the area. Therefore, acquiring external knowledge in MSMEs is an important and

crucial issued to engage in some external organizational activities.

Grotenhuis and Weggeman (2002) distinguish between a “knowledge source” and a “knowledge
receiver” in the knowledge sharing process from the benefits of intra-organization and inter-
organizations point of view. The study found that sharing of valuable knowledge within and across
the organization results in: avoids re-inventing the wheel, reducing redundant work, reduces the cost
of inventions, creates knowledge with the help of experts and experienced individuals, provides the
right direction to the dedicated intelligent people, and then makes them experts in the future, causes
firms to inform universities to frame their research workers based on their needs; and solves

problems at the primary stage which saves time, money, and man power (Parekh, 2009).

Tang (2008) investigates knowledge sharing at inter-organizational level. The study discovered that
inter-organizational relation and overlook the fact that knowledge shared through formal systems
like Knowledge sharing policy, performance measurement system, clear communication channel,
Intranet technology, training, internet technology, flexible organizational structure and informal
interaction or channels like face to face interaction, personal relationship, social event, and
conducive working place. Thus, the process of knowledge sharing involves creation, transfer of
knowledge through artifact such as communication among entities and different kinds of

documentation.

Lertpittayapoom et al. (2007) study found that there is a knowledge sharing and learning at each

level and among the individual, team, organizations, and inter-organization. The knowledge was
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first gained by the individual level in the form of experience that is transferred to teams and other
organizations. First individual gained knowledge from experience or practice. Then individual
knowledge is shared to team members. After the team members discussed knowledge transferred to
organization and finally to the inter-organizational level. The interesting observation from this study
is that inter organization knowledge sharing could be observed from the knowledge that flow from
one level to another level starting from individual, to group, to organization and finally across the
organizations. The study identifies trust among the organization facilitates inter-organizational
knowledge sharing. This study also identified the acquisition of knowledge by entity; knowledge
also comes from the interaction among entities. That means interaction among individual, group,
organizations and inter-organization can be the means for knowledge sharing and creations

according to this study.

Beeby and Booth (2000) study identified that the effectiveness and efficiency of inter-
organizational collaboration through knowledge sharing can be enhanced with the advancement of
information technology. However, apart from the technological perspectives many researchers
agreed that technological challenge is less complex when compared to the challenges in
organizational and political aspects (Nonaka, 1994) as more complicated issues like trust,
motivations, reciprocity, and involving policy need to be solved before implementing the

technologies.

Minwalkulet, F., Assefa, T. (2018) study with title "Survey on Factors Affecting University-
Industry Knowledge Sharing Practices", states that knowledge sharing as a process that may take
place across individuals as well as groups, departments, and organizations to get organizational
competitiveness. Although knowledge sharing has significant importance for organizational
competitiveness, its process may be very complex due to different factors. The purpose of their
study was to assess factors that affect university-industry knowledge sharing practices by taking
Addis Ababa University College of Veterinary Medicine (AAU-CVM) as a specific case. A cross
sectional study design was applied to conduct the study for six months and to select study
participants simple random sampling technique was employed. The source population consists of

academic staffs working in Addis Ababa University College of Veterinary Medicine.

Their study findings revealed that the presence of different factors that significantly affect the

knowledge sharing practices between organizations. From the stated factors, those at individual

29



level includes: willingness to share, trust to share, motivation to share, awareness of KS as duties,
and periodic plan for sharing knowledge. Besides, organizational level knowledge sharing factors
include lack of budget to create, acquire and share knowledge, lack of regular plan, lack of
knowledge sharing platform, and lack of motivational schemes. At technological dimension; lack of
up-to-date ICT infrastructure, lack of appropriate KMS and lack of regularly updated website are

mentioned.

Then, to fill these identified gaps the above researchers’ recommended that to use up-to-date ICT
infrastructure, implement appropriate KMS for knowledge sharing and to regularly update the
website. Thus, organizations should try to maximize their advantage from the knowledge sharing
practices by using different mechanisms. Also, to minimize the challenges mentioned, an
organization should provide support by devising motivational schemes to share knowledge,
regularity plan and by allocating reasonable budget for knowledge sharing and implement

knowledge sharing platforms such as seminars, conferences and workshops regularly.

As claimed by the researchers, they have focused on examining the existing university-industry
knowledge sharing practices by taking the College of Veterinary Medicine in to consideration.
Accordingly, their study attempted to examine the factors that affect knowledge sharing practices
from the college side and it is also important to study the knowledge sharing practices from both
sides (including the industry side) in order to examine the knowledge sharing practice at inter-

organizational level.

By taking the above reviewed literature into consideration, this research was conducted by
involving samples from both organizations (from the college and the industry) in order to

investigate factors related to the knowledge sharing practices at inter-organizational level.

2.9 Research Model and Hypotheses

Inter-organizational knowledge sharing can be considered as a strategic means to achieve
competitive advantage in ever-changing business world (Cao & Zhang, 2011). Also, Santoro and
Gopalakrishnan (2000) stated that higher education institutes often interact with industry in order to
get opportunities for students and academic staffs to practical problems, access to industrial

technical experts, and to seek employment opportunities to university graduates.
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Although this have stated, many researchers identify factors that affect inter-organizational
knowledge sharing practices and this research focus is on the assessment of the knowledge sharing
practices from the two sides i.e., TVET colleges and industries. Therefore, from the review of
literature, critical factors for inter-organizational knowledge sharing are identified as individual,
organizational and technological factors (Abdullah & Sulaiman, 2016; Nooshinfrad and Nemati-
Anaraki, 2014; Riege, 2005). From those many factors, the particular constructs that will be used in

this study, along with their hypothesized relationships are described as follows.

2.9.1 Trust and KS
According to Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfard (2014) and Ujwary-Gil (2017) trust is an important

factor in enabling knowledge sharing. It is generally believed that when there are trust-relationships,
people are more willing to provide useful knowledge. Trust helps to reduce relationship ambiguity,
thus, when a high level of trust exists, the industrial firms have more confidence about the college
trainees’ abilities and motives, and is more willing to share ideas, feelings and goals with the
college (Lewis and weigert, 1985). Also, when trust exists, people are more willing to listen and
absorb each other’s knowledge and ideas (e.g., Andrews and Delahey, 2000). Similarly, Chen et al
(2009) argue that trust is the pivotal construct in KS behavior. Therefore, from this review of

literature, trust can be expected to positively predict KS.

Hypothesis 1(H1): The more trust exists between the stakeholder industries and TVET colleges,

the greater the implementation of KS activities.

2.9.2 Communication barriers and KS
Knowledge sharing can be affected by a lot of factors, from an individual perspective, like

individual characteristics, intention, trust and relation, individual attitudes and scholarly
communication and collaboration skills. Human interaction is the simplest approach to sharing
knowledge within an organization. Furthermore, knowledge sharing is a means and a process by
which individuals and groups communicate their knowledge unconsciously or deliberately to their
mutual benefit (Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfard, 2014). Weak ability of communication is another
individual factor. Positive communication plays a key role in the dissemination of knowledge. Thus,

communication ability can be expected to positively predict KS.
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Hypothesis 2(H2): Minimizing communication barriers has a positive impact on knowledge

sharing.

2.9.3 Motivation and KS
There are two types of motivation as originally described by Herzberg et al and restated by Abenet

A. (2020). These are intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivators takes place when people
feel that the work they do is intrinsically interesting, challenging and important and involves the
exercise of responsibility (having control over one’s own resources), autonomy or freedom to act,
scope to use and develop skills and abilities and opportunities for advancement and growth whereas
extrinsic motivators can have an immediate and powerful effect, but it will not necessarily last long.
The intrinsic motivators, which are concerned with the notion of the “quality of working life” (a
phrase promoted by advocates of the notion of intrinsic motivation but little used today), are likely
to have a deeper and longer-term effect because they are inherent in individuals and not imposed
from outside. But it should not be assumed that intrinsic motivation is good and extrinsic motivation

is bad. They both have a part to play (Armstrong, 2007).

Regarding to Knowledge Sharing Motivation (KSM), the motivation of individual behavior must be
considered because it is very important in the sharing process; there are different types of
motivation related to knowledge sharing such as competition, reputation, ego, satisfaction,
organizational climate and the economic motivation to gain personal utility (Yang and Wu, 2008).
Here, extrinsic motivation refers to individuals do something to gain or to avoid a negative external
outcome whereas intrinsic motivation involves doing something according to the individual’s
interest and personal values that includes willingness to share, respect others opinion, and trust
others. Numerous studies argued that the presence of a reward system is critical for the success of
knowledge sharing in an organization. Examples for external motivators include rewards such as
monetary rewards, recognition, praise, and avoidance of punishment, can persuade people to share
knowledge (Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfard, 2014; Foss et al., 2009). Dzunic, Boljanovic and
Subotic (2012) found out that respondents for their study indicated insufficient training,
unwillingness of employees to share knowledge with other employees, too complex system, failure
to recognize personal benefits that employees would have of sharing and managing knowledge and
lack of trust among employees, respectively are major barriers to the introduction of knowledge

management. Thus, the following hypotheses are made:
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Hypothesis 3(H3): There is significant and positive relationship between intrinsic motivators and

KS.

Hypothesis 4(H4): There is significant and positive relationship between extrinsic motivators and

KS.

2.9.4 Organizational support and Knowledge Sharing
According to Nooshinfrad and Nemati-Anaraki (2014), for the success of knowledge sharing

practices organizational factors such as organizational structure, culture and organizational
environment, motivations, management and leadership support, rewards and so on have great
contribution. Management support, as one of the sub-factor of organizational factors identified by
these authors, is also a better predictor of KS. Lin (2007) also examined the influence of
organizational factors based on top management support and organizational rewards for knowledge
sharing processes. Organizational factors, as claimed by Fikru (2018), includes providing promotion
for KS or creating awareness that knowledge sharing is one of the organizational duties and also
motivational schemes to share knowledge such as budget; regular plan for knowledge sharing,
access to knowledge sharing platforms, implementation of policy or strategy. As mentioned by
Hailemichale (2018) in relation to apprenticeship where students were forced to work overtime or
assigned to non-relevant tasks or monotonous works. Furthermore, many employers are afraid of
accidents with students on the production site. Such activities may affect the objectives of the
cooperative training. Therefore, a training college should also follow up on a student’s work
conditions and practical contents in order to ensure that the apprenticeship was appropriately
implemented. Also, the two participating organizations should be design and implemented common
agendas for knowledge sharing using regular meetings, seminars, workshops and conferences which
help to enhance the stakeholders’ awareness. As well, Ujwary-Gil (2017) in her study mentioned
the barriers to knowledge sharing that lack of reward and motivation for seeking and sharing
knowledge, organizational culture promoting individual results to knowledge sharing, and limited
resource are some factors that hinder knowledge sharing in organizations. According to Bartczak
(2012), barriers to knowledge management include leadership commitment, and lack of resources,
are barriers faced in KM implementation. Moreover, lack of monitoring or managing KM systems
and focusing on an individual rather than a team approach are also some barriers to the

implementation of knowledge management as proposed by Dooley (2013). As stated by Davenport
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and Prusak (1998), a supportive environment is the most critical factor for the success of KM
projects since effective knowledge management cannot take place without extensive behavioral,

cultural, and organizational change. Based on it, the following hypotheses are driven:

Hypothesis 5(H5): Building KS awareness at inter organizational level have a positive impact on

knowledge sharing practices.

Hypothesis 6(H6): The more flexible and change oriented leadership method to make decision

for cooperative training, the greater implementation of knowledge sharing activities.

Hypothesis 7(H7): The strong managerial commitment to apply the strategy and purpose of

cooperative training, the more KS practices.

Hypothesis 8(HS8): Motivational schemes in organizations have a positive impact on KS practices.

2.9.5 ICT and KS

Knowledge sharing practices needs to be facilitated by providing various technological inputs and
platforms. There are technology based factors that affect the knowledge sharing practices among
which Riege (2005) highlighted lack of maintenance of integrated IT systems, lack of integration of
IT systems and processes, people's unrealistic expectation on IT, lack of compatibility between
diverse IT systems processes, mismatch between requirements and IT systems, people's reluctance
to use IT systems and lack of training for familiarization of IT systems and lack of technical support
for processes. Similarly, Ujwary-Gil (2017), unfriendly nature of technology system can affect the

knowledge sharing activities in organizations. Thus, the following hypothesis is drawn:

Hypothesis 9(H9): The more provision of ICT infrastructures for cooperative training, the

greater the practice of Knowledge sharing.

Hypothesis 10(H10): Utilization of appropriate technological services has positive effect on

knowledge sharing.

To summarize, the below figure illustrates the conceptual framework of this study. Based on the
research question, literature reviewed and presumed relationship between the above mentioned
hypothesizes and the existing knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training delivery

between TVET colleges and associated industries, the conceptual framework for this study adapts
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ten variables as stated above as independent variable and knowledge sharing practices as dependent

variable. To meet the objectives of the study, the following research model was proposed.
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Fig. 2.3 The proposed Research Model
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research Design

For the purpose of this study, mixed research approach (both quantitative and qualitative) was
employed as this approach helps to triangulate the research findings. The study used quantitative
research approach to quantify the problems by way of generating numerical data or data that can be

transformed into usable statistics and answers the designed questions.

The qualitative research, on the other hand, helps the researcher to explore and better understand the
complexity of a phenomenon and it is an effective model that occurs in a natural setting that permits
the researcher to develop a level of detail from being highly involved in the actual experiences

(Creswell, 2003).

This study assess the factors that affect knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training between
some selected TVET colleges and associated industries in Addis Ababa. Thus, descriptive survey

research design has employed to conduct the study.

In the next section study area, population, sampling technique and data collection methods are
described.

3.2 Study Area

The geographic area of this study is in Addis Ababa, the capital city of Ethiopia, where the selected
TVET colleges and the associated industrial sectors are located. TVET agency has established
TVET colleges in all sub-cities of Addis Ababa. Among government and private TVET colleges in
Addis Ababa, through purposive sampling techniques, Entoto Poly Technic College and Yeka
Industrial college (from government colleges) and Universal Technology College and Micro link
college (from private colleges) were selected from Arada, Gullele and Yeka sub city for this study
due to its convenience to obtain data and minimize cost. To explore the factors that affect the
existing knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training, the research was conducted on

both sides (TVET colleges and industry side) exhaustively.
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3.3 Population

The target population is the total number of subjects targeted by the study or the group of elements
to which the researcher wants to make inference (Mundia et al., 2015). In this study, the population
elements are TVET trainees, College trainers and industry trainers who are involved in the
cooperative training. Due to Corona virus pandemic, the total populations who are in the study area
are reduced. Based on the data collected from four colleges human resource offices and training
development deans; a total of 320 trainers are found. Of which 168 are trainers from colleges and

152 are trainers involved from industry.
3.4 Sample Size and Sampling Techniques

3.4.1 Sample Size

The sample size, for this study, is 178 respondents out of the 320 population available under the
mentioned working units. The sample size was calculated using a formula called Slovin’s formula

(Israel, 1992).
n= N where n = number of samples
1+ (N *¢e?) N = Total Population
e = Error tolerance - at desired level of confidence, take 0.05 at 95% confidence level
n = 320 =178
1+ (320%(0.05)%)

Table 3.1 Tabular view of samples taken

No. Working unit Number of target population | Sample size taken
1 TVET Trainers 168 93
2 Industry Trainers 152 85

Total | 320 178

Source: based on data collected from college and industry HRM, 2021.
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3.4.2 Sampling Techniques

For the purpose of this study, both probability and non-probability sampling techniques were
employed. In this study, proportional stratified random sampling method from probability sampling
technique has employed to select trainers from the target population. Under proportional stratified
sampling, the population is divided into several sub-populations that are individually more
homogeneous than the total population (the different sub-populations are called ‘strata’) and then
items selected from each stratum proportionally to constitute a sample. As a result, samples are
selected from the target population using proportional stratified sampling method since the trainers
are classified as college and industry trainers which taken as strata and then samples are selected
from each stratum proportionally. Therefore, from 320 target population, 168 were college trainers
and 152 were industry trainers. For this study, the sample size was calculated using Slovin’s
formula and becomes 178. Accordingly, for the quantitative study, samples are taken from each
stratum by calculating it proportionally, from 168 college trainers 93 are selected as sample and
from 152 industry trainers 85 are taken as a sample. Here, for the qualitative study 8 trainees are

taken from four colleges as interview respondent.

Besides, for the sake of achieving the objectives of this study, the investigator used simple random
sampling method in order to contact the individual respondents. Through random sampling all
trainers in the selected colleges and industries had an equal chance of being selected as a participant
in the study. Therefore, 93 trainers in colleges and 85 trainers in industries with a total of 178
trainers were selected to distribute the questionnaires through lottery method. The lottery was
prepared by taking list of the trainers from the selected colleges and industries HRM; where
numbers were assigned to the names of the trainers, and written on the separate piece of papers and
put in to the jar and well shaken. Here, to select respondents’, from 168 college trainers 93 were
picked randomly and also from 152 industry trainers 85 lotteries were picked from the jar where

the names corresponding to the selected numbers were used as respondents of the questionnaire.

Also, in this study, non-probability sampling technique is used to select the organizations where the
study was conducted and interview informants’ from the selected organizations. As a result, the
investigator used purposive sampling method which is a non-probability sampling technique, in
order to select trainees for interview who have involved in the cooperative training and matured to

give information on the existing knowledge sharing practices. Here, eight interview respondents
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were selected, two of them selected from each college, as key informants purposefully. Besides,
four TVET colleges were selected using purposive sampling technique since the selected TVET
colleges have relatively long history of existence which enables to have huge accumulation of
knowledge to be shared and an engagement in cooperative training which is a core area for
knowledge sharing practices. As a result, among government and private TVET colleges in Addis
Ababa; Entoto poly technic college and Yeka industrial college (from government colleges), and
Universal technology college and Micro link college (from private colleges) were selected
purposely due to its convenience to obtain data and the researcher’s interest to investigate the trend

of KS practices at the sampled colleges.

3.5 Sources for Data Collection

The sources of data, for this study, were both primary and secondary sources of information. Data
from primary sources were gathered from sample population of trainers in colleges and industries
through structured questionnaire and from trainees’ interview. Secondary sources of data include
both published and unpublished materials to draw related literature. The study has employed the

following instruments and procedures to gather the required information.

3.6 Data Collection Instruments

I.  Questionnaires
This study mainly used questionnaires to collect primary data as questionnaires are simple to
administer and relatively inexpensive to analyze. Questionnaires were distributed personally by the
researcher visiting all strata. The questionnaires were intended to inquire answers in the form of
open-ended and close-ended questions. The open ended questions are designed to collect the
suggestions, comments and recommendations from the respondents briefly, in a written form. The
questionnaires had three sections. The first section (Part I) contains questions that helped to
generate general information about respondents like sex, age, education level, department and work
experience. The second section (Part II) addressed the specific information associated to the
hypotheses drawn based on the research model and the third section (Part III) considered the
relationship between the factors hypothesized and the knowledge sharing practices in the

cooperative training.
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Most of the questionnaires were adapted from previous researches conducted by Fikru, M. (2018)
and Biruk, F. (2014). Some of the questionnaires were developed from reviewed literature based on
the research questions. Five-point Likert scale was used to rate items in the questionnaires.
According to Subedi (2016), Likert type data are commonly used to measure attitude providing a
range of responses to a given question or statement. The questionnaires were prepared in English
and distributed by the researcher himself. Here, the questionnaires developed were consulted and
evaluated by relevant experts and pilot test was done in some respondents’ who work in the study

area to validate it.
II.  Interview (key informant interview)

The semi-structured interview is used for this study because it enables the researcher to get specific
information and also flexible to raise other information. In this case, the researcher produces
interview guide (See Appendix) which means a list of questions or topics to be discussed and
guarantee consistency of the collection of qualitative data.

Also, the original interview questions prepared in the English language translated into the Amharic
language and back to English by a licensed official language translator for equivalency and the two

versions were confirmed for meaning consistency.

3.7 Data Collection Procedures

3.7.1 Pilot Test of Research Instruments

According to Hassan et al. (2006), a pilot study is one of the important stages in a research project
and is conducted to identify potential problem areas and deficiencies in the research instruments
prior to implementation during the full study. Generally, 10-20% of the main sample size is a
reasonable number for conducting a pilot study (Hazzi and Maldaon, 2015). Pilot study was
conducted to ensure that the measurement instrument (questionnaire) was comprehensible and
appropriate, and that the questions were well defined, clearly understood and presented in a
consistent manner. Pilot test was undertaken prior to the main study by selecting 16 respondents
(10% of the sample size) from the target population. The selected respondents for pilot test asked
whether the study instrument(s), is asking the intended questions, whether the format is
understandable and whether the selected tool is appropriate for the target population. Accordingly,

identified weaknesses like ambiguity of sentences, statements discrepancy and incorrectness in the
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flow were addressed before the questionnaire is actually administered to participants. But, the

selected respondents for the pilot test were not again used in the main study.

To collect quantitative data, the prepared questionnaires were distributed to 178 trainers in colleges
and industries via contacting in person. This way has an opportunity to explain to the respondents
about the questionnaires if they have anything unclear. From the distributed 178 questionnaires 165
(92.7%) were appropriately filled and returned. Also, to collect qualitative data, 8 trainees are
selected purposefully for interview from the four TVET colleges, and then interview data was

collected by using audio recorder and translated it for further discussion.

3.8 Data Analysis

After the data collected through questionnaires, its completeness was verified, and encoded by using
statistical software SPSS-V20 to statistically analyze the data collected and infer from the sample to

the population.

Data analysis was performed using descriptive and inferential statistics. According to Boone, N.H
and Boone, A.D. (2012), Likert scale data are analyzed at the interval measurement scale. Likert
scale items are created by calculating a composite score (sum or mean) from four or more type
Likert-type items; therefore, the composite score for Likert scales should be analyzed at the interval
measurement scale. Descriptive statistics recommended for interval scale items include the mean for
central tendency and standard deviations for variability. Additional data analysis procedures
appropriate for interval scale items would include the Pearson's r, ANOVA, and regression
procedures. Hence, multiple linear regressions were employed so as to predict statistical effect and
relations between variables. The p-value is either < 0.05 or > 0.05. If it is less than 0.05, then there
is a statistical significant effect and correlations. If the p-value is greater than 0.05, then there is no
statistically significant effect and correlations. On the other hand, the qualitative data were

analyzed by using narration and description method.

3.8.1 Descriptive Statistical Analysis

Descriptive statistics was used to describe different characteristics. Frequencies and percentages
were used to analyze general information about respondents, mean and standard deviation were
used to describe aspects of the hypothesis drawn and knowledge sharing practices The mean is

preferred as it considers the precise score of each case. Thus, it incorporates more information than

41



the median which only states a scores relative position. The standard deviation on the other hand,
was used to measure variation. The results were presented using tables accompanied with

explanations.

3.8.2 Inferential Statistical Analysis

From Inferential statistical analysis, correlation and multiple linear regression analysis were used to
determine the relationship between the independent variable (individual factors, organizational
factors and technological factors) and dependent variable (knowledge sharing); and to test the effect
of those factors on knowledge sharing practices respectively. The results were presented using
tables. Every table was accompanied by result interpretation. Correlation and multiple linear

regressions are explained below.

3.8.2.1 Correlation Analysis

Correlation may be defined as the degree of relationship existing between two or more variables
(Koutsoyiannis, 1977). The correlation coefficient (r) is a measure of the degree of covariability of
the variables. The value of the correlation coefficient may vary from -1 to +1. When r is positive,
there exists a positive correlation between the variables. r = +1 implies that there is a perfect
positive correlation between variables. When r is negative, there exists a negative correlation
between the variables. r = -1 implies that there is a perfect negative correlation between variables.
When 1 is zero, then the variables are uncorrelated. The closer the value of r is to one, the greater is
the degree of covariability. On the other hand, the closer the value of r is to zero, the lesser is the

degree of the covariability.

The quantity r, called the linear correlation coefficient, measures the strength and the direction of a
linear relationship between two variables. The linear correlation coefficient is sometimes referred to
as the Pearson product moment correlation coefficient in honor of its developer Karl Pearson

(Samuel and Okey, 2015).

As statistical estimate, r is inevitability subject to some error and should be tested for its reliability
by conducting some test of significance (Koutsoyiannis, 1977). While computing a correlation, the

level of significance shall be set at 95% with alpha value of 0.05.
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3.8.2.2 Multiple Regression Analysis

The multiple regression analysis was used to determine whether the hypothesis mentioned will
influence the knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training. The study takes the ten
determinant factors as independent variables and the knowledge sharing practice as dependent
variable in the regression model. The study used the following multiple regression equation model
already formulated by Abenet A. (2020) to establish the statistical significance of the independent

variables on the dependent variable.

Y = B0+ BIXI1 + B2X 2 + B3X3 + B4X 4 + B5X5 + 6 X6 + B7X7 + B8X 8 + BIX9 + B10X10 + [
Here, Y = Knowledge Sharing Practice
X1 = Trust

X2 = Communication Barriers

X3 = Intrinsic Motivators

X4 = Extrinsic Motivators

X5 = Awareness Building

X6 = Leadership method

X7 = Strategy

X8 = Motivational Schemes

X9 =ICT Infrastructure

X10 = Appropriate Technology

In the model, B0 = Constant, and B1 to 10 = Regression coefficients that represent the mean
change in the dependent variable for one unit of change in the independent variable while holding
other independent variables in the model constant and [ = Error term which captures the

unexplained variation in the model.
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3.9 Validity and Reliability

3.9.1 Validity

In this study, to maintain the validity of the instruments, most of the questionnaires were adopted
from previous researches with modifications and some of the questionnaires were developed based
on careful review of existing literature. In addition, pilot testing of questionnaires was conducted to

obtain a feedback from the respondent on validity and responses were collected and questionnaires

were adjusted subsequently.

3.9.2 Reliability

Cronbach alpha was computed and compared with the threshold value of 0.7. For this study, an

overall value of 0.823 was obtained which implies that good level of internal consistency of

research instruments.

Table 3.2 Cronbach’s alpha reliability test

Reliability statistics

Cronbach alpha

N of items

0.823

78

3.10 Ethical Consideration

This paper did not go under any form of bias or change, and the researcher respected the ethical

code address issues such as honesty, objectivity, respect for intellectual property, social

responsibility, confidentiality, non-discrimination etc.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, REASEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Response Rate

Response rate is formally defined as the number of completed questionnaires divided by the number
of eligible sample members (Frohlich, 2001). As a general rule of thumb, most reviewers look for a
response rate > 70% (Rubenfeld, 2004). The quantitative data were collected through questionnaires
administered to 165 trainers working in four TVET Colleges and many industries in Addis Ababa.
The questionnaires were distributed for 178 trainers. Of which, 13 questionnaires were not returned
back due to the difficulty to get respondents in their office. The qualitative data were also collected
by using interview with 8 key informants from four TVET Colleges. Hence, the analysis of the data
was based on 165 returned questionnaires and 8 interview responses. In general, the total number of
questionnaires distributed was 178 and the returned questionnaires were 165 with a response rate of
92.7%. This percentage was considered sufficient for the study as it is higher than the general

response rate rule of thumb.

4.2 Respondents’ General Information

This section presents general information about respondents. The general information collected was
on gender, age, level of education, department and work experience. Gender was assessed to
understand the involvement of both genders in the study. Age was required to ensure the ability to
understand and respond to the issues sought by the study. The level of education was important to
imply that the respondents were well educated and had the ability to understand and respond to the
issues sought by the study. Department was required to infer that the respondents were involved
from different sectors to respond to the issues sought by the study. Work experience was important
to ensure aspects of familiarity in cooperative training and experience of the respondents in matters
of knowledge sharing practices. Those key demographic characteristics of respondents are

presented in Table 4.1, as shown below.
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Table 4.1 Respondents’ profile

Respondents’ profile Classification Frequency Percent
Male 144 87.3
Gender Female 21 12.7
Total 165 100
23-27 years 76 46.1
Age Group 28-32 years 63 38.2
33-37 years 20 12.1
Above 38 years 6 3.6
Level 4 57 34.5
Level of Education Diploma 46 279
First Degree 48 29.1
Master’s Degree 14 8.5
Less than 3 years 18 11
Experience 3-10 years 123 74.5
Above 10 years 24 14.5
Hotel and Tourism | 25 15.2
Construction 23 14
Department Accounting 21 12.7
ICT 19 11.5
Metal 14 8.5
Textile & Garment | 22 13.3
Electronics 17 10.3
Automotive 24 14.5

In this study, the highest percentages of respondents were male which comprises 87.3% of the
respondents while females accounted for 12.7%. Majority of the respondents which counted 46.1%
was within the age group of 23-27 years whereas 38.2 % of the respondents were within age group
of 28-32 years. With regard to respondent’ level of education, the majority of the trainers (34.5%)
were level 4 holders followed by 27.9% of the respondents who had diploma in technical and
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vocational education. As shown in the table above, the majority of the respondents (74.5%) had an
experience of 3-10 years in cooperative training which revealed that most of the respondents had
practiced for a considerable period of time which helps to give credible information relating to the
study. With regard to academic departments, the study sought to involve respondents from eight
departments that the trainers whether participated in relevant knowledge sharing practices in their
department. Of the respondents, 15.2% were from hotel and tourism department while 14.5% of

respondents were from automotive department.

4.3 Factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training
The first objective of the study was to assess the factors that affect the knowledge sharing practices
in the cooperative training. The respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement on the
provided items that are intended to measure individual knowledge sharing factors, organizational

knowledge sharing factors and technological knowledge sharing factors in the cooperative training.

The analysis in this section follows descriptive approach by using the output from the SPSS V-20

statistical software to describe respondents’ responses on the items provided.

A five-point Likert scale with 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree; 5 =
Strongly Agree was used to rate the factors that affect the knowledge sharing practices in the

cooperative training.

Analysis of the data was done using means and standard deviations. The means recorded were
interpreted as follows: 1-1.49 = Strongly Disagree; 1.5-2.49 = Disagree; 2.5-3.49 = Neutral; 3.5-
4.49 = Agree; 4.5-5.0 = Strongly Agree (Subedi, P.B., 2016).

4.3.1 Individual knowledge sharing factors

As Nooshinfrad & Nemati-Anaraki, (2014) described the success of university-industry knowledge
sharing depends on the individual knowledge sharing behavior which can be influenced by different
factors. Hence, identifying this factors help to have a better knowledge sharing practices. In an
attempt to investigate the main factors affecting knowledge sharing practices during cooperative
training, the survey questionnaires for individual knowledge sharing factors were collected from

trainers in both organizations as presented below.
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4.3.1.1 Knowledge sharing factors related to 'trust’

The study sought to find out the state of trust for knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative

training. Respondents’ (college and industry trainers) response analysis on the 10-items to measure

trust had shown in table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to "Trust'

1. Factors related to 'Trust' N | Mean | Std. Dev
I have closer relationship with trainees which help to promote knowledge | 165 | 4.57 | .494
sharing.
For the CT, the relationship between colleges and industries is strongly | 165 | 2.38 427
established.
Enterprises allowed to practice well with machines during cooperative training | 165 | 2.42 | .465
I want to help trainees for the problems faced. 165|429 |.473
I believe that the practices during cooperative training have positive impact for | 165 | 4.43 465
knowledge sharing.
I have expected from trainees to have the required knowledge from the given | 165 | 3.27 424
cooperative training
I have confidence with trainees to share knowledge during cooperative training. | 165 | 3.18 465
Most of the time, I’m conducting practices by forming the trainees in groups 165|449 | .412
I’m too careful in dealing with the training. 165 |3.46 |.493
In my opinion, trainees have shared better knowledge from the cooperative | 165 | 2.73 415
training.

3.52 10.45

As shown from the above table, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=3.52, SD=0.45) was

recorded indicating that the respondents have agreed to the mentioned issues related to trust. As

revealed from the table, enterprises allowed to practice well with machines during cooperative

training was responded by trainers as they disagree with relatively lowest mean (M= 2.42) followed

by ‘for the cooperative training, the relationship between colleges and industries is strongly

established’” (M= 2.38). Also, they respond to the item saying ‘in my opinion, trainees have shared
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better knowledge from the cooperative training’ as they disagree (M=2.73) and trainers respond to
the question ‘I have confidence with trainees to share knowledge during cooperative training’ as
they are neutral with mean and standard deviation of (M=3.18, SD=0.465). For the rest five items,
the responses collected from TVET college trainers and industry trainers, shows that almost all the
respondents have agreed to the mentioned issues related to trust with an overall means recorded in

the table above interpreted as 3.5-4.49 as agree; and 4.5-5.0 as strongly agree.

Hence, we can conclude that for the item ‘enterprises allowed to practice well with machines during
cooperative training’ as shown in the above table, trainers were not agreed which implies that in the
industry there is a restricted access to machines to perform practically due to lack of adequate
agreements. The above mean value of responses indicates that trainers in the study organizations are

trusted to share their knowledge to their trainees.

The findings about trust and knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training (as presented
in table 4.2) agrees with the literature review that was presented in the second chapter of the study.
According to Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfard (2014) and Ujwary-Gil (2017) trust is an important
factor in enabling knowledge sharing. It is generally believed that when there are trust-relationships,

people are more willing to provide useful knowledge.

4.3.1.2 Knowledge sharing factors related to ‘communication barrier’
The study sought to reveal the state of communication barriers in the existing knowledge sharing

practices in the cooperative training. The results are shown in table 4.3 as follows.
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Table 4.3: Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to 'communication barriers'

2.Factors related to 'Communication Barriers' std
N Mean | Dev
I can easily ask questions to have better understanding. 165 |3.33 412
I have positive interaction with trainees and other stakeholders. 165 |2.76 435
I give counseling services for trainees based on their status in the | 165 | 3.24 429
cooperative training.
There is strong cooperation with others during cooperative training. | 165 | 2.83 .634
There is brainstorming sessions during cooperative training. 165 |2.78 419
I can express my idea without any difficulty. 165 |3.48 572
Feedback is given for trainees’ performance in the training. 165 |3.21 456
3.09 0.48

As shown from the above table, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=3.09, SD= 0.48) has
recorded indicates that the respondents response to the mentioned issues related to communication

barriers is neutral. Hence, we can concluded that, as the findings show, in the cooperative training

trainers have partially affected by communication barriers to share knowledge for their trainees.

To sum up, the findings about communication barriers and knowledge sharing practices in the
cooperative training (as presented in table 4.3) agrees with the literature review that was presented
in the second chapter of the study. Knowledge sharing is a means and a process by which
individuals and groups communicate their knowledge unconsciously or deliberately to their mutual
benefit (Nemati-Anaraki & Nooshinfard, 2014). Based on the findings, there is relatively positive

communication in the cooperative training which plays a key role in the dissemination of

knowledge.
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4.3.1.3 Knowledge sharing factors related to ‘intrinsic motivators’
For the 9- items provided to measure intrinsic motivators, respondents’ (college and industry

trainers) response were analyzed as shown in the table below.

Table 4.4: Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to ‘intrinsic motivators’

3. Factors related to 'Intrinsic Motivators' N Mean Std. Dev
I am inspired to share knowledge for trainees. 165 4.14 408
I am motivated to show the required activities individually and/or | 165 4.10 342
in team.
I want to help and follow up trainees when they need my support. | 165 3.77 412
I am satisfied by sharing what I know. 165 4.78 422
I am responsible to share knowledge in the cooperative training. 165 4.13 421
I have high internal motive to perform the tasks planned. 165 4.11 .386
I am interested to participate actively. 165 4.19 484
I’m doing activities by identifying its value. 165 4.11 384
I am doing an activity in the cooperative training by my own sake. | 165 2.86 421
4.02 0.41

According to the findings in the above table, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=4.02,

SD= 0.41) was recorded which indicates that the respondents have agreed to the mentioned issues

related to intrinsic motivators. From the nine indicators to intrinsic motivators one which is ‘I am

doing an activity in the cooperative training by my own sake’ mean value (M=2.86) shows that as

they are partial. As the overall findings show, for the knowledge sharing in the cooperative training,

trainers have not the problem of intrinsic motivator which affects the knowledge sharing practices.
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4.3.1.4 Knowledge sharing factors related to ‘extrinsic motivators’
The study sought to reveal the state of extrinsic motivators in the existing knowledge sharing

practices in the cooperative training. The results are shown in table 4.5 as follows.

Table 4.5 Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to ‘extrinsic motivators’

4.Factors related to 'Extrinsic Motivators' N Mean Std. Dev
I want an encouragement means to share knowledge to others. 165 2.84 431
There is high management support and follow up for practical | 165 2.02 321
sessions.

Institutional promotions help to improve knowledge sharing | 165 3.52 .348
practices.

There is a reward system for those perform successfully in the | 165 2.87 454

cooperative training.

There is a punishment for those missing the cooperative training. 165 3.14 453

There are positive managerial practices to enhance the cooperative | 165 2.73 342

training.

The work environment has encouraged sharing knowledge easily. 165 3.29 523

There is fair approach which promote positive work attitude. 165 2.56 342
2.87 0.40

According to the findings in the above table, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=2.87,
SD= 0.40) was recorded which indicates that the respondents have certain limitations to the
mentioned issues related to extrinsic motivators. As the overall finding shows, for the existing
knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training, trainers’ response implies as they are
neutral to extrinsic motivators which include rewards, institutional promotions and management

support which helps to encourage them.

Generally, the descriptive analysis for individual factors indicate that knowledge sharing practices

at inter-organizational level is relatively affected by extrinsic motivator (mean = 2.87, Std. Dev. =
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40) followed by communication barriers (mean = 3.09, Std. Dev. = .48), trust (mean = 3.52, Std.

Dev. = .45) and intrinsic motivators (mean = 4.02, Std. Dev. = .41).

4.3.2 Organizational knowledge sharing factors

4.3.2.1 Knowledge sharing factors related to ‘awareness building’
For the 6- items provided to measure awareness building, respondents’ (college and industry

trainers) responses were analyzed as shown in table 4.6 as follow.

Table 4.6: Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to ‘awareness building’

5.Factors related to 'Awareness building' N Mean Std. Dev

The cooperative training is given after memorandum of | 165 | 2.19 341
understanding is signed between stakeholders.

For the trainees and stakeholders detail orientation is given. 165 |2.16 435

Seminars are conducted to create awareness on the objectives | 165 | 2.17 265
of the cooperative training for knowledge sharing.

I am attending conferences which involve all stakeholders. 165 | 1.45 344

There are regular meetings at inter-organizational level to | 165 | 1.24 533
review the performances of the cooperative training.
I am informed soon, if there is a change in the process of the | 165 | 2.93 532

cooperative training.

2.02 0.41

As shown from the above table, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=2.02, SD= 0.41) was
recorded which indicates (for mean value 1.5-2.49 = disagree) that the respondents have not agree
to the mentioned issues related to awareness building. As the overall finding shows, for the existing
knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training, awareness building which include signing
memorandum of understanding, giving detail orientation, conducting seminar and conferences have
strongly affect the knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training. From the six indicators,

the only one mean value (M=1.24) for regular meetings at inter-organizational level to review the
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performances of the cooperative training shows that as it is not performed in the regular basis to

promote KSP.

As the overall findings show for the existing knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative
training, stakeholders have the problem of awareness building. From their response for the given
measures, we can conclude that the absence of awareness creation between the two organizations.
As stated in the literature review, building strong awareness at inter-organizational level have a
positive impact on knowledge sharing practices. In turn, it leads to accept the hypothesis mentioned
in chapter two with that of weak awareness building at inter-organizational as highly affecting the

existing knowledge sharing practices.

4.3.2.2 Knowledge sharing factors related to ‘leadership method’
The study sought to find out the state of leadership method for knowledge sharing practices in the

cooperative training. The responses from respondents were analyzed as shown below.

Table 4.7: Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to ‘leadership method’

6.Factors related to 'Leadership Method' N Mean | Std. Dev

The approaches the leaders follow to manage the processes during | 165 | 1.79 431
cooperative training is flexible.
There is high commitment for coordination between stakeholders to | 165 | 1.84 413
accomplish the cooperative training properly.
There is a joint plan for cooperative training to acquire, organize and share | 165 | 2.71 454
knowledge with enterprises.
There are better facilities/platforms for knowledge sharing (workshops, | 165 | 1.78 401
seminars, plenary meetings, etc.) with the industry on a regular basis.

Immediate solutions are given for problems and limitations faced during CT. | 165 | 1.76 412

Guidelines are established for the cooperative training. 165 | 2.59 454

There is a follow up method for the actors of the CT to perform their role | 165 | 2.38 433
properly.

2.12 0.43
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As shown from the above table, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=2.12, SD= 0.43) was
recorded which indicates (for mean value 1.5-2.49 = Disagree) that the respondents have disagreed
to the mentioned indicators related to leadership method. As the overall finding shows, for the
existing knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training, trainers (from the college and
industry) having the problem of leadership method. As stated in the hypothesis, for the greater
implementation of knowledge sharing activities, flexible and change oriented leadership method can
have a significant influence on the overall success of the practices for knowledge sharing. As a
result of it, we can conclude that weak leadership method at inter-organizational as highly affecting

the existing knowledge sharing practices.

4.3.2.3 Knowledge sharing factors related to 'strategy’
For the 5- items provided to measure the implementation of strategy in the cooperative training,

respondents’ (college and industry trainers) response were analyzed as shown in table 4.8 as

follows.

Table 4.8: Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to 'Strategy’

7.Factors related to 'Strategy’ N Mean | Std. Dev

The existing TVET strategy for cooperative training with the industry | 165 | 4.16 | .315
helps to promote knowledge sharing.

The existing TVET strategy for cooperative training is implemented | 165 | 2.17 | .570

properly.
I understand the purpose of TVET strategy for knowledge sharing. 165 | 3.53 |.592
I implement the agreements of the cooperative training properly. 165 |2.36 |.494

I prepare periodic plan to acquire, organize and share knowledge | 165 | 2.89 | .413

depending on the context.

3.02 |047
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As shown from the above table, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=3.02, SD= 0.47) was
recorded which indicates (mean value of 2.5-3.49 = Neutral) that the respondents have not decided
to the mentioned measures related to strategy. As the gathered data shows, the implementation of
the existing TVET strategy in line with the cooperative training is low which can be affect the

promotion of the knowledge sharing practices at the inter-organizational level.

4.3.2.4 Knowledge sharing factors related to 'motivational scheme'
The study sought to find out the state of motivational scheme for knowledge sharing practices in the

cooperative training. The responses from respondents were analyzed as shown below in table 4.9 as

follow.

Table 4.9: Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to "Motivational Scheme'

&.Factors related to 'Motivational Scheme' N Mean | Std. Dev

Stakeholders support career development to encourage knowledge sharing. | 165 | 3.48 423

All the necessary materials and facilities are provided to encourage | 165 | 2.35 354

knowledge sharing with enterprises.

There is specified budget dedicated to acquire, and share knowledge in | 165 | 3.25 412

cooperative training.

There are promotions that help to improve knowledge sharing practices. 165 | 2.86 317
We can use the entire proposed budget properly. 165 |3.24 451
3.04 0.39

As shown from the above table, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=3.04, SD= 0.39) was
recorded which indicates (for mean value 2.5-3.49 = Neutral) that the respondents have being
partial to the implementation of the mentioned indicators related to motivational scheme. As the
overall finding shows, for the existing knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training,

trainers (in the college and industry) have been affected partly by motivational schemes delivery.
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In general, the descriptive analysis described above stated that the existing KSP in the cooperative
training is highly affected by almost all organizational factors except the contents of the strategy
designed for it. Moreover, lack of strong awareness building and weak leadership methods are taken
as the main reason for the low implementation of knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative

training delivery at inter-organizational level.

4.3.3 Technological knowledge sharing factors
In an attempt to investigate the main factors affecting knowledge sharing practices in the

cooperative training, some of the survey questionnaires were grouped in to technological factors.
Accordingly, the following findings were obtained and presented in table 4.10 and table 4.11 for

technological factors.

4.3.3.1 Knowledge sharing factors related to 'ICT Infrastructure'
Table 4.10: Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to 'ICT Infrastructure'

Std.

9.Factors related to 'ICT Infrastructure' N Mean Deviation

There is up-to-date ICT infrastructure that helps to share | 165 1.95 467
knowledge easily.

There is an access to the internet. 165 2.51 465
All the necessary materials are available in the workshops. 165 1.82 321

I can easily buy the needed materials by asking the concerned | 165 2.47 Sl
body.
There is a repository system which helps to share knowledge. 165 2.62 417

2.27 0.43

With regard to ICT infrastructure, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=2.27, SD= 0.43)
was recorded which indicates that almost all the respondents’ level of agreement on the existing
technology for knowledge sharing in the cooperative training labeled as they disagree. Lack of up-
to-date ICT infrastructure and limited resources for workshops have limited the existing KSP in the

cooperative training again.
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4.3.3.2 Knowledge sharing factors related to ‘appropriate technology’

Table 4.11: Trainers’ responses on knowledge sharing factors related to ‘appropriate technology’

10.Factors related to 'Appropriate technology' N Mean | Std. Dev
Based on the contents of the instruction, the relevant resources are | 165 2.41 423
provided.
All the tools are well functional. 165 235 |.378
There is an access to use least cost tools. 165 2.51 | .512
There is quick maintenance of machines failed during operation. 165 2.24 | 422
Adequate training is given for familiarization of tools. 165 1.93 | .436
Demonstrations are done using the required tools. 165 1.74 | .313
2.19 1041

As shown in table 4.11, the study results revealed that for all the 6-items, respondents’ responses

indicates that the lack of appropriate technology to deliver the KSP in the cooperative training.

In this regard, the mean responses (M=2.19) imply the range of disagreement. This result is
supported by the findings of Nooshinfrad and Nemati-Anaraki (2014) and Riege, A. (2005).
According to Nooshinfrad & Nemati-Anaraki (2014) the availability and usability of technologies

have significant impact on the knowledge sharing practices.

With regard to technological factors, the hypothesis drawn are accepted and lack of up-to-date ICT
infrastructures, lack of appropriate technology and tools were identified as technological factors that
highly affect knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training delivery. Here, as noted by
Riege, A. (2005) most KS practices would be less effective without technology. The overall
descriptive analysis result shows as technological factors affecting the KSP in cooperative training

delivery.

4.4. Knowledge Sharing Practices in the cooperative training
The study sought to find out the state of knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training in

terms of the aforementioned issues. The responses from respondents were analyzed as shown below

in table 4.12.
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Table 4.12: Trainers’ responses on items related to knowledge sharing practices

11.Items related to 'Knowledge Sharing Practices’ N Mean | Std. Dev

I believe that the practices during cooperative training have positive impact | 165 472 | .263

for KS.

I have positive interaction with trainees and other stakeholders. 165 2.84 | 417

I am inspired to share knowledge for trainees. 165 428 |.321

There is high management support and follow up for practical sessions. 165 225 |.237

Seminars are conducted to aware the objectives of the cooperative training | 165 2.52 |.216

for KS.

There 1s high commitment for coordination between stakeholders to | 165 1.87 | .423

accomplish the cooperative training properly.

The existing TVET strategy for cooperative training is implemented | 165 2.19 |.274

properly.

There are promotions that help to improve knowledge sharing practices. 165 2.95 |.524

There is up-to-date ICT infrastructure that helps to share knowledge easily. 165 1.87 |.565

There is immediate technical support to solve problems during practices. 165 2.19 |.291
2.76 | 0.35

In this regard, the study sought to identify the extent to which knowledge sharing practices affected

by the factors drawn in the hypothesis.

Analysis of the data was done using means and standard deviations. The means recorded were

interpreted as follows: 1-1.49 = Not at all; 1.5-2.49 = Small Extent; 2.5-3.49 = Moderate Extent;

3.5-4.49 = Great Extent; 4.5-5.0 = Very great extent.

As shown from the above table, an overall mean and standard deviation of (M=2.76, SD= 0.35) was

recorded indicating that knowledge sharing practices affected by the proposed factors at a moderate

extent. The responses related to ‘there is high commitment for coordination between stakeholders to

accomplish the cooperative training properly’ and ‘There is up-to-date ICT infrastructure that helps

to share knowledge easily’ showed that a low mean value of 1.87 which implies the small extent

59




given for the proper implementation of KSP in the cooperative training between the two
organizations. This leads to justify that, as evidenced from the above tables; the existing KSP in

cooperative training is highly affected by organizational and technological factors.

To summarize, the descriptive analysis showed that the existing KSP in cooperative training is
highly affected by awareness building, leadership method, ICT infrastructure and appropriate
technology as mentioned in the hypothesis drawn. It leads to give suggestions that the presence of
weak interaction between TVET colleges and industries for the sake of knowledge sharing at inter-

organizational level.

4.5 Relationship between factors (individual, organizational & technological)

and KSP

In this section of data analysis, the study sought to examine the relationship between factors
(individual, organizational & technological) and knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative
training. Inferential statistical analysis, correlation and multiple linear regression analysis were used
to examine the relationship between the independent variable (factors of individuals, organizational

& technological) and dependent variable (knowledge sharing practices).

4.5.1 Correlation Analysis

The sign of the correlation coefficient determines whether the correlation is positive or negative.
The magnitude of the correlation coefficient determines the strength of the correlation. The strength
of correlation can be described using the guide that Evans (1996) suggests for the absolute value of
r as cited in (Beldjazia and Alatou, 2016). If “r = 0.00-0.19 - very weak, r= 0.20-0.39 - weak, r =
0.40-0.59 - moderate, r = 0.60-0.79 - strong and r = 0.80-1.0 - very strong”.

Pearson correlation coefficients were determined with the objective to obtain information about the

relationships between the dependent and independent variables as presented in table 4.13.
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Table 4.13: Correlation coefficients between dependent and independent variables

KSP

Trust

Communic
ation

Barrier

Intrinsi
c
Motiva
tor

Extrinsic
Motivato
r

Awaren
ess
building

Leaders
hip
Method

Strat
egy

Motivational
scheme

ICT
infra

Appropriate

techno

KSP

Pearson
Correlati
on

Sig. (2-
tailed)

N

165

Trust

Pearson
Correlati
on

425

Sig. (2-
tailed)

0.001

N

165

165

Communic
ation
Barrier

Pearson
Correlati
on

-0.681

0.452

Sig. (2-
tailed)

0.387

0.111

N

165

165

165

Intrinsic
Motivator

Pearson
Correlati
on

455

0.59

-0.19
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Sig. (2-

.04 .019* -0.124
tailed) 0.046 019 0
N 165 165 165 165
Pearson
Correlati 589" | .164" -0.810** 439™ 1
Extrinsic on
Motivator | Sig. (2= 505 | ¢ 035 0.02| 0.002
tailed)
N 165 165 165 165 165
Pearson -0.621
Correlati | .759* | .168" 848 0.421 1
Awareness | on o
building | Sig. (2= | 5 | 031 0.015| 0.027| 0.023
tailed)
N 165 165 165 165 165 165
Pearson
Correlati | .656** | 0.014 -0.011 166" | 0.029%* 280" 1
Leadership | on
Method 1 Sig- -1 505 | 357 0.888 | 0.033 0 0
tailed)
N 165 165 165 165 165 165 165
Pearson 0.438* " ,
Correlati | 0.054 0.125 -0.425 N .802 0.051 175 1
Strat on
ratesy  ISig. (2-
. 0.258 0.096 0.065 0.025 0.009 0.518 0.025
tailed)
N 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165
Pearson 0.425
o Correlati | 0.419 0.127 -0.773 0.047 0.054 0.027 0.58** )
Motivation *
on
al scheme Sie (0
lg( ) 0.021 0.103 0.023 0.548 0.495 0.726 0.016 | 0.037
tailed)

62




N 165 165 165 165 165 165 165| 165 165
Pearson
Correlati | .749%* | 0.488 -0.001 | 0.63%x 0434 | 0.62%* | 0.003 | 0.057 0.498 |
on
ICT infra. Siz. 2
& 0.009 | 0.06 0995 | 0.019 0664 | 0012 0968|0465 0.012
tailed)
N 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 | 165 165 165
Pearson "
614 4217 ) )
Correlati | .639%* | 14, 0.043 | 0.084] ° 7* 0.646* | 0.544% | 567 0.027 553
Appropriat | on
i (2-
¢ techno f;ﬁe((i) 0.001 | 0.006 0584 | 0.282 0012| 0047| 0.028]0.032 0.735 0.05
N 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 | 165 165 165 | 165

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

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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According to the correlation magnitude of Evans (1996), the result in the above table indicated
that knowledge sharing practice (KSP) has statistically significant and strong positive
relationship between awareness building (r=0.759, p<0.05), leadership method (r=0.656,
p<0.01), ICT infrastructure (r=0.749, p<0.01), and with that of appropriate technology (r=0.639,
p<0.01).

Also, it indicates the presence of moderate and positive relationship with significant correlation
between knowledge sharing practices (KSP) and trust (r=0.425, p<0.01), extrinsic motivators
(r=0.589, p<0.01), motivational scheme (r=0.419, p<0.05) and intrinsic motivators (r=0.455,
p<0.05).

Generally, the above correlation analysis showed that the presence of a positive and statistically
significant relationship between factors of (individuals, organizational & technological) and
knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training given between the selected TVET colleges
and corresponding industries in Addis Ababa. In turn, these findings are consistent with the

reviewed literatures and hypotheses drawn in chapter two.

4.5.2 Regression Analysis

A multiple regression analysis was carried out to determine the influence of independent
variables on the dependent variable. Multiple regressions also used to determine the overall fit
(variance explained) of the model and the relative contribution of each of the predictors to the

total variance explained.

According to Ballance (2004), the correct use of the multiple regression model requires that
several critical assumptions be satisfied in order to apply the model and establish validity.

Inferences and generalizations about the theory are only valid if the assumptions in an analysis

have been tested and fulfilled.

Before carrying out multiple regression analysis, the researcher has checked the required
assumptions that the data must meet to make the analysis reliable and valid. The following

assumptions of multiple linear regressions were tested using SPSS.

1. Linearity assumption: Linearity defines the dependent variable as a linear function of the

predictor (independent) variable (Balance, 2004). Linearity assumption was tested by producing

64



scatterplots of the relationship between each of independent variables and the dependent
variable. By visually looking at the scatter plot produced by SPSS, the relationship between each

independent variable and the dependent variable found to be linear.

2. Multicollinearity assumption: Multicollinearity is a statistical phenomenon in which there
exists a perfect or exact relationship between the predictor variables. When there is a perfect or
exact relationship between the predictor variables, it is difficult to come up with reliable
estimates of their individual coefficients. It will result in incorrect conclusions about the
relationship between outcome variable and predictor variables (Alibuhtto and Peiris, 2015).
According to Reddy et al. (2013) the most widely applicable method of detecting the
multicollinearity is Variance Inflation Factor and it is very accurate in determining the problem
of multicollinearity. The common thumb rule is if any of the VIF values exceeds 5 or 10, it
implies that the associated regression coefficients are poorly estimated because of

multicollinearity.

Accordingly, collinearity diagnostics was conducted using SPSS and VIF values found to be less
than the values stated in the rule of thumb which shows that multicollinearity was not a problem

as shown in the output data of SPSS.

3. Normality assumption: Multiple regressions assume that variables have normal distributions.
This means that errors are normally distributed, and that a plot of the values of the residuals will
approximate a normal curve. Two common methods to check normality assumption include
using a histogram (with a superimposed normal curve) and a Normal P-P Plot. It can be
concluded that normality is guaranteed as the histogram generated is normally distributed and the

P-P plot follows the diagonal reference line as shown below.

Histogram
Dependent Variable: KSP_total

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
Dependent Variable: KSP_total

(1
S N

Expected Cum Prob
Frequency

~

Observe: d CunfGProb B Regr;ssion Standardized Residual
Fig 4.1 Normal p-p plot
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4. Homoscedasticity assumption: The assumption of homoscedasticity refers to equal variance of
errors across all levels of the independent variables. This means that errors are spread out
consistently between the variables. This is evident when the variance around the regression line
is the same for all values of the predictor variable. Homoscedasticity might be checked by visual
examination of a plot of the standardized residuals by the regression standardized predicted
value. Ideally, residuals are randomly scattered around zero (the horizontal line) providing even
distribution. Heteroscedasticity is indicated when the scatter is not even; fan and butterfly shapes

are common patterns of violation.

To assess homoscedasticity, the researcher created a scatterplot of standardized residuals versus
standardized predicted values using SPSS and found that heteroscedasticity was not a major

problem as shown in figure below.

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: KSP_total
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Fig 4.2 Scatterplot of standardized residuals versus standardized predicted values

After the data was checked for the above required multiple regression assumptions and
confirmed that it has meet all these assumptions, which leads to multiple regression analysis was
carried out to determine how well the regression model fits the data (model summary),
independent variables statistically significantly predict the dependent variable (ANOVA) and

statistical significance of each of the independent variables (regression coefficients).
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4.6. Model Summary

As indicated in the below model summary table (table 4.14), the "R" column represents the value
of R, the multiple correlation coefficient. R value of 0.851 indicates very strong correlation
between KSP and the ten independent variables which shows a good level of prediction. The "R
Square" column represents the R? value (also called the coefficient of determination), which is
the proportion of variance in the dependent variable that can be explained by the independent

variables.

As shown from the table, R? value of .725 indicates that 72.5% of the variation in the knowledge
sharing practices in cooperative training of TVET colleges and associated industries which can
be explained by the factors of individuals, organizational & information technology (independent

variables included in the model).

Table 4.14: Model summary

Model Summary b
Model | R R Square | Adjusted R | Std. Error of the | Durbin-Watson
Square Estimate
1 8517 725 724 50151 2.138

a. Predictors: (Constant), Appropriate technology, Communication, Extrinsic Motivator,
Leadership Method, ICT infrastructure, Motivational scheme, Trust, Strategy, Intrinsic

motivation, Awareness building

b. Dependent Variable: KSP

As indicated in Table 4.14 the identified factors that affect knowledge sharing practices in the
cooperative training can explain only 72.4% of the variations or changes of the mentioned
predictors. This implies that about 27.6% of the variation/change is explained by other factors

which need further research to identify those factors.
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4.6.1 ANOVA Model Fit

The F-ratio in the below ANOVA table (table 4.15) tests whether the overall regression model is

a good fit for the data. The table shows that the independent variables statistically significantly

predict the dependent variable, F = 68.823, p <.001 (i.e., the regression model is a good fit of the

data). Here, the value of the sum of squares for regression is greater as compared to residual.

Table 4.15: ANOVA model fit

ANOVA ?
Model Sum of Squares | df Mean Square Sig.
1 | Regression 103.860 | 10 17.31 68.823 .000°
Residual 39.488 154 . 252
Total 143.348 | 164

a. Dependent Variable: KSP

b. Predictors: (Constant), Appropriate technology, Communication, Extrinsic Motivator,

Leadership Method, ICT infrastructure, Motivational scheme, Trust, Strategy, Intrinsic

motivation, Awareness building
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4.6.2 Regression Coefficients
Table 4.16: Regression coefficients

Coefficients ?

Model Unstandardized Standardized T Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) A11 312 -.871 .385
Trust .680 123 250 5.511 .052
gz;:ner“mca“on 004 107 002| 035|972
Intrinsic Motivator .046 .109 217 421 .675
Extrinsic Motivation .529 051 2491 10.328 .054
1 Awareness building .586 175 720 322 .002
Leadership Method .855 .073 .615 -.072 .013
Strategy .180 207 .056 -.870 .386
Motivational scheme .053 .084 .380 -.631 .045
ICT infrastructure 617 .077 513 216 .003
iﬁﬁ;‘:fl’gge 619 088 458 766|000

a. Dependent Variable: KSP

Standardized Coefficients

The standardized coefficients are useful to know which of the different independent variables is

more important. They are used in comparison of impact of any independent variable on the

dependent variable. As indicated in regression coefficients table (table 4.16), awareness building

had the highest standardized coefficient (.720) followed by leadership method (.615), ICT

infrastructure (.513), and appropriate technology (.458). This revealed that awareness building

had higher relative effect on knowledge sharing practices in the existing cooperative training.

Leadership method, ICT infrastructure, appropriate technology, motivational scheme, trust,

extrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation ranked from two to eight respectively in their

relative importance on knowledge sharing practices at the inter-organizational level.
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As it can be seen from the regression coefficient table, the predictor variables of appropriate
technology, awareness building, leadership method, ICT infrastructure and motivational scheme
are statistically significant in predicting knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training
because all their p-values are less than alpha level of 0.05. However, the p-value for
communication barrier (0.972), intrinsic motivation (0.675), extrinsic motivators (0.054),
strategy (0.386) and trust (0.052) are greater than alpha level of 0.05, which indicates that they
are not statistically significant which shows that changes in these variables are not associated
with changes in the dependent variable (knowledge sharing practices at inter-organizational
level). These clues to conclude that the applicability of knowledge sharing practices in the
cooperative training is more determined by the active cooperation of stakeholders found at the
inter-organizational level. But literatures showed in the second chapter of the study that those

variables were important factors in determining the knowledge sharing practices.
Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized coefficient denotes the change in the dependent variable with a unit change in
the independent variable. But they are not comparable in terms of impact on the dependent
variable. As stated in chapter three, the study used the following multiple regression equation
model already used by Abenet A. (2020) to establish the statistical significance of the
independent variables on the dependent variable.

Y =00+ B1X1+B2X 2+ B3X3 + B4X 4 + B5X5 + B6X6 + B7X7 + B8X 8 + BOX9 + B10X10 +

Here, Y = Knowledge Sharing Practice

X1 =Trust

X2 = Communication Barriers

X3 = Intrinsic Motivators

X4 = Extrinsic Motivators

X5 = Awareness Building

X6 = Leadership method

X7 = Strategy
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X8 = Motivational Schemes
X9 =ICT Infrastructure
X10 = Appropriate Technology

In the model, B0 = Constant, B1 to B10 = Regression coefficients that represent the mean change
in the dependent variable for one unit of change in the independent variable while holding other
independent variables in the model constant and & = Error term which captures the unexplained

variation in the model.
Y =.586X5 + .855X + .617X9 + .619X10 +

The beta coefficient of awareness building (B5 = .586) shows that knowledge sharing practices in
the cooperative training would be .586 when there is a unit change of awareness building at
inter-organizational level. Similarly, a beta coefficient of .855 indicates that a unit changes in
leadership method leads to a change in the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training

by .855. In addition, the Error term (@) estimate was assumed to be zero.

Regression coefficient results shows that four out of the ten variables are statistically significant
in predicting the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training. The statistically significant
variables are awareness building, leadership method, ICT infrastructure, and appropriate
technology as evidenced by their P-values (P<0.05). This indicates that an increase in these

variables results in an increase in the knowledge sharing practices at inter-organizational level.
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4.7 Interview Results
This section presents the analysis of data collected by using key informant interview as a
method. Eight TVET trainees were selected purposefully from four colleges to give response for

the interview questions related to the main objective of this study.

For the question raised by the researcher saying that what the current knowledge sharing
practices during the cooperative training looks like in terms of its delivery process; the following
answer was given by a drafting trainee from construction department. He mentioned that there is
a schedule to take part in the cooperative training. Although this session is important for us to see
the real work environment, there is a limitation of finding industries for some field of studies. As

a result of it, we have tried to practice only in the campus. He also said:

“...even though the cooperative training is very important for us, the departments have

left us to search industries by ourselves.”
The same question was responded by hotel and tourism trainees as follows:

“The cooperative training helps us to see practically what we learn in theory...But
employees in the industries are not allowed us to practice in the expected areas. Rather

we have given to do irrelevant works.”

The above same question was also forwarded for automotive technology trainees and they
responded as the cooperative training is good and we have seen half part of it since there is

limitation of tools in the workshops.

Another question provided for the interview respondents as they have gotten the desired
knowledge from the cooperative training and most of the trainees responded as we have gotten
knowledge from the current cooperative training. But there are some other individuals who
mentioned as they have shared knowledge partially, that means they agree as they have not

shared knowledge as planned.

For the same question raised above, two respondents provided their responses as they have not
shared the desired knowledge from the cooperative training since at the mean time of taking the

cooperative training corona virus pandemic is appeared and we have stopped. Also, at the time of
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returning to colleges, the industries are not allowed for the cooperative training. Due to this, we

have not got the desired knowledge from the cooperative training.
With regard to this, the respondents also said:

“..This problem leads to shortage of time to practice well in the company and to get

what is expected from the industry.”

Questions were also provided to the interview respondents whether they have gotten adequate
resources and management support that improve the knowledge sharing practices delivery.
Hence, most of the trainees responded it as they have not gotten adequate support from both

sides of organizations.
In relation to this, the responses of two respondents are presented as follows:

“In this case, we cannot say it is fulfilled. There is shortage of inputs for the training
given. It is a duty for the college to facilitate the cooperative training as desired. Here,

we have got the training provider or company by our effort.”

Interview respondents were also asked to identify factors that affect the knowledge sharing
practices delivery from both sides i.e., from the side of TVET colleges and associated industries.

In connection to this, the responses of two respondents are as follows:

“In the cooperative training delivery, it is common that trainees to look for where they
practice in the industry. Fundamentally, it is the duties of the colleges to connect us with
the industries by engaging companies and by signing agreements. This gap exposed the
trainees to be tired and lose time to seek who accept them. ...From the industry side,
there are some limitations to support us parallel to the course outlines. Sometimes,
assigning us for another works, which is not the purpose of the cooperative training, is a

big challenge for us.”
For the same question raised above, the responses of two respondents are as follows:

“From the college, there is lack of exact and complete information when and where we

scheduled to practice. ...There is a shortage of materials in some industries, as well as
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some employees are not voluntary to share their experience because of misunderstanding

)

that we replace them.’
The other two interviewees replied for the above same question as follows:

“Sometimes, lack of functional machinery and tools are big issue for both sides. Also, it
was challenging, for the first time, to relate what we learn in theory with the real work

and frustration to communicate due being new comer for the staff of the industry.”

For the question would you tell me the appropriate solutions for the problems observed during

the cooperative training delivery, two of the above respondents said that:

“The colleges’ academic deans and trainers should discuss for the lack of strong
agreement with the industry. The solution for this problem is identifying industries where
the trainees take the cooperative training based on the occupation and the given courses.
Then, both organizations should prepare and sign a MoU before scheduling the trainees.
Besides, for those taking the cooperative training, there should be an integrated and
strong follow up method of the college and the industry trainers which should conducted
on the regular basis. Moreover, the industry trainers should support the trainees
responsibly by giving the practical training based on the course outlines and avoiding

irrelevant workloads.”
The same question raised above raised for other two respondents and responded as follows:

“Our college should aware us about the cooperative training and inform us where we
take it. Also, each department should introduce the facilitator in the industry in order to
get the desired resources...the cooperative training should be given kindly and employees
of the Industry should be aware that we are assigned for short period of  training rather

’

than replacing them.’

The other two respondents also stated that we have to discuss with our trainers to get functional
tools and they also react with their leaders and stakeholders to fulfill the needed materials. For
the difficulty of interaction, it needs our smooth communication and better integration for team

works.
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4.8 Discussions of Findings
The research question that is stated as:

» What are the factors that affect the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training

between the selected TVET colleges and associated industries in Addis Ababa?

Is revisited as follow with respect to the findings of the above quantitative and qualitative data
analysis. The quantitative findings of this study, as presented above revealed that organizational
(awareness building and leadership method), and technological factors (ICT infrastructure and
appropriate technology) as major factors affecting the existing knowledge sharing practices in

cooperative training between the selected TVET colleges and associated industries in Addis
Ababa.

Hence, this study result is similar to Fikru (2018), findings with regard to organizational factors
as majority of the respondents described that weak awareness creation and lack of management
support; and in relation to technological factors lack of up-to-date ICT infrastructure and lack of
appropriate technology were identified as major factors that affect the knowledge sharing
practices in cooperative training. This result is supported by the study findings of Nooshinfrad
and Nemati-Anaraki (2014) as the availability and usability of technologies have significant

influence on knowledge sharing.

However, the findings of this research revealed that the individual knowledge sharing factors as
not the most important factors that affect knowledge sharing practices at inter-organizational
level; which is against the study findings of Fikru (2018) because of his study has conducted at
one side of the organization (which can be taken as intra-organizational level) and this study give
emphasis to assess knowledge sharing practices at inter-organizational level (from both sides of

organizations).

Also, the qualitative findings of this study presented by narration method revealed big issues
related to the existing knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training delivery between
colleges and industries. As a result of it, the respondents’ response show major challenges which
helps to justify the existing knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training. Of which, the

followings are mentioned.
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» For the cooperative training session, the colleges have left the trainees to search
industries by themselves. So, it was difficult to get access to practice in the industry.

» Lack of exact and adequate information is mentioned as limitation to participate in the
cooperative training.

» Some industry employees’ have not allowed practicing well with machines in the
expected areas. Rather they have given to do irrelevant works.

» Due shortage of time and dysfunctional tools, the trainees have not shared knowledge as
planned.

» With regard to access to resources and management support in the cooperative training,
most of the respondents’ responses show that the gap between colleges and
corresponding industries to give the training by making agreements.

» Even though facilitating the cooperative training is the responsibility of the colleges, it is

not performed in manner that makes the organizations accountable.

Therefore, the findings analyzed above indicates that the major factors that affect the knowledge
sharing practices in cooperative training are absence of awareness building, weak management
support, lack of using up-to-date ICT infrastructures and limitation to appropriate technology.
These factors, in turn, explained in the literature review part of the study and are fit to the four

variables identified by the quantitative analysis which presented in the research model.

For the research objective stated as to propose solutions for the challenges related to the existing
knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training; the interview respondents forwarded
some solutions for the problems they face. From the proposed solutions, the following are

included:

» Both organizations should prepare and sign strong agreement which includes
accountability measures and for those taking the cooperative training; there should be an
integrated and strong follow up method of the college and the industry trainers which
should be conducted on the regular basis.

» There should be access to adequate information about the purpose of the cooperative
training for knowledge sharing for the trainees and other concerned bodies.

» From both sides, there should be active management support and following up the

cooperative training progress.

76



» Both parties should provide the resources needed and access to up to date technology

In general, for the knowledge sharing practices at inter-organizational level, this study
identified strong management support, using up-to-date ICT infrastructures, access to
appropriate technology, making repeated awareness building as solutions to support the

trainees to share knowledge responsibly.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

5.1 Introduction
The study sought to assess the factors (related to individual, organizational and technological)

affecting knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training between the TVET colleges and
associated industries/enterprises. The three specific objectives of the study were to identify
factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training, to propose solutions for
the challenges related to knowledge sharing practices in the existing cooperative training and to
justify the current KSP in cooperative training. This chapter provides the summary of findings
with respect to the study objectives, conclusions and recommendations of the study as well as

limitations and suggestions for future research.

5.2 Summary of Findings

The study has attempted to explore detail information by taking the research objectives in to
consideration. Data for the study was obtained through distribution of questionnaires to a
predetermined sample of trainers (in the college and industry). A total of 178 questionnaires
were distributed to respondents and 165 returned with an overall value of Cronbach alpha (a
=0.823) was obtained which implies that an overall internal consistency test of research

instruments was found in “good” reliability range.

In relation to the general information of respondents, 87.3% of the respondents were male while
12.3% were females. The majority of respondents who are trainers in both organizations counted
46% (76) were within the age group of 23-27 years while the majority of the trainers (34.5%)
were level 4 graduates followed by 29.1% of the respondents who had first degree. In addition,
respondents were involved from eight departments (Hotel and tourism, Construction,
Accounting, ICT, Metal, Textile & Garment, Electronics, and Automotive) to gather more
information to the issues sought by the study. The majority of the respondents had an experience
of 2 years and above participation in the cooperative training which revealed that majority of the
respondents had practiced for a considerable period of time which helps to give credible

information relating to the study.
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The first objective of the study was to evaluate the factors (individual, organizational and
technological) that affect the knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training between the
TVET colleges and associated industries/enterprises. Through the descriptive statistical analysis,
an overall mean score was computed for each independent variable (related to individual,
organizational and technological factors). The study revealed that, from the proposed
organizational knowledge sharing factors, awareness building with an overall mean and standard
deviation of (M=2.02, SD= 0.41) was relatively affect highly the knowledge sharing practices in
cooperative training followed by leadership method (M=2.12, SD= 0.43) Besides, from the
proposed technological knowledge sharing factors, appropriate technology (M=2.19, SD= 0.41)
followed by ICT infrastructure (2.27, SD= 0.43) were relatively affect highly the knowledge
sharing practices in cooperative training. The study also discovered that from the proposed
individual knowledge sharing factors, extrinsic motivators with an overall mean and standard
deviation of (M=2.87, SD= 0.40) was to some extent affect the knowledge sharing practices in

cooperative training.

In the study, the relationship between the factors (individual, organizational and technological)
and the knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training were examined. Pearson correlation
coefficients were determined to obtain information about the relationships between the
dependent (knowledge sharing practices) and independent variables (constructs related to

individual, organizational and technological factors).

The study revealed knowledge sharing practice (KSP) has statistically significant and strong
positive relationship between awareness building (r=0.759, p<0.05), leadership method (r=0.656,
p<0.01), ICT infrastructure (r=0.749, p<0.01), and with that of appropriate technology (r=0.639,
p<0.01). Also, the result indicated that the presence of moderate and positive relationship with
significant correlation between knowledge sharing practices (KSP) and trust (r=0.425, p<0.01),
extrinsic motivators (r=0.589, p<0.01), motivational schemes (r=0.419, p<0.05) and intrinsic

motivators (r=0.455, p<0.05).

Multiple regression analysis is used to determine whether the independent variables will
influence the dependent variable. R square value from the regression model summary (R%=725)

indicated that 72.5% of the variation in the knowledge sharing practices during cooperative

training can be explained by the factors mentioned (independent variables included in the
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model). The ANOVA test result revealed that the independent variables statistically and
significantly predict the dependent variable (F = 68.823, p < .01) which refers to the regression
model is a good fit of the data. As it can be seen from the regression coefficient table in chapter
four, the predictor variables of appropriate technology, awareness building, leadership method,
ICT infrastructure and motivational scheme are statistically significant in predicting knowledge
sharing practices in cooperative training because all their p-values are less than alpha level of
0.05. However, the p-value for communication barrier (0.972), intrinsic motivation (0.675),
extrinsic motivators (0.054), strategy (0.386) and trust (0.052) are greater than alpha level of
0.05, which indicates that they are not statistically significant which shows that changes in these
variables are not associated with changes in the dependent variable (knowledge sharing practices
at inter-organizational level). But literatures showed in the second chapter of the study that those
variables (p>0.05) were important factors in determining the knowledge sharing practices in
cooperative training (at the inter-organizational level). These clues to conclude that the
applicability of knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training is more determined by

the active cooperation of stakeholders involved from the two parties.

5.3 Conclusions
This study has focused on the investigation of factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices

in cooperative training delivery between TVET colleges and associated industries (KS at inter-
organizational level). For the purpose of this study, data were collected and analyzed using

mixed approach so as to address the following particular and relevant conclusions.

Based on the findings presented in previous sections, the study drawn the following conclusions.
From the descriptive statistical analysis result, regarding to the factors (individual, organizational
and technological) affecting knowledge sharing practices in the existing cooperative training

between the TVET colleges and associated industries/enterprises, the study concluded that:

» Leadership method and awareness building have identified from organizational factors
that relatively highly affect the existing knowledge sharing practices in cooperative
training delivery (KS at inter-organizational level).

» ICT infrastructure and appropriate technology have identified from technological factors

that relatively highly affect the existing knowledge sharing practices.
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» Also, extrinsic motivators have identified from the proposed four individual factors that

moderately affect the existing knowledge sharing practices.

Therefore, from the hypothesized ten variables leadership method, awareness building, ICT
infrastructure and appropriate technology have significant impact on the existing knowledge

sharing practices in cooperative training delivery.

With regard to the relationship between the hypothesized factors (issues related to individual,
organizational and technology) and knowledge sharing practices, the study concluded that there
is a positive and significant strong relationship between independent variables namely;
leadership method, awareness building, ICT infrastructure, and appropriate technology with the

dependent variable (knowledge sharing practices) for inter-organizational level KS.
In relation to the predicting power of independent variables, the study concluded that:

» The independent variables of organizational factors (leadership method and awareness
building) and technological factors (ICT infrastructure and appropriate technology) are

statistically significant in predicting knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training.

Therefore, the study findings of this research show that from the ten hypothesized variables, four
factors are highly affecting KS at inter-organizational level. Of which, those mentioned from the
college side include weak awareness creation and leadership method (Lack of signing MoU,
regular meeting, performance review, commitment to follow up etc.) as major factors where as
the main issues related to the industry side includes lack of adequate and up to date technology
infrastructure and appropriate technology for KS. Moreover, the study confirmed that
organizational and technological factors had strong positive relationship with KSP at the inter-

organizational level.

To summarize, this study has conducted theoretically by reviewing many literature and
practically by identifying ten variables, collecting data, and then by analyzing it the above
mentioned results are found. Also, it differ from others research by its contextual and conceptual
framework where it focuses on KSP at inter-organizational level by taking TVET-industry
cooperative training as study area. Besides, most of the studies conducted on knowledge sharing

uses quantitative research method which is not appropriate to understand the complex
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phenomena of knowledge sharing. This research will also contribute the understanding of
knowledge sharing by applying a mixed research approach (both quantitative and qualitative

research method) which is appropriate to triangulate and understand complex social constructs.

5.4 Recommendations

As knowledge becomes a valuable resource and asset for today’s organizations, it brings
competitive advantage if it is created, acquired, shared and applied properly. However, there are
different factors that affect the knowledge sharing practices between organizations. Accordingly,
organizations should try to maximize their advantage from knowledge sharing by using different

mechanisms. Based on the above findings, the study therefore, recommends the following.

As the findings of this study indicated that in the existing cooperative training, the knowledge
sharing practices have been affected by the factors related to absence of awareness building, lack
of ICT infrastructure, lack of appropriate technology, weak leadership method, lack of

motivational scheme and extrinsic motivators.
Therefore, based on the above results, the study recommends:

e TVET colleges to give priority to create awareness with the associated industries since it
help to excel the interaction with the stakeholders for knowledge sharing practices. Here,
the two organizations, first of all, should be sign MoU, and then seminars, regular
meetings, conferences; progress reports should also be conducted.

e Both organizations (the industry and TVET colleges) should enhance the leadership
methods to become committed to follow up the KSP progress. In this case, leaders from
both organizations should apply collaborative plans, accountability measures,
institutional promotions, continuous progress review and follow up the knowledge
sharing practices in cooperative training.

e Also, there should be up to date and adequate provision of ICT infrastructure as well as
appropriate technology for the cooperative training delivery because if the trainees have
access to the required resources and properly practiced, then they can significantly share

knowledge and improve their performance.
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5.5 Limitations and suggestions for future research

There are limitations in this study which are left for future research. The study focused on ten
variables affecting the knowledge sharing practices at the inter-organizational level (in the TVET
colleges-industry cooperative training). Hence, it is possible to conduct further studies
considering other types of issues related to knowledge sharing practices which help to provide

greater reliability to research findings in the study area.

Also, at the meantime of conducting this research, Covid-19 which is pandemic disease has been
appeared, due to this, the total populations who are in the study area are reduced and it was
difficult to collect data using interview as a method. Consequently, the researcher forced to lose

that precious time to conduct the research as per the schedule expected.
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Appendixes

Appendix-A: Questionnaires to be filled by College Trainers and Industry Trainers

Addis Ababa University College of Natural and Computational Sciences
School of Information Science
Survey Instruments
(Questionnaires to be filled by college trainers and industry trainers)
Dear Participants,

I am a graduate student at Addis Ababa University School of Information science and Systems
and I am conducting a study on “Factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices in the
cooperative training: The case of some selected TVET colleges and associated Industries in
Addis Ababa.’” The purpose of the questionnaire is to collect primary data to conduct the study

for the partial fulfillment of Master of Science in Information System.

The researcher will not use the data for any other purposes than the intended aim of the research.
Also, your responses will be kept confidential and individual respondents will not be identified
in any part of the research. For the success of this study, your response is very important and I
kindly request you to read carefully all the questions provided and give your genuine answers

based on your awareness in the present knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training.
Thanks in advance for your cooperation!
General Instruction

» Please do not write your name or address on the questionnaire.

> Please put a tick (V) mark in the appropriate box of your answer.

» Contact address: if you have any question please contact me through telephone:

09-47-56-49-95
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Part I: Respondents' profile

1. Your college name:

2. Your Gender

3. Your age:

M |F

years

4. Your Level of Education:

Level 1-4

Certificate

Diploma

Degree

Masters

5. Your Academic Status/Rank:

6. The department you are working on:

Level A | Level B

Level C | Others, if any please specify

7. Your experience in higher institution(s)

8. Your experience in giving cooperative training in the enterprise(s)

Part II. Factors Affecting TVET-Industry Knowledge sharing practices

years/  month

A) The following items are intended to measure individual knowledge sharing factors.

Please put a tick (V) mark on the appropriate box to indicate your level of agreement.
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Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

R. 1. your ’Trust’ in the delivery of the cooperative training

No

1.1 I have closer relationship with trainees which help
to promote knowledge sharing.

1.2 | For the CT, the relationship between colleges and
industries is strongly established.

1.3 | Enterprises allowed to practice well with machines
during cooperative training.

1.4 I want to help trainees for the problems faced.

1.5 I believe that the practices during cooperative
training have positive impact for knowledge
sharing.

1.6 I have expected from trainees to have the required
knowledge from the given cooperative training.

1.7 | I have confidence with trainees to share knowledge
during cooperative training.

1.8 | Most of the time, I’'m conducting practices by
forming the trainees in groups.

1.9 | mtoo careful in dealing with the training.
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Strongly | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Agree
1.10 | In my opinion, trainees have shared better
knowledge from the cooperative training.
2. Factors related to ‘Communication Barrier’
2.1 I can easily ask questions to have better
understanding.
2.2 | 1 have positive interaction with trainees and other
stakeholders.
2.3 |1 give counseling services for trainees based on
their status in the cooperative training.
2.4 There is strong cooperation with others during
cooperative training.
2.5 There is brainstorming sessions during cooperative
training.
2.6 I can express my idea without any difficulty.
2.7 | Feedbacks are given for trainee’s performance in
the training.
3. Factors related to ‘Intrinsic Motivators’
3.1 I am inspired to share knowledge for trainees.
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Strongly | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Agree

3.2 | I am motivated to show the required activities
individually and/or in team.

3.3 | I want to help and follow up trainees when they
need my support.

3.4 | I am satisfied by sharing what I know.

3.5 |1 am responsible to share knowledge in the
cooperative training.

3.6 | I have high internal motive to perform the tasks
planned.

3.7 I am interested to participate actively.

3.8 I’m doing activities by identifying its value.

3.9 I am doing an activity in the cooperative training by
my own sake.
4. Factors related to ‘Extrinsic Motivators’

4.1 I want an encouragement means to share
knowledge to others.

4.2 | There is high management support and follow up
for practical sessions.

4.3 | Institutional  promotions help to improve
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Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

knowledge sharing practices.

4.4 | There is a reward system for those perform
successfully in the cooperative training.

4.5 | There is a punishment for those missing the
cooperative training.

4.6 There are positive managerial practices to enhance
the cooperative training.

4.7 The work environment has encouraged sharing
knowledge easily.

4.8 There is fair approach which promote positive work

attitude.

Please specify if there are any other individual factors that affect the TVET- Industry

knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training:
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B) The following items are intended to measure organizational knowledge sharing factors.

Please put a tick (V) mark on the appropriate box to indicate your level of agreement.

Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

5. Factors related to ‘Awareness Building’

The cooperative training is given after

memorandum of understanding is

5.1
signed between stakeholders.

5.2 | For the trainees and stakeholders detail
orientation is given.

5.3 | Seminars are conducted to create
awareness on the objectives of the
cooperative training for knowledge
sharing.

54 |I am attending conferences which
involve all stakeholders.

5.5 | There are regular meetings at inter-
organizational level to review the
performances of the cooperative
training.

5.6 | I am informed soon, if there is a change
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Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

in the process of the cooperative

training.

6. Factors related to ‘Leadership Method’

6.1

The approaches the leaders follow to
manage the  processes during

cooperative training is flexible.

6.2

There is high commitment for
coordination between stakeholders to

accomplish the cooperative training

properly.

6.3

There is a joint plan for cooperative
training to acquire, organize and share

knowledge with enterprises.

6.4

There are better facilities/platforms for
knowledge sharing (workshops,
seminars, plenary meetings, etc.) with

the industry on a regular basis.

6.5

Immediate solutions are given for
problems and limitations faced during

CT.
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Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

6.6

Guidelines are established for the

cooperative training.

6.7

There is a follow up method for the

actors of the CT to perform their role

properly.

7. Factors related to the ‘Strategy’

7.1

The existing TVET strategy for
cooperative training with the industry

helps to promote knowledge sharing.

7.2

The existing TVET strategy for

cooperative training is implemented

properly.

7.3

I understand the purpose of TVET
strategy for knowledge sharing.

7.4

I implement the agreements of the

cooperative training properly.

7.5

I prepare periodic plan to acquire,
organize and share knowledge

depending on the context.

8. Factors related to ‘Motivational Schemes’

8.1

Stakeholders support career

development to encourage knowledge
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Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

sharing.

8.2

All the necessary materials and
facilities are provided to encourage

knowledge sharing with enterprises.

8.3

There is specified budget dedicated to
acquire, and share knowledge in

cooperative training.

8.4

There are promotions that help to

improve knowledge sharing practices.

8.5

We can use the entire proposed budget

properly.

Please specify if there are any other organizational factors that affect the TVET- Industry

knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training:
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C) The following items are intended to measure Technological knowledge sharing factors.

Please put a tick (V) mark on the appropriate box to indicate your level of agreement.

Strongly | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Strongly
9. Factors related to ‘ICT Infrastructures’ | Disagree Agree
9.1 There is up-to-date ICT infrastructure that
helps to share knowledge easily.
9.2 There is an access to the internet.
9.3 All the necessary materials are available in
the workshops.
9.4 |1 can easily buy the needed materials by
asking the concerned body.
9.5 There is a repository system which helps to
share knowledge.
10. Factors related to ‘Appropriate Technology’
10.1 | Based on the contents of the instruction, the
relevant resources are provided.
10.2 | All the tools are well functional.
10.3 | There is an access to use least cost tools.
10.4 | There is quick maintenance of machines
failed during operation.
10.5 | Adequate training is given for familiarization
of tools.
10.6 | Demonstrations are done using the required

tools.
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Please specify if there are any other techmological factors that affect the TVET- Industry

knowledge sharing practices in cooperative training:

Part III: Knowledge Sharing practices in cooperative trainings

Instruction: The following items are intended to measure TVET- Industry knowledge sharing

practices during the cooperative training. Please put a tick (V) mark on the appropriate box to

indicate your level of agreement.

R. Strongly | Disagree | Neutral Agree | Strongly
No | Knowledge Sharing practices Disagree Agree
1 I believe that the practices during
cooperative training have positive
impact for knowledge sharing.
2 I have positive interaction with
trainees and other stakeholders.
3 I am inspired to share knowledge for
trainees.
4 There is high management support and
follow up for practical sessions.
5 Seminars are conducted to aware the
objectives of the cooperative training
for knowledge sharing.
6 | There is high commitment for

coordination between stakeholders to

accomplish the cooperative training
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properly.

7 The existing TVET strategy for

cooperative training is implemented

properly.

8 | There are promotions that help to

improve knowledge sharing practices.

9 | There is up-to-date ICT infrastructure
that helps to share knowledge easily.

10 | There is immediate technical support

to solve problems during practices.

Please specify if there are any other factors that affect the TVET- Industry knowledge sharing

practices in cooperative training:
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Appendix-B: Interview Questions for Trainees of the Sampled TVET Colleges

Addis Ababa University College of Natural and Computational Sciences
School of Information Science
Interview Instruments to assess the knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training
(For trainees)
Dear Participants,

The interview instruments are designed to collect primary data to conduct the study for the
partial fulfillment of Master of Science in Information System at Addis Ababa University. The
purpose of this study is to identify factors affecting the knowledge sharing practices in the

cooperative training between TVET colleges and associated industries in Addis Ababa.

The researcher will not use the data for other purposes than the intended aim of the research.
Also, your responses will be kept confidential and individual participants will not be identified in
any part of the research. For the success of this study, your responses are very important and give
your genuine answers based on your awareness in the present knowledge sharing practices in the

cooperative training.
Thanks in advance for your cooperation!

1. What the current knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training looks like in terms of

its delivery process?
2. Have you got the desired knowledge from the cooperative training?
3. If your response to question No. 2 is No, What was the problem?

4. Is there adequate resources and management support that improve the knowledge sharing

practices delivery?

5. What challenges have you observed from the side of TVET Colleges and associated industries
for knowledge sharing practices in the cooperative training?

6. Would you tell me the appropriate solutions for the problems mentioned in question no. 5?
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Annex: List of industries which conducted the cooperative training

Yeka Industrial College

List of Industries/companies for cooperative training in 2020/21

Department

Industries/companies

Remark

GMFA

Kality Metal products factory

Metal Industry Development institute
FDRE Metals and Engineering corp.
Waliya steel factory

YVVY

Hotel and Tourism

Sarem Int. hotel

Ethiopia Hotel

Semen Hotel

Ramada Addis

Culture and Tourism center
Ethiopian Adventures Tour Operators
Ethiopian adventures Travel agent

YYVYVYVYYY

Construction

Yeka sub city W/2 construction office
Addis Ababa City construction Bureau

YVV

Ministry of urban development and construction

Business and Finance

Commercial Bank of Ethiopia

Addis bidir & kuteba Yeka branch
Ethiopian Revenues & Customs Authority
Yeka sub city w/2 finance office

YYVYVY

ICT

Yeka sub city w/2 ICT development
Ge’ez printing house
BM IT solution

Yvyy

Electronics

Ethiopian electronics plc.
GB electrical workshop
Ghion electronics maintenance

VYY

Textile and garment

Yirgalem Addis textile factory
Libo garment plc.

Ambassader garment plc.
Akaki textile factory

VYVYVY

AT A
L et g,

e
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4 | +7mmay, U9 AhAT @Rl F eCEF PINFSRAT | PNt | PAtLedT™ | PAL
5 | UPT PNt Ne BCET h/T9UNC hrhtLhAT | PrA >> BCHA
6 | ACHC hINF-AATY nINFLART | PA >> $C&N
7 | F&INFCF hINRERTY 3/0+/091/99U PINFELART | PaRY9NE >> SCHN
8 | ATRLY hantELRRY BHET A/TUNC nYATELAAT | P4 >> SCHN
9 | FAANCYY AFPNE NINTENRY hINTEART | P9 >> na
10 | N9 49948 PINFANTT T Lh+EC PINFEARTY | eamiant | ehdSda™ eCEN
11 | &HL3S 93N+ NEC PINESAAT | PaRynt = &SN
12 | p#AL PNINFCNAT 02 PF ages F 4gh | hYhF&hR paDIINTE | >> SAt
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[17 [ Uegen U84 1GR9 5/0+/ETATUNC Ptd P Phd il a™ cec&ri\
18 | R&F 5 P4 3/0+/PT8/ TUNC PEA+RSHI® P74 >> nA J
19 | RHE PtA PEAkSHI® P14 >> nA
20 | BTHC AATR A$& Uhd V47 P74 PATLLLT™ | DA
21 | N4e® Pta FhAkLHIP P14 >> 2C$N
22 | ®AT Pta (VT P4 >> he-8
23 | hFPNAF UEA e P14 >> hen

n+ag
24 | hareh Uba Pha P14 PATL LT | DA
25 | U4 8h&eP (V7) P4 >> ARF
26 | ARMRGR PbAeT 3/0+/P78 TIUNC Fta P74 >> Ph
27 | 187 Pt OB Ftd pamyant: | >> &CeN
28 | PN ANA UHA A/T9UNC (P4 P74 P da™ | CHN
29 | hCaeL P4 V&Y P14 >> nA
30 | PRICEP RLNT 198 Ne BCEF HEHID papyeant | >> amAnh
31 | 2N RIEILT N Nt P14 PATL LT | PAL
32 | NLFNCTT RIBILTT DCT SN Nt Nét pmyaht | >> €C&N
33 | AT &CNG mMA @IRLF RIRNTE | NdF NEE panyaht | >> PAt

/R/TRUNG
34 | NAENth 5 @egesp phng +Rhche 08 | NeF Ndt pYINT | >> FAA
Hha
F 2% TCTGHA ATE 4D 3/0H/R/mMUNC | NdF Nt P4 >> 4N

han
36 | AFRAP KPC TOYIE NeF Nt paoyant | Phddda™ | DA |
37 | Add NHA T FA AT18NTHE N Nk payent | PALLLA™ | hPR
38 | PACA AOALPPT PENLN A1ADAR A/ 93U | NdF Nt PNt | >> SAt
30 | PRTERE N1GF O @AM, 40N | AdF G | eerand | >> #At
40 | goCHTRYE TIARP TS m:i- Nt pacynt | >> AR
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41 | b+ NEF Nt &Neh NeF Nt PRt Ptd. & o™ fh

42 | ROPC o+ OCH ATT AVEILT PNLF Ne- P74 >> ARIeA,

43 | AOFRC oHC MCH BTS AV PNt Ner P14 >> ARTRA,

44 | At NeF Nt NeF Nt PaRYINt | PATLLLT™ | A/PAL

45 | 12% aohiha A1 1479 NeF Nt PaRYNt: | >> Ph

46 | AART CE RS hAM 2/04/P94 UNC | ATt Né P14 5> T/NAN

47 | PFRIRUCT RACPPTF MFRLFT aIndd P | ATt g pavYht | >> nA
ECeY

48 | Pt ai A AIHCTRTA At e P4 >> Ph

49 | P Nk 2/P P24 TUNC &CLFC P74 >> he-B

50 | A&N PNAT PAC 02 PTF N& BCET &C1FC >> K8

51 | PH &CLAYT AY8N 4CYFC P14 PHdaoda™ | FAA

52 | AP B2 PERLh MUNC AO-FTR4A P14 PAtL O | RCEN

53 | PAHPRP AOC DY E N NEHT | emyant >> nA

AO-FIOEA

54 | Bicd THCH 3/0H/P14 UNG A PGt £14 >> A8

55 | ANR FRLAT 1912 A/TIUNC A P74 Phd el am £CHN

56 | PAP KIC A6 1A T BCEF AP P14 Prhd e am ALh

57 | T RGN RIBILT 3/0+/P74 TRUNG APt P14 Phdcla> | NA

58 | h&4h1 AR A F R4 P14 >> hé8

59 | ATNA Ph+a9 AD-FNN ATAIAT ECED A@FqR4A paRYant >> nA

60 | AArTR% qe-hCh NP e ] P4 >> K8

61 | “1hesh 3/0+/P14 heNP RARTCLAN | P14 PAtdca™ | FAA

62 | AT AARTCLAN | P4 >> nA

63 | LIt @IEMTFT 5/0+/0914 RUNC RARTELAN | P4 >> 2CEN

64 | TIENN TLENFLYT 1/0%H/P1/TUNC RARTCLAN P74 >> il

65 | UNCA AANTCLNN 2/04/P1/8 o LRAWRCERN | 7A = Py
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66 | 77 PAONINA SUTENG A/IUNC ™S P74 PhLoda™ | he8
67 | ¢& Na=5T &+CEYH h/TUNC AARTCH P74 >> hade
$41P
68 | 44 9o A/TRUNC rARTCH P74 >> At
69 | h&N ANN MCA™NG NCEE h/TUNC AARTCA P74 Patd ol | €C8N
70 | PRFRRP AANTLN P4 NCTGRY AARTLN XTI S héng
71 | BRFERL TANENT A18NTS e Pyt | 5> nA
72 | $AF® PANN N ECEF sCae Yt P74 >> nA
73 | Y9 ATRRP MCP ML 4Neh thN 24 P74 >> FAA
74 | P@LH MCP RIBNTL ATV AINEERT | MCPMLP | PEYINE | Aol | #AE
75 | AT ATRRE NN Nt MCP MmCP | NN Nt P74 >> W40
/TRUNG nan
76 | it 4NN N 4Ngh Ndot >> hée8
77 | AN AR N ANN Nt P74 >> DR
3
78 | UNC 4NN &t AN Nt P74 >> /LA
3
79 | NBCS R8T ANN Nt ANN Nt P14 PATL LT | heR
80 | KN AN Nt ANN Nt P14 >> he-8
81 | UNC 4NN &t AN A&t P14 >> hé-8
82 | @®1CAS Phi 4NN N& ANN Nét P74 >> he-8
83 | NCUTS h78 AATR ANIN Nt aNN &t P14 >> he-8
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UNIVERSAL
COLLEGE CF / TEGNOLOGY

UNIVERSAL COLLEGE OF TECHNOLOGY 2013E.C.

Companies/Industries Cooperative Training Providers

S.N Occupation Companies/Industries Remark
! Accounting
e Basic clerical works (level 1) # '!]CU"'? nag® ‘:l'f""Lf LCET
e RBasic account works(level 11) . ;‘t:,f" ?f;h‘?i"f] ),']:_“ :;t)h:(l‘f‘ﬁ A
® Account & budget v Phubefel RISNTLOVLOEC
service(level 111) o Ph.dofa.l RO £73G CALC
e Account & budget support LA Ao “LLOEC
(level 1V) o RSN AN DT A0C
o Ph.bo.Bl I/"LLOEC
o héA NG RJARIA
o  hlA M PIRAILA.
d Information communication
technology
e ICT (level I- 1V) s ACUIS OAYe TTer e CCET
o Ph.bofod FUL LLNEC
e héSP MM TAARK ACTN
o Ph.bo.f..6 RIEOTLLLOEC
o Ph.édo2,.6 RONN, £7F PATC
34 Ao “LLNEC
e  ALN AN hAT? /0L
o Ph.bo Bl T/"LLOEC
3 Automotive e RHIA 01T ho-0-0 LCPE-
e Automotive (level 1- 1V) o P4 TICH
s q".AIDh
o DOl ALTINZCA LCET
o (1h"T} mPAA Peol§ PIS
4 Spatial information system v :M‘P;_, ".Teih:“;’} :{:‘“ﬁgff"f;?
. . o - Pihde L& AN T PhYC
 Burestupée Drafing Vidi havr TG
- o Ph.bdolyéd RIGNTECOLLNVEC
5 Surveying
e Surveying (level 11 1V)
6

Drafting

e Drafting (level - 1V)
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Microlink I.T. College

List of Industries/companies for cooperative training

Name of Industries/companies Sector/occupation Academic
year
» Commercial Bank of Ethiopia Business Cand Finance 2020/21
» Cooperative Bank of Oromiya

» Addis bidir & kuteba Arada branch

» Ethiopian Revenues & Customs Authority

% Arada sub city w/2 finance office

» MA authorized accountant

» Tikur Abay shoes S co.

» Zcustoms clearing plc.

» Union Bank share company

» Awash Int. Bank

% Ethiopian industrial  inputs development

enterprise

Arada sub city w/2 ICT development ICT 2020/21
Birhanena selam printing house
Brothers IT solution

2t Internet café’

v ¥V ¥V YV V¥V

Degol computer training institute

Wondosen internet service

v

— % Arada sub city w2 communication affairs

» Addis Ababa ICT Agency
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