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A Study on the Performance Factors of Technology
Commercialization of Universities in Korea in Terms of
the Resources-based View

Hyunjung Cho

Abstract ‘ ...........................................................................................................................

This study has analyzed technology transfer and
commercialization process and factors affecting the performances of
technology commercialization of universities in Korea. A technology
commercialization performance model was presented as an input,
intermediate outcomes/capabilities, output (outcome) structures through
the structural equation model using 202 datasets empirically. Input
variables include Resource capability and the organization capability of
TLO. The performance model also includes Patent capability as an
intermediate outcome variable. The final outcome variables were
composed of technology transfer performance and spin-off
performance.

Empirical results show that Resource capability and the
organization capability of TLO influence patent capability and Patent
capability influence the output of technology transfer and spin-off
performance. The organization capability of TLO also appear to have a
positive effect on the output of technology transfer. However, the effect
of the organization capability of TLO on the output appear to be not
statistically significant.
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universities, resource-based view, patent, technology transfer,
technology commercialization






