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Regional University-Industry Interactions

B & 2HBae, Jeong Hwan)x Z 2 =(Kim, Bo Heum)+

ABSTRACT

This study analyzed practical research results on cooperation between regional industry and
university and through it attempted at proposal for further study on industry—academy cooperation in our
country. Of late, on a policy basis, the importance of industry—academy cooperation is being emphasized,
while strengthening cooperation between regional industry and university has the most effective side in
resolving the current regional problems in this regard.

To this end, this study drew out suggestions for cooperation between regional industry and university
by analyzing the recent foreign researches on industry—academy cooperation, proposing the future
direction for research on such cooperation, together with policy proposals.

To conclude, cooperation between regional industry and university should be preceded by policy
support in consideration of regional features and capability of regional universities, rather than application
of inclusive policies, with necessity for checking policies by stage for supporting regional small
enterprises. This means that for industry—academy cooperation, political support for strengthening the
capability of regional industry and university should be put before creating jobs for youths or
advancement of college education.

Key words : AFerd3#(Industry—Academy Cooperation), A &AF4(Regional Industry, X¥ojish
(Regional University), AF8Fe =4 A (Industry—Academy Cooperation Policy)
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