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A Study on the Willingness of University Teachers to Transform
Scientific and Technological Achievements from a Dual Perspective
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Abstract: Using non — parametric chi — square statistical method this paper analyzes the interview and semi —
structured questionnaire data of 15 universities and 60 high — end talents and explores and constructs a cross — level
theoretical model of “environment — organization — individual ” that affects the intention of university faculty to trans—
form S&T achievements from the dual perspective of innovation diffusion and self — determination theory. The study
found that: The government’ s support guidance and service system the organizational structure and institutional
system of universities as well as the technological structure and demand structure of enterprises will significantly af—
fect the willingness of college teachers to transform S&T achievements. And colleges and enterprises are important
transmission intermediaries that affect teachers’ perception of policy environment and markel environment indirect—
ly triggering their willingness to transform S&T achievements into entrepreneurship. The research conclusions pro—
vide an important basis for teachers universities and enterprises to solve the institutional dilemma and collaborative
dilemma in the process of scientific and technological achievements transformation and the reconstruction of teach—
ers’ achievements transformation ability by relying on mass innovation space.
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