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Figure 1 Conceptual model of knowledge internalization and

technology transfer
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Table 1 Construct Validity and Reliability

A M EEETR Wr s | ERRYIT22(% ) | Cronbach’s «
BHIE SN T4 1EE T AR I 0.807
—— EHES MR T ST B IMREI 0.811 s 641 0770
RS MAAES B i85 R AR 0.786
B AT DA BB R 22 B AU 1) Sk 0.678
Al 2 BN G VEIK PR BOAR /3 R 0.850
BARKF EAEIG AALXF T A VR A A BRI > 0. 680 63. 136 0. 802
PRAE B AR o BB B Ml B2 ) H A i H 0.767
SRR 2 ARV TR 0.7 56.618 0.616
R 0.804
SRR pERTAR 53 0.884 8. 106 0718
R E RS 0.842
ERBFAEAERSSE,
4.2 #HEiREgt MIRRNAL SRR B TEAI G (B = 0.452,p
72 R TN AL R R YE PR EZEM <0.01),
FirA A BRI R B, R 2 HRal DI, Al
R2 MEREE BXEH
Table 2 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
| HME | bR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 5.33 | 3.3069 1
2 3.1490 | 1.47731 | .093 1
3 2.47 .620 ~.081 |.205%* 1
4 2.00 1.105 053 |-.183**| -.019 1
5 2.5615 | .97461 | .101 |.369** | .134* |-.294%* 1
6 3.2213 | 8.74248 | .001 .143* | -0.54 | -.031 | .103 1
7 4.4963 | 1.03350 | .151* |.217** | -.008 |-.166**| .086 .071 1
8 4.7571 | 1.17419 | .074 124 —.069 | -.138% | .120 | .148* |.196** 1
9 4.2943 | 1.24246 | .022 120 .002 -.014 | .080 -.018 |.305%* | .159* 1
10 | 4.6892 | 1.02688 | .146* | .133* | -.037 | —.135* [ .203** | —.007 |.452** |.188** | .354** 1

1 fedl AR, 2 (kR AR, 3 T R R ER 4 TR E,5 S1ERTE,6 IR RS,7 AIRMML,8 MIRE 4,9 (R AIRM&K
3,10 HARER,
EN=270;" KRR p<0.05 kFELRBE," " KR p<0.01 kF_LEE;2 - tailed B,
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Table 3  Testing for Main and Moderating Effects

AR o FR 1 B 2 AL 3 B 4 AL 5 TR 6
Intercept 44167 % | 2.756* "% | 2.405%** | 5.925*** | 2.213*** | 3,159%**
BToR| & 0.004 + 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.003
PR R 0.059 -0.002 -0.005 -0.007 -0.016 -0.011
Tl & SR I B -0.059 -0.023 -0.031 -0.038 -0.022 -0.013
FEAT ML AL -0.048 -0.002 0.008 -0.002 -0.018 -0.019
B VEAFLE ) 0.133 0.150 0.150 0.170 0.147 0.137
i FR R B -0.010 -0.010 -0.012 -0.012 -0.008 -0.007
P EAQND) 0.361%** | 0.333**" -0.448 0.272%** 0.048
HRE 4 (KC) 0.103* -0.621°"
ARSI =+ FIH AL (KC = KT) 0.159**
PREEERAR S (KP) 0.236*** 0.001
PREEFIRGRS = F0IR AL (KP * KT) 0.054 *
EIEEEE S
RMEAETY F 2.191" 6.481"** | 5.738*** | 5.986"** | 8.849*** | 8.221**"
R square 0.062 0.187 0.194 0.221 0.266 0.276
5% R square 0.034 0.158 0.160 0.184 0.236 0.243
FrifE2 1.003 0.933 0.934 0.920 0.890 0.887

.7 p=<0.001,* *p<0.01, " p<0.05, *p<0.1,

MY B DLR TG L BR T 5 —
B HAUREASARAE 7 2% (F K24 7 p <0. 001 1
KPR WK 2 3.5 al LIE H, gkt
IS INFIPUILZ R RAR P R ARG A2 6, R A
TR EAFE R ARAT .35 0 TR0, R 1 7531 52
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Figure 2 Moderating role of knowledge complexity
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Figure 3 Moderating role of partner knowledge protectiveness
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The impacts of knowledge internalization on technology transfer in collaboration

Yang Yan, Gao ShanXing
(Key Lab of the Ministry of Education for Process Control and Efficiency Engineering, School of
Management, Xi’ an Jiaotong University, Xi’ an 710049, China)

Abstract; Based on Knowledge — Based View (KBV) and organizational learning theory, the viewpoint that in an inter — organi-
zational collaboration, knowledge internalization of focus firm has influences on the amount of technology transfer from its partners
is proposed. On the basis of data from a survey of 270 Chinese enterprises having collaborations with partners, an empirical anal-
ysis is adopted to explore the relationship between knowledge internalization and technology transfer, as well as the independent
moderating roles of knowledge complexity and partner knowledge protectiveness. The regression results show that as a main com-
ponent of collaborative learning process, knowledge internalization of focus firm has significantly positive impact on the technology
transfer from its partners. At the same time, both knowledge complexity and partner knowledge protectiveness positively moderate
the relationship between knowledge internalization and technology transfer. Practical implications are discussed at the last.

Key words: knowledge internalization; technology transfer; knowledge complexity; knowledge protectiveness
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The regional disparities of China’s total — factor energy efficiency and energy technology

Wang Keliang'*, Yang Baochen®, Yang Li'
(1. School of Economics and Management, Anhui University of Science and Technology, Huainan 232001, China;

2. School of Management, Tianjin University, Tianjin 300072, China)

Abstract: Based on total — factor production theory, a non — parametric frontier is constructed by Data Envelopment Analysis
(DEA). Under the framework of meta — frontier, the analysis and comparison have been made on the regional disparities of
China’ s total — factor energy efficiency during the period of 2000 —2007. Additionally, a quantitative Technology Gap Ratios
(TGR) - based analysis has been made on the technology gap on regional energy utilization in China. The conclusions are as fol-
lows: The overall level of China’s total — factor energy is on the low side during the sample period, its average value is only 0.
688 under countrywide meta — frontier and thus energy — saving potential could be increased by 31.2% in order to maintain the
present economic output. There are significant regional disparities in energy technology and risk of further expansion of the energy
technology gaps among three major areas. In east area of China, the TGR stays at above 95% and approaches the optimal nation
level. In central area and west area of China, comparing with optimal national level, there are improvement potentials of 18. 6%
and 26.6% , respectively.

Key words: total — factor energy efficiency; energy technology; meta — frontier; regional disparitiy; TGR



