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3.4 (Pretest), :3
3 3
[ 15] 2
, Alavi L]
11 ,
11 ,
[1]]16]
Grant! ! @) , (Pilot test)
s , 20
(rule/ directives) ; (2) )
, (sequencing) ’
:(3) ’
(organizational routines) (self
— contained task teams) :33
Gold"” 4 ; 18
,13 , 11
, 11
( know ledge leverage) 4.2
’ 17 « » ,
300
13 , (items pool) 77 kM ’
1 300
. ’ ’ CEO CKO KM 2005 4
21 5 30
* (Socialization) 126 42%
* ( Externalization) Nonaka, 1994 20%
N ( Combination) Choi, 2002 .
* (Internalization) ( nomr-response blas) B
* (Storage) ,P 0.412,
® ( Retrieval) Alavi, 2001
* (Maintenance) Stein, 1995
* ( Protection) 4.3
* ( Acquisition) Davenport, 1995 P Coeff+
#* ( Diffusion) Darroch, 2003 cient alpha [6]
* ( Absorption) Szulanski, 1996 .
item-te-total 4
Grant, 1996
* (integration) Gold, 2001 53 ,0.4 .
* (leverage) Davenport, 1995 2 0.4 - KC 3
, 2004 -
KO_13( 1)
4 (exploratory factor
analysis) ,
41 )
, KMO Bartlett ,



5 < 131 -
KM O 0. 865~ 0. 895 , 1 2 3 4
(a= . 000), KO.4 214 . 851 .229 . 167
KO3 .250 . 843 .215 123
KO_I 3. 941E- 02 . 456 .756 . 157
( principal component K02 .314 . 408 . 690 5. 410E-
analysis) | (varimax), K09 479 1. 778E~ 02 633 . 340
KO_10 .451 3. 947E- 02 584 . 46
0.5, 0.5 K07 234 133 . 106 . 859
0.5 [ 18] KO_8 217 . 167 .229 . 822
Cronbach’sa . 8300 . 8794 .8374 7874
(%) 20.777 40.79 58 851 75.923
Cronbach’ s alpha 2 5 ]
( 2)), KC_11
0.5,KC.5 4
0. 5, , 15 1 5
4 , 0.5, KT 4 - 811 . 273
72. 145% KT_1 . 770 5. 192E- 02
KT_10 . 746 . 405
( 3,12 4 ) KT_11 . 704 . 348
0.5, 75. 923% KT_3 . 662 . 345
( 4),KT9 KT_8 . 590 . 434
KT_6 172 . 848
0.5 > 10 KT_7 . 244 773
, 62. 15% KT_5 . 318 . 732
5), KA_11 KT_2 . 269 . 583
Cronbach’ s a . 8694 . 7907
0.5 ’ 10 2 (%) 33.520 62. 150
s 66.7% 3
2
1 2 3 4 5
KC9 . 876 213 . 128 8 507E- 02 N 5
KC10 .816 208 - S477E- 2 .245 KAt T o
KC.7 .753 157 . 417 143 KA7 63 189
KC6 .62 204 . 455 .206 KA 9 oS e
KC17 147 . 835 9. $69E- 02 .208 KA S 705 o4
KCI8 428 714 8. 182E- 02 8 755E- 02 KA_10 656 48
KG16  2.195E- 02 . 682 322 .298 KAS 615 403
KC19 471 602 .28 . 186 KA 2 5 986E_ 00 876
KGI5 329 584 . 403 120 KA1 3sg 601
KC1  -2.975E- 03  .227 822 136 KA3 48 503
KC2 . 304 184 723 154 KA 4 457 575
kc4 S22 137 - 620 -337 Cronbach’ s a . 9079 . 7758
KCI3 191 8. 902K 02 . 289 .823 (%) AL 853 66. 697
KG14 .193 .235 . 161 . 805
KG20 127 468 132 634 3
Cronbach’sa . 8850 . 8617 L7513 . 8040
(%) 21.34 40.795 57. 461 72 145
. 5
( reliability)
3
)
1 2 3 4 ,
KOS 737 .426 6. 839F- 02 307
K06 L671 457 . 157 103 (Internal Consistency)
KO_Il . 620 168 . 336 2331 Cronbach’ s alpha
KO_12 .610 158 271 .186
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Lol ( construct validity)
, item— to— total ,
0. 4, ( 6 9)
, Cronbach’ s alpha 0.6 [e]
el Cronbach’ s alpha ( convergent validity)
0. 9187 0.9142 0. 8908 0. 9108 , ( Construct)
(sensitivity) ,
5  likert Steenkamp T rijp' ™! ,
, , (Factor Load
« ings) )
?7’ s 1_ 5 [13 2 13 0- 5’
(D)
; , 2 :(2)
[19]
6 ( 2 5), 4
0.5, P< 0.01
ri= 0.517 = 0.512 r3= 0.483 ra= 0.522
[19] ( 6);
6.1 0.5
( content validity) 0.5,
(face validity), (discriminate validity)
[19]
2 6 2
6.2
6
1: 2: 3: 4:
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 1 2 3
KC.6 1
KC7 . 792 1
KC9 . 608 .693 1
KC_10 517 .537 .801 1
KC_15 475 .498 . 482 . 529 1
KC_16 359 .319 .326 .284 .512 1
KC_17 .413  .340 .329 .378 .533 .680 1
KC_18 .441 469  .490 . 444 .586 .601 .584 1




5 # 133 #
1: 2: 3: 4:
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 1 2 3
KC_19 . 427  .553  .522  .390 .625 581 .545 .703 1
KC.1 .403  .344  .209 . 134 .457 .422 .268 .253 .433 1
KC2 .498 .483 .414 .344 .468 .492 .313 .379 .520 .568 1
KC4 . 402 . 482 337 .274 .345 537 .360 .257 .389 .483 .497 1
KC_13 .430 .400 .295 .320 .386 .393 .295 .317 .385 .370 .413 .423 1
KC_14 .395 .376 .283 .372 .509 .422 .390 .366 .467 .319 .387 .345 .690 1
KC20 .403  .313  .292  .339 .434 .465 .490 .516 .431 .322 .285 .435 .525 .522 1
7
3: 3: 4:
1 2 3 4 1 2 1 2 3 4 1 2
KO_5 1
KO_6 .742 1
KO_11 . 602 . 627 1
KO_12 .557 . 626 . 583 1
KO_3 . 497 512 . 414 . 375 1
KO_4 . 425 . 451 . 450 . 370 . 785 1
KO_1 .393 . 438 . 403 . 403 L411 . 443 1
KO_2 .481 . 450 . 512 . 430 . 441 . 506 . 634 1
KO_9 .528 . 496 . 524 . 401 . 363 .351 . 525 . 559 1
KO_10 . 495 . 474 . 525 . 458 . 384 .384 . 567 . 545 . 701 1
KO_7 515 . 343 . 478 . 386 . 292 .293 L3111 . 313 . 431 . 426 1
KO_8 .548 . 392 . 477 . 401 . 321 .374 . 372 . 357 . 438 . 457 . 650 1
8
1: 2:
1 2 4 5 6 1 2 3 4
KT_1 1
KT_3 .428 1
KT_4 .565 . 659
KT_8 . 480 . 537 . 505 1
KT_10 . 481 . 470 . 641 . 578 1
KT_11 .509 . 533 . 554 1605 1818 1
KT_2 1322 1463 1443 1317 1308 1242 1
KT_5 1359 1439 1456 1444 1482 1457 1531 1
KT_6 1227 1422 1416 1408 1477 1389 1513 1627 1
KT_7 1263 1325 1352 1406 1446 1507 1553 1590 1582 1
9
1: 2:
1 2 4 5 6 1 2 3 4
KA_S 1
KA_6 1693 1
KA_7 1542 1812
KA_8 1490 1650 1613 1
KA_9 1521 1695 1678 1754 1
KA_10 1492 1605 1637 1563 1629 1
KA_1 1392 1548 1541 1432 1408 1439 1
KA_2 1393 1285 1225 1287 1298 1373 1483 1
KA_3 1428 1393 1513 1399 1551 1446 1528 1629 1
KA_4 1422 1502 1515 1446 1474 1470 1578 1560 1609 1
613 (1)

;(2)
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Lol ( Nomological V alidity) 15
21] 4 .12
[3]
, , 3
1: ’ ’
3 ;
131 Cronbach. s alpha 017369 5 10
Pearson , (r= 01490, p
< 0101) (r= 01557, p< 0101) (r= , 10
01592, p< 0101) (r= 01539, p< 0101)
2 1 2
3 ;
7
[17]
, (benchmark) ,
[1]
, ( confirmatory factor
47 analysis) , ,
, 12 ; )
( 1)
4 )
1
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Study on an Instrument to Measure Knowledge Management Processes: Development, Purification and Test

HAN Weihe', LI Hao’, ZHONG Qiw yan'
(1. School of Management, Dalian University of T echnology, Dalian 116023, China;

2. School of Business M anagement, Dongbei University of Finance and Economics, Dalian 116025, China)

Abstract: An increasing number of attentions to know ledge management are paid by practitioner and scholars. It

is becoming important how to measure know ledge management processes. Based on the classification of know+

edge management processes, an instrument to measure knowledge creation, organization, transfer, and applica

tion is developed. Pretest, pilot test, and survey are implemented to purify the items. Reliability and validity of

the instrument are tested em pirically. Four dimensions consisted of 47 items are included in the final instrument.

T he theoretical and practical im plications of this study are discussed.

Key words: knowledge management; knowledge management processes; scale development; empirical study



