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Despite the increasing interest taken in knowledgemanagement (KM) by awide range of practitioners aswell as
the library and information science (LIS) community, knowledge management is not systematically applied in
libraries. Due to the complexity of knowledge, as well as the multifaceted nature of knowledge management,
there is no consensus among LIS professionals regarding its relation to informationmanagement. In this context,
the current study aims at exploring how library employees perceive knowledge management, as well as which
KM tools and techniques are adopted by academic libraries. The results indicate that although practitioners are
aware of knowledge management and appreciative of its benefits not only for library performance but also for
LIS professionals' future career options, there is a lack of clarity on fundamental KM issues. Finally, academic
libraries take steps towards capturing the knowledge of their users and internal explicit knowledge; however, so-
cial practices such as communities of practice, which facilitate tacit knowledge and expertise sharing, are not
adopted.
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INTRODUCTION

Knowledge management (KM) is a relatively new scientific field,
formally established in the late 1980s (Dalkir, 2011). However, being a
multidisciplinary field (Dalkir, 2011), KM lacks a universally acknowl-
edged definition. This obscurity contributed to KM receiving substantial
criticism, to the point to it being characterized as ‘a management fad’
(Wilson, 2002). In response to criticism, Ponzi and Koenig (2002) and
Grant (2011), employing bibliometric and content analysis techniques,
provided evidence that unlike other ‘management fads’, KM has sur-
vived. As Koenig (2005, p. 2) asserts, “knowledge management is here
to stay”.

In the library environment, it is widely acknowledged that the appli-
cation of KM improves library operational effectiveness, such as im-
proved access to information resources (Islam, Siddike, Nowrin, &
Naznin, 2015), and facilitates services innovation (Islam, Agarwal, &
Ikeda, 2015b) through the enhancement of internal and external
knowledge sharing (Islam, Siddike, et al., 2015) and the creation of
new knowledge (Wen, 2005). Although “knowledge management has
much to offer to the management of libraries and advancement of the
LIS professions” (Martin, Hazeri, & Sarrafzadeh, 2006, p. 24), the adop-
tion of KM by library and information science (LIS) professionals is
very slow (Roknuzzaman & Umemoto, 2009). The ambiguity of the ter-
minology, on the one hand, and the disagreement among LIS profes-
sionals regarding its relation to information management (IM), on the

other, constitute significant barriers for their involvement in ΚM
(Kebede, 2010; Roknuzzaman & Umemoto, 2009).

The controversy results from the complex nature of knowledge,
which is often used interchangeably with information, wrongly assum-
ing that it purely refers to explicit knowledge (Jashapara, 2005). Nonaka
(1994, p. 15) explains that “information is a flow of messages, while
knowledge is created and organized by the very flowof information, an-
chored on the commitment and beliefs of its holder. This understanding
emphasizes an essential aspect of knowledge that relates to human ac-
tion”. He also stresses the importance of distinguishing between explicit
knowledge and tacit knowledge – based on Polanyi's (1966) classifica-
tion. Explicit knowledge refers to the knowledge “that is transmittable
in formal and systematic language … [and] is captured in records of
the past, such as libraries, archives, and databases” (Nonaka, 1994, pp.
16–17), while tacit knowledge “has a personal quality, which makes it
hard to formalize and communicate… [and] is deeply rooted in action,
commitment, and involvement in a specific context. In Polanyi's (1966)
words, it ‘indwells’ in a comprehensive cognizance of the human mind
and body” (Nonaka, 1994, p. 16).

In this context, the primary purpose of the study is to examine how
Greek academic library employees perceive KM. That is, it attempts to
explore if library practitioners are aware of the term ‘knowledge man-
agement’, how they perceive the KM concept and how they assess the
potential implications, applications, benefits, and opportunities offered
by KM to library operations. Furthermore, it aims at identifying the
KMtools and techniques adoptedby libraries. Consequently, the current
research would not only allow us to understand how library practi-
tioners perceive KM and which KM tools adopt, but most importantly,
if they consciously and systematically practice KM initiatives.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

ΚM has attracted the interest of the LIS literature since the early
1990s; there is, however, a dispute as towhether LIS and KMare distinct
fields of specialization. According to the first school of thought, KM “is a
new name for what librarians have been doing for years” (Gorman,
2004; quoted in Sarrafzadeh, 2008, p. 30) or as otherwise put, “new
wine in old bottles” and “librarianship in new clothes” (Sarrafzadeh,
Martin, & Hazeri, 2010, p. 201). Proponents of this view consciously
avoid getting involved in KM programs (Kebede, 2010) and thus, LIS
fails to play the influential role it could play in knowledge management
(Martin et al., 2006). Koenig (1997, 2005) strongly supports this per-
spective, arguing that KM not only greatly overlaps with LIS but also
much of the KM terminology, such as taxonomy, classification, and
knowledge maps, has been borrowed from both IM and LIS. According
to Davenport and Cronin (2000, p. 296), “where [this] position prevails,
valuable knowledge assets may be overlooked andmore thoughtful an-
alysts advocate a broadening of the field of vision”.

The other viewpoint sees KM distinct from IM, as it focuses on the
management of human expertise, in contrast to LIS and IM,whichmain-
ly concentrate on the management of information resources (Blair,
2002; Broadbent, 1998). As Broadbent (1998) states, KM “is a form of
expertise-centered management focusing on using human expertise
for business advantage … Knowledge management practices aim to
draw out the tacit knowledge people have, what they carry around
with them, what they observe and learn from experience, rather than
what is usually explicitly stated”. In a similar vein, Middleton (1999,
p. 2) describes KM as “a combination of information management
(IM) for managing the documentary form, and HRM for managing the
expression of knowledge”. In this respect, LIS constitutes an essential
component of KM (Owen, 1999), in which LIS professionals can only
contribute through their information management skills (Bouthillier &
Shearer, 2002).

A debate also exists as towhether KM is a threat to the status and fu-
ture of LIS professionals or if it can provide new career options. KM has
both been seen as “the biggest thing to hit the information profession
since the internet” (Infield, 1997; quoted in Sarrafzadeh et al., 2010,
p. 200) and as “a vehicle for enhancing the professional image and
role of the information professional” (Southon & Todd, 2001, p. 260).
In the latter perspective, LIS professionals should rise to the challenge
and expand their traditional roles by actively engaging in organizations'
KM initiatives (Branin, 2003; Butler, 2000; Jain, 2007; Koenig, 2005).
Moreover, they should oriented towards capturing andmanaging inter-
nal tacit knowledge (Al-Hawamdeh, 2005; Jantz, 2001), and facilitating
knowledge sharing among employees and between employees and li-
brary users (Shanhong, 2000). “Librarians in the newmillennium orga-
nizations will be knowledge managers and information analysts. They
will perform a range of business roles. They will work as integral mem-
bers of the business teams that need these roles, and many will work
with those teams rather than in the library” (Klobas, 1997; quoted in
Yaacob, Jamaluddin, & Jusoff, 2010, p. 18). However, LIS professionals
have to change their mindset if they want to move to KM-related posi-
tions (Abell & Oxbrow, 2001). As Abell and Oxbrow (2001, p. 151) ex-
plain, “the change information professionals have to make is to think
of themselves as part of the core business – not as a service to those
who do the business. To understand theway that corporate information
is created and used, and the crucial information flows, requires an un-
derstanding of the business process and an ability to map the knowl-
edge processes that support it”.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

SAMPLING AND DATA COLLECTION

The target population of the study consists of all personnel working
in Greek academic libraries. The survey was conducted in November–

December 2015. A web-based structured questionnaire, developed
and administered via LimeSurvey®, was used for the collection of pri-
mary data. A total of 590 questionnaires were distributed; of these,
318 suitable for analysis were returned (53.9% response rate). The de-
mographic characteristics of the final study sample are presented in
Table 1.

RESEARCH INSTRUMENT

A structured questionnaire – consisted of simple-dichotomy,
determinant-choice, checklist, and Likert-type questions – was used as
the research instrument for the collection of the necessary data. The
questions developed for the research based on previous studies (see
Table 2), while adjustments were made to some response alternatives
to fit the current research context. All questions were translated from
the English language into Greek. A pre-testing process, in which three
academics and five LIS professionals were asked to comment on ques-
tionwording in terms of clarity and readability, was performed to estab-
lish the instrument's content validity.

RESULTS & DISCUSSION

KM AWARENESS

Initially, participants were asked if they are familiar with the term
‘knowledge management’. The 264 (out of 318) of the respondents
that gave an affirmative reply were asked how they came to know
about KM. 35.6% indicated learning about KM during their studies, sug-
gesting that KM has become part of LIS curricula. Equal percentage of
from ‘the literature’ (22%) and from ‘conferences, workshops, and sem-
inars’ (22%) follow, while from ‘work experience’was the least popular
response (3.8%). Finally, 2 respondents stated that they do not
remember.

KM DEFINITION

Asmany diverse definitions of KMcanbe found in the literature, par-
ticipants were asked to either choose the one of the three definitions

Table 1
Profile of respondents.

Measure Items Frequency Percentage

Gender Male 76 23.9
Female 242 76.1

Age Mean: 43.85/SD: 5.87
Education PhD in LIS 9 2.8

PhD in other disciplines 3 0.9
Master degree in LIS 36 11.3
Master degree in other disciplines 46 14.5
Undergraduate degree 213 67
High school degree 11 3.5

Specialty LIS professionals 289 90.9
IT professionals 17 5.3
Other 12 3.8

Position Library Director 9 2.8
Head of Department 23 7.2
Cataloguing Department 120 37.7
Acquisitions 88 27.7
Loan/interlibrary loan 148 46.5
Reference services 160 50.3
Digital services 24 7.5
Technical support 21 6.6
Other services (secretariat etc.) 41 12.9

Employment status Permanent employee 98 30.8
Permanent contract 186 58.5
Fixed-term contract 12 3.8
Independent contractor 22 6.9

Experience (years) Organizational tenure Mean: 13.26/SD: 7.93
Job tenure Mean: 17.96/SD: 6.39
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