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Does Expert Background Impact the National Technology Level Assessment
——Evidence from the Survey of National Technology Competition

Yuan Like
(Chinese Academy of Science and Technology for Development, Beijing 100038,China)

Abstract: The technology assessment judged by experts on the main technical fields provides important support for the na-
tional science and technology planning. For the uncertainty and complication of technology,the experts have the ability to
make comprehensive judgment on national technology level based on the experts’ knowledge background and experience.
The survey of technology competition shows that China's overall technology level has been achieved to 68. 4% of the United
States. The difference of experts” experience and knowledge background has different judgment, and also has a statistical
significant impact on national technology assessment. This study concludes that technology assessment should be estab-
lished as a fundamental and long-term program. It is necessary to absorb a more extensive experts participation,and opti-
mize the structure of experts.
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