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A Comparative Study on the International Technology
Levels and R&D Cooperation Capabilities of Mechanical
Engineering and Other Technologies by Delphi Method

Youngjoo Kwon”*

ABSTRACT

We provide a set of information on technologies to draw meaningful action plans for the internationaliza-
tion of National R&D activities, In this study, we employed a modified Delphi method to evaluate levels of
our technological capabilities and developed countries’ as well. We investigated technology acquistion
methodologies, technology characteristics and various aspects of international cooperation in terms of tech-
nelogy. Then, we analyzed final responses of participants (i.e., the third round results of Delphi method)
to see the correlation among various factors in developing technologies through international R&D coopera-
tion. The technology classification used in this research was developed by STEPI (Science and Technology
Policy Institute). In conclusicn. levels of our technologies were investigated to be between the stage of imi-
tating/absorbing advanced technologies and the stage of digesting acquired technologies. Especially, com-
paring with other technologies, mechanical engineering was evaluated to be almost near the stage of
digesting acquired technology(the middle level stage of technology). Qur averal technological capabilities
were evaluated to be 40~60% of top level countries .

Key Words : Delphi Method(@s}e]7]®), International technology cooperation(F#7]1%€%3) Technology
Push(7]&-44+54), Demand Pull(A1 34854, Correlation Analysis(4224), Analysis of
Variance(ANOVA:£4H+4), Technology digestion/absorption capability(71&48/E8+%9),
Technology life cycle(71 €44 F71), Technology acquisition method (718 =5%7))
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Table 15 Technological capability level comparison
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Table 17 Top level countries in each technology capability
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Table 19 The analysis on the relation between the technology
acquisition purpose and the successful interna-
tional R&D cooperation(Correlation analysis-
Pearson Coefficient)
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Table 20 Technology acquisition methods and R&D
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Table 21 Mean values of entry barriers to developed
countries for each technology
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Table 22 The analysis on the relation between entry barri-
ers to developed countries and the successful
international R&D cooperation possibility(Corre-
lation analysis-Pearson Coefficient)
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