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ABSTRACT

This study primarily explores the moderate effect of organizational knowledge
capability on organizational effectiveness under specific organizational task scenarios. Due
to the fact that organizational knowledge produces various working ability, it can be
divided into two dimensions. fundamental knowledge capability and procedural knowledge
capability. The level of improvement that organizational knowledge has on organizational
effectiveness will vary due to the different nature within organizations' task. In addition,
the task environment utilized by organizational knowledge can aso be divided into two
dimensions of  task orientation collective knowledge vs extensive knowledge and

task scope content guidance vs procedure guidance . The sampling subject will
consist of personnels from selected departments of three large enterprises, which are
different in nature and have a high level collection of knowledge while effectively
executing knowledge management. There are 148 questionnaires in our main sample,
assessed by statistical methods of path analysis and hierarchical regression analysis.
Research shows 1.Task characteristic can affect organizational knowledge capability
2There exists a positive correlation between organizational knowledge capability
andorganizational effectiveness. On the other hand, there is a negative correlation between
cultural ability and organization effectiveness, and there is no obvious correlation between
socialization capability and organization effectiveness 3.Task characteristic does not have
moderate impact on organizational knowledge capability and organizational effectiveness
because the enterprises all exhibit proficient fundamental knowledge capability such that
the various effects caused by task characteristic are less apparent.

Key words Task characteristic, knowledge management, organizational knowledge
capability, organizational effectiveness
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N=148
Chronbach
Item -to- Total correlations
apha
mQ @ & @ G ;G O © O 1
7 0.89 02 091 091 084 083 088 0.63
10 0.87 087 07 081 091 09 054 033 034 08 0.89
10 0.73 073 033 045 054 068 083 08 089 078 0.73
N=148
Chronbach alpha Item -to- Total correlations
(1) (2 (3 (4) (%) (6)
4 0.82 0.83 0.91 0.65 0.87
6 0.75 0.82 0.26 0.95 0.91 0.91 0.88
4 0.78 0.78 0.92 0.83 0.36
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alpha
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236

DW

0.6

VIF

[tem-to-Total

Spearman

5.35

DW =1.89
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n=148 Spearman
AGE EXPR EDU ROT FS FCI FTI FINT FEXT FCOM FSOC

AGE 253 040 1

EXPR 425 131 1 0.653***

EDU 305 091 1 -0.069  -0.386***

ROT 261 175 1 0.448*** 0.537*** -0.141

FS 573 059 7 0.89 0.152 0.106  -0.057 0.022

FCI 565 048 10 087 0.136 0.07 -0.038 0.049 0.704***

FTI 531 074 10 073 0172 0.055 0.052 0.077 0.593*** 0.708***

FINT 579 057 4 082 0.157 0.093  -0.085 0.079 0.49*** 0.596*** 0.516***

FEXT 565 046 6 075 0.125 0.09 -0.005 0.117 0.435*** Q.55*** (0.562*** 0.64***

FCOM 568 057 4 078 0.104 0.08 -0.044 0.043 0.527*** 0.556*** 0.623*** 0.613*** 0.702***

FSOC 532 101 4 091 0.236** 0.113 0.018 0.06 0.538*** 0.603*** 0.591*** 0.635*** 0.543*** (0.572***

FKSAT 545 0.74 13 095 o017 0.106  -0.013 0.012 0.613*** 0.615*** 0.694*** 0.649*** 0.643*** 0.671*** 0.643***
1 *** p<0.001 ** p<001 * p<0.05
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9
T P F DW VIF
0.235** 3.001 <o0.01 43.126 0.683 1.890 2.714
- 0.159# -1.696 <0.1 P<0.001 3.869
0.318*** 4,191 < 0.001 2.541
0.21** 2979 <0.01 2.204
0.16* 2.186 <0.05 2.354
0.157* 2.029 <0.05 2.644
1.878# 1.878 <0.1 2.104
1 *** P<0.001 ** P<001 * P<005 # P<O1
10
3
024 0.16 032 p 0.1
3 021 0.16 0.16 0.13 p 0.1
K3 023 -0.16 0.33 p 0.1
3 0.22 0.16 0.16 p 0.01
p 0.1
11 — K
0142 p >0.1 H2
F 1655 p <0.001
3 029 p <01 3 033 p
< 0.05 3 041 p <0.05
— 3 001 p >0.1
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10
B t B T
0.24 3** 0.23 2.97**
-0.16 1.7# -0.16 -1.68#
0.32 4,19*** 0.33 4.25%**
0.21 2.98** 0.22 3.04**
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0.13 1.88# 0.12 1.63
D1 -0.08 -0.47
D2 0.05 0.35
D3 -0.03 -0.18
R2 0.667 0.663
R2 0.683 0.686
F 43.126*** 290.894* **
148
1 *** P<0001 ** P<001 * P<005 # P<O0.1
2 D1,D2, D3
1
Cell 1 Cell 2 Cell 3 Cell 4
R t 3 t R t R t
0.02 0.10 0.49 4.32x**  0.43 2.15* -0.02 -0.07
-0.16 -0.71 -0.18 -1.34 -0.22 -0.96 0.32 1.02
0.29 1.94# 0.42 3.89***  0.12 0.58 0.45 1.96#
0.14 0.93 0.32 2.47* 0.20 1.23 0.15 1.18
0.33 2.31* 0.01 0.10 0.20 1.06 0.21 1.25
0.14 0.88 0.07 0.53 0.19 0.96 -0.28 -1.67
0.41 2.21* 0.03 0.26 -0.01 -0.04 -0.01 -0.03
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11
R2 0.757 0.694 0.577 0.771
R2 0.805 0.731 0.672 0.851
F 16.55*** n=36 19.77*** n=59 7.04***  n=32 10.64*** n=21
1 *** P<.001 ** P<.01 * P<005 # P<O01
H3 F
19.77 p <0.001
3 0.49 p <0.001 3 042 p <0.001
3 032 p <005
— 3 019 p >01
H4 F
7.04 p <0.001
3 043 p <0.05
— 3 -0.006 p
> 0.1 H5
F 10.64 p < 0.001
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