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Cronbach’s a Cronbach’s a
Cronbach’s o 0.5 0.3
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15 24
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4.903a 4.752a 4.942a 4.769a 5.009a 4.734a 4.797a 5.135a
-0.222a -0.160b -0.289a -0.124c 0.054b 0.057b -0.107c -0.221a
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-0.015 -0.061 -0.003 -0.016 0.046¢ 0.048 -0.061 -0.052
R-square| 0.2723 0.1416 0.2724 0.2008 0.2563 0.1768 0.2399 0.3246
F-Value | 12.907 5.691 12.913 8.670 11.719 7.411 10.886 16.583
p-Value | 0.0001 0.0003 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
a p-value<0.01 b p-value<0.05 ¢ p-value<0.1
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p-Value | 0.0001 0.0003 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001

a p-value<0.01 b p-value<0.05 c¢ p-value<0.1
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(General Linear Model)

Duncan

F-value | p-value R-square Duncan
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0.40 0.7505 0.009
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1.79 0.1523 0.037
0.43 0.7293 0.009
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ABSTRACT

Today is the new century of “knowledge economy”. The practitioners and academicians begin to focus on
the issues of knowledge management (KM). However, most KM literature tends to work on the “operational
side” of KM, while neglects that of “strategy side (KS)”. Moreover, most literature sorely explored the KM
issues of those advantageous hi-tech industries, while failed to study the industries which locating in different
advantage stages. Beside, very few articles linked KS with other business functions, such as organizational
strategy, marketing strategy, and manufacturing strategy. Finally, the literature still failed to construct and
measure the Knowledge Performance (KP), and, in turns, failed to explore how the KM activities influence KP.

The study samples Top 1000’s firms, which were ranked by the Common Wealth Magazine, and mails 600
questionnaires. The percentage of the questionnaires given back was 23.83%. After the results analyzed by
the SAS software, this study attempts to explain the issues discussed above. The primary goal of this study is
to understand the KP’s model, including the measurement and construction to point out the shortcomings of the

present situation and to make suggestions for the future direction.

Keywords: knowledge strategy; knowledge performance, cross-function



