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Research on Knowledge Transfer among "Double-qualified Teachers" Group in Physical
Education Colleges and Departments in the Era of Transformation

YIN Long, LI Fang

(PE Department of Hengyang Normal University, Hengyang 421002, China)

Abstract: Currently the transformation of colleges and universities is a heated topic of high educa-
tion, and the development of "Double-qualified Teachers" group is an important task for transforma-
tion. In the era of knowledge economy, knowledge is a source power of resources and innovation.
Therefore, the construction of the "Double-qualified Teachers" group in college transformation and
development is actually to realize the transfer and innovation of knowledge through the two chan-
nels of colleges and society. The research, employing the knowledge of economics, is to explore the
relationship between knowledge transfer effect and the three aspects of opportunity, motivation and
capacity in knowledge transfer. It investigates the knowledge transfer among colleges and their co-
operative units based on a questionnaire survey, and then uses the structural equation model to ana-
lyze the data obtained. The results show that the motivation and capacity of knowledge transfer be-
tween physical education colleges or departments and their cooperative units both have a direct im-
pact on the knowledge transfer effect, while the opportunity indirectly affects the knowledge transfer
effect through the motivation and capacity.
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Figure 1 Path Diagram of the Influence of Knowledge Transfer Opportunity, Motivation and Capacity on the

School-enterprise Cooperation Knowledge Transfer Effects
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Figure 2 Path Diagram of the Relationship among Knowledge Transfer Opportunity, Motivation, Capacity and Ef-
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