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The role of knowledge as a valuable resource to the organization has been recognized by
academicians and practitioners. For that reasons knowledge management (KM) has been
introduced to help organization managing the knowledge systematically and effectively.
KM has been widely practiced by many organizations including academic library in
order to improve the organization’s performance. In this 21*' century, KM has become an
essential mechanism for library organizations to provide a dynamic and effective service
to library users. This paper reviews the concepts of KM and library performance and
proposes a framework for further research. The paper tries to establish a relationship

between KM and library performance that will be beneficial for the academic library.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Knowledge management (KM) has been introduced since late 1990s and was used first in
the business sector, then in higher education and library management (DiMattia, 1997).
Universally, most researchers agreed that KM can be seen as a way to improve
performance, value, productivity, and competitiveness, a way to capture best practices, a
way to increase speed and meet customer needs, and a way to become a more innovative
organization (Fulford and Love, 2004; Mentzasm, 2004; Yang, 2004 and Koh and
Gunasekaran, 2006).

KM has a long root in library practice, in the sense of managing codified or recorded
knowledge. According to Hawkins (2000), in the academic world, KM is an old concept
and a function historically performed by librarians. The management of information has
long been regarded as the domain of librarians and libraries. They trained to be experts in
information searching, selecting, acquiring, organizing, preserving, repackaging,

disseminating, and serving. Therefore, in this 21% century, KM has become an essential
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mechanism for library organizations in helping to provide a dynamic and effective service

to library users (White, 2004).

KM adoption in an academic library is suited for current library practice that focuses on
providing user-oriented services. Its implementation also can improve library services as
well as for creating and maintaining a learning culture. The success of academic libraries
also depends on the ability to utilise its information and knowledge better serve to the
needs of the diverse academic community. According to Mavodza and Ngulube (2011),
the reason why KM theory is becoming increasingly significant in libraries is that rapid
technological changes alter the way in which library services are provided. Therefore,
academic library need to find ways to demonstrate their efficient and effective response to
user demands due to rapid changes in the development of new services and increased user

expectations.

2. KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge has been defined in different perspectives by various authors, academicians
and practitioners. The most referred definition of knowledge was describe by Nonaka and
Takeuchi (1995) which specify knowledge as a dynamic human process of justifying
personal belief towards the truth within organization. This definition is the continuation
of Plato’s work, who defines knowledge as “a justify truth believe”. As the interested
areas of study many researchers have been defined knowledge in their own ways. For
instances, knowledge has been defined as an expertise or skill acquired through education
and experience, theoretical or practical understanding of a subject, residue of thinking
which comes from experience and which belongs to and circulates through communities
(Leonard and Sensiper, 1998; McDermott, 1999); understanding, awareness, or
familiarity acquired through study, investigation, observation, or experience over the
course of time (Bollinger and Smith, 2001); information combined with experience,
context, interpretation and reflection (Davenport et al., 1998); a state of mind, an object,
a process, a condition of having access to information and a capability (Wasko and Faraj,

2000; Shin, et al., 2001).



Knowledge can be categorized into personal, shared and public; practical and theoretical;
hard and soft; internal and external; foreground and background (Pathirage et al., 2007).
However, the most acceptable of types of knowledge are tacit knowledge and explicit
knowledge (Duffy, 1999; Nonaka, (1998); Tiwana, (2000); Zack (1999); Polanyi (1983);
Nonaka (1994); Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995). Explicit knowledge exists in the form of
words, sentences, documents, organized data, computer programs, databases and in other
explicit forms. It is easy to articulate, capture and distribute in different formats, since it is
formal and systematic. In contrast, tacit knowledge represents knowledge based on the
experience of individuals, expressed in human actions in the form of evaluation, attitudes,
points of view, commitments and motivation (Nonaka et al., 2000). Since tacit knowledge
is linked to the individual, it is very difficult, or even impossible, to articulate. Polanyi
(1983) stated tacit knowledge, that “we can know more than we can tell”. Most
knowledge is initially tacit in nature; it is laboriously developed over a long period of
time through trial and error, and it is underutilized because “the organization does not
know what it knows” (O’Dell and Grayson, 1998, p. 154). Some knowledge is embedded
in business processes, activities, and relationships that have been created over time

through the implementation of a continuing series of improvements.

Despite, there is various perspective of knowledge, however most researches realize that
knowledge has become more relevant to sustaining business performance than traditional
resource such as capital, labor or land (Drucker, 1992) and considered as a very important
factor for organizations to gain competitive advantage (Amit and Schoemaker, 1993;
Kogut and Zander, 1992; Krogh and Roos, 1996; Peteraf, 1993) in today’s globalization

cra.

3. KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

Review of the prior research on KM indicates the existence of multiple definitions of
KM. The wide range of definitions also reflects the fact that those people working in the
field of KM come from a wide range of disciplines, such as psychology, management
science, sociology, strategy, production engineering etc. (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).

There are several definitions found in the literature such as:



(1) KM is the collective knowledge residing in the minds of its employees, customers,
suppliers etc., which is the most vital resource of an organizations growth, even
more than the traditional factors of production i.e. land, labor and capital
(Drucker, 1995).

(2) KM is the process of critically managing knowledge to meet existing needs, to
identify and exploit existing and acquired knowledge assets and to develop new
opportunities (Quintas et al., 1997).

(3) KM is a process of collection, distribution and efficient use of the knowledge
resource (Davenport et al., 1998).

(4) KM is a conscious strategy of getting the right knowledge to the right people at
the right time and helping people share and put information into action in ways
that strive to improve organizational performance (O’Dell et al., 1998).

(5) KM is a systemic and organizationally specified process for acquiring, organizing,
and communicating both tacit and explicit knowledge of employees so that other
employees may make use of it to be more effective and productive in their work
(Alavi and Leidner, 1999).

(6) KM is the formalization of and access to experience, knowledge and expertise that
create new capabilities, enable superior performance, encourage innovation and
enhance customer value (Beckman, 1999).

(7) KM is any process or practice of creating, acquiring, capturing, sharing and using
knowledge, wherever it resides to enhance learning and performance in
organizations (White, 2004).

(8) KM is a set of procedures, infrastructures, and technical and managerial tools,
designed to create, share and leverage information and knowledge within and

around organizations (Bounfour, 2003).

Although there are many definitions exist, however most of the researchers agreed that
KM implementation will enhance organizations’ performance. For the purpose of this
paper, KM is defined as the process or activity of managing library knowledge assets
which involve activities such as creating, acquiring, capturing, sharing and applying
knowledge, wherever it resides to enhance library performance. The KM process will be

adopted from White (2004).



4. LIBRARY PERFORMANCE

Nowadays, KM has been illustrated as a significant discipline in leading to positive
performance in the organization and it can be measured objectively or subjectively (Raja
Suzana, 2004). Performance must be integrated with systematic learning to sustain

competitive advantage and KM can be a vehicle for achieving this desired result

(Gorelick and Monsou, 2005).

In an academic library context, availability is considered as one important indicator to
measure or determine effectiveness or overall performance. The user doesn’t care that a
library owns a million books if he cannot get the one he wants (Saracevic, 1984). The
method used to this availability is known as branching method which was initially used
by Kantor (1976) and has been utilized for a number of studies in developed and

developing country libraries.

According to Young (2008), library performance indicators focus on the evaluation of
library performance by measuring effectiveness and organizational performance, by
assessing needs, testing, identifying gaps and high-risk areas, improving accountability,
and by establishing benchmarks and baselines. Performance indicators focus on
management using unbiased information to improve decision making, to reduce risks, and
to solve problems. The emphasis of performance measurement includes drawing
comparisons that are useful to coordinate, prevent duplication, to perform stakeholder
consultations, and to focus on outputs and outcomes. Therefore, performance
measurement enables managers to do comparisons, to plan a strategy, to formulate
budgets, to plan and evaluate program results, and to set goals required to achieve

SUCCCSS.

Boekhorts (1995) also explained the criteria for library performance indicator such as
appropriate, reliable or accurate, reproducible, helpful and practical. For example,
circulation statistics were collected monthly by the department of circulation in the
library. Through this method, library management was able to know the progress of

performance of library operation and achievement by comparing circulation data by



monthly, quarterly and yearly. This information is very valuable for future improvement
in the organization. In the other hand, the comparing results of performance measurement
with goals and objectives will lead to re-formulation and specification of goals and

objectives.

Rzasa and Baker (1972) suggested an overall measure of academic library performance
based on the number of users, materials used, reference questions, users studying their
own materials, and total potential users in the library’s population. The weights of each of
these factors would be assigned by library management, and the overall results summed
to a single figure of library performance. Finally, there are currently no agreed-upon
performance indicators in academic libraries (Oldroyd, 2004). For the purpose of this
paper, academic library performance indicators are based on frequency of library use,

materials used and user satisfaction to the library facilities and services.

5. KM AND LIBRARY PERFORMANCE

KM goals are leverage and improve the organization’s knowledge assets to effectuate
better knowledge practices, improved organizational behaviors, better decisions and
improved organizational performance. Some studies revealed a significant relationship
between KM practices and improvement in performance measures such as efficiency,
customer satisfaction, decision-making, quality and financial benefits (Al-Athari & Zairi,

2001; Yahya & Goh, 2002; Moffett et al., 2003; Boumarafi and Jabnoun 2008).

Although the library world often claims ownership of KM, in practice, the adoption of
KM in libraries is not as pervasive as in the business sector. However, KM in the non-
profit organization can improve communication among staff and between top
management and can promote a culture of sharing (Teng and Al-Hawamdeh, 2002). The
approaches to KM as have been described by different authors include those of team-
based approach to develop and introduce a new tool for capturing, managing and using
informal and tacit knowledge of reference librarians in New Brunswick Libraries at
Rutgers University (Jantz, 2001); an enterprise-wide, broad and evolutionary approach to

KM system involving a knowledge bank, more specifically, a dynamic institutional



repository for digital intellectual assets at Ohio State University Library (Branin, 2003); a
database approach to make informal knowledge of reference librarians formalized at San
Diego State University (Stover, 2004); organizational know-how/library know-how
consisting of practical knowledge of the library, its resources and users based on Oxford
University Library Services (White, 2004); and a pragmatic approach to implement KM
in academic libraries utilizing the existing staffing, technology, and management structure

following either bottom-up or top-down strategy (Wen, 2005).

Mphidi and Snyman (2004) have focused on the utilization of intranet as a KM tool in
academic libraries, especially in South Africa; while Selhorst (2007) recommends the
replacement of the intranet with an internal wiki followed by a knowledge audit for
making use of hidden staff talent at the Public Library of Vissingen, Holland. Shanhong
(2000) describes that KM in libraries should be focused on effective research and
development of knowledge, creation of knowledge bases, exchange and sharing of
knowledge between library staffs including its users, training of library staff, speeding up

explicit processing of the implicit knowledge and realizing of its sharing.

6. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Based on prior literatures, this paper has been developed a conceptual framework as in
Figure 1. The main interest of this study is a dependent variable namely library
performance. Library performance is measured by the frequency of library use, materials
used and user satisfaction to the library facilities and services. Another variable is
independent variable. The independent variable that influences the dependent variable is
Knowledge Management. This paper defines KM as a process of creating, acquiring,
capturing, sharing and applying knowledge, wherever it resides to enhance library
performance. The relationships between dependent variable and independent variable can

be seen as below:



Independent Variables Dependent Variables

Knowledge Management
wieds g Library Performance

Process
Knowledge Creating Frequency of library
.| use
Knowledge Acquiring ]
Materials used
Knowledge Capturing

Customer satisfaction
Knowledge Sharing

Knowledge Applying

Figure 1. Conceptual framework

7. CONCLUSION

In this knowledge economy era, knowledge has become a central force behind the success
of organizations. Within the business world, academicians and practitioners have
recognized that this intangible resource is more valuable than tangible resources to
improve the organization’s performance. However, without a systematic process in
managing knowledge, it will results in wastage of resource to the organizations. So, KM
was introduced to help organizations to create, share, and use knowledge more

systematically.

Academic library is the organization that engages with information and knowledge. The
function of academic library is to provide the best service to their users. The frequencies
of library use, user satisfaction and materials used are the indicators to show the level of
library performance. Most of the researchers agreed that KM is mechanisms that will
bring a significant benefit to the organization that implemented KM approach. However,
in an academic library discipline, there is a dearth of discussions and studies on KM and

library performance both in conceptual and empirical study. Most of the studies focused




on information management due to the nature of the organization. Thus, the paper

proposes a framework (as shown in Figure 1) for future research to bridge the gap.
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