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Abstract 

Knowledge management has been recently considered in business administration literature, as a new 

discipline that has made an important contribution to the development and implementation of business 

strategies in organizations. Likewise, it has been considered that businesses, regardless of their size, 

that have implemented knowledge management as another one of their strategies have obtained 

significant benefits, being a higher level of performance one of them. In this sense, this paper with a 

simple of 124 firms analyzes the existing relation between knowledge management and the 

performance of small business in Aguascalientes state (Mexico). The obtained results show that 

knowledge management has a significant positive relation in the performance level of the small 

business. 
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1. Introduction 

It has been some decades since Knowledge Management (KM) has gained interest among researchers, 

academics, and professionals in the field of business management, which has translated in the 

publishing of a significant number of studies. However, most studies presented in the literature have 

focused on presenting a theoretical analysis of this construct, and have given little importance to the 

application of KM in businesses (Palacios & Garrigós, 2006), and the few studies that have 

implemented KM in organizations have commonly done so using for example intellectual capital, 

patent development, the creation of data bases or the innovation or performance in large businesses in 

developed countries (Palacios & Garrigós, 2006), and small business have been left unattended. 

Likewise, there is a difficulty in literature to present a concept of KM that is commonly accepted by the 

majority of researchers and academics. However, Dibella and Nevis (1998) considered that the concept 

of organization must be an essential factor in the adoption of KM in firms, so KM must be understood 
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from a global point of view of the business and not only refer to some functions of the firms, since all 

the functional areas or departments of the organization are generating sources of knowledge. Hence, the 

definition of KM must be a formal process that determines the type of internal information that must be 

used to benefit the enterprise (Roy, 2002). 

In this sense, KM should be defined as the effective use of systems to collect, use and re-use the 

knowledge generated in the organization (Davis, 2002); since the use of KM systems has generally 

produced a sustained growth in companies during the past ten years (Teece, 2001; Castillo, 2002). 

Therefore, it can be considered that economic performance, strategic development and performance of 

innovation depend on the degree on which firms can use all the knowledge generated in the 

organizations, and return this knowledge in activities and generate more value to it (Krogh, 1998). 

For this reason, more empirical evidence is needed in literature regarding the consequences that an 

effective and efficient KM can have in enterprises, especially in small business, which must include 

competitive advantages (Hall, 1993; Connor & Prahalad, 1996); innovation (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; 

Dove & Antonelli, 1999; Carneiro, 2000); problems anticipation (Carneiro, 2000); increase in the 

comprehension of the organization (Buckley & Carter, 2000); efficient use of information (Carneiro, 

2000); and firm performance (Wiig, 1997; Teece, 1998). 

Even when in current literature there is an important number of studies that have analyzed KM in small 

business (Beijerse, Lim, & Klobas, 2000; Frey, Sparrow, Heng, Kautz, Thaysen, Wickert, & Herschel, 

2001; Salojärvi et al., 2005; Gray, Moffett, & McAdam, 2006; Chan & Chao, 2008; Kruger & Johnson, 

2009), no papers was found that related KM and small business performance in developed countries as 

well as in developing nations. Therefore, Beijerse (2000); Claycom et al. (2001), Salojärvi et al. (2005) 

and Kruger and Johnson (2009), considered that more investigation is needed in empirical studies that 

analyze the relation of KM in small business, and especially in developing countries. 

In this context, a first contribution of this paper is the presentation of empirical evidence that relates 

KM and performance in small business in a developing nation, as is the case of Mexico, which 

contributes to the analysis and discussions of the theory of KM. Another contribution is in the 

methodology used in this paper, since the information obtained was analyzed through structural 

equations modeling, which allow to examine the theoretical model in its whole and provides more 

information for decision making. Therefore, through a simple of 124 firms this paper presents the 

results of the relation between KM and small business performance. 

 

2. Method 

KM has recently been considered in literature as an important resource that besides generating greater 

competitive advantages in firms (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Ginsburg & Kambil, 1999), is an essential 

function that provides and coordinates mechanisms which increase the resources available in the 

organization in capacities (Darroch, 2005). Likewise, in a highly competitive environment like the one 

in which businesses currently participate, it is not enough to make capital, work or prime matter 
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investment to achieve success, but also investment in improving innovative abilities and knowledge of 

all members of the organization, since knowledge has become the best strategic resource for companies 

(Chin-Tsang, 2009). 

For this reason, KM is considered in literature as a strategic process in which the value of information 

is fundamental, and it plays an essential role in the integration of the processes that have a control in 

the results of the intellectual capital of the enterprise (Loshin, 2001). Hence, the use of KM allows the 

decision-making process to be more effective for firms, and it facilitates the generation of new 

knowledge inside the enterprise and the application of this knowledge to generate a greater level of 

innovation in products, improvement of strategies, processes and firm performance (Probit & Tacit, 

2002). Likewise, most of the economic, strategic and innovative performance depends in great measure 

on the degree in which businesses can use all or part of the knowledge generated inside the 

organization, and the return of this knowledge in activities that generate more value (Krogh, 1998).  

In this sense, one of the main goals of KM is sharing knowledge between all the employees in the 

organization, which can help all the members to make better decisions, improving significantly the 

production processes and, in the future, the increase of the performance level of the firm (O’Dell & 

Grayson, 1999; Milton et al., 1999). Likewise, Drucker (1993) considered that KM can be adopted in 

different ways according to the businesses’ activities, but it has to be oriented generally in the 

perspectives of generating new knowledge, and eventually its application in the organizational systems 

to generate new products or services. For this reason, Arthur Andersen Business Consulting (1999) 

concluded that KM can also provide the quality and quantity of innovative knowledge that the 

organization requires improving its performance. 

Based on what has previously been stated and a detailed revision of literature, then KM can be 

considered as the most important strategy that can be implemented in organizations, since all business 

activities can provide value through the application of knowledge (Chin-Tsang, 2009). So, the study of 

KM has to focus on the management of the knowledge-generating process (AABC, 1999) since, 

according to Gold et al. (2001), KM must be evaluated in terms of the knowledge capacities of the 

infrastructure and of the competences in the business, given that these two variables have a significant 

positive relation with the effectiveness and performance of the firm. 

Thus, the competences and capacities of knowledge of the organization will depend in great measure 

on the knowledge and abilities that its employees possess, since human resources are considered the 

most important active, more than economic resources, even, in the current society of knowledge 

(Bertoncelj & Kovac, 2008), given that in KM operations, human resource is the most important 

element (Chin-Tsang, 2009), and is basic for the creation of knowledge in the organization (Davenport 

& Prusak, 1998; Ndlela & Toit, 2001; Phusavat et al., 2008). This way, Goh (2002) reached the 

conclusion that the effectiveness of KM depends in great measure on the capacities that the employees 

in a business have. 

In addition, the evaluation of the employees’ capacities can be focused on the increase of value (Niven, 
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2003; Boomer, 2004), and on the will the employees have to share their knowledge (Foster & Skyrme, 

1999; Moore et al., 2001; Niven, 2003; Boomer, 2004), when the organization makes an evaluation on 

how to distribute the human resources in a more efficient and effective way for KM. Also, to make an 

evaluation of the employees the organization requires a correct implementation of the human resources 

policy, an investment in employee training and managers with good training on information systems 

(Niven, 2003; Boomer, 2004).  

On the other hand, the study of the possible effects of the adoption of KM in firms has generally been 

centered in obtaining quantifiable results (Palacios & Garrigós, 2006), which is the reason why 

Davenport (1999) was one of the first researchers that considered the relation between KM and 

performance, and reached the conclusion that a positive relation exists between KM activities and firm 

performance. Likewise, Firestone (2001) proposed a model called global estimation of benefits, in 

which he clarifies the relation that exists between KM, corporate goals and the benefits of the 

organization, and he considered that the adoption of KM by firms has a strong influence in the 

performance. 

For his part, Wiig (1999) proposed a cause-and-effect diagram to analyze the adoption of KM in firms, 

and considered that the addition of value in the model generates different positive effects inside the 

organization, for example the creation and exchange of knowledge between middle ranks, and 

employees. Likewise, Decarolis and Deeds (1999) analyzed the impact that organizational knowledge 

has on the firm performance, considering knowledge as the accumulation and flow of the current 

knowledge and new knowledge inside the organization (Dierickx & Cool, 1989). 

This way, Decarolis and Deeds (1999) concluded that of all variables used for making the flows of 

operational organizational knowledge, only the location of the geographical area is significant, since 

geographical location can influence the acquisition of knowledge that is external to the firm. Regarding 

the variables used to measure the accumulation of knowledge, two of them had a significant positive 

impact on the firm performance, them being the number of products developed and the number of 

employments created. Additionally, the accumulation of organizational knowledge and the flow of 

knowledge had strong significant positive impacts on the firm performance. 

Likewise, Dibella and Nevis (1998) considered that adopting KM in firms facilitates the acquisition of 

new knowledge, which can have a strong influence in the creation and development of new work 

routines and new mental schemes for employees, generating a higher level of firm performance. 

Furthermore, Ranft and Lord (2002) concluded that the transfer of knowledge occurs only when the 

actives of the base of knowledge are acquired and used. Hence, the development of knowledge inside 

the business is commonly transferred through the human capital, which is why access to knowledge 

should not be impeded to employees (Szulanski, 1996), since knowledge is an essential element that 

facilitates the competitive advantages and can improve a firm performance (Decarolis & Deeds, 1999).  

On the other hand, KM has been considered in current literature as an important topic in business 

management, and the evaluation of firm performance has been modified as the development of KM 
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advances (Chin-Tsang, 2009). Thus, studies that only focus on the evaluation of performance in the 

financial dimension obviously will only reflect the business operation and the use of resources in a 

sufficient way, especially knowledge centered in the firm. Nonetheless, in the current era of total 

customer satisfaction, the customer relation’s management and KM are two of the most important 

topics for firms (Chin-Tsang, 2009). 

In this sense, customer KM is one of the essential factors that determine the customer relation 

management success, and is one of the basic elements for the creation of value for customers (Wayland 

& Cole, 1997; Swift, 2001), since an efficient customer relation management can provide a greater 

level of satisfaction and loyalty (Fickel, 1999). Likewise, understanding customer necessities is an 

effect created by an efficient KM (Fickel, 1999), and this element is essential to increase the relations 

with customers. Therefore, customer KM is commonly used in literature to support the consult services 

(Wayland & Cole, 1997), which can increase the firm performance.  

Additionally, Johannessen et al. (1999) combined a vision of knowledge with good KM in their study, 

and reached the conclusion that an organizational vision generates more creation of knowledge, and 

more creation of knowledge allows a better creation and use of knowledge in businesses, which can 

significantly improve innovation and firm performance. Likewise, the implementation of KM in firms 

contributes to the improvement of the processes of new product development, reduces the errors in the 

introduction of new products to the market, increases the efficiency of the productive processes and 

evaluates the improvement processes such as product quality, flexibility of production processes, 

decrease in process timing (Utterback, 1994; Bassi, 1997; Tauhert, 1998; Frey, 2001; Hollander & 

Mihaliak, 2002; Boomer, 2004), and sensibly improves firm performance (Chin-Tsang, 2009).  

For this reason, the literature considers that KM can significantly improve the operation processes in 

firms, then it would be fundamental to also consider it in performance rates in firms, in the frequency 

of operational problem solving (Arora, 2002), and in the customer satisfaction (Wu, 1998), which 

would allow improving de decision-making support system in the organization (Foster & Skyrme, 1999; 

Boomer, 2004). In this context and considering the information previously presented, the hypothesis 

referring to the relation between KM and firm performance can be formulated: 

H1: Higher KM level, higher firm performance level 

2.1 Sample 

For this study, the directory of the Business Information System for Mexico in Aguascalientes state was 

considered, and said directory registered 130 manufacturing firms with 20 to 250 employees up to July 

30th. Given that the number of enterprises is very small, surveying all the firms was considered with a 

reliability level of 99% and a sampling error of ±1%. Likewise, the survey was designed to be 

completed by the managers of the small business, and was applied through a personal interview to the 

130 businesses that were selected in a time period between September and December 2010. In the end, 

125 surveys were completed, reaching a response rate of 96% and an error margin of ±1%.  

KM was measured through 4 dimensions: 1) employee training, which was measured in a 5-item scale 
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and adapted from Bontis (2000) and OECD (2003); 2) policies and strategies of knowledge 

management, which was measured through a 13-item scale adapted from Bozbura (2004, 2007); 3) 

creation and acquisition of external knowledge, which was measured through 5-item and was adapted 

from OECD (2003) and Bozbura (2007); and 4) effects of the organizational culture, which were 

measured through a 4-item scale adapted from OECD (2003) and Bozbura (2007). All items of the four 

dimensions were measured in a Likert 5-point scale where 1 = total disagreement to 5 = total agreement 

as limits. 

In measuring performance in small business, various authors have traditionally constructed indicators 

from the perception of small business’s managers about their competitive position in regard to the 

market share, profitability and the obtained productivity by the businesses in a determined period of 

time (AECA, 2005), hence, performance was measured by a 12-item scale proposed by Quinn and 

Rohrbaugh (1983). 

To evaluate the reliability and validity of the instrument that was used, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

(CFA) was carried out by using the method of maximum likelihood with the software EQS 6.1 (Bentler, 

2005; Brown & Byrne, 2006). The reliability of the theoretical method was evaluated by means of 

Cronbach’s alpha and the Composite Reliability Index (CRI) (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Additionally, the 

recommendations made by Chou, Bentler and Satorra (1991) and by Hu, Bentler and Kano (1992), 

were taken into consideration regarding the correction of statistics of the theoretical model when it is 

considered that the normalcy of data is present by using also the robust statistics which give a better 

statistical adjustment of data (Satorra & Bentler, 1988). 

The obtained results to the application of the CFA are presented on Table 1, and suggest that the final 

measurement model provides a good adjustment of the statistical data (S-BX2 = 287.487; df = 224; p = 

0.000; NFI = 0.888; NNFI = 0.935; CFI = 0.943; y RMSEA = 0.048). Likewise, as evidence of the 

convergent validity of the theoretical model show that all the items of the related factors are significant 

(p < 0.01), the size of all standardized factorial loads are superior to the value 0.60 as recommended by 

Bagozzi and Yi (1988), and the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) of the relation between the factors is 

higher than 0.50 as suggested by Fornell and Larker (1981). 

 

Table 1. Internal Consistency and Convergent Validity of the Theoretical Model 

Variable Indicator Factorial Load Robust t Value Cronbach’s Alpha  CRI AVE 

Employee Training (F1) 

BFT1 0.779*** 1.000a 

0.842 0.842 0.640 BFT3 0.850*** 9.944 

BFT4 0.769*** 8.084 

Policies and Strategies (F2)

BPE1 0.710*** 1.000a 

0.889 0.892 0.580 BPE2 0.742*** 9.415 

BPE6 0.846*** 7.353 
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BPE7 0.781*** 6.282 

BPE8 0.713*** 5.441 

BPE9 0.769*** 7.261 

Acquisition of External 

Knowledge (F3) 

BKO1 0.799*** 1.000a 

0.832 0.834 0.557 
BKO2 0.780*** 13.104 

BKO3 0.732*** 9.902 

BKO4 0.668*** 7.281 

Effects of the Organizational 

Culture (F4) 

BOC1 0.815*** 1.000a 

0.827 0.830 0.620 BOC2 0.817*** 12.177 

BOC4 0.727*** 8.084 

Knowledge Management 

F1 0.882*** 11.601 

8.993 0.900 0.563 
F2 0.724*** 5.464 

F3 0.702*** 7.492 

F4 0.911*** 7.554 

Business Performance 

PE1 0.685*** 1.000a 

0.883 0.883 0.656 

PE2 0.828*** 7.762 

PE3 0.815*** 7.997 

PE4 0.764*** 7.352 

PE5 0.768*** 7.253 

PE6 0.747*** 8.094 

PE10 0.627*** 5.655 

S-BX2 (df = 224) = 287.487; p < 0.000; NFI = 0.888; NNFI = 0.935; CFI = 0.943; RMSEA = 0.048. 
a = Parameters constricted to that value in the identification process. 

*** = p < 0.01. 

 

Regarding the discriminant validity, its measurements are presented in Table 2 through two different 

tests. Thus, below the diagonal, a confidence interval test is presented (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), 

which shows that, with a confidentiality of 95%, none of the two individual elements of the latent 

factors in the correlation matrix contains the value 1.0. Above the diagonal, the Extracted Variance Test 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981) was presented, showing that the AVE between the pair of constructs is 

greater to the square of the extracted variance. Hence, considering these results it can be concluded that 

the different measurements to the theoretical model show enough evidence of reliability and convergent 

and discriminant validity. 
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Table 2. Discriminant Validity of the Theoretical Model 

Variables Knowledge Management Business Performance 

Knowledge Management 0.656 0.092 

Business Performance 0.146 - 0.462 0.563 

 

The diagonal represents the Extracted Variance Rate (IVE), while above the diagonal the part of the 

variance is shown (the correlation to the table). Under the diagonal, the estimation of the correlation 

of the factors is shown with an interval of 95%. 

 

3. Result 

To validate the hypotheses formulated in this research paper, the Structural Equation Model (SEM) was 

used through the EQS software (Bentler, 2005; Byrne & Brown, 2006), which allowed to compare the 

structure of the theoretical model and to obtain the statistic results that permitted the contrast of said 

hypotheses. This way, the nomological validity of the theoretical model was analyzed through the 

Chi-square test, through which the theoretical model was compared to the measurement model, finding 

that the non-significant differences of the theoretical model are good for the explanation of the 

observed relations between the latent constructs (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hatcher, 1994). The 

obtained results in the application of the SEM are presented in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. Results of the Model’s Hypothesis Test 

Hypothesis Structural Relation 
Standarized 

Coeficient 

Robust 

t-Value 

H1: Higher knowledge 

management level, higher 

business performance level. 

Knowledge M. → Performance 

 

0.664*** 

 

22.690 

S-BX2 (df = 217) = 268.030; p< 0.000; NFI= 0.946; CFI= 0.954; RMSEA= 0.044. 

*** = P < 0.01. 

 

Table 3 shows the results obtained from applying the SEM. So, regarding hypothesis H1, the results β = 

0.664, p < 0.01 indicate that KM has positive and significant effects on the small business performance. 

In summary, it is possible to conclude that the KM is a good indicator in the small business 

performance. 
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4. Discussion 

The results of this empirical study provide enough empirical evidence that demonstrate the existence of 

a close relation between KM and small business performance in Mexico. Hence, it can be concluded 

that for achieving a significant increase in performance, businesses must initially adopt and implement 

an efficient KM, since KM is precisely one of the of the few business strategies that can sensibly 

improve firm performance. Secondly, it can also be concluded that KM is an efficient and effective 

business strategy that provides good results on the firm performance, which is why owners/managers of 

manufacturing small business must seek training in this important topic, since not only will its correct 

adoption and application inside and out of the organization depend on it, but also the expected results 

and their translation into a better performance. 

Lastly, it is viable to conclude that the increase of KM will also depend greatly on the abilities and 

knowledge that both workers and employees possess, since it is they who can transform knowledge into 

new products or services, for which owners and/or managers of manufacture small business must 

design and implement a training program for current employees as well as those to be hired in the near 

future, besides creating an environment in which there employees share their experiences, abilities and 

knowledge to their colleagues. 

On the other hand, the results also show that the design and execution of policies and strategies of KM 

is the essential factor for KM in manufacturing small business, since KM in organizations will depend 

in great measure on the type of policies and strategies carried out in businesses. Hence, if enterprises 

want to improve KM in the organization, they will have to re-design their policies and strategies and 

adapt them to the changing necessities of the market and to the requirements of the consumers. 

Likewise, organizational culture is another of the essential elements that significantly impact KM in 

businesses, since values obtained inside and out of the organization determine in great measure 

employees’ behavior. Thus, for businesses to substantially improve the management of their knowledge 

it will require for them to generate a working environment that encourages and stimulates the transfer 

of knowledge and abilities amongst all the personnel in the organization, so that employees may 

suggest different ways to do their work and to provide possible solutions to the problems detected in 

the business. 

Additionally, if organizations improve significantly their KM they will have a greater chance to 

improve the level of business profits, given that, as shown by the obtained results business management 

impacts positively on performance. Hence, if firms want to improve their performance level, amongst 

other actions, they must improve their KM. First hand, they must implement actions leaning toward 

providing for their employees a constant formal and informal formation related to the KM and use 

regularly formal practices of advising for their employees. 

On the second hand, they must design and implement business policies and strategies leaning towards 

implementing and supporting on a regular basis de development of new ideas, improve the access to 

information that their employees require to undergo their activities, establish formal processes to 
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support the innovative activities and invest on research and development of new products. Thirdly, they 

must stimulate de acquisition of external knowledge, developed by other enterprises as well as public 

institutions and research centers for their own benefit, as well as the constant use of the Internet to 

obtain knowledge needed by the organization.  

Lastly, organizations will have to make adjustments to their organizational culture in order to 

constantly encourage their directors and employees to transfer their experiences, knowledge and 

abilities to new employees, frequently motivate their employees to work as a team in their different 

activities, and constantly persuade their employees to develop and implement new ideas and to freely 

express their opinions. 

Admittedly, this research paper has diverse limitations, being the following that stand out. The first 

limitation refers to the sample, given that only businesses consisting from 20 to 250 employees were 

considered, leaving aside enterprises with fewer tan 20 employees, which represent more than 70% of 

the total number of firms in Mexico. Hence, in future studies it would be recommended to consider al 

micro and small businesses, as to verify if the theoretical model behaves similarly regardless of the size 

of the firm. The second limitation relates to the acquisition of information, given that a great number of 

businesses considered that the information that was asked was confidential, so the data provided by the 

managers not necessarily reflect the reality of the businesses regarding KM and performance. 

The third limitation is that the survey was exclusively applied to the owners and/or managers of the 

small business selected, so it was assumed that they possessed good knowledge of the KM and firm 

performance. That is why, in future studies it is recommended that the same survey be applied to the 

employees, to obtain information that permits comparing both results. The fourth and last limitation of 

this research paper refers to the scales used to measure KM and performance, given that only 

qualitative variables were considered, and in future studies it would be recommended to use other types 

of scales with quantitative variables, as to allow verifying if the results are similar. 

Finally, it is important at this moment to reflect and go beyond the obtained results and discuss in 

future studies, what effect would it have on small business if another scale with more quantitative 

scales was used to measure KM? What results would be obtained in manufacturing small business if 

more quantitative scales were used to measure KM as well as firm performance? What type of KM has 

more effect on small business performance? These and other questions that may come up from this 

research could be answered in future studies. 

 

References 

AECA. (2005). Estrategia e innovación de la Pyme industrial en España. Madrid: Asociación Española 

de Contabilidad y Administración de Empresas. 

Anderson, J., & Gerbing, D. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and 

recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 13, 411-423. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/rem                 Research in Economics and Management               Vol. 2, No. 3, 2017 

145 
Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

Antonelli, C. (1999). The evolution of the industrial organization of the production of knowledge. 

Cambridge Journal of Economics, 23, 243-260. https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/23.2.243 

Arora, R. (2002). Implementing KM—A balanced scorecard approach. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 6(3), 240-249. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270210434340 

Arthur Andersen Business Consulting. (1999). Zukai Knowledge Management. Tokyo: Keizai Inc. 

Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structural equation models. Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science, 16(1), 74-94. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327 

Bassi, L. J. (1997). Harnessing the power of intellectual capital. Training & Development, 51(12), 

25-30. 

Beijerse, R. P. (2000). Knowledge management in small and medium-sized companies: Knowledge 

management for entrepreneurs. Journal of Knowledge Management, 4(2), 162-179. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270010372297 

Bentler, P. M. (2005). EQS 6 Structural Equations Program Manual. Encino, CA: Multivariate 

Software. 

Bertoncelj, A., & Kovac, D. (2008). The influence of management capital on enterprise performance. 

International Journal of Management and Enterprise Development, 5(4), 444-461. 

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMED.2008.018761 

Bontis, N. (2000). Intellectual capital and business performance in Malaysian industries. Journal of 

Intellectual Capital, 1(1), 85-100. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930010324188 

Boomer, J. (2004). Finding out what knowledge management is—And isn’t. Accounting Today, 18(14), 

9-22. 

Bozbura, F. T. (2004). Measurement and application of intellectual capital in Turkey. The Learning 

Organization: An International Journal, 11(4/5), 357-367. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/09696470410538251 

Bozbura, F. T. (2007). Knowledge management practices in Turkish SMEs. Journal of Enterprise 

Information Management, 20(2), 209-221. https://doi.org/10.1108/17410390710725788 

Brown, T. (2006). Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Applied Research. NY: The Guilford Press. 

Buckley, P. J., & Carter, M. J. (2000). Knowledge management in global technology markets. Long 

Range Planning, 33, 55-71. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0024-6301(99)00102-8 

Byrne, B. (2006). Structural Equation Modeling with EQS, Basic Concepts, Applications, and 

Programming (2nd ed.). London: LEA Publishers. 

Carneiro, A. (2000). How does knowledge management influence innovation and competitiveness? 

Journal of Knowledge Management, 4(2), 87-98. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270010372242 

Castillo, J. (2002). A note on the concept of tacit knowledge. Journal of Management Inquiry, 11(1), 

46-57. https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492602111018 

Chan, I., & Chao, C. W. (2008). Knowledge management in small and medium-sized enterprises. 

Communication of the ACM, 51(4), 83-88. https://doi.org/10.1145/1330311.1330328 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/rem                 Research in Economics and Management               Vol. 2, No. 3, 2017 

146 
Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

Chin-Tsang, H. (2009). The relationship between knowledge management enablers and performance. 

Industrial Management & Data Systems, 109(1), 98-117. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/02635570910926618 

Chou, C. P., Bentler, P. M., & Satorra, A. (1991). Scaled test statistics and robust standard errors for 

nonnormal data in covariance structure analysis. British Journal of Mathematical and Statistical 

Psychology, 44, 347-357. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8317.1991.tb00966.x 

Claycomb, C. et al. (2001). Applied process knowledge and market performance: The moderating 

effect of environmental uncertainty. Journal of Knowledge Management, 5(3), 264-278. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270110401239 

Connor, K. R., & Prahalad, C. K. (1996). A resource-based theory of the firm: Knowledge versus 

opportunism. Organizational Science, 7(5), 477-501. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.7.5.477 

Darroch, J. (2005). Knowledge management, innovation and firm performance. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 9(3), 101-115. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270510602809 

Davenport, T. H. (1999). Knowledge management and the broader firm: Strategy, advantage and 

performance. In J. Liebowitz (Ed.), Knowledge Management Handbook. Boca Raton, FL: CRC 

Press. 

Davenport, T. H., & Prusak, L. (1998). Working Knowledge: Managing what you Organization Knows. 

Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Davis, A. (2002). Knowledge management: The four pillars of success. BioPharm International, 15(7), 

44-46. 

Decarolis, D. M., & Deeds, D. L. (1999). The impact of stocks and flows of organizational knowledge 

on firm performance: An empirical investigation of the biotechnology industry. Strategic 

Management Journal, 20, 953-968. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199910)20:10<953::AID-SMJ59>3.0.CO;2-3 

Dibella, A., & Nevis, E. (1998). How Organizations Learn: An Integrated Strategy for Building 

Learning Capacity. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Dierickx, I., & Cool, K. (1989). Asset stock accumulation and sustainability of competitive advantage. 

Management Science, 35(12), 1504-1513. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.35.12.1504 

Dove, R. (1999). Knowledge management, response ability and the agile enterprise. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 3(1), 18-35. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673279910259367 

Drucker, P. F. (1993). Port-Capitalist Society. New York, NY: Harper Business. 

Fickel, L. (1999). Know your customer. CIO, 15, 62-72. 

Firestone, J. M. (2001). Estimating benefits of knowledge management initiatives: Concepts, 

methodology and tools. Journal of Knowledge Management, 1(3), 13-27.  

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables 

and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 39-50. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/rem                 Research in Economics and Management               Vol. 2, No. 3, 2017 

147 
Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

Foster, A. (1999). Knowledge management—Not a dangerous thing. Library Association Record, 

101(3), 149. 

Frey, R. S. (2001). Knowledge management, proposal development and small business. Journal of 

Management Development, 20(1), 38-54. https://doi.org/10.1108/02621710110365041 

Ginsburg, M., & Kambil, A. (1999). Annotate: A web-based knowledge management support system 

for document collections. Proceedings of the 32nd Hawaii International Conference on System 

Sciences (HICSS-32). https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.1999.772797 

Goh, S. C. (2002). Managing effective knowledge transfer: An integrative framework and some 

practice implications. Journal of Knowledge Management, 6(1), 23-30. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270210417664 

Gold, A. H., Malhotra, A., & Segars, A. H. (2001). Knowledge management: An organizational 

capabilities perspective. Journal of Management Information Systems, 18(1), 185-214. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2001.11045669 

Gray, C. (2006). Absorptive capacity, knowledge management and innovation in entrepreneurial small 

firms. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 12(6), 345-360. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13552550610710144 

Hall, R. (1993). A framework linking intangible resources and capabilities to sustainable competitive 

advantage. Strategic Management Journal, 14, 607-618. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250140804 

Hatcher, L. (1994). A Step-by-Step Approach to Using the SAS System for Factor Analysis and 

Structural Equation Modeling. Cary, NC: SAS Institute Inc. 

Heng, M. S. H. (2001). Mapping intellectual capital in a small manufacturing enterprise. Journal of 

Intellectual Capital, 2(1), 53-60. https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930110380491 

Hollander, D. P., & Mihaliak, C. E. (2002). Tech helps deliver innovation in claims. National 

Underwriter, 106(48), 26-27. 

Hu, L. T., Bentler, P. M., & Kano, Y. (1992). Can test statistics in covariance structure analysis be 

trusted? Psychological Bulletin, 112, 351-362. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.2.351 

Johannessen, J. A., Olsen, B., & Olaisen, J. (1999). Aspects of innovation theory based knowledge 

management. Journal of International Management, 19, 121-139. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0268-4012(99)00004-3 

Kautz, K., & Thaysen, K. (2001). Knowledge learning and IT support in a small software company. 

Journal of Knowledge Management, 5(4), 349-357. https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000006532 

Krogh, G. (1998). Care in knowledge creation. California Management Review, 40(3), 133-153. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/41165947 

Kruger, C. J., & Johnson, R. D. (2009). Assessment of knowledge management growth: A South Africa 

perspective. Aslib Proceedings: New Information Perspectives, 61(6), 542-564. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/00012530911005517 

Lim, D., & Klobas, J. (2000). Knowledge management in small enterprises. The Electronic Library, 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/rem                 Research in Economics and Management               Vol. 2, No. 3, 2017 

148 
Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

18(6), 420-432. https://doi.org/10.1108/02640470010361178 

Loshin, D. (2001). Enterprise Knowledge Management: The Data Quality Approach. San Francisco 

CA: Morgan Kaufmann. 

Milton, N., Shadbolt, N., Cottman, H., & Hammersley, M. (1999). Towards a knowledge technology 

for knowledge management. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 51, 615-641. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/ijhc.1999.0278 

Moffett, S., & McAdam, R. (2006). The effects of organizations size on knowledge management 

implementation: Opportunities for small firms. Journal of Total Quality Management, 17(2), 

221-241. 

Moore, C., Rowe, B. J., & Widener, S. K. (2001). HCS: Designing a balanced scorecard in 

knowledge-based firm. Issue in Accounting Education, 16(4), 569-601. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/iace.2001.16.4.569 

Nahapiet, J., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital and the organizational advantage. 

Academy of Management Review, 23(2), 242-266. 

Ndlela, L. T., & Toit, A. S. A. (2001). Establishing a knowledge management program for competitive 

advantage in an enterprise. International Journal of Information Management, 21(2), 151-165. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0268-4012(01)00007-X 

Niven, P. R. (2003). Balanced Scorecard—Step-by-step: Maximizing Performance and Maintaining 

Results. New York, NY: Wiley Sons. 

Nonaka, I., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The Knowledge—Creation Company. New York, NY: Oxford 

University Press. 

O´Dell, C., & Grayson, J. (1999). Knowledge transfer: Discover your value proposition. Strategy & 

Leadership, 27(2), 10-15. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb054630 

OECD (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development). (2003). Measuring Knowledge 

Management in the Business Sector. Ottawa: OECD/Minister of Industry. 

Palacios, M. D., & Garrigós, S. F. J. (2006). The effect of knowledge management practices on fir 

performance. Journal of Knowledge Management, 10(3), 143-156. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270610670911 

Phusavat, K., Kess, P., & Torkko, M. (2008). Knowledge-transfer practices for SMEs: Case studies in 

Finland and Thailand. International Journal of Management and Enterprise Development, 5(5), 

513-528. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMED.2008.019080 

Quinn, R. E., & Rohrbaugh, J. (1983). A spatial model of effectiveness criteria: Towards a competing 

values approach to organizational analysis. Management Science, 29(3), 363-77. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.3.363 

Ranft, A., & Lord, M. (2002). Acquiring new technologies and capabilities: A grounded model of 

acquisition implementation. Organizational Science, 13(4), 420-441. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.4.420.2952 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/rem                 Research in Economics and Management               Vol. 2, No. 3, 2017 

149 
Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

Roy, P. (2002). Tacit KM organizations: A move towards strategic internal communications systems. 

Journal of American Academy of Business, 2(1), 28-33. 

Salojärvi, S., Furu, P., & Sveiby, K. E. (2005). Knowledge management and growth in Finnish SMEs. 

Journal of Knowledge Management, 9(2), 103-122. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270510590254 

Satorra, A., & Bentler, P. M. (1988). Scaling corrections for chi square statistics in covariance structure 

analysis. In American Statistics Association 1988 Proceedings of the Business and Economic 

Sections (pp. 208-313). 

Skyrme, D. J. (1999). Knowledge Networking: Creating the Collaborative Enterprise. Oxford: 

Butterworth Heinemann. 

Sparrow, J. (2001). Knowledge management in small firms. Knowledge and Process Management 

Journal, 8(1), 3-16. https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.92 

Swift, R. (2001). Accelerating Customer Relationship: Using CRM and Relationship Technologies. 

Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Szulanski, G. (1996). Exploring internal stickiness: Impediments to the transfer of best practice within 

the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17, 27-44. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171105 

Tang, H. K. (1999). An inventory of organizational innovativeness. Technovation, 19(1), 41-51. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(98)00077-7 

Tauhert, C. (1998). Invasion on the enterprise. Insurance & Technology, 23(4), 6-7. 

Teece, D. J. (1998). Capturing value from knowledge assets: The new economy, markets for know-how 

and intangible assets. California Management Review, 40(3), 55-79. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/41165943 

Teece, D. J. (2001). Managing Intellectual Capital: Organizational, Strategic and Policy Dimensions. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Utterback, J. M. (1994). Mastering the Dynamics of Innovation. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School 

Press. 

Wayland, R. E., & Cole, P. M. (1997). Customer Connections: New Strategies for Growth. Boston, MA: 

Harvard Business School Press. 

Wickert, A., & Herschel, R. (2001). Knowledge management issues for small business. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 5(4), 329-337. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270110411751 

Wiig, K. M. (1997). Knowledge management: An introduction and perspective. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 1(1), 6-14. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673279710800682 

Wiig, K. M. (1999). Introducing knowledge management into the enterprise. In J. Liebowitz (Ed.), 

Knowledge Management Handbook. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press. 

Wu, S. H. (1998). The impact of knowledge circulation on industrial innovation. Paper presented at The 

Symposium on Industry Management, Taipei. 

 


