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Abstract Intermet based on web service is growing rapidly and the effort to standardize the next
generation web is world-widely being made. When the web was developed for the first time, HI'TP,
HIML, and URL were designed based on the structure of text background. Through those,
asynchronous search and simple, unified expression patterns have been used. But recently many data on
intemet are becoming complicated. Consequently new structure and expression patterns including
synchronous multimedia information are’ requested. The currently used standard language among user
interface domain of W3C is SMIL which is XML-based one. SMIL describes where and how long the
multimedia factors are integrated on the web. In this paper the standardization trend and important
issues related to SMIL are reviewed and analysed. Also the development of technology is discussed.
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<Figure 1> Authority Shift of Organization Hierarchy

* Width of arrow means degree of strength in authority

Traditional Knowledge-Oriented
Organization Organization
Type of middle manager Intermediary Informediary
Type of Organization Centralized Decentralized
Scope of information Limited Opened
Degree of authority Weak Strong
Information direction Upward Reciprocal &
Decision direction Downward Horizontal
Decision information Cost High Low
Agency Cost Low High -> Low
Operational Cost High Low
Contractual Cost Low High -> Low

<Table 1> A summary of comparison between Intermediary and Informediary
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Begin by linking Measurements to Strategy

What is my

Vision of the Statement of Vision
Futwre oo 1. Definition of SBU
2. Mission Statement
3. Vision Statement
If my Vision l l - - l - l
Succeeds, How To my Shareholder | To my Customers | With my internal With my ability to
will I differ? Management Process - | innovate and Grow
Financial Customer Internal Perspective Innovation and
Perspective. Perspective Learning
What Are the
Critical
Success
Factor?
What Are the
Critical
Measurement?
The Balanced Scorecard

<Figure2> Balanced scorecard Adapted by Robert S. Kaplan and David P.
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‘Skandia AFS” Business Navigator

Financial Focus
- Premivm Income
- Result of Operations
Customer Focus R Process Focus
Human
- Telsphone Accessability Focus - Processing Time ..
" |- Policies withony Bmpower | . |- Applications without
sumrender ment Index enor
Rexnswal Focus

- R&D expense ! sdminstrative expense
~ 1T expense { adyninistrative expense
- Compeence development! employee

Example of Measares Used in the Scandia

Financial Premium income per 3,586

employee(SEK "000s)

Customer Telephone Accessibility  90%
Satisfied customer index  4.14

Human Training days per year 350

Process UT employees as 8.1%
% of Total

Renewal Increase in premivm 28.5%

income

3,592
93%
4.32
6.0
1.3%

31.9%

<Figure 3> Some examples of key indicators for Skandia AFS.
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<Figure 4> Logic of intellectual capital Models.

Resource: Goran Roos and Johan Roos (Measuring your Company’s Intellectual Performance)
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Human
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product life eycle

*  New customer tumover total tumover
o Tumover generaicd hy co-operation pastier ither then cusiomer
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Customer &

To be perceived
as the company
inthe
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environment

o High product

quality

Use of key people
and Key resources
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e R&D budgst
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*  Training budget as percentage of umowr
+  Percentage of employces Totaling in from or vwt 1o co-operation

«  Capacity utilization

Relationship
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allowing 3 high
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Capivat «  Costof capital
+  Growthin WCR

Business
Process
Capital

> 20 % market
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Quality control

R

Customer complaint rate
Quality deviation rate from subsuppliers
Non-conformance rate

Delivery time deviation rate

ge of

ers having ISO

Renewal &

Intemal operation
structure

®  Percentage of time spent on nuinizing vperations
* [T investiments owr tumover

development
Capital

Product development
panner

*  Percemtage of tumover generaicd by new prodiscts
»  Percentage of new products developed in co-operation with

*  Success rate of new product dewlopment projects

)

<Figure 5> Intellectual Capital Process Model in the Gamma Company
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Total Total Total Total
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Financial Intellectual Financial Inteliectual Financial Intellectual Financial Inteltectust
Capital Capital Lnynll Capital Capital Capital Capital Capital
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Organization Human Organization Human Organization Human Organization Human
Capital Capital + Capital Capital Capital Capital Capital Capital
1020 100 100 133 140 0 140 135
End of Period | End of Period 2 End of Period 3 End of Period 4
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Capitat .. Capital Capital Capital Capitat Capitat
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40 : 10 20
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10 20 40
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Financial Orgasiativeal Financial Orgaubationst Financia) Organizational
Capital Capitsl Capital Capital Capital Capltal
10 25 15
30 o 20
Financial Orgasbational Financial Organbational Financial Orgasiatioas)
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[ [ 0

<Figure 6> The 1.C. Balance Sheet {top) and the P&L accounts (bottom)
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produce

Product

has

Value

Added

What is the added
value per activity per
product how much
can be assigned to
knowledge asset?

<Figure 7> The concepts and their relation in

39 7ol Mgt Zo] 2o Qlo] Y X R2E B
Aol g AR 2 71dule] Ao agHA A
B3 HAFAF #7AE 2o 549 + Ak

=, O 2, AR vige & 719 TR
= 7198FdA 2se A4z RIS AFAE
€A B&HoR FFE F Axvel 2 T2 AF
Ate] BrE7gel Agslojof ek old) AHzI 7|
e} AHde] At mE 358 (synergy effect)e] 7}
vlgezA AHApte] JpAGE B7b 2 Sl o
< EsiA7is

a3 719l Aee V1Ee Asht £99] 71X
Bg3 4% + e ot 7Y = g%
of g FF 7HEAe] yos bed Aol dE
H, IAES 5 AF dg ol &g 71l
L7313 ol 27ANRE ZIdule) Rz w2 2ot
7HE] #5714 89& A% AEFo=A AFFH Aulzd
W 87N 2goz ol HAY & AS Aotk olF
uigo g e diE 7AAE EFE F, g 7hx
o] @32 3 ¢o2 HuFo] g & Uk 83, AF
A g Frb7hle Feg e A T AFol

tlo

L

i e

=

Set of
Knowledge Assets

T process

Resource Set

consume

incurs

Cost

What is the cost of
resource per activity per

product, how much of
the cost can be assigned
to the knowledge assets

the definition of knowledge asset value

1} AuAE 908 ‘BEATAVL 2ot o #F
LPAE AT} Mulxsl B Bez she UL
FAE BAE ) 1 o)F niges HFHA AHR}
A 277 A48 4 Aok

th] @A, ATl dF PAME AFHo AE)
Mg AAgshe $8% 71F0] HH, ol& niglog AT
o] 7} 7}, BrkA S ol A)F R AESELTA
Aol & AZRFLTA 8] Zzte] §Fo|
ARz AHPte] 27 o3 AL TFAsL 3
Aslojxtt, ol ste] AP ATBE 274 W 7
g3 e #EG L AH Apde] Fx BFEL u=
4 H7hseld 4 9ok

o] Aol gloIN F2AIEL BS(activities), AHY
(resource), A|E(products), A L(resource)°lt). FE& o
W 23S 243l A Psi Aol R ge
AL 2uEs A AR s T AP AEL A
sk AL D)

-9-



3.5. Data Envelopment Analysis
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7 284S SYshed f8% A¥Zzayelny DEAE
AR G ols]  AEAED;  Decision
Making Units)9] el ¢id&a) oo} £8& 7hsA &
t} (Chames, Cooper, &Rhodes, 1978). JAEA A= 3
vel ¥l ZFd9ely (Lewin & Minton, 1986),
DEAE 239l Ae] H771¥Q) BenchmarkZ H3FH
ol& £ <t} (Epstein & Henderson, 1989; Schefczeyk,
1993). g(Auh3 (YN M2 o dHd F 9
o, DEAE 99 8459 JI§E vlasio] 7Y 2343
Q1 ©9je) SRS Lk a2y DEAE ©A 434
A BoE B Mo o g9l HHoE Aol o
g}

DEAE Z3AHQ 58 A #rirdon® AR #
¢l i(Kleinsorge, Schary, & Tanner, 1992), =& vl %3
A Eoll o3t W7 Schefezek, 19302 % AR #
Utk =3 DEAT AFH APy e £33
(Cross—Sectional) ZA7Z ¥, QAAFHe|n A7[AHY
(annual/periodic) 2. A Al &g 421 (Longitudinal)
ZAFZ g #AAY HriEDojrt & EY
Thomson, Lee, 2211 Thrall DEAEZ 45712 A} &9
o} 7delele Ay d9jdl I ARIALY F&4AT
ol AHEEETE A /34 o]9lolx: DEAYE FIAU4 AM
@9lel A8A AF (Haag, Jaska, & Semple, 1992), &
Hjzte} Faxte] Al Qo] BEE A+ (Kleinsorge et
al, 1992), FFR7AALe A+ (Pinna & Torres, 1992), 8t
2 25 (Sinunaly-Stern, Mehrez, & Barboy, 1994), &
3 Aol =(Schefezyk, 1993) AFHog AEH
Ak

DEAE 53], 873849 dgs &80 B33tn o
3 MZ Aol TR o]FoW 248 AuHA &
Aol Hgtelch, 53], =37 oA BelrtEe] FPER9]
wale] w2 el g A3k d f2ldtHEpstein
& Henderson, 1939). DEASY} o|¥2 Y& 715A &
T2 ga g YT e shve] #HrideE yE
¥ = 9lck= Aot} (Epstein & Henderson, 1989; Lewin

& Minton, 1936). :
DEA: 23 234e Bkl dlol 3% ohe
2E WFAUE 2ok Ane $4 &9

(Ranking)& #7iske A9 2 239 7Kself-appraisal) 7}
7Fsdtche Aotk «lE £4W DEAE AlIY @9lel H
7l Jol, DEAE Ald%el dis] 71 28349 B
(target) & Zopd = Qon] ARPR 29 ¥|FEHA
g £4 2ol Hdle] BRG] HIHER &

Ttk & DEAYE 54 7199 %ol ae 2ag W2
BFo wet F3A 4o FFo o&IAEe ¥t
(Thanassoulis, 1993). ¥|& DEA7} %33 Hrlo] gig &
AE AAg ] B2 A7} ko] EX|7l Ao A4S
i QueAY o, ARIE dd Ad A= E AL o
A Re] AAel tiE] ARG A FAHE AR
iek

olg} ZHo] DEA 7I¥He 719 WA 2a7bsAdo] &&
Hslel 3 g% 3t o, o Wit A
Hog ZA9 stgol AR oy wie FF o4
o] WA S-S FAIRICHHuber, 1991).

DEA #7p7)ge] Jldlg dyozs AMg WS
AR (consensus)F-F;, Br7ER}el] o W HAel F
Ae & F 9od olg sl sl Hrkak= DEA
7149l Ao 7158 B}t 43| ofslstn HAS 3
238 F UEF Fdsjof 3}

Eds

o

u

o) 3

&

4. 712 7LAMIL JIEOl OHE A2 Fol2|
2%

AEHY 71de] #RE FHoz & FArLgE 28
T 22 AN Ao 714l AsR7E Ag7HIEL
X AF FYY JIES FHke W 3o B2 BAHS
Hizsts dleh Ay F4e 71de Ald7HAE 71l B
FE frEe Adroe 739 M d% w8 MRS
Fasta gl g gof EHoE side] AT e
g, 2= AR, A T& A3 V18] dEn,
AdHoge 7199 /HAEFHe wEEo geh o
FTAZE ARG AL 7140l ARy =AY AR
el vepd X8 vigoz v1ge] w o] g
Aot BA7Fs4E FAHN] Ay Ze ¢
Ak

Aol PRI 3 FWEe T AR qo)
a2 (top down) 2.2, 7199 HTH 94 908 2HY
of glo] SRR FFE vAE o ofe} HAF &
A gl o3 Az Felel FruExie] Hdo] A
ek ol T3t A AHL 39 U] Ao
2 8837 Zshs 2ol vk #8, As7hA 49 &
WHx 2F0j7ts, 200y dlAlelE, an Wy
AE2] EAH-& Roos, Geran T Roos, Johano| x|ty
E AL i@ AEES] FUgel s ddE 7
7I7v 4R ke Aotk 53|, FEsold Alahe A
79 drawdelest g & e =L usedd
(multicollinearity)& o7 A2jah=rld] dis) vl =
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Future Acquisition

Gaps of
Deimportance

uondopy aAne[nwn)

Gaps of
Importance

|

Current Deployment

Time

<Figure 8> Diffusion curve for Gap between Future Acquisition and Current Deployment

287t wo B9 EVAE F23 geide Aldzide 9
7Rz AFY B A 1@ B
o DEAT B7H7t o8] ¥egd 23 5 U, 3
7kbe DEAY] AH8-& €1a) Abdel o] B7brge) 44
(nature)°lHt 7)&(function)& F#3] %3 gehs o
e w3k

A4zl AEE B7HE o] ofoh 2 Az
& SESA & elMe Aurledt 299 Aenes

=

4% Reigh®} Benbasate] 9] A7 & ul®oz A2
< FAIEE AAstaat sgl o5 AYg Aole
Atole] Atgareie] gjlo] HBAIAY feEjAte] A
At} stdeln A&Hoz B aslr19%). a28n %
Ao B3 PRA 2] AlEnge HRAAY Bzt
o} A3 APRe] olsf Raug FAA o vFe &
Z&tch (Ccomputerworld, 1994; Galliers, 1987; Lederer
and Mendelow, 1986). Reigh 9} Benbasat®] <dAlxzzd

Future Acquisition

uondopy sAe[nuin))

Gaps of
Deimportance

Current Deployment

Time

<Figure 9> Shift to reduce Gaps between Future Acquisition and Current Deployment
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“Aodel AlE, BE, @50l o8} A=A ArrliEs
A 2g aEln %0 AR HeEan.
Fichman® Kemerer(1995)x 159
& ANrlE A Hae §Y (pattems)S AHsL
olZ E& wAZls & AolE FHsE IRk AAE
. 259 Hayge H(adaption)d EFFH S5
(physical acquisition)e}tt 8419l Full(purchase of the
innovation) 2 79)8kx, #AE FHFAY BEee) MA
d(time series)S ZA2E(logistic)d & oW 715H
ez 23471 ReltKMahgjan and Peterson 1985).
Fichman® Kemerer(1995)e Z2¢] F3laAd] o] &
o) whapgt Ab(event)2 Aol WAF Al Fnjz A&
olo] wrAigtim siAatdth 2 oW AR o
#Me, 2ol E7]9) 3 MHAssimilation Event)o]l A
719} Skl Aed o g Wit e $3%
Heo) $AE Bojzch AFges FREN vE9 FF
FE9)e(pattern of cumulative deployments)® FAES
s&d(Pattern of Cumulative Acquisitions)®] Apelell o]
Bro o7t e & on, T JHY AL A
o] &2 wa} Pz} WolAth o] ol(gap)= F IHH
9l ZalAlZA(Assimilation Event)st #¥® FHFSIA
d o8] WAL oIR7] WEo] TEL o|F “Fle] o]
(Assimilation Gap)"2 H®&Jc}h Nolan(1979)& 7149
HuAlLdo) THAAE cBAE PRSI, AFE
=eAlelA Adnele Aee Gl ol2rI7tx] o8
oz APt '
gy olA7Ae] WiREe dFxEe H F8A
(Deimportance)®] ol thal 7rzisl friy 9 2=
Z, Bl dojME AFH $A 99 sl 1
FEFuture  Acquisition)o] @A} 3(Current  Deploy-
ment) BTt F2A =R Gtttk HaAgRte) loiME A
& AFgH &N £95 Adsorsly, Bl BB

CALE

#Jo] glo}A= IntermediarySlA Informediary 2 #skala -

7] dRo] ] FeAdo] X AATE 23] FAY
& ©& o dolzth B QT AMgEojx)= Ay
X =919} BEjzle) AL ey Zo] Fo]  F 3
;. AR 43 &A(strategic prority)’E 719 2D
o) Arede] zze] 2y 9 Aoz Hojstw, ‘@
% (action plans)’L Informediary?] A8Z A3t
Ak

£33 B e 2d 83 9ol AAE A gol HEF
A oA &9k el gl ulES AATFEAL]
o o437 ¥ FaA4e Aolrl e 71 @Yol

=2g E3 O5

5. 913 BH(Research Scheme)

51. LMy xlo|l 2AM99  (Spiral Gap
Analysis- Model: SGM)
ABAA, BB  AFAE A3 Financal

Performance)tt AH143 3 Behavioral Performance)& #H7}
& o), A#BA(Cause and Effect)E Rmat s Frh
aeiy B EE Alolel] AzddAel &7] Wi A5
g9 ®e tEFTAN(multicolinearity)g M2 ot
(Anderson, EW. et al, 1994). °]A& dxjrdoly H=
a2 AYAAE FrrIt 44 dvke 38 ud
t}. oleld $AE FHstnA o] FelAME RS Ao
289} QI “informediary?] 212"& HE ¢4 &4
o] AAol wkedst informediarye} #HE #HBAS F
Aoz WHe Axsta ot FAHoz HFrrjed
#Ag BB FeAde JelE Aurrl K3, o
HoMEe “UbAd xjo| ¥-4)(Spiral Gap analysis)” 2 49
st ot

s sjolRAjold zhas] AdWstH oed gt
informediary®] #el@dol ol dAATFEIL viHEHA
gt FoAlel RolE vlmshs WHE|th A€ 80, B
22 oz ARrigd #AAY Hepsgd iz ‘B
Hel 2ER e wHen tgd gug =PItk o
AP vjdESel HF Fa4oR Yol 53 Ax
ot 74 HAE Yo HristeF ATHIHI0 IR
aEln U #ejddgd] tig dA dsist oA 8
Aol gt ztolB B3I o] Aol Hi B A
e AE o4 £9F ol ko R Aok Ao o
T dS A S

M@ Xlo] 2 Mo
Spiral Gap Analysis)

5.2. 714 (Concept of

zlolBA(Gap Analysis)el /NdE 71del @A} #A
o} mjale] YXHAS FAo 7|do] voprtol & W
& A Hes BaA(Needs Assessment)’Z-S
“3 @ BM(Needs Analysis)"o]gtnE B2]¢3c)

}Ag o] HrpEA 2o glojAe) Adel Aoy o
&3 2t

“RE(Emerging Ssack)” o]@ Fgole] “so] Er}of
A 538 Jhdes dTdst vigigSel g F84L
otk 2x] gvk a2y o FeA40l AFE HAg o]
Aol 2838 A2 F AU informediarye] HejaAWL o
ojaly, oleigt BEjwale =3 HA AetE = Ao 1l

&Eo] BATERD 2 FR3H el dElwdy
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Please circle the number which accurately reflects your site's PRESENT position, where :

Manufacturing Strategy

1 = Strongly Disagree 2 =Disagree 3= Neither Agree nor Disagree
4= Agree 5= Strongly Agree

PRESENT deployment FUTURE Acquisition
1. We have a mission statement which has been communicated throughout the company and
12345 is'supported by our employees. 12345
2. We have a comprehensive and structured planning process which
12345 regularly sets and reviews short and long-term goals.: 12345
3. Our plans focus on the achievement of "Best Practice
12345 12345
4. When we develop our plans, policies and objectives we always incorporate
customer requirements, supplier capabilties, and the needs of other
12345 temiiee StakehoMders, including the c nity 12345 s
5. We have a written statement of strategy covering all manufacturing
operations, which s clearly articulated and agreed to by out
12345 Senior Managers: 12345
6. Our site's manutacturing operaﬁohs are effectively aigned with the
12345 central business mission. 12345
7. The capabiiity of our manufacturing operations is central our
12345 rketplace success. 12345
8. Typically, how often do you review the following at this, where :
1 =Never 2= Every Year or Less Often 3 = Every Six Months 4 = Every Quarter
: 5 = Every Month or More Often
{ Please circle one number against each of the folowing )
12345 Attitude/morale of employees: 12345
12345 Time taken from receipt on an order to delivery of product——12 3 4 §
12345 Number of customer complaints- 12345
12345 The level of customer satisfaction 12345
12345 The qualty of raw materials 12345
12345 Suppliers' overall performance: 12345
12345 Cost associated with poor qualty (rework, defects etc) 12345
12345 The cost and number of workplace accidents-—- ——12345
12345 Percentage of capaciy lost due to production downtime——-—123 4 5
12345 Al or part of your cost structure: 12345
12345 The effectiveness of the planning process——-———-—-——123 4 §

<Figure 10> The Example of questionnaires of Strategic priority

€ oujgich

“ZgHGrowing Bud)”ol@& o] B 25 A
2 A 3lE informediary?] FHej@sfo|ty. A +4
oo Z2 gout vlEiEEe U3 Fo4L vi¢ 2
TS guldtt. F F2A49 Alole wlg A2n, ol
FERgs R 23 BEAEC]  ¢EA(Implicit
Knowledge)7t && ZZojg}t & % itk

“A15(Robust Factor)”o]@ 7t cifish $7) o £=2
52 Ydhe AZE ouid Al Fd nHdsse B
A GA w2 #eads guict F F84e X
ol AAE AR A3 mlAlgSd i T840 A
ATHEE $95 daln e #EAPES oo
olgigt FEFPo] B YT E  EEA(Implicit
Knowledge) 7} 821 2(Explicit Knowledge)2 H3d #Hgs

Moo L

ko

1 Qe 2Aole B Aok S8l o] ZAelME Y1)
22230 Qo) ABYE =2 # Ak olH neBd
ooz ZAo] FAoNH Aobds] sl BH BAHAW
selagolet 2 4 ek

“24(Matured Repeater)o]@ @4 783} vlgigse
84 94 Wi§ 2 aPwRe ouidch F FaAel
Aole AXE BT BATR U T4 PlAESw
The 9918 e dE welpAe oudc ouw ¥
gl e 7ige 4BA7L FHAZ AR} Vo]
Fed 710, A1ge FANe ¥ 4 otk olHE @
gare zAe] ol Iusd + gt BelRaeld
24 ok |

“G¥(Legacy factor)’& ZHol 3o} AATH it
Z84¢ olE ¥& Wl HAEsel oig Fae
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, T Legacy factor Matured Repeater

g

=1

é‘ Robust Driver
£8

55

53

o z Fertilizer //

£ %

é‘ l Growing Bud
< Emerging Ssak wing

Current Deployment Score
Average

<Figure 11> Framework of Spiral Gap Analysis on Domain Classification

oz 34 gtk F $849 Aole AH AAH, 237
L N2 45 E ez ) of HEHPEL “AY”
I AtE Ageld. &, ¥l F24(Deimportance)©] 7
A Fwolgt & 4 gith o] ¥l FaAde RES /Y
Well E&A)7)= AL vl g9 F7ME spxen o] B
o A ke 2 0E 39F v)8d7Ry FHE
g Uk

“A&(Fertilizer)”& ®e] AwtgE sidoz #AxFHT
ulE554] wﬁ” °—".1~l ax i’ah‘—} 2 Zoldl ojME
#rTdol a At} olel§ el
2 Z3f 9ol 01% 114?-540121°k & #|Fge opy
Agk o)zl H2|BPL 2 7|22 MERE IEH
Aol mejst dctun # ‘4 o] AAYES T3l
N2 olejrjolt 2AF 52 Wizt + ok

o]2j$t informediary 2] T&EP&*BOH g AJolEME F
8 A1 Adzke 719 HFEY 24 298 AHE
o] Fzt Bzt AP TANHAYE ¢ F Aoy,
212 AFgH 71gdell do] MZE Fajgalo] Folojn &
# FlE FaAstool 7Igo] AEHRANA Ao} F&

7iRle] ohd g
2 49E +gs Ao ARALY BT 60-T0%
dnt pElAe 30-80%9) AlTHe Y HRd e

7He
E
A

(Hymowtz, 1988, Ives and Olson, 1981; Mintzberg, 1983;
Mosvick and Nelson, 1987). Ag7Hx dif-&e] A= 7l
Qo] AAA-S wirlshzd] 2ol olFojHY z3Z o] A
st M AN AdAE BA A Hde] A
o] Faslttk v, Bsle AQle] Al Z3o] t}
"ﬂ”“ T8 & e Aadgd dig A7t adA 84

%d AAolrk

-74-1, ARFA7N & ol g3 =39 x4 FHInAt
ke A7t 428l 7o friRichman, 1987, Huber,
1984; Keen and Morgan, 1978, Kraemar and King, 1988;
Dennis et al, 1983). Dennis®} 9] 55&L AWI|&
whgo2 ¢ M2 oAAPA2HS) FLEXSYSS HW
3tHek of A&age =7 HTookits)olehe MdS 3
ANHA F =T Fold 3o (Meeting)o] EEA 2
o] gkt RS dB8E MEY E7EY e o9
ot 71 dE =T7Ee] FA9} AAC dE fxE2
2ol ZiF o] = gl o3 AFE NHe =PE
AAl Az T SRR 2oy = T2 kst ¥
o] E7E& EFY 7 JukHuber, 1984). £ TPEL
oAtz Aot YA 2L 3o HAAA E2HAE X
dgte BolA] Fe Alzdolg7|Ro:  ofeltie] B3 o
v Fxo dig 54 a5 e A4 ¢ e 2YY
F(Components)E 7H 4= Uk Dennis®t 9] T8 E9]
A1) B, = Foll g3 AMFHARE F
o]d& vz fA(flexibility)olel A7jsldh 2582 &
g kA9 FoE T 8-S AASATE WA, wek
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A

Do Brain

storming to

employees

by the format of

Balanced
Scorecard

_/

Feedback the
results for setting
up new direction

in the priority
and Action
programs

N

* Analyze survey
based on Spiral
Gap Model

L

Make Gap
survey to
compare with
currant
deployment and
Future
acquisition

Do survey

Informing the
new idea to

employee & CEO
to share the

knw“*

<Figure 12> The feedback procedure of measuring knowledge in organization

ge £7g0 e e 7zale 53¢ 23 Aok,
7 ¥ 0ls) ol shie) e Fas cjoltils] ¥
s9sE QY & slolokith. v MY YL 2

o Msol W} ol 7 Fol shig Hu¥
$4, gue 2%el 2h2 949 4 Y=% B
A2E AT 5 3tk Jue 3F 259 B4 By
7] el Agshe PEe FUSH Leo Bal &

%l‘i}

Li

tle rlo
rJSl

Hunt, 1980). £22, £7 & Y] 57ES Mg EF
44 489 & UES 228 fodselol vk

olzjdt E¥L uigez B HE s AH%
informediary®] X 2-& AEe B3t o]& 7]l U
8% + Y= A2 AAFHA2Anowledge sharing
system)}g A& 2EE AAlgta gk

Informediary €] 4] #7lsle] ol§ oAl H= ¥ 3}
£ Alage 7180 slo) ek AaE 2R o] t §Al
FHE F ke "ol oo} mile Fasith AA, #x

7t 7ML e AdE EE BE gt 3RE
AEE AL MASEE Fi} o] WY ool M2
$ el #jwgo] Aok 13 108 MAEEA Y ¥
B2 2Hdgi) o] HEXE ARE st BAAIA Az
< Yejo] Ao} AW L ATFLL o] ATE A4
S ARG vdE5e T dE BE #RE
g WrlEEE Fch o] MEXS HEUYoss ¢
Al EE ol g3t AEAE "}-8‘5}7“ oz A7 37
T} B golatA ek olA S Hrige AolMe vl
g zolRMe 9jsle] HauAGAR stodg dAHAS}
o] FSol B A2 XS ATt 2ER ST
Ay $A4 48 AT Yol BE A A4}
ARE HU MY & JYEF sfodof Ptk £ ATE
olgg ANFTFHAE “d BY AFTHAIZW(star
knowledge sharing system)”eol2k A2j3e, 21 @AlE 3t
@3] aofstd ohg-at Ak /

(o3
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WA 1 9A RaQ AEYs 2 §ow WX
& 58 BelAery oo A0e B9,
M 2 84 lag Wgos WU slggse

A9 Saig Eer)
WA 4 LAY RoluHe
WAl 5 BAE 29E FPLAE BAY EAMYE

Ygstm, AuRGAIAE AFH $H AT 23

ol =98 & & A=E J=l(Feedback)del.

T3 AAEEAE 249

6. QE(Conclﬁsion)

AR7iEo] ZYA =YsE At 2die 7Y 23
Yol T HE zfstn #YAR sldF 2189 9
o] WakE zeslh olelg AlAel Slof, 7199 3%
Ak AT M o9, Fejgs), A sustEe] A
Hrlgd 9sf 2RHog wts 1 itk ARlE ARG
£ AL A5 ErbEsich olgjs dad o, B dT+e
FaERte] J8o] Fele] #ejA FA2Hintermediary)
oA Zo)d FAAZ(informediary)E H@sta Yok
e Wi sk
12 2o 7Igd@7e] Badgdel Aoz us
3l7] 913, informediary2] W3ty FE xag A3
Yy, M2 FRE 7 UEE s, oA AFAHA
4 &9 AAddl NRT F UERE Fopyt gk ol
T Ao 2HE 7|YE do} dE do)rlx 3t

ol B d+E informediaryel W3td I¥3, 2B
AR Qe AL TSP A 2L BMgem
Me YAy =olB2"(Spiral Gap Analysis)® “8 Z¥
A A gfA)28(Star Knowledge Sharing System)”2 )
kst

S M5 AFS ke o] 7]de] HIRXEE Alojoll=
thE3 Aol E3Eo] 7| Wil HES dudA} E
BAZE BEsr] oYt Holk, “U4Hy zojRA"e
A} HuAFGAR stdF 7] dAfel R 9l
= Bedds nged 283 Aejwaio] FAAE A
3t} BgHalgolehs 718l A MEo] olrtol &
FAS ANEY 5 QU

£3 8 B xATGAAD S informediary7b A%
st g AAE 45 TRE F YRS e A2 B
a2 Feet 2 informediaryt 3173 9xHCEO) Alel
9] oataBo] Bl 93] ¥ oy, informediary?]

o

M40l FHE 7Ige] BRAMEeR F7HAA s1de) Bt
HAAE @2 7N Folth

spxsto R o] APe] FRE ghpiel BEH AT
AR} Yeidzte] AnaA Tao] A$H glE AHe
o, intermediary®] 9@ WE Hrlahn 2% 7 A
e FHE 5 3l A2Y 2Ee ANSRTE Hold
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