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Weight Differences of Intellectual Capital Indicator
Selection by Industry

Dong Wook Han'

Information Systems Major of School of Media & Information, Jeon-ju University

This study presents the intellectual capital (IC) indicator selection criteria based on the review of qualitative character-
istics of financial accounting information and data quality of information systems. The AHP survey has been performed to
verify the weight difference of the criteria to select effective IC indicators among industry. The results shows that there
exists the weight differences in relevance and comparability factor by industry. To management IC effectively, different

method considering industry environment should be required.
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Data Quality

Intrinsic Conceptual
Data Quality Data Quality

Representational Accessibility
Data Quality Data Quality
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3. Research Method
3.1 AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process)[4]
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3.2 Survey Design
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Survey Procedure )

Contents

1.Survey Design

» Survey type

* Unit of analysis

* Respondents

* Research hypotheses

Cross-sectional and field survey, causal and
statistical study Organization

Chief knowledge officers(CKO), middle
managers

3 hypotheses for main, there is sub hypoth-
eses at each level

2.8ampling Procedure

* Type of sampling
« Criterion

« Sample size

Non-probability sampling for pilot study
and probability sampling for main survey
Conventional sample for pilot survey and
executive program registered company for
main survey

50 organization for pilot survey

650 organization for main survey

3. Data Collection

* Collection method

Face to face interview for pilot survey
Questionnaire survey for main survey

4. Data Analysis

* Testing method
* Level of significant
* Analysis tool

ANOVA,LSD
p-value(0.01, 0.05, 0.1)
SPSS 11.0
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