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Abstract

The current economy is summarized by increasing business competitiveness and leaner organizations, and the
risk and uncertainties inherent in such dynamic environments have increased the importance of managing
organizational knowledge. Like the preceding, the construction industry is required to make an effort for survival
and takeoff and most construction companies recognize that knowledge management improves efficiency and
effectiveness and the necessity on the innovation of business itself and it is the current of the times. But at this
point in time, companies have doubts about performance following the introduction of KM, and set to show interest

in developing a measurement method. So, This study analyzes the existing model for performance measurement and
based on results derived, presents the method for performance measurement.
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