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Davenprot 1999; Alavi & Leidner 2001

KMS KMS

KMS KMS
TTF: Task/Technology Fit Theory

KMS
P2D : People to Database P2P : Person to Person

KMS KMS TTF
KMS TTF

/ P2D P2P
/ P2D P2P

/ P2P P2D
/ P2D P2P

TTF KMS
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Abstract
Knowledge Management Systems (KMS) are the emerging applications of the 

information technologies to support knowledge management activities (Davenprot 1999; 
Alavi & Leidner 2001). An effective adoption of KMS to improve knowledge workers’ 
tasks performance has became an important weapon for the business competitiveness 
enhancement. However, due to the nature of problems, the supports needed in different 
tasks vary substantially so that different spectrum of technologies is required for problem 
solving along the process. Previous research had indicated that different knowledge 
attributes need different kinds of systems to support (Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney, 1999; 
Tiwana, 2003; Zack, 1999; Earl, 2001; Hasan & Crawford, 2003). According to 
Task/Technology Fit Theory (TTF), we proposed a KMS Task/Technology Fit (TTF) model. 
In particular, this model explains the fit relationship between knowledge tasks 
(Tacit/Explicit knowledge, Individual/Collective knowledge) and the natures of KMS (P2D: 
People to Database / P2P: Person to Person). An empirical study was then conducted to 
validate the proposed model.  The results indicated that: 1. For tasks which rely on 
explicit/collective knowledge, P2D KMS shows better supports than P2P KMS. 2. For 
tasks which rely on explicit/individual knowledge, there is no difference of supports 
between P2P KMS and P2D KMS. 3. For tasks which rely on tacit/collective knowledge, 
P2P KMS shows better supports than P2D KMS. 4. For tasks which rely on 
explicit/individual knowledge, there is no difference of supports between P2P KMS and 
P2D KMS. These results show a promising development direction for KMS.  Practical 
implications of KMS TTF are also discussed. 

Keywords: Knowledge Management, Knowledge Management System, Task and Technology 
Fit, Empirical Study 



 43 

Drucker(1993) 21

(KMS: Knowledge Management Systems) KMS
Gold, Malhortra, & Segars, 2001; 

Alavi & Leidner, 2001 KMS KMS
(Schultz & Boland, 2000; Davenport & Prusak, 1998)

KMS KMS (Rosenberg, 2002)
KMS

Delone & McLean 1992
KMS

Earl (2001) (tools)
KMS

KMS
KMS KMS

Nonaka & Konno, 1998
KMS

KMS
KMS

(TTF: Task/Technology Fit Theory)
TTF (Fit)

Zigurs & Buckland1998; Zigurs, Buckland, Connolly, & 
Wilson1999; Goodhue & Thompson 1995; Keller 1994 TTF

(Decision Support Systems) (Group 
Decision Support Systems)

Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney, 1999; 
Tiwana, 2003; Zack, 1999; Earl, 2001; Hasan & Crawford, 2003)

KMS
KMS KMS
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Davenport & Prusak (1998)
Nonaka & Takeuchi(1995)
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Leonard-Barton(1995) 
Cross & Baird(2000)

Grant (1996) Nelson & Winter (1982) Spender (1996

(Lam, 
2000; Collins, 1993; Blackler, 1995) / Lam(200)

(the epistemological dimension) / Lam(200)
(the ontological dimension)

(Tacit Knowledge) (Explicit Knowledge)

Polanyi, 
1966 ; Nonaka, 1994; Hedlund, 1994; Tiwana, 2003
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(individual knowledge) (collective knowledge)

(Davenport & Prusak , 1998; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Alavi & Leidner, 2001; 
Matusik and Hill 1998)

Lam(2000), Collins(1993), Spender(1996) /
/  – 

/ /

 Individual  Collective 
 Tacit 

 Explicit 

(Knowledge Management Systems) 

KMS

Davenprot 1999; Alavi & Leidner 2001 KMS

Work Flow Email
(Davenport & Prusak 1998; Alavi & Leidner 2001; Offsey, 

1997; Meso & Smith 2000; Fowler, 2000)
KMS

ISO FAQ

email
KMS
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( ) KMS KMS KM
KM=(People + Information )Sharing KMS KMS

KM +
(+) (Sharing) IT

(Sharing)
( ) KMS Davenport & Prusak (1998)  Sarvary(1999)

KMS
Alavi & Leidner (2001) KMS

KMS
( ) IT IT (Computer) (Network)

IT IT
CPU

(Joanne , 2002)
IT

( )
IT

( ) Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney (1999); 
Tiwana(2003); Zack 1999 ; Earl(2001); Hasan & Crawford (2003)

KMS
( ) KMS P2D

KMS
KM ”+”

P2D(People to Database) KMS
( ) KMS P2P KMS

KM ’S’
P2P(Person to Person) KMS
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P2P KMS

P2D KMS

KM=(P+I)S

(Task/Technology Fit Theory) 

TTF (Fit) TTF
(Venkartaman 1989; Zigurs & Buckland 1998) TTF

(Fit profile) Zigurs & Buckland(1998, 
1999) GSS(Group Support Systems)

GSS
GSS TTF

(Venkartaman 1989; Zigurs & Buckland 1998)
KMS P2D

P2P KMS TTF
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/

KMS TTF
Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney (1999)

(Codifying Strategy)

(People to Document) KMS
(Personalization Strategy)

KMS (Person to Person)

Zack 1999 (Knowledge Management Application)
(Integrative Applications) (Interactive Applications)

Tiwana(2003)
P2P

FTP
Email P2D

Earl(2001)
(technocratic)
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(behavioral)

Hasan & Crawford (2003) KMS (codifying)
(enabling) (object) KMS
IT

KMS IT

/ P2D/P2P KMS
P2D P2P

/ KMS P2D/P2P
/ P2D/P2P

/

Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney (1999); (Codifying Strategy) (Personalization Strategy)

Zack 1999 ;
(Integrative Applications) (Interactive Applications)

Hasan & Crawford (2003) (codifying) (enabling) 

Earl(2001); (technocratic) (behavioral) 
Tiwana(2003);  IT  IT

P2D P2P

/ P2D/P2P /

/

(codified)
P2D P2D

ISO FAQ P2D
P2P

P2P
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P2D
P2D KMS

P2P
P2D

(French & Raven, 1959; Szulanski, 1996; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998)
P2D P2D

/ P2D KMS
P2P / P2D KMS

P2P

A / P2D
P2P

B / P2D P2P

P2D
P2P Email Messenger BBS

P2P

P2P KMS
P2D

/ KMS

(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998)
P2P

P2P
/ P2P KMS

P2D / P2P KMS
P2D
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A / P2P
P2D

B / P2D P2P

KMS P2D P2P
P2D P2D

H1A H1B H2A H2B

/ / P2D/P2P KMS

KMS P2D KMS P2P KMS

P2D P2P

P2D P2P

IT email 

KMF TTF Model

P2D KMS

P2P KMS

FIT Profile

KMS TTF 
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(Likert)

/

/

(Polanyi, 1967; 
Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1994; Hedlund, 1994; Spender,1996; Lam, 2000)

/ /

/

/

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. *
7. *

Polanyi(1967), 
Nonaka & Takeuchi(1994), Hedlund(1994)
Spender(1996) Lam(2000) 
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/

/

(Matusik and Hill, 1998; Leonard-Barton, 1995; Alavi & Leidner, 2001; 
Spender, 1996; Lam, 2000)

/

/

/

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. *
6. 

Matusik and Hill 1998; 
Leonard-Barton1995; Alavi & 
Leidner 2001 
Spender(1996) Lam(2000) 

*

KMS  - P2D / P2P 

P2D IT
P2P IT

P2D/P2P
P2D/P2P
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P2D
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P2P
Email

BBS Notes

Davenport & Prusak 1998; 
Alavi & Leidner 2001; 
Offsey, 1997 Meso & Smith
2000; Fowler, 2000
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KMS

Petrash (1996) (Right Time)
(Right Knowledge) (Right Person) Holsapple & 
Joshi (2000) KM

Gupta & 
Govindarajan (2000) Jensen & Meckling(1996) KM

KMS KM KMS

Sabherwal and Becerra-Fernandez (2003)
KMS

P2D P2P KMS
P2D P2P

P2D P2P

KMS

P2D

1. P2D

2. P2D

3. P2D

P2P

1. P2P

2. P2P

3. P2P

Sabherwal and 
Becerra-Fernandez (2003) 
Petrash (1996) 
Holsapple & Joshi (2000) 
Gupta & Govindarajan (2000)
Jensen & Meckling(1996) 

SPSS 10.0

/ /
2-Way ANOVA /
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P2D/P2P T-test
P2P P2D

T /

300 273 15
258 58 22% 71 28% 77 30% 52 20%

167 65% 91 35% 42 16% 123 48%
93 36% 119 46% 139 54%

(Content Validity)(Churchill, 
1979)

(the internal consistency measures)
Cronbach (reliability) 

(Cronbach, 1947) Cronbach Nunnally(1978)
0.7

(convergent validity)
(discrimmant validity) (discrimmant validity) (factor 
analysis) (multi-item constructs) 

(varimax)
(unidimensionality) (facotr loading) 0.5
(convergent validity) (item-to-total correlation)

0.4 (Kerlinger, 1964) /
0.4 / 0.4

/ / P2D/P2P
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/ 5 .8784 .898; .789; .856; .814; .644; .923; .774; .881; .840; .659
/ 5 .8852 .802; .718; .873; .869; .877; .815; .698; .874; .869; .882

P2D 3 0.8203 .868; .873; .841 .886; .884; .814 
P2P 3 0.8235 .850; .897; .835 .739; .821; .667 

/ / K-means

/ / 3 / /
0.01

Scheffe

K-means

Mean P_value 

/
3.80 4.03 1.90 2.29 3.2016 

(.9822) <.0005 

/
3.95 2.32 3.65 1.82 3.0922 

(.9547) <.0005 

94 65 52 47   

KMS

(Lam, 2000; Collins 1993; Balckler 1995; 
Spender, 1996) / /
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KMS

/ / P2D/P2P
(interactions effect)

P2D
P2P (conditional tests) A B

A B

P2D P2P Two-way ANOVA
P2D/P2P KMS

P2D/P2P
p<.01 t

P2D P2P

P2D P2P

 N=94 3.4362(.7928) 2.8475(.8916) 
N=65 2.9077(.6706) 2.8718(.6813) 
N=52 2.8013(.7901) 3.3462(.7975) 
N=47 2.6879(.8939) 2.6454(.8118) 

N=258 3.0388(.8381) 2.9173(.8369) 

 X 

SS F P

( ) 5.375 4.454 .005 

KMS
P2D P2P .112 1.818 .179 

 X KMS 7.396 119.738 <.0005 
** Significant at p<0.01; *Significant at p<0.05 

P2D P2P t
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t /

t p

N=94 
P2D
P2P 93 3.4362(.7928) 

2.8475(.8916) 19.899 <.0005 
H1A 

N=65 
P2D
P2P 64 2.9077(.6706) 

2.8718(.6813) 1.723 .090 
H1B 

N=52 
P2D
P2P 51 2.8013(.7901) 

3.3462(.7975) -6.965 <.0005 
H2A 

N=47 
P2D
P2P 46 2.6879(.8939) 

2.6454(.8118) .829 .411 
H2B 

A B

P2D P2P 3.4362(.7928)
2.8475(.8916) t=19.899 p<.01

A / P2D
P2P

A Hansen, Hohria, & Tierney (1999) (Codifying 
Strategy) Zack(1999) (Integrative Application) Hasan & Crawford(2003)

(Codifying) Tiwana(2003) Earl(2001)

P2D P2P 2.9077(.6706)
2.8718(.6813) t=1.723 p=.090

B / P2D
P2P

B /
/ P2D/P2P /

/
P2D /

P2D
P2P

A B

/ P2D P2P 2.8013(.7901)
3.3462(.7975) t=-6.965 p<.01
A / P2P

P2D
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A Hansen, Hohria, & Tierney(1999)
(Personalization Strategy) Zack(1999) (Interactive Application) Hasan & 
Crawford(2003) (Enabling) Tiwana(2003) Earl(2001)

A A

P2D P2P 2.6879(.8939)
2.6454(.8118) t=.829 p=.411

B / P2D P2P
B /

P2P
/

A B A B KMS TTF
A B A B

P2D P2P

P2D

P2P

KMS

KM KMS

3 3
KMS

KMS KMS
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TTF / /
KMS P2D/P2P KMS TTF

TTF

TTF KMS TTF
KMS TTF
TTF

/
P2D/P2P TTF

A
A

TTF KMS
/

/
P2P

P2D B B

/ / P2D/P2P
KMS TTF KMS TTF

KMS TTF

KMS KMS

KMS
KMS

P2D
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KMS P2P KMS

P2D
P2P

(1) (2) KMS

KMS

TTF KMS TTF
/ P2D/P2P

/ KMS TTF
KMS TTF

KMS

TTF
(Individual Characteristics)
KMS TTF
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