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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of the study is to investigate the tools/technologies that would be of value to
libraries as they implement knowledge management (KM) and to map these to different phases of the
KM cycle.
Design/methodology/approach – Models of the KM cycle and theories related to information
technology (IT) adoption were reviewed, along with tools/technologies for collaboration and KM. A
theoretical “model for KM tools and their adoption in libraries” was arrived at.
Findings – It was found that there is no single set of tools that would be applicable to everyone or
across libraries. In addition, technology is just an enabler for KM. Therefore, a comprehensive set of
tools, both physical and technological, is presented.
Research limitations/implications – The paper provides a practical, one-stop place for librarians
to decide on KM methods and tools based on their unique environments. The proposed model for KM
tools should guide further research.
Originality/value – Most studies on KM have been outside libraries. Of all KM tool studies, there is a
lack of a single paper that puts together the majority of tools/technologies (whether IT or non-IT-based)
that would help library staff make informed decisions. The primary research contribution is a model for
KM tools and their adoption in libraries.

Keywords Libraries, Technology acceptance model, Diffusion of innovation, KM cycle, KM tools,
Technologies

Paper type Conceptual paper

When teaching KM in Fall 2012, the first author provided a long list of tools and created an
assignment whereby LIS students had to pick any one tool, learn the tool over a few weeks, create
a tutorial based on it and identify its relationship with the KM cycle. In another course, LIS 488
Technology for Information Professionals (across a few semesters), students had to learn
technology tools and create tutorials as well. Some of the student-created technology tutorials can
be seen at: http://mytechtutorials.wordpress.com/. The authors are grateful to these students from
Simmons College who indirectly provided an impetus for this article.

The current issue and full text archive of this journal is available at
www.emeraldinsight.com/0305-5728.htm
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Background and Introduction
Knowledge management (KM) is a newly emerging approach aimed at addressing
today’s business challenges to increase efficiency and efficacy by applying various
strategies, techniques and tools in their existing business processes. It has been
described as a process or a set of processes (Abell and Oxbrow, 2001; Townley, 2001;
White, 2004), a method of management (Shanhong, 2000), a new dimension of strategic
information management (Ponelis and Fair-Wessels, 1998) or the use of organizational
knowledge through sound practices of information management and organizational
learning (Broadbent, 1998). Although the business model of KM is now being adopted
by many non-profit organizations such as libraries, it is not as pervasive as in the
business sector. In knowledge organizations such as libraries, several kinds of
knowledge need to be managed:

• user knowledge (their need, who to contact and information seeking);
• resource knowledge (sources and services, where these services are available and

other features of resources); and
• personnel practice knowledge (expertise available, the quality of service they

provide and others).

Moreover, KM can help improve communication among library personnel and between
users and service providers, between top management and staff and can promote a
culture of knowledge sharing (Teng and Hwamdeh, 2002).

The only studies on library and knowledge management have focused on the
relationship between KM and library (Sarrafzadeh et al., 2010; Roknuzzaman and
Umemoto, 2009), the need for KM in libraries (Wen, 2005), KM in academic libraries
(Maponya, 2004), librarians’ awareness or perceptions of KM (Siddike and Islam, 2011)
and KM in state-of-the-art digital libraries (Islam and Ikeda, 2014). A big hurdle in KM
implementation in libraries is a lack of clear knowledge as to how to implement KM.
What tools and technologies need to be adopted? What are the set of processes and
phases involved? Are the people and processes more important or technology tools and
systems? Can we simply implement KM by adopting a particular KM tool or system?
Most of the research and case studies of KM implementation, whether in libraries or
other business organizations, show that there is no silver bullet to implementing KM
(Allee, 1997). Each organization must come up with its own template for what is best
suited to its needs. Rather than imposing a process or a tool on an organization, KM is
about coming up with strategies, processes and tools that are most likely to be adopted
and used successfully by people in the organization.

Objective of the study and theoretical considerations
Without providing a one-size-fits-all solution, this paper is an attempt to help
libraries make informed decisions as they venture out to implement KM. We put
together the various tools and technologies available for KM implementation, and
map them to different phases of the KM cycle – ranging from knowledge capture or
creation, knowledge sharing or dissemination and knowledge acquisition and
application (Dalkir, 2011). These cycles encompass the different ways in which
knowledge is managed, from capturing to transferring knowledge (Awad and
Ghaziri, 2004).

A few considerations are important as we propose the following:
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• A single set of tools for KM cannot be mandated because every library and its
employees will need to decide for themselves which tools and technologies they
find easy to use and useful to their current needs.

– Davis’s (1989) Technology Adoption Model (TAM), which has been tested and
validated in countless studies, talks about the importance of two factors –
perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness, before people decide to use a piece
of technology or not. Thus, the KM tools chosen and adopted must fulfill the
criteria of perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness for the majority of
librarians and other stakeholders in the library. A number of factors, from prior
experience to awareness to familiarity with particular tools may affect both these
perceptions.

– Different people in the library will take to KM differently. Their attitudes may
range from enthusiastic to indifferent to opposed. Roger’s (1995) diffusion of
innovation theory classifies people into innovators, early adopters, early majority,
late majority and laggards. Some people will be comfortable changing and
adapting to new tools (the innovators and early adopters as per Roger’s theory),
while there will be others who will resist and be late to adopt KM (the laggards and
the late majority as per Roger’s theory). It is often a good idea to identify the
innovators and early adopters in the library, and bring them into any pilot program
for implementing KM in the library.

The TAM model and Roger’s theory provide the theoretical basis for this article.
• Second, technology tools keep changing, so there cannot be a permanent set of

recommendations which will hold true across time. What will remain consistent is
the need for knowledge creation, sharing and use in libraries.

• Third, a library needs to factor in the cost of adopting any particular set of tools or
technology, i.e. buying/licensing, and the cost of maintaining. Even though open
source software is considered free, it is not really free, as libraries will need to hire
people (computer programmers or others) who can maintain the software, extend
it, write short scripts, etc.

• Finally, but most importantly, technology is not the most important in KM
implementation. Various studies have noted that KM is about people and not about
tools or technology (Rah et al., 2009). Technology is needed to support people’s needs,
and not the other way round. If KM and people are the horse, technology is the cart. We
have to be careful that the cart does not pull the horse. Technology should act as a
support for the processes, policies and procedures adapted to best serve people in the
organization/library to meet the mission and goals of the library. Ruggles (1997b)
defines tools as “technologies which support the performance of activities or actions”.
He defines KM tools as “technologies […] which enhance and enable knowledge
generation, codification and transfer”. In line with the discussion above, Ruggles
cautions that “not all knowledge tools are computer-based, as paper and pen can
certainly by utilized to generate, codify and transfer knowledge”.

Keeping these in view, this article does not recommend any one particular approach, tool or
a set of tools for KM implementation in libraries. Rather, we bring together various tools,
technologies and options currently available that would be useful for different phases of the
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KM cycle, should a library decide to implement KM. These include both traditional KM tools
and (information) technologies, as well as open source and Web 2.0 tools. Individual libraries
can then pick tools from within those that they think are easy to use, and that their employees
are likely to adopt. So, depending on the technology infrastructure in the organization, the
expertise of the staff, the relationships with vendors and the KM needs, the library can decide
on the best approach for tools and technologies.

The mapping of the tools/technologies to phases of the KM cycle is important to
ensure that technology is not the primary driver, and that technology does not drive
the KM phases. Depending on the KM phase being implemented in the library and
the unique library context, it can pick the right tools and technologies from a suite of
options. While a few prior studies have looked at KM tools (Rollet, 2003; Tiwana,
2002; Tyndale, 2002; Jantz, 2001; Dieng and Corby, 1998; Ruggles, 1997), they are not
written from the perspectives of library and information science professionals, and
do not always map to phases of the KM cycle. The only attempt at a preliminary
mapping was by Tyndale (2002). In addition, many of the papers were written a long
time ago, and a lot of technological developments have happened in the past decade,
and continue to happen.

A conceptual/theoretical research approach is adopted in this study. By having
the possibilities of KM tools and technologies currently available, and having them
mapped to phases of the KM cycle, we hope libraries will be in a better position to
make the choices required when implementing KM. This paper is a step in that
direction.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: in the next section, we review the
literature. We talk about prior studies on KM tools, the KM cycle and KM cycle models.
The integrated model by Dalkir (2011), as well as theories by Davis (1989) and Rogers
(1995), are adapted as lens in the study. This is followed by a brief methodology section.
We then talk about the tools and technologies for KM implementation and map them to
different phases of the KM cycle. This is followed by findings and discussion. Finally,
we look at the limitations and future work and conclude the paper.

Literature review
A number of researchers have looked at KM tools in the context of knowledge
management. Tyndale (2002) classifies technology tools in 17 areas – intranets, push
technologies, etc. He classifies the tools as new versus old and maps them to knowledge
creation, organization, distribution and application. Ruggles (1997, 1997b) classifies KM
technologies, focusing on KM uses such as enhancing and enabling knowledge
generation, coding knowledge and transferring knowledge. Rao (2005) compiles case
studies of KM tools, techniques and strategies used across organizations. Rollet (2003)
classifies technologies in the areas of communication, collaboration, content creation,
content management, adaptation, eLearning, personal tools, artificial intelligence,
networking, standards and hardware. He also makes a case for what can, and what
cannot, be achieved through technology. Jantz (2001) discusses a tool called common
knowledge database for managing and using informal knowledge in university
libraries. Dieng and Corby (1998) provide an approach to understanding the core tools
and techniques widely used in undertaking KM in an organization. Tiwana (2002)
includes technologies and KM best practices of KM. Lindvall et al. (2002) survey the
tools available to support different KM activities.
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The aforementioned studies have a few important weaknesses:
• They were written a few years ago. Considering the fast pace of change in

technology, and the recent advent of social networking and Web 2.0 tools, many of
the tools are not comprehensive or applicable anymore.

• The terms used to classify tools (Tyndale, 2002) are broad and terms are used from
the software industry and not easily understandable by libraries.

• Studies such as those of Rao (2005) include case studies from businesses/industry,
and are not directly applicable to libraries.

• Finally, many of the tools are not comprehensively mapped to a phase of the KM
cycle, even though some of them such as Tyndale (2002) and Ruggles (1997, 1997b)
attempt to do so.

KM cycle and models
While libraries have traditionally managed knowledge created by others, KM is about
managing knowledge that originates within the library (Townley, 2001). KM can be seen as
a cycle that encompasses various phases, such as the capture, creation, codification, sharing,
access, application and reuse of knowledge within and between libraries. Dalkir (2011) reviews
KM cycles identified by different researchers, implemented and validated in real-world settings.
Figure1summarizes thephaseof theKMcycle identifiedbyWiig (1993),MeyerandZack (1996),
Bukowitz and Williams (2000), McElroy (1999) and Awad and Ghaziri (2004).

Table I provides a different view of the KM cycle phases identified by these researchers.
Across the different phases identified, the ones similar in meaning are listed in a single row.

Based on these, we can conclude that KM is an ongoing process or cycle in an
organization which starts with acquiring relevant knowledge resources and continues
through their proper utilization. The first part is locating, acquiring and capturing
existing knowledge that is relevant to the library and creating new knowledge. The
acquired knowledge is organized using taxonomies, codification, indexing, filtering, etc.
The knowledge is refined and synthesized or transformed as per the needs of the library.
The processed knowledge is preserved for permanent storage, and a retrieval
mechanism is used for its easy access. Then knowledge is disseminated to the concerned
people for sharing, applying, utilizing and using effectively. Finally, the KM process
receives feedbacks from the knowledge users regarding the extent to which it satisfies
their knowledge needs. Feedbacks ensure proper utilization of knowledge with
necessary modification in the system. Finally, a call is made whether any part of the
knowledge is expensive to keep and can be divested.

We can simplify Table I to get eight unique phases that comprise the KM cycle.
(1) Knowledge creation.
(2) Knowledge acquisition or sourcing.
(3) Knowledge compilation or capture.
(4) Knowledge organization, refinement, transformation and storage.
(5) Knowledge dissemination, transfer and access.
(6) Knowledge learning and application.
(7) Knowledge evaluation and value realization.
(8) Knowledge reuse or divesting.
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Figure 1.
Phases of the KM cycle

Table I.
Combining phases of the

KM cycle

Wiig (2003)
Meyer and
Zack (1996)

Bukowitz and
Williams (2000) McElroy (1999)

Awad and
Ghaziri (2004)

Creation
Sourcing Acquisition Get Individual and group learning
Compilation Refinement Use Knowledge claim validation Capturing

Learn Information acquisition
Transformation Store/retrieve Knowledge validation Organizing

Knowledge integration Refining
Dissemination Distribution

Presentation
Transferring

Application Contribute
Value realization Access

Build/sustain
Divest

327

Knowledge
management

implementation
in a library



www.manaraa.com

Dalkir’s (2011) integrated KM cycle covers three overarching phases:
(1) Knowledge capture and/or creation.
(2) Knowledge sharing and dissemination.
(3) Knowledge acquisition and application (we revise this to “knowledge

application and use”, as acquisition could be construed to be similar to
knowledge capture).

We adopt these phases of the integrated KM cycle (Figure 2) for mapping to tools in this
paper.

Type of knowledge applicable to libraries
White (2004) sees KM as crucial to providing dynamic and effective services to
library users of the twenty-first century. Two types of knowledge would be of
interest to libraries – tacit and explicit. While explicit knowledge is formal, codified
and systematic (like books that libraries have always dealt with; and other
documents produced within the library), tacit knowledge is personal,
experience-based knowledge held by people (Nonaka, 1991) – librarians and library
staff, administrators and users.

Knowledge capture and/or creation: In Figure 2, in the first phase, tacit
knowledge is identified or captured, explicit knowledge is organized or coded or new
knowledge is created. Knowledge creation is typically the outcome of an interactive
process that will involve a number of individuals who are brought together in a
project team or some other collaborative arrangement (Newell et al., 2002) such as
networking with other libraries, attending library events (workshops, seminars and
conferences) and connecting with online communities (Shanhong, 2000). That is
why, the knowledge of library operations, library users and their needs, library
collection, library facilities and technological knowledge needs to be put together.
As a result, new knowledge will be created which leads to the improvement and
development of service to the users and functioning of the library. However, this
diverse knowledge is rather dispersed across all the library sections and up the
library hierarchy.

This dispersed knowledge captured or created across the library needs to be
assessed, then shared and disseminated across the library (second phase in Figure 2).

Knowledge is then contextualized in each department of the library or to each library
employee or user to be understood and used (third phase in Figure 2). This stage then
feeds back into the first one to update the knowledge (Dalkir, 2011).

1. Knowledge capture 
and/or crea�on 

2. Knowledge sharing 
and dissemina�on 

3. Knowledge 
applica�on and use 

Assess

Contextualize 
Update 

Source: Adapted from Dalkir (2011)

Figure 2.
A revised integrated KM
cycle
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Integrated library systems, while prevalent for a long time, are largely controlled by
vendors, and often inadequate due to the growth of electronic and digital resources
(Wang and Dawes, 2012), changed expectations regarding interfaces (Andrew, 2009)
and changing user demand (Breeding, 2006), as well as transformation of libraries in
knowledge-based society to capture the range of knowledge needs that different areas of
the area have. Thus, along with an integrated library system or a library automation
system, libraries will need to supplement and include other technology tools that can
capture their knowledge needs adequately.

We use the revised integrated KM cycle adapted from Dalkir (2011), as well as
Davis’s (1989) and Roger’s (1995) theories on technology adoption/diffusion, as a
theoretical lens in this study, and apply it to the context of KM and KM tool adoption in
libraries.

Methodology
Klein and Myers (1999) provided a set of principles for conducting and evaluating
interpretive field studies in information systems. While the methodology adopted in this
paper was largely theoretical, a few key underpinnings from Klein and Myers are
applicable to this paper. First, a theoretical base was established from prior literature.
Second, existing tools and technologies applicable to KM were reviewed. Third, these
tools and technologies were mapped to various phases of the KM cycle. While a
particular tool could be applicable in different phases of the KM cycle, an attempt was
made to find the phase that the tool was best matched for. Fourth, non-information
technology (IT) tools were included to make the cycle complete. Finally, the theoretical
model adopted was extended to come up with key findings from the paper. The use of
the theoretical model to understand specific tools and their usage follows the
fundamental principle of the Hermeneutic Circle, as well as the principle of abstraction
and generalization as per Klein and Myers (1999).

KM tools and technologies for KM application
In the tables, we review a wide range of technology (IT-based) and non-technology
tools and techniques currently in use in KM or across disciplines that would be
applicable to the three phases of the KM cycle identified in Figure 2. The choice of
tools for each phase must be specific to the library or department implementing KM
and must be consistent with its goals and strategy. Of the tools listed, most of them
are free or open source, while some are paid or have paid features. In addition, when
considering a free product, libraries need to consider the cost of maintenance and the
degree of support provided, and look out for any hidden costs. In helping to identify
the tools and the categories within them (both IT and non-IT based), Good (2012,
2013), Young (2010), Dalkir (2011), Leask et al. (2008) were important studies,
supplemented by other Web sites and blogs. Many of the descriptions of the tools are
taken from or adapted from these sources as well. Many of these tools and
techniques represent those that have been successfully adopted across
organizations in their KM initiatives, as well as new possibilities brought about by
technological advancements.

The six tables are classified into the three phases of the integrated KM cycle of Figure
2. Each phase has two tables – one for non-IT-based tools, and the other for IT or
technology based tools. The three tables on non-IT-based tools list the tool or method,
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what it does and how it applies to KM in libraries. The three tables on IT-based tables
list the overarching technology category, what it does, examples of current tools in that
category, as well as how those apply to KM in libraries. While specific examples of tools
would evolve and change with time, the technology categories and non-IT-based tools or
methods are expected to remain relevant for years to come. In each table, the tool
categories or methods are listed in an alphabetical order, and not in any particular
importance or hierarchy.

Cycle 1: creation and capture
Tables II and III include the non-IT- and IT-based tools for capturing tacit and explicit
knowledge or creating new knowledge in libraries. In the rightmost column of the two
tables, we refine the category of “knowledge capture and/or creation” further to
knowledge codification, capture, creation, acquisition, sourcing, compilation or
organization (terms used in Figure 1 and Table I) to describe the application of each tool
more precisely.

Cycle 2: sharing and dissemination
Tables IV and V include the non-IT- and IT-based tools for knowledge sharing, transfer,
access and dissemination across the library.

Cycle 3: application and use
Tables VI and VII include the non-IT- and IT-based tools for learning and knowledge
acquisition, application and use in the library.

Findings and discussion
We have looked at tools and techniques for knowledge creation/capture,
sharing/dissemination and application/use – both technology-based solutions, as well
as those that do not necessarily rely on technology.

A few findings emerge:
• It was found that there is no single set of tools that would be applicable to

everyone or across libraries. Depending on technology adoption (Davis, 1989),
diffusion (Rogers, 1995) and individual personalities, people will use the
information created, captured or shared differently. Tools such as
myers-briggs type indicator (MBTI) (Table VI) help individuals assess their
own behavior when accessing and using information.

• In addition, technology is just an enabler for KM. Only technology tools are not
enough. A combination of physical environment and technology-enabled tools
is necessary. For each phase of the KM cycle, we have provided a
comprehensive summary of both technology- and non-technology-based tools.

• Technology changes rapidly. While specific examples of tools would change
over time, the broader technology categories, as well as the non-IT tools will
remain relevant for many years.

• Even among the technology tools listed, the ways to access them are changing.
An increasing number tools will be used in mobile and tablet environments
(Apple iOS, Google Android or Windows-based devices). We would
recommend librarians to pick tools that have mobile support, as they are more
likely to be adopted and used in different ways.
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Table II.
Non-IT tools that best

facilitate knowledge
creation and capture

Non-IT methods and tools What it does Application for KM in libraries

Abstract concept
representation/mental
models

A mental model is a symbolic or
qualitative representation of
something in the real world. It is
how human minds process and
make sense of their complex
environments. A cognitive map is
a powerful way of coding this
captured knowledge

Codification: employees can share
common mental models about
competition, survival, users and
other important aspects of
decision-making

Action learning A continuous process of learning
and reflection that happens with
the support of a group or set of
colleagues, working on real issues,
with the intention of getting things
done (McGill and Brockbank, 2004)

Capture: as learning institutions,
libraries should support action
learning for skill improvement,
development of learning and
knowledge sharing

Ad hoc sessions Formed to address a particular
issue based on a member’s call for
help or other informal employee
interactions

Capture: Ad hoc, informal
interactions among employees or
between staff and users are crucial
in project success, including in
digital library projects

After action review (AAR) A technique to evaluate and
capture lessons learned upon
completion of a project

Capture: AAR can be carried out at
the end of digitization, library
automation or other projects or
activities. It helps to make ‘tacit’
knowledge ‘explicit’

Brainstorming A simple way to help a group of
people generate new and unusual
ideas

Creation: useful for gaining insight
on patrons, ways to create
innovative library services and to
reward library employees for
knowledge capture

Guest speakers Presents an opportunity to bring a
fresh perspective or point of view–
seminar or workshop

Capture: the library community
meets at regular intervals. Inviting
guest speakers leads to tacit
knowledge exchange

Knowledge exchange/exit
interviews

A structured process to capture an
individual’s knowledge,
experiences and contacts before
they move on

Capture: works well when there is
risk of losing knowledge because
of a staff member leaving an
organization or a team or project
and when hiring interns

Knowledge café A way to have a group discussion,
to reflect and to develop and share
any thoughts/insights that will
emerge in a non-confrontational
way

Creation: these are about learning,
bringing users together to listen
and participate in open and
creative conversations on topics
that interest them. They help focus
the library’s knowledge,
strengthen its networks, help a
community of practice to get
started and regularize knowledge
sharing

(continued)
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• Some tools are applicable to more than one phase of the KM cycle. Therefore,
we choose the KM cycle phase that a particular tool would be best suited for.

• We recommend librarians to pick 1-3 technology tools from each phase. The
more tools that a library adopts, more would be the learning required for all
employees. Additional support would also be needed. Therefore, a smaller
number is recommended – whether this number is 1, 2, 3 or 4 will depend on
individual library needs. This is because, tools, after all, are only enablers. The
library would not want its employees to get mired in the learning curve of too
many tools. To arrive at chosen tools, the library needs to survey its employees
to ascertain their comfort level, preferences and the tools they might already be
using.

Table II.

Non-IT methods and tools What it does Application for KM in libraries

Knowledge marketplace Could be seen as a ‘dating service’
for knowledge. It identifies what
people know and what they need to
know on a particular subject, then
connects them appropriately

Capture: it facilitates events or
technology platforms to enable
connections between library
experts who have identified gaps
in their knowledge in library areas,
and those who have relevant
knowledge and expertise which
they can share

Learning and idea
capture/learning from
others

A key aspect of KM, at the
personal and team levels, is to
more “collectively and
systematically” capture the
learning and ideas that are taking
place

Capture: libraries can do this to be
more creative, generate more ideas,
learn faster and turn its new
learning into better knowledge to
share, apply and exploit

Learning history Learning histories (Roth and
Kleiner, 2000) are useful in
capturing tacit knowledge,
especially in group settings

Capture: it could serve to describe
what happened, why it happened,
how the library reacted and what
current library members should
learn from this experience. These
insights will help increase the
library’s reflective capacity

Peer assist Direct knowledge transfer from
individuals to others

Acquisition or sourcing: it is used
by a project team to solicit
assistance from peers and subject
matter experts from those in the
library field regarding a significant
issue the team is facing

Road maps Problem-solving meetings that are
scheduled, convened and follow an
agenda

Capture: helps libraries solve day-
to-day problems in a public forum
between librarians, users and
management; often leads to the
development of
guidelines/standards for
continuous process/service
improvement
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Table III.
Technology tools that best

facilitate knowledge
creation and capture
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• Libraries will need to decide between free versus paid tools. Free or open
source does not mean free. Libraries need to consider maintenance and
training costs. After that, they would need to decide (based on budgets or
human resources) whether they would go with proprietary (paid; supported by
other companies) or free, open-source tools, where in-house manpower will
have greater role.

More generally, the results of this study reinforce the recently accumulated evidence
(Tyndale, 2002; Ruggles, 1997, 1997b) that KM cycle and its tools can be applied in
libraries. Findings of this study contribute to fill the gap existing in the literature by

Table IV.
Non-IT tools that best

facilitate knowledge
sharing and dissemination

Non-IT methods and tools What it does Application for KM in libraries

Embed KM in
organizational HR

Encourages KM behaviors and
overall cultural change.
Appropriate rewards and
incentives are put in place for
knowledge sharing behavior
within ALL roles

Library staff are rewarded to share
e.g. incentivizing finding and
adapting solutions from out with
the library

Collaborative physical
workspace

A place where human
interactions such as face-to-
face discussion and dialogues
take place

Information commons and learning
commons are collaborative spaces
within the library that go beyond
the interactions in the reference
and circulation desks. Three levels
of interactions need to be
facilitated: librarian–patron;
librarian–librarian; and
patron–patron

Community of practice A group of people who share a
common interest working
together over an extended
period to explore ways of
working in a specific area of
knowledge

Librarians often exhibit different
levels of expertise. If librarians
interact to share their knowledge
within a community of practice,
then that practice becomes more
effective for the entire community

Directory of experts, e.g.
yellow pages, skill mining

Communities connect people.
These connections are often
used to develop yellow pages
or an expertise location system

An expertise directory provides a
map to subject matter experts in
various fields of the library

Social network analysis
(SNA)/sociograms

Organizational networks and
sociograms help map the flow
of knowledge in an
organization

Using SNA, libraries can map
relationships between people to
identify knowledge flows: Who do
people seek information and
knowledge from? Who do they
share their knowledge with?

Storytelling Conveying events in words,
images and sounds, often by
improvisation or
embellishment; useful for
sharing experiential and tacit
knowledge

Libraries can use structured
sessions to elicit stories of
experience and share knowledge of
lessons learned and best practices
pertaining to specific tasks or
scenarios
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Table V.
Technology tools that best
facilitate knowledge
sharing and dissemination
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T
ec

hn
ol

og
y

ca
te

go
ry

W
ha

ti
td

oe
s

T
oo

ln
am

e
A

pp
lic

at
io

n
fo

r
K

M
in

lib
ra

ri
es

So
ci

al
ne

tw
or

ki
ng

Pl
at

fo
rm

to
bu

ild
so

ci
al

ne
tw

or
ks

or
re

la
tio

ns
am

on
g

pe
op

le
w

ho
sh

ar
e

in
te

re
st

s,
ac

tiv
iti

es
,b

ac
kg

ro
un

ds
or

re
al

-
lif

e
co

nn
ec

tio
ns

Fa
ce

bo
ok

,T
w

itt
er

,
Li

nk
ed

In
,G

oo
gl

e�
,

M
ys

pa
ce

,A
ca

de
m

ia
,

R
es

ea
rc

hG
at

e,
Ci

te
U

Li
ke

Li
br

ar
ie

s
ne

ed
to

ha
ve

a
pr

es
en

ce
on

Fa
ce

bo
ok

an
d

T
w

itt
er

to
re

ac
h

ou
tt

o
th

ei
r

pa
tr

on
s

V
id

eo
co

nf
er

en
ci

ng
A

llo
w

s
tw

o
or

m
or

e
pe

op
le

in
di

ff
er

en
tl

oc
at

io
ns

to
co

m
m

un
ic

at
e

an
d

co
lla

bo
ra

te
vi

su
al

ly

G
oT

oM
ee

tin
g,

Cl
ic

k
M

ee
tin

g,
Sk

yp
e,

A
do

be
Co

nn
ec

t,
O

oV
oo

,G
oo

be
r,

G
oo

gl
e

H
an

go
ut

s

e.
g.

G
oT

oM
ee

tin
g

ca
n

be
us

ed
by

lib
ra

ri
es

to
ha

ve
di

sc
us

si
on

s
or

pr
es

en
ta

tio
ns

of
up

to
26

pe
op

le

V
ir

tu
al

th
re

e-
di

m
en

si
on

al
im

m
er

si
ve

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n

Co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n

be
tw

ee
n

vi
rt

ua
l

te
am

s
vi

a
te

ch
no

lo
gy

-m
ed

ia
te

d
co

m
m

un
ic

at
io

n
an

d
us

in
g

pe
rs

on
al

iz
ed

av
at

ar
s

Se
co

nd
Li

fe
,T

ix
eo

,I
-

m
ag

in
er

,T
el

ep
la

ce
M

an
y

lib
ra

ri
es

ha
ve

a
pr

es
en

ce
in

Se
co

nd
Li

fe
.L

ib
ra

ri
es

ca
n

us
e

it
to

pr
ov

id
e

a
vi

rt
ua

lt
oo

lo
ft

he
ir

fa
ci

lit
ie

s

A
ud

io
co

nf
er

en
ci

ng
us

in
g

V
oi

ce
-o

ve
r-

IP
(V

oI
P)

W
or

ks
si

m
ila

r
to

a
tr

ad
iti

on
al

co
nf

er
en

ce
ca

ll
us

in
g

an
al

og
ph

on
es

In
fin

ite
Co

nf
er

en
ci

ng
,

W
eb

E
x,

Co
nf

er
en

ce
Ca

lli
ng

,O
oV

oo
,

A
cc

uC
on

fe
re

nc
e

(s
ee

re
vi

ew
s

at
T

op
T

en
R

ev
ie

w
s,

20
14

),
G

oo
gl

e
T

al
k,

V
ox

ox
,

Sk
yp

e

Li
br

ar
ie

s
ca

n
us

e
O

oV
oo

,e
.g

.t
o

co
m

m
un

ic
at

e
w

ith
co

lle
ag

ue
s

ac
ro

ss
lo

ca
tio

ns
(o

n
be

st
-p

ra
ct

ic
es

su
ch

as
di

gi
tiz

in
g

an
ov

er
si

ze
d

ra
re

bo
ok

or
an

y
ot

he
r

to
pi

c)
or

to
re

co
rd

a
re

fe
re

nc
e

in
te

rv
ie

w
to

im
pr

ov
e

us
er

ex
pe

ri
en

ce

W
eb

co
nf

er
en

ci
ng

A
llo

w
s

co
nf

er
en

ci
ng

ev
en

ts
to

be
sh

ar
ed

w
ith

re
m

ot
e

lo
ca

tio
ns

In
fin

ite
co

nf
er

en
ce

,
In

te
rC

al
l,

R
ea

dy
ta

lk
,

G
oT

oM
ee

tin
g,

iL
in

c

e.
g.

R
ea

dy
T

al
k

fa
ci

lit
at

es
co

lla
bo

ra
tio

n
an

d
sh

ar
in

g
w

ith
ex

te
rn

al
lib

ra
ri

an
s

or
pa

rt
ne

rs
.I

tp
ro

vi
de

s
re

co
rd

in
g

an
d

cu
st

om
iz

at
io

n
op

tio
ns

fo
r

in
te

rn
at

io
na

l
lib

ra
ry

co
nf

er
en

ce
s

W
eb

/m
ul

tim
ed

ia
pr

es
en

tin
g

H
el

ps
cr

ea
te

an
d

sh
ar

e
pr

es
en

ta
tio

n
on

lin
e

Sl
id

eS
ha

re
,S

lid
eR

oc
ke

t,
Pr

ez
i,

E
m

pr
es

sr
,

V
oi

ce
T

hr
ea

d,
Zo

ho
Sh

ow

E
.g

.V
oi

ce
T

hr
ea

d
al

lo
w

s
a

lib
ra

ry
to

sh
ar

e
m

at
er

ia
ls

w
ith

pa
tr

on
s,

al
lo

w
in

g
th

em
to

co
m

m
en

ti
n

vo
ic

e/
vi

de
o/

te
xt

to
fo

st
er

a
se

ns
e

of
co

m
m

un
ity

337

Knowledge
management

implementation
in a library



www.manaraa.com

bringing together a comprehensive listing of tools and their possible application in
libraries in a single paper.

To summarize the findings, we present a model for KM tools and their adoption in
libraries.

Figure 3 captures the key features of the integrated knowledge cycle model by Dalkir
(2011). The tools for knowledge capture and/or creation (Tables II and III), the tools for
knowledge sharing and transfer (Tables IV and V) and the tools for knowledge
application and use (Tables VI and VII) form the key pieces of the model. Individuals’
perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use of these tools (as per TAM – Davis, 1989)
will play a major role whether particular tools are adopted/used and successful. In
addition, people who self-identify as innovators and early adopters (as per the diffusion
of innovation theory – Rogers, 1995) are more likely to adopt changes easily, and
should be part of the pilot program when adopting KM and KM tools in libraries. A
librarian or a team assesses and transfers the captured or created knowledge,
contextualizes it to one’s unique needs and updates it to form a continuous
knowledge cycle, supported by technology. All of this must happen to support the
wider organizational functions of the library such as circulation, reference,
inter-library loan, customer service, etc., and help enhance its larger goals such as
service, survival, growth, innovation and satisfaction.

Table VI.
Non-IT tools that best
facilitate knowledge
application and use

Non-IT methods and tools What it does
Application for KM in
libraries

Cognitive styles and Myers–
Briggs Type Indicator
(MBTI)

Personality assessment test
for employees to find out
their personality type.
Individual personalities
affect the way people
acquire and apply
knowledge

Library staff can understand
and better predict their
personal preferences and
behavior when accessing
and using information

Knowledge audit Understanding the
knowledge environment of
an organization or project
to identify and deal with
knowledge gaps

For continuous
improvement, libraries need
to understand the gap in
their desired and existing
knowledge

Personalization and profiling Using continually adjusted
user profiles to match
content or services to
individuals

Rather than one-size-fits-all
library Web sites, users can
be provided with
personalization and profiling
options

Taxonomy Helps organize information,
documents and libraries in
a consistent manner

Many libraries organize their
knowledge assets using
taxonomies to aid in
effective navigation and
retrieval

Learning reviews Used by a project team to
aid team and individual
learning during the work
process

Team members working on
library projects can
continuously learn while
carrying out the project
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Table VII.
Technology tools that best

facilitate knowledge
application and use
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Concluding remarks, limitations and future work
The proposed model for KM tools and their adoption in libraries should help further
research in this area. The six tables and this model should help guide the practical
implementation of KM in libraries.

The following are the limitations of the study. First, technology tools will keep
changing. Therefore, individual examples listed, while applicable for the next two to five
years, might change in the longer term, and will need to be supplemented with newer
developments. Second, the directories of tools, as well as the proposed model, will need
to be tested against actual adoption and use by librarians. The theoretical
considerations presented in this article are not tested but rather based on
conceptualization. Thus, while we expect the paper to be highly useful, it must
withstand the test against actual intention to use and usage.

In a future work, we will examine how integrated library systems need to evolve to
take advantage of KM, and also gather qualitative and quantitative data to test the
model.
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